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President London Breed 
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San Francisc~ CA 94102 

Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination - 340 Bryant Street 
SF Admin Code 31.16 

Planning Commission Motion 19311- January s; 2015 - 2013.160B. 
·Pending ·Board of Appeals - #15-015 -·March 25, 2015 

San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth appeals the environmental exemption determination for the 
office allocation to convert over 47,000 sq ft of 340 Bryant Street from industrial (PDR - production, 
distribution, repair) to tech offices. The site is located in the Eastern SOMA Area of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Area Plan. The exemption is based on that Eastern Ne.ighborhoods plan. 

The Planning Commission approved the project January 8, 2015 based on CPE Certificate and Checklist 
. for ~40 Bryant Street that was issued at 4:44pm on December 23, 2014. 

The basis for the appeal include the following: 

UNIQUE SITE SURROUNDED BY HOV BRIDGE TRAFFIC LANES 

The extraordinary uniqueness ofthe site was disregarded in both the Exemption and in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Area Plan EIR. The site is on a steep hill (Rincon Hill and the Bay Bridgef and is 
surrounded by TWO f:lOV lanes that lead directly onto the Bay Bridge and the Bridge itself, Traffic 
accelerates as the lanes enter directly onto the far right eastbound lane of the Bridge. AT THIS SITE. 

Once a car heading EAST on Bryant Street passes 2nd Street there is NO intersection. A car proceeding 
WEST on Bryant and up the incline past Beale.also expects no cross traffic and no crosswalk. The 
roadway is separated into east and west bound lanes at different grades for most of these blocks. 

There is NO pedestrian access - no crosswalk. There is no visible "edge" or curb for the site. 

The HOV lanes have been reconfigured since the publication of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan ElR 
which has not been adjusted to account for the new configuration. 

HOW OFFICE WORKERS WILL WALK OR BIKE TO THIS SITE- and leave during afternoon rush hourwhen 
cars tine up at both "2nd Street" and "Beale Sfreet" ends to get directly onto the Bridge - is not analyzed 
in the Exemption or underlying EIR. 
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340 Bryant Street appeal - page 2 

NUMBER OF WORKERS AFFECTED 

The amount of space to be converted to offices has been listed as various numbers -
. • 45,545 sq ft- Exemption page 1 
• 47, 536 sq ft - Office allocation in Motion 19311 

Approximately 165 office jobs are to be created. Space per worker using numbers in this 
environmental document is around 276 - 288 sq ft. 

This space allocation is even higher than that which was used for "traditional" office space for the 
Downtown· Plan. Which calculated that square footage per worker would GO DOWN as space became 
more expensive and uses shifted. In the 35 years since the DTP EIR - with more expensive office space 
and a trend to more open plan offices for the tech. industry-_the amount of space per worker has come 
down dramatically. 

A more accurate projection of the work force needs to be done. The number of PEDESTRIANS coming 
to the site, and the contributing to the increased demand for housing, is understated. The total number 
of tech office workers is probably TWICE the 165 jobs assumed. 

The difference between an industrial workforce on site (at the time of the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR) 
and their travel patterns (heavily in trucks) and an office work force walking or biking to this site was not 
discussed. The more pedestrians and bicyclists there are at this site, the more opportunities exist for 
vehicular conflicts. Westbound autos will be accelerating up a hill. Wfll there be sun in their eyes? Will 
they expect pedestrians to be crossing their HOV lane? This is not discussed ore.valuated. 

BAD MAPPING OF SITE IN ENVIRONfll!ENTAL CHECKLIST 

The site map provided to the Planning "commission in the environmental checklist is very misleading. 
Page 3 does not accurately show the site. It fails to call out and label the HOV lanes A~ D THEIR 
DIRECTION, the divided Bryant Street with the STEEP WALL.between the area from Rincon St to Beale. 
No one who gets site information from THIS map would ~nderstand the complexity of this isolated site. 

ADDITIONAL ISSUES 

There is a rooftop deck which will b.e visible to cars/trucks on the lower deck of the Bridge. What effects 
on air quality and dirt on the deck? How .much distraction potential from people on the deck? 

\ 

When the site was listed, the sign age opportunity - to get the attention of Bridge traffic (the only place it. 
will be visible) was emphasized. A branding opportunity for building tenants only works if it catches 
eyes of bridge drivers or passengers. Consideration should be given to the effects of mitigating 
po~~t~al pGbl~ distractions from a roof deck and advertising. 

s~~estor 
~· 

cc: Members of Board of Supervisors 
Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Subject to: (Select only if applicable) 

D Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) 
1650 Missioll St 
Suite 400 

0 Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) 

D Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) 

D First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 

D Child Care Requirement {Sec. 414) 

0 Other (Eastern Neighborhoods - Sec. 423 & 426) 

San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

0 Transit Impact Development Fee (Sec. 411) 

Planning ·commission Motion No. 19311 
HEARING DATE: JANUARY 8, 2015 

Date: 
Case No.: 
Projed Address: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

December 31, 2014 
2013.1600B 
340 Bryant Street 
MUO (Mixed Use Office) District 
65-X Height and Bulk District 
3764/061 
JohnKevlin 
Reuben, Junius and Rose, LLP 
One Bush Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
Erika S. Jackson - ( 415) 558-6363 
erika.jackson@sfgov.org 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

fax; 
415.558.6409' 

Planning 
Information: 
415.55B.6an 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO AN ALLOCATION OF OFFICE SQUARE FOOTAGE 
UNDER THE 2014-2015 ANNUAL OFFICE DEVELOPMENT LIMITATION PROGRAM FOR THE 
PROPOSED PROJECT LOCATED AT 340 BRYANT STREET THAT WOULD AUTHORIZE THE 
CONVERSION OF 47,536 GROSS SQUARE FEET OF THE EXISTING 62,050 SQUARE FOOT 
BUILDING TO OFFICE USE PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 321 AND 842.66, ON 
ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 3764, LOT 061, IN THE MUO (MIXED USE OFFICE) ZONING DISTRICT AND 
A 65-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER TIIE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT. 

PREAMBLE 

On December 19, 2013, John Kevlin, on behalf of 140 Partners, LP (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed 
Application No. 2013.1600B (hereinafter 11 Application") with the Planning Department (hereinafter 
"Department'') for an Office Development Authorization to convert 47,536 gross square feet of the 
existing 62,050 square foot building at 340 Bryant Street to an office use. 

The environmental effects of the Project were determined by the San Francisco Planning Department to 
have been fully reviewed under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan Environmental Impact Report 

www.s.fplanning.org 
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Motion No. 19311 
January 8, 2015 

CASE NO. 2013.16008 
340 Bryant Street 

(hereinafter "EJR"). The EIR was prepared, circulated for public review and comment, and, at a public 
hearffig on August 7, 2008, by Motion No. 17661, certified by the Commission as complying with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000 et seq., (hereinafter "CEQA"). 
The Commission has reviewed the Final EIR, which has been available for this Commissions review as 
well as public review.The Eastern Neighborhoods BIR is a Program BIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guideline 
15168( c)(2), if the lead agency finds that no new effects could occur or no new mitigation measures would 
be required of a proposed project, the agency may· approve the project as being within the scope of the 
project covered by the program EIR, and no additional or new environmental review is required. In 
approving the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, the Commission adopted CEQA Findings in its Motion No. 
17661 and hereby incorporates such Findings by reference. 

Additionally, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provides a streamlined environmental review for 

projects that are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, community plan 
or general plan policies for which an BIR was certified, except as might be necessary to examine whether 

there are project-specific effects which are peculiar to the project or its site. Section 15183 specifies 
that examination of environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that (a) are peculiar to the 
project or parcel on which the project would be located, (b) were not analyzed as significant effects in a 
prior EIR on the zoning action, general plan or community plan with which the project is consistent, (c) 
are potentially significant off-site and cumulative impacts which were not discussed in the underlying 
BIR, or(d) are previously identified in the EIR, but which are determined to have a more severe adverse 
impact than that discussed in the underlying BIR. Section 15183(c) specifies that if an impact is not 
peculiar to the parcel or to the proposed project, then an EIR need not be prepared for that project solely 
on the basis of that impact. · 

On December 22, 2014, the Department determined that the proposed application did not require further 
environmental review under Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines and Public Resources Code Section 
21083.3. The Project is consistent with the adopted zoning controls in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area 
Plan and was encompassed within the analysis contained in the Eastern Neighborhoods Final BIR. Since 
the Eastern Neighborhoods Final BIR was finalized, there have been no substantial changes to the Eastern 
Neighborhoods .Area Plan and no substantial changes in circumstances that would require major 
revisions to the Final BIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or an increase 
in the severity of previously identified significant impacts, and there is no new information of substantial 
importance that would change the conclusions set forth in the Final BIR. The file for this project, 
including the Eastern Neighborhoods Final BIR and the Community Plan Exemption certific~te, is 
available for review at the San Francisco Plannlli.g Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San 
Francisco, California. 

·Planning Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) setting 
forth mitigation measures that were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR that are applicable 

to the project These mitigation measures are set forth in thcir entirety in the 11MRP attached to the draft 
Motion a5 Exhibit C. 

On January. 8, 2015, the Planning Commission ("Commission") conducted a duly noticed public hearing 
at a regularly scheduled meeting on Office Allocation Application No. 2013.1600B. 

&\,"l fRA!ICISCO 
PLANNING DEPAATMENT 2 
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Motion No. 19311 
January 8, 2015 

CASE NO. 2013.16008 
340 Bryant Street 

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

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Office Development Authorization requested in 
Application No. 2013.1600B, subject to the conditions contained in "EXHIBIT A" of this motion, based on 
the following findings: 

FINDINGS 

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

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

2. Site Description and Present Use. The Project site, located at 340 Bryant Street, is bounded by 
Rincon Alley and Sterling Street. The site is located in the East South of Market Neighborhood 
within an MUO Zoning District and a 65-X Height and Bulk District. The subject lot is 
approximately 17,117 square feet in area. The existing building is approximately 62,050 square 
feet, 43-feet tall, and four-stories, and was constructed in 1932 as an industrial building. The 
building was purchased by a new owner in January 2012. The ·building has been vacant since 
January 2013; however, the last legal use of the building was industrial. 

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The Project site is located in the East South of 
Market Neighborhood within an MUO Zoning District and a 65-X Height and Bulk District. 
Accordingly, the surrounding properties are characterized by dense, two and four-story 
industrial buildings, with some office and residential uses. The building is surrounded by the I-
80 freeway to the north and off-ramps to the south. To the southeast of the project across Bryant 
Street are three- and four-story buildings and to the southwest of the project site are three- and 
five-story buildings with mixed uses including office and live/work condominiums. 

4. Project Description. The proposal is to convert the entire second, third, and fourth floors, 
totaling 47,536 gross square feet, to a legal office use. The entire 16,505 square foot (minus 1,991 
square feet of common area) ground floor will remain industrial PDR space. A tenant has 
already been found for the space. The proposal also includes the installation of 4 Class 2 and 12 
Class 1 bicycle parking spaces. Exterior alterations are proposed for the Project, including new 
ground floor window treatment and an improved building entrance. 

5. Public Comment The Department has received public comment from one person with concerns 
regarding displacement of PDR uses in the building. 

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

SAil FRAtroJSCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3 
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Motion No.19311 
January 8, 2015. 

CASE NO. 2013.16008 
340 Bryant Street 

SAtl FRA!iUISCO 

A Office Use in the MUO Zoning District. Planning Code Section 842.66 principally 
permits office space in the MUO Zoning District 

The proposal includes converting the entire second, third, and fourth floors, totaling 47 ,536 gross 
square feet, to a legal office use. 

B. Open Space. Planning Code Section 135.3 requires conversions to new office space in 
Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts to provide and maintain usable open space 
for that new office space at a ratio of one square foot per 50 square feet of new office 
space, and/or pay an in-lieu fee. The project proposes 47,536 square feet of new office 
space and requires at least 951 square feet of open space to be provided. 

Approximately 1,684 square feet of open space will be located on the west side of the roof of the 
building, which will provide ample open space to meet this requirement. 

C. Parking. Section 151.1 does not require any off-street parking. 

The existing building contains no off-street parking. The proposed project will not provide any 
new off street parking spaces. 

D. Loading. Section 152.1 requires certain amounts of off-street freight loading spaces based 
on the type and size of uses in a project. The proposed project does not require a loading 
space. 

The existing building contains no loading spaces. 

E. Bicycle Parking and Showers. Section 155.2 requires that the project provide at least two 
Class 1 and two Class 2 bicycle parking spaces to accommodate the new office use. 
Section 155.4 requires that a building that exceeds 50,000 square feet provide 4 showers 
and 24 lockers. 

The project proposes 4 Class 2 and 12 Gass 1 bicycle parking spaces, as well as 4 showers and 24 
lockers. 

F. Transportation Management Agreement. Section 163 requires that the project sponsor 
provides on-site transportation brokerage services for the actual lifetime of the project 

Prior to the issuance of a temporary permit of occupancy, the project sponsor will execute an 
agreement with the Planning Department for the provision of on-site transportation brokerage 
services and preparation of a transportation management program to be approved by the Director 
of Planning and implemented by the provider of transportation brokerage services. The Planning 
Commission encourages Planning Department staff to continue to work with applicable other 

PLANNING DEP.MfnVIEli!T 4 
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Motion No. 19311 
January 8, 2015 

CASE NO. 2013.16008 
340 Bryant Street 

agencies regarding issues surrounding pedestrian streetscape improvements, fire access, 
pedestrian safety and traffic calming measures. 

G. Development Fees. The Project is subject to the Transit Impact Development Fee per 
Plarining Code Section 411, the Jobs-Hoilsing Linkage Fee per Planning Code Section 413, 

and the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Impact Fee per Planning Code Section 423. 

The Project Sponsor shall pay the appropriate Transit Impact Development, Jobs-Housing Linkage 
Child Care Requirement, and Eastern Neighborhoods Community Impact fees, pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 411, 413, and 423, at the appropriate stage of the building permit 
application process. 

7. Office Development Authorization. Planning Code Section 321 establishes standards for San 

Francisco's Office Development Annual Limit In determining if the proposed Project would 
promote the public welfare, convenience and necessity, the Commission considered the seven 
criteria established by Code Section 321(b)(3), and finds as follows: 

I. APPORTIONMENT OF OFFICE SPACE OVER THE COURsE OF THE APPROVAL.PERIOD 

IN ORDER TO MAINTAIN A BALANCE BETWEEN ECONOMIC GROWTH ON THE ONE 
HAND, AND HOUSING, TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC SERVICES, ON THE OTHER 

The proposed project would create 47,536 square feet of office space within the South of Market area, an 
area with high demand for office space. There is currently more than 1.27 million gross square feet of 
available "Small Cap" office space in the City. Additionally, the Project is subject to various development 
fees that will benefit the surrounding community. Therefore, the Project will help maintain the balance 
between economic growth, housing, transportation and public services. 

II. THE CONTRIBUTION OF THE OFFICE DEVELOPMENT TO, AND ITS EFFECTS ON, THE 
OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES OF THE GENERAL PLAN. 

The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan, as outlined in Section 9 below. 

III. THE QUALITY OF THE DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED OFFICE DEVELOPMENT. 

The proposed office space is within an existing building. The proposed project includes some exterior 
alterations, including new ground floor window treatment and an improved building entrance. These 
alterations will improve the building's compatibility with the neighborhood. 

IV. THE SUITABILITY O.F THE PROPOSED OFFICE DEVELOPMENT FOR ITS LOCATION, 
AND ANY EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED OFFICE DEVELOPMENT SPECIFIC TO THAT 

LOCATION. 

a) Use. The Project is within the MUO (Mixed Use Office) Zoning District, a Zoning District which 
principally permits office use. Planning Code Section 842 states that the MUO Zoning District is 

SA'N FRAtfCISCO 
PLANNING DEP.ARTIYIENT 5 
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CASE NO. 2013.16008 
340 Bryant Street 

"designed to encourage office uses and housing, as well as small-scale light industrial and arts 
activities." This project provides an appropriate balance of FDR and office uses. The Planning 
Commission recognizes the retention of PD R on the ground floor. 

b) Transit Accessibility. The area is served by a variety of transit options. The project site is adjacent to 
the 10 and 12 MUNI bus lines, and is in close proximity to approximately 12 other MUNI bus lines. 
It is also approximately 0.5 miles from the temporary Transbay Terminal and the future Transbay 
Terminal, both of which connect to numerous transit lines around the Bay. Additionally, the Project 
site is located approximately 5 blocks from Market Street, with BART and MUNI Metro subway lines, 
and is a short walk from the King Street Caltrain station, ferries connecting to the East and South Bay, 
and the future Central Subway that will run along 4th Street. 

c) Open Space Accessibility. The proposed project is required to provide 951 square feet of open space. 
The proposed project waz provide a 1,684 square foot roof deck. 

d) Urban Design. The proposed office space is in an existing building. The building was constructed in 
1932 and has been minimally altered since that time. The proposed project includes some exterior 
alterations; however, the mass and design of the building will not change. 

e) Seismic Safety. The Project includes limited tenant improvements within the interior of the existing 
buildings. All tenant improvement work will meet current seismic safety standards, as they apply. 

V. TIIE ANTICIPATED USES OF TIIE PROPOSED OFFICE DEVELOPMENT IN LIGIIT OF 
EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES TO BE PROVIDED, NEEDS OF EXISTING BUSINESSES, 
AND TIIE AVAILABLE SUPPLY OF SPACE SUITABLE FOR SUCH ANTICIPATED USES. 

a) Anticipated Employment Opportunities. The Project ~ncludes a total of 47,536 gross square feet of 
office space, which will allow for several office tenants in the building. Since office space on average 
supports more employees per square foot than industrial space, the project will create a significant 
amount of new employment opportunities. 

b) Needs of Existing Businesses. The Project includes a total of 47,536 gross square feet of office space, 
which will allow for several office tenants in the building. The proximity to light industrial uses can 
also help foster entrepreneurship among local residents and employers. 

c) Availability of Space Suitable for Anticipated Uses. The Project will provide quality office space 
that is suitable for a variety of office uses and sizes in an area where the demand for new office space 
has increased rapidly. The project will provide high-quality office space withiri close proximity to 
public transit, while maintaining the ground floor industrial use. 

Vl TIIE EXTENT TO WHICH THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT WILL BE OWNED OR 
OCCUPIED BY A SINGLE ENTifY. 

S~J fRAtlCISCO 
PLANNING~ 
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The building will not be owner-occupied. The anticipated office tenants have not yet been determined, 
however, two industrial tenants that will occupy the ground floor PDR space hi:ive been identified. 

VIL THE USE, IF ANY, OF TRANSFERABLE DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS ("TDR' s") BY THE 
PROJECT SPONSOR 

The Project does not include any Transfer of Development Rights. 

8. Section 101.1 Priority Policy Findings. Section 101.l(b)(l-8) establishes eight priority planning 

Policies and requires review of permits for consistency with said policies. 

The Commission . finds and determines that the Project is consistent with the eight priority · 

policies, for the reasons set forth below. 

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

opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced. 

The existing building contains no neighborhood-seroing retail uses, nor does the proposal include any 
retail. However, the conversion of this building to office space will increase the demand for 
neighborhood-serving retail use in the surrounding neighborhood. 

B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 

preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 

No housing currently·exists on the site and no housing will be removed as part of the proposed project. 
The project consists of the conversion of industrial to office use. The building will be mixed use with 
industrial and office uses, resulting in a project that is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. 

C. The City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. 

There is no existing affordable or market-rate housing on the Project Site. The development will 
contn"bute fees to the Jobs-Housing Linkage Program. Therefore, the Project is in compliance with this 
priority policy. 

· D. That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets or 

neighborhood parking. 

Sf<11 FRAllCJSCO 

The area is served by a variety of transit options. The project site is adjacent to the 10 and 12 MUNI 
bus lines, and is in close proximity to approximately 12 other MUNI bus lines. It is also 
approximately 0.5 miles from the temporary Transbay Terminal and the future Transbay Terminal, 
both of which connect to numerous transit lines around the Bay. Additionally, the Project site is 
located approximately 5 blocks from Market Street, with BART and MUNI Metro subway lines, and is 
a short walk from the King Street Caltrain station and ferries connecting to the East and South Bay. 

PLANNING ~ARTMENT 7 
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E. That a diverse economic baf!e be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors 
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for 
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

Converting a portion of the existing building to office space on the upper stories will help support and 
maintain the PDR activities on the ground floor. The conversion to office space will help increase local 
resident employment and demand for new neighborhood-serving businesses in the area, which can also 
lead to new opportunities for local resident empldyment. 

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

The Project will not create any new space that does not meet current seismic safety standards. 

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

The existing building is not a Landmark or otherwise historic building. The proposal will not impact 
Landmarks or historic buildings in the vicinity. 

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

development. 

The proposed project would not affect nearby parks or open space. 

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

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE 

TOTAL CITY LNING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT. 

Policyl.1: 
Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable 

consequences. Discourage development that has substantial undesirable consequences that 
cannot be mitigated. 

Policyl.3: 
Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial 
land use plan. 

SAll FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 8 
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The proposed office development will provide net benefits to the City and the community by allowing for 
one or more small to medium sized office tenants to sign a long-term lease, which will increase economic 
vibrancy in the area. Authorization of the office space will also result in the collection of significant 
development fees that will benefit the community and that would otherwise not be required. 

OBJECTIVE 2: 
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE A SOUND AND DIVERSE ECONOWC BASE AND FISCAL 

STRUCTURE FOR THE CITY. 

Policy 2.1: 
Seek to retain existing commercial and industrial activity and to attract new such activity to the 
City. 

The proposed office development will help retain existing commercial tenants and generate stable 
empluyment opportunities and demand for neighborhood serving businesses. 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 28: 
PROVIDE SECURE AND CONVENIENT PARKING FACILIT1ES FOR BICYCLES. 

Policy 28.1: 
Provide secure bicycle parking in new governmental, commercial, and residential developments. 

Policy 28.3: 
Provide parking facilities which are safe; secure, and convenient 

The project includes 12 existing Class 1 and 4 Class 2 bicycle parldng spaces in a secure, convenient 
location. 

EAST SOMA AREA PLAN 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1.1: 
STRENGTHEN ENCOURAGE PRODUCTION OF HOUSING AND OTHER MIXED-USE 

DEVELOPMENT IN EAST SOMA WIBLE MAINTAINING ITS EXISTING SPECIAL MIXED

USE CHARACTER 

Policy 1.1.2: 
Encourage small, flexible office space throughout East Soma and encourage larger office in the 2nd 

Street Corridor. 

SAfJ l'l>.AlfCISCO 
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CASE NO. 2013.16008 
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SUPPORT A ROLE FOR "KNOWLEDGE SECTOR'' BUSINESSES IN EAST SOMA. 

Policy 1.4.3: 
Continue to allow larger research and development office-type uses that support the Knowledge 
Sector in the 2nd Street Corridor. 

The Project is located in the East South of Market Neighborhood and in a MUO Zoning District that 
encourages office uses. The mix of office and industrial activities within the proposal is an appropriate 
balance of uses given the location of the site. Further, the authorization of office space at this site will 
support any PDR activities on the ground floor level. The Project will add to the diverse array of office 
space available in the area by providing smaller spaces than those provided along 2nd Street. 

10. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code 

provided under Section 101.l(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character 
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development 

11. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Office Development Authorization would 

promote the health, safety and welfare of the City. 

SA'I! l'RMICISCO 
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CASE NO. 2013.16008 
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That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 

written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Office Development 
Application No. 2013.1600B subject to the conditions attached hereto as Exhibit A, which is incorporated 
herein by reference as though fully set forth, in general conformance with the plans stamped Exhibit B 
and dated June 4, 2014, on file in Case Docket No. 2013.1600B. 

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Section 321 
Office-Space Allocation to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date of this Motion. 
The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of adoption of this Motion if not appealed (after the 

15-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Appeals if appealed to the 
Board of Appeals. For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880, 1660 

Mission, Room 3036, San Francisco, CA 94103. 

Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government 
Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and 

must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development 

referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of 

imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject 
development. 

If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the 
Planning Commission's adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning 
Administrator's Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the 
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code 

Section 66020 has begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun 

for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on January 8, 2015. 

Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Commissioners Antonini, Fong, Johnson, Richards, Moore, and Hillis 

NAYS: 

ABSENT: Commissioner Wu 

ADOPTED: January 8, 2015 
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Motion No. 19311 
January 8, 2015 

AUTHORIZATION 

EXHIBIT A 

CASE NO. 2013.16008 
340 Bryant Street 

This authorization is for an Office Development Authorization to authorize 47,536 gross square feet of 
office use located at 340 Bryant Street, Lot 061 in Assessor's Block 3764 pursuant to Planning Code 
Section(s) 321 and .843.66 within the MUO (Mixed Use Office) Zoning Dis:t:rict and a 65-X Height and Bulk 
District; in general conformance with plans, dated June 4, 2014, and stamped "EXHIBIT B" included in 
the docket for Case No. 2013.1600B and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the 
Commission on January 8, 2015 under Motion No. 19311. This authorization and the conditions contained 
herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator. 

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning 
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder 
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is 
subject to the conditions ofapproval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Commission on January 8, 2015 under Motion No. 19311. 

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 19311 shall be 
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit 
application for the Project The Index Sheet of the c9nstruction plans shall reference to the Office 
Development Authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications. 

SEVERABILITY 

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

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS 

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator. 
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a 
new authorization. 
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CASE NO. 2013.16008 
340 Bryant Street 

Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting 

PERFORMANCE 

1. Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years 
from the effective date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a 
Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within 
this three-year period. 

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

2. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year 
period has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an 
application for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for 
Authorization. Should the project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit 
application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of 
the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of 
the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued 
validity of the Authorization. 

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

3. Diligent Pursuit Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence 
within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued 
diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider 
revoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was 
approved. 

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

4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of 
the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an 
appeal or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or 
challenge has caused delay. 

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

5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other 
entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in 

effect at the time of such approval. 

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 
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CASE NO. 2013.16008 
340 Bryant Street 

6. Development Timeline - Office. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 321(d)(2), construction of an 
office development shall conunence within 18 months of the d,ate of this Motion approving this 
Project becomes effective. Failure to begin work within that period or to carry out the 
development diligently thereafter to completion, shall be grounds to revoke approval of the office 
development under this Office Allocation authorization. 

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

PARKING AND TRAFFIC 

7. · Bicycle Parking. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 155.2, the Project shall provide no fewer than 
12 Class 2 and 4 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for the 47,536 gross square feet of office use. 

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

www.sfplanning.org 

8. Showers and Clothes Lockers. Pill"suant to Planning Code Section 155.4, the Project shall 
provide no fewer than 4 showers and 24 clothes lockers. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www_4-planning.org . 

PROVISIONS 

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

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

10. Jobs Housing Linkage. Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 413 (formerly 313), the Project 
Sponsor shall contribute to the Jobs-Housing Linkage Program QBLP). The calculation shall be 
based on the net addition of gross square feet of each type of space to be constructed as set forth 
in the permit plans. 'l;'he Project Sponsor shall provide evidence that this requirement has been 
satisfied to the Planning Department prior to the issuance of the first site or building permit by 
the Department of Building Inspection. 

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

11. Transportation Brokerage Services - C-3, EN, and SOMA. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 
163, the Project Sponsor shall provide on-site transportation brokerage services for the actual 
lifetime of the project. Prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy, the Project Sponsor 
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CASE NO. 2013.16008 
340 Bryant Street 

shall execute an agreement. with the Planning Department docume:r:ting the project's 
transportation management program, subject to the approval of the Planning Director. The 
Planning Department will continue to work with applicable other agencies regarding issues 
surrounding pedestrian streetscape improvements, fire access, pedestrian safety and . traffic 
calfiling measures. 

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

11. Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 423 
(formerly 327), the Project Sponsor shall comply with the Eastern Neighborhoods Public Benefit 
Fund provisions through payment of an Impact Fee pursuant to Article 4 of the Planning Code. 

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

12. Ground Floor PDR Use. The Planning Commission recognizes the retention of PDR on the 
ground floor. 

MONITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT 

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

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

14. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project restilt in 
complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not 
resolved by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the 
specific conditions of approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion,. the Zoning 

· Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public 
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization. 

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

OPERATION 

15. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building 
and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance 
with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. 
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CASE NO. 2013.16008 
340 Bryant Street 

For infonnati.on about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works, 415-695-2017, http://sfdpw.org 

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

For infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplanning.org 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Certificate of Determination 
EXEMPTION FROM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Lot Size: 
Plan Area: 
Project Sponsor: 
Sta.ff Contact: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2013.lGOOE 
340 Bryant Street 
MUO (Mixed Use Office) Use District 
65-X Height and Bulk District 

3764/061 
16,505 square feet 
Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan 
John Kevlin - Reuben, Junius, and Rose LLP - (415) 567-9000 
Kansai Uchida - (415) 575-9048-kansai.uchida@sfgov.org 

The project site is located in San Francisco's South of Market (SoMa) neighborhood on the block bounded 

by Rincon Street to the east, Sterling Street to the west, Interstate 80 to the north, and Bryant Street to the 
south. The project site is occupied by a four-story, 44-foot-tall, 62,050 square foot (sf) building. The 
existing building was constructed in 1932 and includes no off-street vehicular parking. The existing 
building is currently vacant, although it recently (2012) was occupied by industrial tenants. To ensure 
that the maximum potential environmental impacts are analyzed, the building is assumed to be currently 
vacant for the purposes of transportation, air quality, and other CEQA impact topics that rely on square 
footage calculations. The proposed project includes conversion of 46,804 sf of industrial use to office use 
and common areas, primarily on the upper three floors of the existing building. A total of 45,545 sf of 
office space would be created. In addition, the proposed project would include the addition of a deck 
and mechanical equipment on the roof, removal of exterior roll-up doors at street level, removal of the 
732-sf ground-floor retail space (for use as industrial space), installation of new windows and signs along 

the building's exterior, and addition of 16 bicycle parking spaces. Aside from 1,991 sf of common space, 
the remaining 14,514 sf of ground-floor space would remain as industrial use. 

EXEMPT STATUS 

Exempt per Section 15183 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and California 
Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 

DETERMINATION 

at the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements. 

Environmental Review Officer 

cc: John Kevlin, Project Sponsor; Supervisor Jane Kim, District 6; Erika Jackson, Current Planning 
Division; Virna Byrd, M.D.F.; Exemption/Exclusion File 

1476 

1650 Mission St 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 



Certificate of Exemption 

PROJECT APPROVAL 

340 Bryant Street 
Case No. 2013.1600E 

The proposed project is subject to review by the Planning Commission pursuant to Section 321 of the 
Planning Code (Office Allocation). Approval of the Office Allocation Application by the Planning 
Commission would constitute the Approval Action for the proposed project. The Approval Action date 
establishes the start of the 30-day appeal period for this CEQA. exemption determination pursuant to 
Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

COMMUNITY PLAN EXEMPTION OVERVIEW 

California Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provide an 
exemption from environmental review for projects that are consistent with the development density 
established by existing zoning, community plan or general plan policies for which an Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) was certified, except as might be necessary to examine whether there are project
specific significant effects which are peculiar to the project or its site. Section 15183 specifies that 
examination of environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that: a) are peculiar to the project or 

parcel on which the project would be located; b) were not analyzed as significant effects in a prior EIR on 
the zoning action, general plan or community plan with which the project is consistent; c) are potentially 
significant off-site and cumulative impacts that were not discussed in the underlying EIR; or d) are 
previously identified in the EIR, but which, as a result of substantial new information that was not known 
at the time that the BIR was certified, are determined to have a more severe adverse impact than that 
discussed in the underlying EIR. Section 15183( c) specifies that if an impact is not peculiar to the parcel or 
to the proposed project, then an EIR need not be prepared for the project solely on the basis of that 
impact. 

This determination evaluates the potential project-specific environmental effects of the 340 Bryant Street 
project described above, and incorporates by reference information contained in the Programmatic EIR 
for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans (PEIR)l. Project-specific studies were prepared 
for the proposed project to determine if the project would result in any significant environinental impacts 
that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

After several years of analysis, community outreach, and public review, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 
was adopted in December 2008. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was adopted in part to support 
housing development in some areas previously zoned to allow industrial uses, while preserving an 
adequate supply of space for existing and future production, distribution, and repair (PDR) employment 
and businesses. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR also included changes to existing height and bulk 
districts in some areas, including the project site at 340 Bryant Street. 

The Planning Commission held public hearings to consider the various aspects of the proposec;i Eastern 
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans and related Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments. On 
August 7, 2008, the Planning Commission certified the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR by Motion 17659 and 
adopted the Preferred Project for final recommendation to the Board of Supervisors.2.3 

1 Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E and State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048 
~san Francisco Planning Department. Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), 

Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E, certified August 7, 2008. Available online at http:Uwww.sf
planning.org/index.aspx?page=1893. accessed August 17, 2012. 

3 San Francisco Planning Department San Francisco Planning Commission Motion 17659, August 7, 2008. Available online at 
http:tJwww.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.as_px?documentid=l268, accessed August 17, 2012. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 

1477 



Certificate of Exemption 340 Bryant Street 
Case No. 2013.1600E 

In December 2008, after further public hearings, the Board of Supervisors approved and the Mayor 
signed the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Planning Code amend~ents. New zoning districts 
include districts that would permit PDR uses in combination with commercial uses; districts mixing 
residential and commercial uses and residential and PDR uses; and new residential-only districts. The 
districts replaced existing industrial, commercial, residential single-use, and mixed-use districts. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR is a comprehensive programmatic document that presents an analysis 
of the environmental effects of implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, 
as well as the potential impacts under several proposed alternative scenarios. The Eastern Neighborhoods 
Draft EIR evaluated three rezoning alternatives, two community-proposed alternatives which focused 
largely on the Mission District, and a "No Project" alternative. The alternative selected, or the Preferred 
Project, represents a combination of Options B and C. The Planning Commission adopted the Preferred 
Project after fully considering the environmental effects of the Preferred Project and the various scenarios 
discussed in the PEIR. 

A major issue of discussion in the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning process was the degree to which 
existing industrially-zoned land would be rezoned to pl'imarily. residential and mixed-use districts, thus 
reducing the availability of land traditionally used for PDR employment and businesses. Among other 
topics, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR assesses the significance of the cumulative land use effects of the 
rezoning by analyzing its effects on the City's ability to meet its future PDR space needs as well as its 
ability to meet its housing needs as expressed in the City's General Plan. 

As a result of the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning process, the project site has been rezoned to MUO 
(Mixed Use Office) District. The MUO District is intended to encourage office uses and housing, as well 
as small-scale light industrial and arts activities. The proposed project and its relation to PDR land supply 
and cumulative land use effects is discussed further in the Community Plan Exemption (CPE) Checklist, 
under Land Use. The 340 Bryant Street site, which is located in the South of Market (SoMa) District of the 
Eastern Neighborhoods, was designated as a site with building up to 65 feet in height. 

Individual projects that could occur in the future under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area 
Plans will undergo project-level environmental evaluation to determine if they would result in further 
impacts specific to the development proposal, the site, and the time of development and to assess 
whether additional environmental review would be required. This determination concludes that the 
proposed project at 340 Bryant Street is consistent with and was encompassed within the analysis in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR This determination also finds that the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 
adequately anticipated and described the impacts of the proposed 340 Bryant Street project, and 
identified the. mitigation measures applicable to the 340 Bryant Street project. The proposed project is also 
consistent with the zoning controls and the provisions of the Planning Code applicable to the project 
site.4.S Therefore, no further CEQA evaluation for the 340 Bryant Street project is required. In sum, the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and this Certificate of Exemption for the proposed project comprise the full 
and complete CEQA evaluation necessary for the proposed project. 

4 Adam Varat, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility .Determination, Citywide Planning and 
Policy Analysis, 340 Bryant Street, March 25, 2014. This document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning 
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.1600E. 

s Jeff Joslin, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Current Planning Analysis, 
340 Bryant Street, October 31, 2014. This document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 
Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.1600E. 
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Certificate of Exemption 

PROJECT SETTING 

340 Bryant Street 
Case No. 2013.1600E 

The project site is within the MUO (Mixed Use Office) Use District and an 65-X Height and Bulk District 
Much of the subject block is occupied by Interstate 80, ramps providing access to Interstate 80 and the San 
Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, and other ancillary parcels owned by the State of California Department 

of Transportation (Caltrans). Bryant Street serves as a primary access route to the Bay Bridge, and on
and off-ramps adjoin the project site on all sides. Interstate 80 forms a b!ll'rier between the subject };>lock 

and areas to the north, with no available pedestrian or auto access across the freeway between 2nd Street 

(one block west of the project site) and Beale Street (two blocks east of the project site). Buildings on 
adjacent blocks are primarily low- to mid- rise in scale, ranging from two to eight stories. High-rise 
residential buildings exist on the opposite side of Interstate 80 to the north and two blocks to the east and 

south of the project site. Most of the properties to the west and south of the project site are within MUO 
and P (Public) zoning districts, while land to the east and north is within former redevelopment plan 
areas. Height districts within a one-block radius range from 40 to 400 feet 

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR included analyses of environmental issues including: land use; plans 
and policies; visual quality and urban design; population, housing, business activity, and employment 
(growth inducement); . transportation; noise; air quality; parks, recreation and open space; shadow; 
archeological resources; historic architectural resources; hazards; and other issues not addressed in the 
previously issued initial study for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans. The proposed 
340 Bryant Street project is in conformance with the height, use and density for the site described in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and would represent a small part of the growth that was forecast for the 
Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas. Thus, the plan analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 
considered the incremental impacts of th~ proposed 340 Bryant Street project. As a result, the proposed 
project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

Significant and unavoidable impacts were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR for the 
following topics: land use, historic architectural resources, transportation and circulation, and shadow. 
The proposed project would contribute to the significant unavoidable land use impact identified in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR because it would convert 46,804 sf of PDR space to office use and common 
areas. The PEIR identified cumulative loss of PDR employment and businesses in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods plan area as a significant unavoidable impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified feasible mitigation measures to address significant impacts 
related to noise, air quality, archeological resources, historical resources, hazardous materials, and 
transportation. Table 1 below lists the mitigation measures identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 
and states whether each measure would apply to the proposed project. 
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Table 1- Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure Applicability 

F. Noise 

F-1: Construction Noise (Pile Driving) Not Applicable: pile driving not proposed 

F-2: Construction Noise Not Applicable: heavy construction equipment 
would not be needed 

F-3: Interior Noise Levels Not Applicable: no noise-sensitive uses 

proposed (office use only) 

F-4: Siting of Noise-Sensitive Uses Not Applicable: no noise-sensitive uses 

proposed (office use only) 

F-5: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses Not Applicable: no noise-generating uses 

proposed (office use only) 

F-6: Open Space in Noisy Environments Not Applicable: no noise-sensitive uses 
proposed (office use only) 

G. Air Quality 

G-1: Construction Air Quality Applicable: only the construction exhaust 
emissions portion of this mitigation measure is 

applicable because construction would occur 

within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone 

G-2: Air Quality for Sensitive Land Uses Not Applicable: no sensitive uses proposed 

G-3: Siting of Uses that Emit DPM Not Applicable: proposed office use would not 

emit substantial levels of DPM 

G-4: Siting of Uses that Emit other TA Cs Not Applicable: proposed office use would not 

emit substantial levels of other TACs 

J. Archeological Resources 

J-1: Properties with Previous Studies Not Applicable: project site is within this 
mitigation zone; however, the proposed project 

is not proposing any excavation or soil 
disturbance 

J-2: Properties with no Previous Studies Not Applicable: project site is not within this 

mitigation zone 

J-3: Mission Dolores Archeological District Not Applicable: project site is not located in the 

Mission Dolores Archeological District 

K. Historical Resources 

K-1: Interim Procedures for Permit Review in the Not Applicable: plan-level mitigation 

Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area completed by Planning Department 
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Mitigation Measure 

K-2: Amendments to Article 10 of the Planning Code 

Pertaining to Vertical Additions in the South End 
Historic District (East SoMa) 

K-3: Amendments to Article 10 of the Planning Code 
Pertaining to Alterations and Infill Development in the 
Dogpatch Historic District (Central Waterfront) 

L. Hazardous Materials 

L-1: Hazardous Building Materials 

E. Transportation 

E-1: Traffic Signal Installation 

E-2: Intelligent Traffic Management 

E-3: Enhanced Funding 

E-4: Intelligent Traffic Management 

E-5: Enhanced Transit Funding 

E-6: Transit Corridor Improvements 

E-7: Transit Accessibility 

E-8: Muni Storage and Maintenance 

E-9: Rider Improvements 

E-10: Transit Enhancement 

E-11: Transportation Demand Management 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

340 Bryant Street 
Case No. 2013.1600E 

Applicability 

Not Applicable: plan-level mitigation 

completed by Planning Commission 

Not Applicable: plan-level mitigation 
completed by Planning Commission 

Applicable: project would involve renovation 
of an existing building constructed in 1932, and 

could require disposal of hazardous building 
materials 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 
SFMTA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 
SFMTA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 

SFMTA&SFTA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 
SFMTA & Planning Department 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 
SFMTA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 

SFMTA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 
SFMTA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 
SFMTA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 
SFMTA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 

SFMTA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 
SFMTA 
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Please see the attached Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the complete text of 
the applicable mitigation measures. With implementation of these mitigation measures the proposed 
project would not result in significant impacts beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods 
PEIR The MMRP also contains improvement measures that would further reduce the project's less-than
significant impacts. 

PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 

A "Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review" was mailed on April 24, 2014 to adjacent 
occupants and owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site. Overall, concerns and issues raised 
by the public in response to the notice were taken into consideration and incorporated in the 
environmental review as appropriate for CEQA analysis. Responses to the notice included requests to 
view public records and to be included in the distribution of environmental documents related to the 
project. Responses also included the concerns shown in the bulleted list below, along with text in italics 
to indicating how the identified concerns have been addressed in this environmental document. 

• One commenter expressed concern that the project may be incorrectly processed by the Planning 
Department as an office-to-office conversion project, and that the Planning Department's analysis 
would not capture the land use effects of PDR space removal. The commenter also expressed 
concern that the Planning Department would not collect applicable fees supporting trarisit, area 
plan preparation, and other municipal services. The Planning Department is reviewing the proposed 
project as an industrial-to-office conversion, and this environmental document addresses the land use 
impacts associated with loss of PDR space in the "Land Use" section of the attached CPE Checklist. All 
Planning Department fees applicable to the proposed industrial-to-office conversion project would be 
collected as required by the Planning Code and the Planning Department's Fee Schedule. 

• The same commenter asserted that prior building permits for work at the project site were issued 
without proper Planning Department review, and that applicable development fees were not 
collected. All prior work performed under prior permits is considered an existing condition for the 
purposes of environmental review. Prior permit review and fee collection concerns would not affect 
environmental analysis conclusions for the proposed project currently under review. 

• The same commenter requested that appropriate public notice be given prior to a public hearing 
to discuss the proposed project. All required public notices and hearings for the proposed project will be 
performed in accordance with the Planning Code. 

• The same commenter expressed concern about the cumulative impacts of the proposed project 
with others in the vicinity. The potential cumulative impacts of the proposed project are discussed in the 
attached CPE Checklist under the relevant CEQA topic headings. 

• The same commenter expressed concern about the potential air quality impacts on the proposed 
offices and roof deck that could result from their location adjacent to a freeway, requiring referral 
to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). The potential air quality impacts of 
the proposed project are discussed in the "Air Quality" section of the attached CPE Checklist. Offices are 

not considered sensitive receptors for air quality analysis purposes. 6 

6 BAAQMD considers sensitive receptors as: children, adults or seniors occupying or residing in; 1} residential dwellings, including 
apartments, houses, and condominiums; 2) schools, colleges, and universities; 3) daycares; 4) hospitals, and 5) senior care 
facilities. BAAQMD, Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Haiards, May 2011, page 12. 
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• The same commenter asserted that prior construction work on the project site has been 
performed without full Planning Department review. Prior projects are not the subject of this 
environmental document. All prior work performed on the building is considered an existing condition for 
the purposes of environmental review. Planning Department approvals are subject to a formal appeals 
process, and any work performed without proper approvals may be reported to the department through the 
complaint process. 

• The same commenter asserted that the proposed project requires referral to Caltrans, citing traffic 
hazard concerns associated with locating a roof deck adjacent to a freeway. The transportation 
impacts of the proposed project, including the potential for traffic hazards, are discussed in the 
Transportation and Circulation section of the attached CPE Checklist. Caltrans reviewed the proposed 
project and requested modifications as part of a transfer of air rights above the existing bui1ding to the 
project sponsor1. 

• The same commenter asserted that the project description in the Notification of Project Receiving 
Environmental Review incorrectly stated that the existing building on the project site is currently 
vacant, citing prior evictions that had occurred in the building. The project sponsor verified that the 
building is currently vacant8, and the but1ding was observed to be vacant lJy Planning Department staff 
during a site visit on March 28, 2014. The building's eviction history does not affect the environmental 
analysis conclusions for the proposed project currently under review. 

• Two additional commenters expressed concern about prior evictions and vandalism at the 
existing building on the project site. The building's eviction history and prior vandalism would not 
affect the environmental analysis conclusions. This environmental document addresses the land use 
impacts associated with loss of PDR space in the "Land Use" section of the attached CPE Checklist. 

• One of the two commenters also asserted that the project description in the Notification of Project 
Receiving Environmental Review incorrectly stated that no off-street parking currently exists on 
the project site. Plans submitted by the project sponsor9 and a site visit perfonned by Planning 
Department staff on March 28, 2014 confinn that no off-street parking currently exists on the project site. 
The Caltrans-owned parcel adjoining the project site to the we5t contains sutface parking, which is not part 
of the project site. 

The proposed project would not result in significant adverse environmental impacts associated with the 
issues identified by the public beyond those identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

CONCLUSION 

AB summarized above and further discussed in the CPE ChecklistlO: 

1. The proposed project is consistent with the development density established for the project site in 
the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans; 

7 Phone conversation with Renata Frey, Caltrans District 4 Real Estate Division- Ei:<cess Land Sales, May 23, 2014. Staff notes from 
this phone conversation are available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, in 
Case File No. 2013.1600E. 

s John Kevlin, "340 Bryant Neighborhood Notice Project Description" e-mail dated April 14, 2014. This document is available for 
review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, in Case File No. 2013.1600E. 

9 340 Bryant Street, plans dated June 4, 2014. This document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 
Suite 400, San Francisco, in Case File No. 2013.1600E. 

10 The CPE Checklist is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 :Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, in Case File 
No. 2013.1600E. 
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2. The proposed project would not result in effects on the environment that are peculiar to the 
project or the project site that were not identified as significant effects in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR; 

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

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

5. The project sponsor will undertake feasible mitigation measures specified in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR to mitigate project-related significant impacts. 

Therefore, the proposed project is exempt from further environmental review pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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EXHIBIT1: 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

File No. 2013.16DOE 
340 Bryant Street 

Motion No. 
December 16, 2014 

Page 1 of 5 

(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures) 

1. MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

Project Mitigation Measure 1 - Construction Air Quality (Eastern 
Neighborhoods Mitigation Measure G-1) 

A. Construction Emissions MinimJzation Plan. Prior to issuance of a 
construction permit, the project sponsor shall submit a Construction 
Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the Environmental Review Officer 
(ERO) for review and approval by an Environmental Planning Air Quality 
Specialist. The Plan shall detail project compliance with the following 
requirements: 

1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for more 
than 20 total hours over the entire duration of construction activities 
shall meet the following requirements: 

a) Where access to alternative sources of power are 
available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited; 
b) All off-road equipment shall have: 

i. Engines that meet or exceed either U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) or 
California Air Resources Board (ARB) Tier 2 off
road emission standards, and 
ii. Engines that are retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 
Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy 
(VDECS). . . 

c) Exceptions: 
i. Exceptions to A(1)(a) may be granted if the 
project sponsor has submitted information 
providing evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO 
that an alternative source of power is limited or 
infeasible at the project site and that the 
requirements of this exception provision apply. 
Under this circumstance, the sponsor shall submit 
documentation of compliance with A(1)(b) for 
onsite power generation. 
ii. Exceptions to A(1)(b)(li) may be granted if the 
project sponsor has submitted information 
providing evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO 
that a particular piece of off-road equipment with 

Responsibility for 
Implementation 

Project Sponsor 
along with Project 
Contractor of each 
subsequent 
development project 
undertaken pursuant 
to the Eastern 
Neighborhoods 
Rezoning and Area 
Plans Project. 

Mitigation 
Schedule-

During 
construction 

Monitoring/Report 
Responsibility 

Each Project Sponsor 
to provide Planning 
Department with 
monthly reports during 
construction period. 

Status!Date 
Completed 

Considered complete 
upon receipt of final 
monitoring report at 
completion of 
construction. 
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Page 2 of 5 

(Including the Text of .the Mitigation Measures Adopt~d as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures) 

· 1. MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

an ARB Level 3 YDECS:ls: (1) technically not 
feasible, (2) would not p,roquce desired emissions 
reductions due to expect1'!d operating modes, (3) 
installing the control device would create a safety 
hazard Qr Impaired visibility for the operator, or (4) 
there is a compelling emergency need to use off-
road equipment that an:i not retrofitted with an 
ARB Level 3 VDECS and the sponsor has 
submitted documentation to the ERO that the 
requirements of this exception provision apply. ,If 
granted an exception to.A(1)(b)(ii), the project 
sponsor must comply .wlth the requirements of 
A(1)(c)(iil) . 
iii. If an exception is gra'nted pursuant to 
A(1)(c)(ii), the project sponsor shall provide the 
next cleanest piece of o.ff-road equipment as 
provided by the step doym schedules in Table 2. 

Table 2 - Off-Road Equipment Compliance Step-dbwn Schedule 
Comgliance Alte~native Engioe Emission Standard Emissions Control 

1 Tier2 ARB Level 2 VDECS 
2 Tier2 '. ARB Level 1 VDECS 
3 Tier2 Alternative Fuel* 

How to use the table: If the requirements of (A)(1)(b) cannot be met, then the 
project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1. Should the 
project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipfTlent meeting 
Compliance Alternative 1, then Compliance Alternative 2 would need lo be 
met. Should the project sponsor not be able to suppiy off-road equipment 
meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then Complianc~ Alternative 3 would 
·need to be met. 
* Alternative fuels. are not a VDECS. . . 

2. The project sponsor shall require the Idling time for off-road and 
on-road equipment be limited to no more than two minutes, except 
as provided In exceptions to the applicable state regulations 
regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment. Legible and 
visible signs shall be posted in multiple languages (English, 
Spanish, Chinese) in designated aueuina areas and at the 

. Responsibility for 
Implementation 

.. 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

~ 

Monitoring/Report 
Responsibili 

.. 

Status/Date 
Completed 
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(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approv~I and Proposed Improvement Measures) 

1. MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

construction site to remind operators of the two minute Idling limit. 
3. The project sponsor shall require that construction operators 
properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with 
manufacturer specifications. 
4. Tne Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by 
phase with a description of each piece of off-road equipment 
required for every construction phase. Off-road equipment 
descriptions and information may include, but is not limited to: 
equipm·ent type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification 
number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), 
horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and 
hours of operation. For VDECS installed: technology type, serial . 
number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB verification number level; 
and Installation date and hour meter reading on installation date . 
For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall 
indicate the type of alternative fuel being used. 
5. The Plan shall be kept on-site and avail<1i;lle for review by any 
persons requesting it and a legible sign shiilll be posted at the 
perimeter of the construction site indicating,to the public the basic 
requirements of the Plan and a way to requ~st a copy of the Plan. 
The project sponsor shall provide copies o(Plan to members of the 
public as requested. · • 

B. Reporting. Quarterly reports shall be submitted tq•the ERO indicating the 
construction phase and off-road equipment informati.on used during each 
phase including the information required in A(4). In ilt~dition, for off-road 
equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall include the actual amount 
of alternative fuel used. : : 
Within six months of the completlon of construction tictivitles, the project 
sponsor shall ·submit to tl')e ERO a final report summarizing construction 
activities. The final report shall Indicate the start and end dates and duration 
of each construction phase. For each phase, the reP,ort shall include detailed 
Information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road :equipment using 
alternative fuels, reporting shall include the actual amG>unt of alternative fuel 
used. . ;, ; 
C. Certification Statement and On-site Requirement~ •. Prior to the 
commencement of construction activities, the projeqt sponsor must certify (1) 
compliancewith the Plan, and (2) all applicable req~irements of the Plan 
have been Incorporated into contract specifications.· · 

Responsibility for 
Implementation 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/Report 
Responsibilit 

Status/Date 
Comr>leted 
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(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures) 

1. MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

Project Mitigation Measure 2 - Hazardous Building Materials (Eastern 
Neighborhoods Mitigation Measure L-1) 

The City shall condition future development approvals to require that the 
subsequent project sponsors ensure that any equipment containing PCBs or 
DEPH, such as fluorescent light ballasts, are removed and properly disposed 
of according to applicable federal, state, and local laws prior to the start of 
renovation, and that any fluorescent light tubes, which could contain 
mercury, are similarly removed and properly disposed of. Any other 
hazardous materials identified, either before or during work, shall be abated 

_.. I according to applicable federal, state, and local laws. 
.J::o 
00 
00 

Project Improvement Measure 1 - Transportatio 
(TDM) Coordinator .i 

The project sponsor shall Identify a TOM coordinatdr for the project site. The 
TDM Coordinator shall be responsible for the implementation and ongoing 
operation of all other TOM measures (Project lmpro~ement Measures 2 and 
3) Included in the proposed project. The TOM Coori:flnator could be a 
brokered service through an existing transportation management association 
(e.g. the Transportation Management Association of San FranciliCO, 
TMASF), or the TDM Coordinator could be an existi.ng staff member (e.g., 
property manager); the TDM Coordinator does not have to work full-time at· 
the project site. However, the TDM Coordinator sh~ll be the single point of 
contact for all transportation-related questions from .building occupants and 
City staff. The TDM Coordinator shall provide TDM'trainlrig to other building 
staff about the transportation amenities and options: available at the project 
site and nearbv. ! 

Responsiblllty for 
Implementation 

Project 
Sponsor/project 
archeologist of each 
subsequent · 
development project 
undertaken pursuant 
to the Eastern 
Neighborhoods 
Areas Plans and 
Rezoning 

Project Improvement Measure 2 - Transportatio(J and Trip Planning I Project Sponsor 
Information/New-Hire Packet j 

The project sponsor shall provide a transportatio.n ir\:sert for the new-hire 
packet that Includes information on transit service (l~cal and regional, 
schedules and fares), information on where transit passes could be 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to approval 
of each 
subsequent 
project, through 
Mitigation Plan. 

Continuous 

'. 
' 1 
·; 

Monitoring/Report 
Respc:msibility 

Planning Department, 
in consultation with 
DPH; where Site 
Mitigation Plan is 
required, Project 
Sponsor or contractor 
shall submit a 
monitoring report to 
DPH, with a copy to 
Planning Department 
and DBI, at end 0f 
construction . 

Planning Department, 
in consultation with the 
TDM Coordinator 

Planning Department, 
in consultation with the 
TDM Coordinator 

Status/Date 
Completed 

Considered complete 
upon approval of each 
subsequent project. 

Continuous 
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1. MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMEN1 MEASURES 

purchased, information on the 511 Regional Rideshare Program and nearby 
bike and car share programs, and information on w.here to find additional 
web-based alternative transportation materials (e.g.;, NextMunl phone app). 
This new hire packet shall be continuously updatedi.as focal transportation 
options change, and the packet should be provided!to each new building 

._occupant. The project sponsor shall provide Munl r:paps, San Francisco 
Bicycle and Pedestrian maps upon request. 
Project Improvement Measure_ 3 - Bicycle Parki!Jg. 

., 
The project sponsor shall provide at least 12 on-si\e secured bicycle parking 
spaces and 4 on-site publicly-accessible (vlsitor)"1 bicycle parking spaces. 
Wrthln one year after Final Certification of Completfon for the subject project, 
the project sponsor shall contact in writing the San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency, San Francisco Department of Public Works, and/or 
Bay Area Bike Share (agencies) to fund the ins{allation of up to 20 new 
bicycle racks on public right-of-wax locations adja9Emt to or within a quarter 
mile of the oroiect site (e.a., sidewalks, on-street oa'rkina spaces). 

I. 

Responsibility for 
Implementation 

Project Sponsor 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Continuous 

" 

' 
" 
·' 

' 

Monitoring/Report 
Responsibility 

Planning Department, 
in consultation with the 
TDM Coordinator 

Status/Date 
Completed 

Continuous 
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2. Required Criteria for Granting Waiver 
f ....... t.1 

(All must be satisfied; please attach supporting materials) j cJ 
/ . ~~ 
~ The appellant is a member of the stated neighborhood organization and is authorized to file the appe~I 

on behalf of the organization. Authorization may take the form of a letter signed by the President or otfier -o 
officer of the organization. ) 3 

' ! K The appellant is appealing on behalf of an organization that is registered with the Planning Departmeht 
and that appears on .the Department's current list of neighborhood organizations. 

1 

~ The appellant is appealing on behalf of an organization that has been in existence at least kJlrrYonths prior 
to the submittal of the fee waiver request Existence may be established by evidence including that relating 
to the organization's activities at that time such as meeting minutes, resolutions, publications and rosters. 

~The appellant is appealing on behalf of a neighborhood organization that is affected by the project and 
that is the subject of the appeal. 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

BOS Legislation (BOS) Jm: 
..,en~: 
To: 

Tuesday, March 17,.2015 9:08 AM 
Henry P Rogers 

Cc: BOS Legi.slation (BOS) . 
Subject: RE: California Environmental Quality Act - Exemption Determination Appeal - 340 Bryant 

Street - Planning Department Appeal Response 

Categories: 150171 

Dear Mr. Rogers, 

Thank you for your email. This will be placed in the Board file (File No. 150171) and will be included as part of the Board 
packet for consideration by the Board of Supervisors on March 24th Board meeting. 

Regards, 

JoyLamug 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B: Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244 
~an Francisco, CA 94102 
Direct: (415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 · 
Email: joy.lamug@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfbos.org 

• 1ease complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 
since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal inforr:nation provided will not be redacted. 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of 
Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding 
pendfng legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does 
not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal informatif:!n-inc/uding names, phone numbers, 
addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the 
Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 

From: Henry P Rogers [mailto:henryprogers@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 5:40 PM 
To: BOS Legislation (BOS) 
Cc: hestor@earthlink.net; Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Jones, 
Sarah (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); ~tarr, Aaron (CPC); Tam, Tina (CPC); Jackson, Erika; Uchida, Kansai (CPC); Ionin, 
Jonas (CPC); jkevlin@reubenlaw.com; BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Goldstein, Cynthia (PAB); Pacheco, Victor 
(PAB); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Caldeira, Rick (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS); Angulo, Sunny (BOS); Kim, 

1e (BOS) 
_Jbject: Re: California Environmental Quality Act - Exemption Determination Appeal - 340 Bryant Street - Planning 

· Department Appeal Response 

1 
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Dear Ms. La.mug, 

Thank you for the information relative to 340 Bryant Street. If a copy of my email can be included for 
consideration by the Board of Supervisors .during the appeal, I would greatly appreciate it. 

I live at 355 Bryant Street, directly across the street from subject property. I would like to respond specifically 
to the Planning Department's assertions that there are "unmarked crosswalks" at Bryant and Rincon Alley and 
at the Bay Bridge onramp that mitigate the risks Sue Hestor identified to workers going to and from 340 Bryant 
Street. 

It would be more appropriate to classify these as "imaginary crosswalks for Planning Department Compliance", 
as they offer none of the safeguards for pedestrians that stop signs or marked crosswalks may provide, but allow 
the Planning Department to avoid taking action that would be responsive to removing hazards to residents of the 
neighborhood. 

I walk my dogs past this intersection a number oftimes per day. The onramp to the Bridge and intersection at 
Rincon Alley are very dangerous to pedestrians. The notion that cars recognize or respect any unmarked 
crosswalks in this area is absurd. Cars entering Bryant from Rincon Alley frequently ignore the "Right Turn 
Only" sign attempting to go to the bridge creating a dangerous situation as cars speed east on Bryant Street. 
Because this part of Bryant Street is at the crest of the hill, visibility is reduced· from both directions putting 
pedestrians at a higher level of risk. The traffic situation at rush hour is so dire that teams of SFPD Officers are 
present to reduce congestion and calm drivers. There are frequent accidents and near-accidents on this block as 
well as fatalities involving pedestrians at Rincon and Bryant. The reduced rate of significant accidents over the 
last two years may be attributable to the lack of occupancy in the building since the lease for artists' lofts was 
terminated to make way for office conversion. 

I also disagree that the preferred route to the new offices would be at the Bryant/Rincon "unmarked" crosswalk. 
As a resident of the neighborhood, I view most office workers walk South on 2nd Street. Very few take the 10 

Muni which is slower than walking and unreliable. It will be quicker for them to tum the comer on the North 
side of Bryant Street and cross the "Unmarked" crosswalk across the Bay Bridge access where they will risk 
being hit (or at best honked at) by cars who fail to recognize the unmarked crosswalks. 

For the safety of the neighborhood and the new workers in this building, there need to be marked crosswalks, 
better signage and stop signs at Bryant Street and Rincon Alley. 

Sincerely, 

Henry P. Rogers 
355 Bryant Street 
San Francisco, CA 94107 

On Mar 16, 2015, at 2:17 PM, BOS Legislation (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org> wrote: 

Good afternoon, 

Please find linked below a memo received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from the Planning 
Department, concerning the appeal of the proposed project at 340 Bryant Street. 

Planning Memo - 03/16/2015 
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You are invited to review. the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link 
below. 

Board of Supervisors File No. 150171 

The appeal hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on 
March 24, 2015. 

Thank you, 

JoyLamug 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Direct: (415) 554-7712 I Fax: {415) 554-5163 
Email: joy.lamug@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfbos.org 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour. access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and 
archived· matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to 
disclosure under the California Public Records_ Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information 
provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information 
when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. Alf written or oral .communications that 
members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings wif/ be made available 
to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from · 
these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar 
information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the 
Board of Supervisors' website or in other pub/ic documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: BOS Legislation (BOS) 
Sent: 
To: 

Tuesday, March 17, 2015 9:17 AM 
Jim Lauer 

Cc: BOS Legislation (BOS) 
Subject: RE: California Environmental Quality Act - Exemption Determination Appeal - 340 Bryant 

Street - Planning Department Appeal Response 

Categories: 150171 

Dear Mr. Lauer, 

Thank you for your email. This will be placed in the Board file (File No. 150171) and will be included as part of the Board 
packet for consideration by the Board of Supervisors on March 24th Board meeting. 

Thanks, 

Joy Lamug 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Direct.(415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
Email: joy.lamug@sfgov.org 

Web: www.sfbos.org 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 
since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of 
Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding 
pending legislation or hearings will be made available to. all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does 
not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information'-including names, phone numbers, 
addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the 
Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 

From: Jim Lauer [mailto:jim@lauerjohnson.com] 
Sent: Monday, .March 16, 2015 6:55 PM 
To: Henry P Rogers 
Cc: BOS Legislation (BOS); hestor@earthlink.net; Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Sanchez, 
Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Tam, Tina (CPC); Jackson, Erika; Uchida, 
Kansai (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); jkevlin@reubenlaw.com; BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Goldstein, Cynthia 
(PAB); Pacheco, Victor (PAB); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Caldeira, Rick (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS); 
Angulo, Sunny (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS) 
Subject: Re: California Environmental Quality Act - Exemption Determination Appeal ~ 340 Bryant Street - Planning 
Department Appeal Response 

Dear Ms. Lamug, 
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I am also a resident of355 Bryant Street immediately across the street from 340 Bryant. I want to echo and 
-"<:pand upon the issues raised by Henry Rogers in his memo to you today. 

1. As Henry states, there are no painted crosswalks or apparent pedestrian paths from either the south side or. · 
the north side of Bryant Street to this building. 

2. The ADA ramps on the north side of Bryant at Rincon are very old and do not seem to comply with designs 
for pedestrian ramps for disabled people currently in use. 

3. The vehicular traffic increases over the past two years on Bryant have been so dramatic that it is totally 
unsafe to cross Bryant Street as a pedestrian during rush hours. Rush J;i.our now commences at around 2 to 2:30 
pm and can last as long as 7 pm during the work week. During that time period, employees who are resid~nt in 
340 Bryant will literally be trapped in the building, since it so dangerous to cross any of the streets, either to the 
south side of Bryant oi to the north sidewalk running parallel to the Clocktower Building from the 340 building. 

In closing, I fear the various city agencies and planners who have let this project proceed have made a grave 
mistake. When the building was zoned industrial in its previous guise, there were very few employees who 
worked there and vehicular traffic on Bryant was docile compared to the road rage which prevails today. In 
addition, from lookitig at the current construction in the building, I would suspect there will be literally 
hundreds of people working there if zoned office. This simply will not work since the situation has changed so 
dramatically: As Henry Rogers states in his memo, perhaps the only solution is to install traffic lights; painted . 

. walkways for pedestrians at Bryant and Rincon and crosswalks and perhaps traffic lights at the busy and 
complex mixing entrance to the Bay Bridge. You may wish to forward these thoughts to the city's Department 

Transportation and ask them how they' intend to integrate the mayhem further obstacles to vehicular traffic 
uow from Second to Rincon will fit in with their plans to keep the traffic moving in and out of Soma. 

Thanks, Jim Lauer, Resident of 355 Bryant Street. 

On Mon, Mar 16, 2015 at 5:40 PM, Henry P Rogers <henryprogers@wail.com> wrote: 
Dear Ms. La.mug, 

Thank you for the information. relative to 340 Bryant Street. If a copy of my email can be mcluded for 
. consideration by the Board of Supervisors during the appeal, I would greatly appreciate it. 

I live at 355 Bryant Street, directly across the street from subject property. I would like to respond specifically 
to the Planning Department's assertions that there are "unmarked ~rosswalks" at Bryant and Rincon Alley and 
at the; Bay Bridge omamp that mitigate the risks Sue Hestor identified to workers going to and from 340 Bryant 
Street. · 

It would be more appropriate to classify these as ''imaginary crosswalks for Planning Department Compliance", 
as they offer none of the safeguards for pedestrians that stop signs or marked crosswalks may provide, but allow 
the Planning Department to avoid taking action that would be responsive to.removing hazards to residents of the 
neighborhood. 

valk my do gs past this intersection a number of times per day. The omamp to the Bridge and intersection at 
_Jllcon Alley are very dangerous to pedestrians. The notion that cars recognize or respect any unmarked 
crosswalks in this area is absurd. Cars entering Bryant from Rincon Alley frequently ignore the "Right Turn 
Only" sign attempting to go to the bridge creating a dangerous ·situation as cars speed east on Bryant Street. 
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Because this part of Bryant Street is at the crest of the hill, visibility is reduced from both directions putting 
pedestrians at a higher level of risk. The traffic situation at rush hour is so dire that teams of SFPD Officers are 
prese:q.t to reduce congestion and calm drivers. There are frequent accidents and near:...accidents on this block as 
well as fatalities involving pedestrians at Rincon and Bryant. The reduced rate of significant accidents over the 
last two years may be attributable to the lack of occupancy in the building since the lease for artists' lofts was 
terminated to make way for office conversion. 

I also disagree that the preferred route to the new offices would be at the Bryant/Rincon "unmarked" 
crosswalk. As a resident of the neighborhood, I view most office workers walk South C?n 2nd Street. Very few 
take the 10 Muni which is slower than walking and unreliable. It will be quicker for them to turn the comer on 
the North side.of Bryant Street and cross the "Unmarked" crosswalk across the Bay Bridge access where they 
will risk being hit (or at best honked at) by cars who fail to recognize the unmarked crosswalks. 

For the safety of the neighborhood and the new workers in this building, there need to be marked crosswalks, 
better signage and stop signs at Bryant Street and Rincon Alley. 

Sincerely, 

Henry P. Rogers 
3 5 5 Bryant Street 
San Fr~cisco, CA 94107 . 

On Mar 16, 2015, at 2:17 PM, BOS Legislation (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org> wrote: 

Good afternoon, 

Please find linked below a memo received by the Office of the qerk of the Board from the Planning 
Department, concerning the appeal of the proposed project at 340 Bryant Street. 

Planning Memo - 03/16/2015 

You are invited to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link 
below. 

Board of Supervisors File No. 150171 

The appeal hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special orde.r before the Board on 

March 24, 2015. 

Thank you, 

Joy Lamug 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton 8. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Direct (415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
Email: joy.lamug@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfbos.org 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 
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The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and 
archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to 
disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information 
provided will not be redacted .. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information 
when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that 
members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available 
to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from 

· these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar 
information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board.and its committees-may appear on the 
Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 

James W. Lauer 
3 5 5 Bryant Street # 102 
San Francisco, CA 94107 
415-278-9518 (0) 
415-830-1847 (Cell) 

4 

1499 



Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Categories: 

Good afternoon, 

BOS Legislation (BOS) 
Monday, March 16, 2015 2:18 PM 
'hestor@earthlink.net'; Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); 
Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); 
Tam, Tina (CPC); Jackson, Erika; Uchida, Kansai (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); 
'jkevlin@reubenlaw.com'; BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Goldstein, Cynthia (PAB); 
Pacheco, Victor (PAB) 
Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Caldeira, Rick (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS); BOS 
Legislation (BOS) 
California Environmental Quality Act - Exemption Determination Appeal - 340 Bryant Street -
Planning Department Appeal Response 

150171 

Please find linked below a memo received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from the Planning Department, 
concerning the appeal of the proposed project at 340 Bryant Street. 

Planning Memo-03/16/2015 

You are invited to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below. 

Board of Supervisors File No. 150171 

The appeal hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on March 24, 2015. 

Thank you, 

Joylamug 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Direct (415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
Email: joy.lamug@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfbos.org 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 
since August 1998. · 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 
Mem.bers of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of 
Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding 
pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does 
not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers;, 
addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the 
Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 
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Notice of. Electronic Transmittal 

Planning Department Response to the Appeal of the Community 
Plan Exemption (CP.E) for the. 340 Bryant Street Project 

Memo 

DATE: 
TO: 
FROM: 

RE: 

HEARING DATE: 

March 16, 2015 
Angela Calvillo, Oerk of the Board of Supervisors 
Sarah B. Jones, Environmental Review Officer - ( 415) 575-9034 
Kansai Uchida, Case Planner _.: ( 415) 575-9048 
BOS File No. 150171 [Case No. 2013.1600E] 
Appeal of CPE for the 340 Bry~t Street Project 
March 24, 2015 

fu compliance with San Francisco's Administrative Code Section 8.12.5 "Electronic 
Distribution ·of Multi-Page Documents," the Planning Department submits a multi.

page response to the Appeal of the CPE for the 340 Bryant Street Project [BF 150171] in 
digital format (attached). A hard copy of the response is available from the Clerk of the 
Board. Additional hard copies may be requested by contacting Kansai Uchida of the 
Planning Department at 415-575-9048 .. 

1501 

1650 Mission St 
Suite400 
San Francrsco, 
CA 94i 03-2479 

. Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Ptanning 
lnfonmitlon: 
415.558.63TI 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

To: John Rahaim 
Planning Director 

February 10, 2015 

From.eAt ~ela Calvillo 
.-Waerk of the Board of Supervisors 

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

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

Tl;>nmY No. 544-5227 

Subject: . . Appeal of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Exemption 
Determination from Environmental Review.- 340 aryant Street 

An appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination from Environmental Review for 340 Bryant Street 
was filed with the Office of the Clerk of the Board on February 9, 2015, by Sµe Hestor, on behalf 
of S~ Franciscans for Reas01;1able Growth. 

Pursuant to Administrative Code, Chapter 31.16, I am forwarding tbis appeal, with attached 
documents, to the Planning Department to determine if the appeal has been filed in a timely . 
mariner. The Planning Department's determination_ should be made within three (3) working days 
of receipt of this request. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks, Joy Lamug at (415) 554-
.7712, or John Carroll at (415) 554-4445. 

c: Jon Givn.er, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Marlena Byme, Deputy City Attorney , 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Sarah Jones, Environmental· Review Officer; Planning Department · 

· AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning Department 
Tina.Tam, Planning Department 
Erika Jackson, Planning Department 
Jonas Ionfu., Plrulning Department 
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February 9, 2015 

SUE c;. HESTOR ~{ £(;[t .... f E_[.i 
R 1'i.t /., ~:; ·:·. {1 i: r:· iJ' }; :- ~ H ! • .... , ·~· ·:. Attorney at Law ... ,,. ... , r\ _, ·~ I .:) ' ' ,_ r·l - . -~•,.)I' -· 

870 Market Stre;et, Suite 1128 San Francisco, CA 94fo~ :·i f R :, r IC i ')CC; 

ciffice (415) 362-2778 cell (415) 846-1021 2815 fEG -9 PM 4; -36 
hestor@earthlink..net <.... • 

., ;· ______ . ~--,. 

President London Breed 
Board of Supervisors 
City Hall_ 
San Francisco CA 94102 

Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination - 340 Bryant Street 
· SF Admin Code 31.16 

Planning Commission Motion 19311-January 8, 2015 - 2013.1608. 
·Pending.Board of Appeals-#15-015 -·March 25, 2015 

S.an Franciscans·for Reasonable Growth appeals the environmental exemption determination for the 
office allocation to convert over 47,000 sq ft of 340 Bryant Street from industrial (PDR - production, 
distribution, repair) to tech offices. The site is located in the Eastern SOMA Area of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Area Plan. The exemption is based on that Eastern Ne.ighborhoods plan. 

The Planning Commission approved the project January 8, 2015 based on CPE Certificate and Checklist 
. for~40 Brya·ntStreetthatwas issued at4:44pm·on December23, 2014. 

The basis for the' appeal include the following: · 

UNIQUE SITE SURROUNDED BY HOV BRIDGE TRAFAC LANES 

The extraordinary uniqueness ofthe site was disregarded in both the EXemption and in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Area Plan EIR. The site is on a steep hil.1 (Rincon Hill and the Bay Br!dgef and is 
surrounded by TWO l:IOV lanes that lead directly onto the Bay Bridge and the Bridge itself, Traffic 

· accelerat-es as the lanes enter directly onto the-far right eastbound lane of the Bridge. AT~HIS SITE. 

Once a car heading EAST on ~ryant Street passes 2nd Street there is NO intersection. A car proceeding 
WEST on-Bryant and up the incline past Beale.also expe~ no cross traffic and no crosswalk. The 
roadway is separated into east and west bound lanes at different grades for most of these blocks. 

There is NO pedestrian access - no crosswal~ There is no visible "edge" or curb for the site. 

The HOV lanes have been reconfigured since~e publication of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR 
which has not been adjusted to account for the new configuration. 

HOW OFFICE WORKERS WILL WALK OR BIKE TO THIS SITE- and leave during afternoon rush hourwhen 
car-S line up at both "2nd Street" and "Beale Street" ends to get directly onto the Bridge - is not analyzed 
in the Exemption or underlying EIR. · 
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340 Bryant Street appeal -page 2 

NUMBER OF WORKERS AFFECTED 

The amount of space to be converted to offices has been listed as various numbers -
. • 45 ,545 sq ft - Exemption page.1 
• 47, 536 sq ft - Office allocation in Motion 19311 

Approximately 165 .office jobs are to be created. Space per worker using numbers in this 
environmental document is around 276 - 288 sq ft. 

This space allocation is even higher than that which was used for "traoitional"-office space for the 
Downtown- Plan. Which calculated that square footage per wo~er would GO DOWN as space became 
more expensive and uses shifted. In the 35 years since the DTP EIR-with more expensive office space 
and a trend to more open plan offices for the tech. industry-.the amount of space per worker has come 
down dramatically. 

A more accurate projection of the work force needs to be done. The number of PEDESTRIANS coming 
to the site, and the contributing to the increased demand for housing, is understated. The total number 
of tech office workers is probably lWICE the 165 jobs assumed. 

The difference between an industrial workft;>rce on site (at the time of the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR) 
and their t~vel patterns (heavily in trucks) and an office work force walking or biking to this site was not 
discussed. The more pedestrians and bicyclists there are at this site, the more opportunities exist for 
vehicular conflicts. Westbound autos will be accelerating up a hill. will there be sun in their eyes? ·wm 
they expect pedestrians to be crossing their HOV lane? This is not discussed or evaluated. 

BAD MAPPING OFSITE IN ENVIRON!V!ENTAL CHECKLIST 

The site map provided to the Planning-Commission in the environmental checklist is very misleading. 
Page 3 does not accurately show the site. It fails to call out and label the HOV lanes AND THEIR 
Dl~ECTION, the divided Bryant Street with the STEEP WALL.between the area from Rincon St to Beale. 
No one who gets site information from THIS map would u_nderstand the complexity of this isolated site. 

ADDmONAL ISSUES 

There is a rooftop deck which will b.e visible to cars/trucks on the lower deck of the Bridge. What effects 
on ai\ quality and dirt on the deck? How much distraction potential from people on the deck? 

When the· site was listed, the slgnage opportunity-to getthe attention of Bridge traffic (the only place it. 
will be visible) was emphasized. A branding opportunity for building tenants only works if it catches 
eyes of bridge drivers or passengers. Consideration should be given to ~he effects of mitigating 

po,;; pGbJ~ distractions f~om a roof deck and advertising. 

~e C Hestor 
cc: Members of Board of Supervisors 

Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer 
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SAN FRANCISCO . 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Subject to: (Select only if appHcable) 

O AffOrdable Housing {Sec. 415) 0 First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 

D Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414) 0 Jobs Housing Linkage Program {Sec. 413) 

D Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) m: Other {Eastern Neighborhoods - Sec. 423 & 426) 

0 Transit Impact Development Fee (Sec. 411) 

Planning Commis$ion Motion No. 19311 
HEARING DATE: JANUARY 8, 2015 

Date: 
Case No.: 
Project .Addre~s: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
. Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

December31, 2014 

.2013.1600B 

340 Bryant Street 
MUO (Mixed Use Office) District 
65-X Height and Bulle District 
3764/061 

JohnKevlin 

Reuben, Junius and Rose, LLP 

One Bush Street, Suite 600 

San Francisco, CA 94104 

Erika S. J~Ckson-(415) 558-6363 
erika.jacl<son@sfgov.org 

1650 Mission St 
Suite400 

· San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Receplion: 
415.558.6373 

. Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415..553.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO- AN ALLOCATION OF OFFICE SQUARE FOOTAGE 

UNDER THE 2014-2015 ANNUAL OFFICE DEVELOPMENT LIMITATION PROGRAM FOR TiiE 
PROPOSED PROJECT LOCATED AT 340 BRYANT STREET THAT WOULD AUIHORIZE TiiE 
CONVERSION OF 47,536 GROSS SQUARE FEET OF TIIE EXISTING 62,050 SQUARE FOOT. 

BUILDING TO OFFICE USE PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 321 AND 842.66, ON 

ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 3764, LOT 061, IN THE MUO (MIXED USE OFFICE) ZONING DISTRICT~ 

A 65-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER TIIE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT. . 

PREAMBL~ 

On December 19, 2013, John Kevlin, on behalf of 140 Partners, LP (hereinafter ~'Project Sponsor") filed 

Application No. 2013.1600B (h~eb:i.after "Application") with the Planning Department (hereinafter 

"Department") for an Office Development Authorization to convert 47 ,536 gross square feet of the 

existing 62,050 square foot building at 340 Bryant Street to an offi.ce use. 

The environmental effects of the Proj~ct were determined by the San Francisco Planning Depariment to 

have been fully reviewed under the Eastern. Neighborhoods Area Plan Environmental rIDpact Report 

www.s.fplanning.org 
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Motion No. 19311 
January 8, 2015 

CASE NO. 2013.16008 
340 Bryant Street 

(hereinafter "EIR"). The EIR. was prepared,. circulated for public review and comment, and, at a public 
hearing on August 7, 2008, by Motion No. 17661, certified by the Commission as complying with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (Cal Pub0 Res. Code Section 21000 et seq., (hereinafter "CEQA"). 
The Commission has reviewed the Final E1R,. which has been available for this Commissions review as 
well as public review.The Eastern Neighborhoods BIR is a Program EIR Pursuant to CEQA Guideline 
15168( c)(2), if the lead agency finds that no new effects could occur or no new mitigation measures would 
be required of a proposed project, the agency may approve the project as being within the scope of the 
project covered by the program EIR, and no additional or new environmental review is required. In 
approving the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, the Commission adopted CEQA Findings in its Motion No. 
17661 and hereby incorporates such Findings by reference. 

Additionally, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provides a streamlined environmental review for 
projects that are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, community plan 
or general plan policies for which an EIR was certified,. except as might be necessary to examine whether 
there are project-specific effects . which are peculiar to the project or its site. Section 15183 specifies 
that ex~ation of environmental effects shall be limited to those. effects that (a) are peculiar to the 
project or parcel on which the project would be located, (b) were not analyzed as significant effects in a 
prior EIR. on the zoning action, general plan or community plan with which the. project is consistent, (c) 
are potentially significant off-site and cumulative impacts which were not discussed in the unde;rlying 
E1R,. or( d) are previously identified in the E1R,. but which are determined to have a more severe adverse 
impact than that discussed in the underlying EIR. Section 15183( c) specifies that if an impact is not 

peculiar to the parcel or to the proposed project, then an EIR need not be prepared for that project solely 
on the basis of that impact. 

On December 22., 2014, the Department determined that the proposed application did not require fur.ther 
environmental review under Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines and Public Resources Code Section 
21083.3. The Project is consistent with the adopted zoning controls in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area 
Plan and was ~compassed within the analysis contained in the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR ·Since 
the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR. was .finalized,. there have been no substantial changes to the Eastern 
Nclghborhoods Area Plan and no substantial changes in circumstances that would require. major 
revisions to the Final EIR. due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or an increase 
in the severity of previously identified significant impactsr and there is no new information of substantial 
importance that would change the conclusions set forth in the Final BIR. The .fiJ.e for this project, 
including the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR and the Community Plan Exemption certifi~te, is 

available for review at the San Francisco Planning Departmentr 1650 :Mission Street, Suite 400, San 

Francisco, California 

Planning Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) setting 
forth mitigation measures that were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR. that are applicable 
to the project. These mitigation measures are set forth ·in their entirety in the MMRP attached to the draft 
Motion as Exhibit C 

On January 8, 2015, the Planning Commission ("Commission'') conducted a duly noticed public hearing 
at a regularly scheduled .meeting on Office Allocation Application No. 2013.l600B. 
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The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has 
further consid~ed written materials and oral te~timony presented on behalf of the applic.ant, Department 
staff, and other interested parties_ · 

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Office Development Authorization requested in 
Application No. 2013.1600B, subject to the conditions contained in "EXHIBIT A" of this motion, based on 
the following .findings: 

FINDINGS 

Having reviewed the materials identified in t;he preamble above, and having heard all testimony and · 
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and ·determines as follows: 

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

2. Site Description and Present Use. The Project site, located at 340 Bryant Street, .is bounded by 
Rincon Alley and Sterling Street The site is located in the East South of Market Neighborhood 
within an MUO Zoning District and a 65-X Height and Bulk District The subject lot is 

approximately 17,117 square feet in area. The existing building is approximately 62,050 square . 

feet, 43-feet tall, and four-stories, and was constructed in 1932 as an industrial building. The 
building was purchased by a new owner in January 2012. The building has been vacant since 
January 2013; however, the last legal use of the building was industrial. 

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The Project site is located in the East South of 
Market Neighborhood within an MUO Zoning District and a 65-X Height and Bulk District 
Accordingly, the surrounding properties are characterized. by dense, two and four-story 
industrial buildings, with some office and residential uses. The building is St1rrotmded by the I-
80 freeway to the north and off-ramps to the south. To the southeast of the project across Bryant · 
Street are three- and four-story buildings and to the southwest of the project site are three- and 
five-story buildings with mixed uses including office and live/work condominiums. 

4. Project Description. The proposal is to convert the entire second, third, and fourth floors, 
totaling 47,536 gross square feet;, to a legal office use. The entire 16,505 square foot (minus 1,991 
square feet of common area) ground floor will· remhln industrial PDR space. A tenant has 
already been found for the space.. The proposal also includes the installation of 4 'Class 2 ancl 12 
Class 1 bicycle parking spaces. Exterior alterations are proposed for the Project, including new 
ground floor window treatment and an improved building entrance. 

5. Public Comment The Department has received public comment from one person With.concerns 
regarding displacement of PDR uses in the building. 

. . 
6. Planning Code Compliance. The Commission finds and determines that the Project is consistent 

with the relevant provisions of the Code in ·the following manner: 
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A Office Use in the MUO Zoning District. Planning Code Section 842.66 principally 
permits office space in the MUO Zoning District 

The proposal. includes converfing the enti.re second, third, a:nd fourth floors, totaling 47,536 gross 
squa:re feet, to a legal. affice use. 

B. Open Space. Planning Code Section 135.3 requires conversions to new office space in 
Eastern Neighborhoods :Mixed Use J?istricts to provide and maintain usable open space 
for that new office space at a ratio ~f one square foot per 50 square feet of new office 
space; and/or pay an in-lieu fee. The project proposes 47,536 ·square feet of .new office 
space and requires at least 951 square feet of open space to be provided. 

Approxi.matel:y 1,684 square feet of open space wz1l be 1.qcated on the west side of the roof of the 
building, which will provide ample open space to meet this requirement. 

C. Parking. Section 151.l does not require any off-street parking. 

The existing bui1ding amtains 1w off-street. parking. The proposed project will not provide any 
new off-street parki.ng spaces. 

D. Loading. Section 152.1 requires certain amounts of off-street freight loading spaces based 
on the type and size of uses in a project The proposed project does not require a loading 
space. 

The existing building contains no l.oading spaces. 

E. Bicycle Parking and Showers. Section 1552 requires that the project provide at least two 
Class 1 and two Class 2 bicycle parking spaces to accommodate !he new office use. 

Section 155.4 r~uire.s that a building that exceeds 50,000 square feet provide 4 showers 
and 24 lockers. 

The project proposes 4 Gass 2 and 12 Gass 1 bicycle parking spaces, as well as 4 showers and 24 

l.ockers. 

F. Transportation Management Agreement. Section 163 requires that the project sponsor 
provides on-site transportation brokerage services for !he actual lifetime of the project 

Prior to the issuance of a temporary permit of occupancy, the project sponsor will execute an 
agreement with the Planning Department for the provision of on-site transportation brokerage 
services and preparation of a transportation management progrmn to be approved by the Director · 
of Planning a:nd implemented by the provider of transportation brokerage services. The Planning 
Commission encourages Planning Department staff to continue to work with applicable other 

4 

1508 



Motion No.19311 
January 81 2015 

CASE NO. 2013.1600'8 
340 Bryant Street 

agencies regarding issues surrounding pedestrian streetscape improvements, fee access, 
pedestrian safef:y and traffic calming measures. 

G .. Development Fees. The Project is subject to, the Transit· Impact Development Fee per 

Planning Code Section 411, the Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee per Planning Code Section 413, 

and the Eastern Neighborhoods Comm.unity Impact Fee per Planning Code Section 423. 

The Project Sponsor shall pay the appropriate; Transit Impact Development, Jobs-Housing Linkage 
Child Care Requirement, and Eastern Nei.ghborhoods Community Impact fees; pursuant t~ 
Plair.ning c;.oa.e Sections 411, 413, and 423, at the apprapriate stage of the building pennit 
applicatiJm process. 

7. Office Develop:i;n.ent Authorization. Planning Code Section 321 establishes standards for San 

Francisco's Office Development Annual Limit In d~termining if the proposed Project would 

promote the public welfare, convenience and necessity, the Commission considered the seven 

criteria established by Code Section 321(b )(3), and .finds as follows: 

1 APPORTIONMENT OF OFFICE SPACE OVER !HE COURSE OF TIIE APPROVAL PERIOD 
IN ORDER TO MAINTAIN A BALANCE BETWEEN ECONOlvITC GROWTH ON THE ONE 
HAND, AND HOUSING, TRANSPORTATION AND PUBUC SERVICES, ON TIIE OTHER 

The proposed project would create 47,536 square feet of office space within the South of Market area, an 
area with high demand for office space. There is currently more than 1.27 million gross square feet of 
@az1able "Small Cap" office space in the City. AdditiJmally, the Project is subject to various development 
fees that wz1l benefit the surro1f-nding community. Therefore, the Project wz1l help maintain the balance 
betioeen economic growth, housing; transportation and public services. 

11 THE CONTRIBUTION OF TIIE OFFICE DEVELOP:MENT TO, AND ITS EFFECTS ON, TIIE 
OBJECTIVES AND POIJOES OF THE GENERAL PLAN. 

The proposed project is consistent with the General Plp.n, as outlined in Section 9 below. 

Ill TIIE QUALITY OF THE DESIGN OF 1HE PROPOSED OFFICE DEVELOPMENT. 

The praposed office space is within an existing building. The praposed project includes some exterior 
alterations, incluifang ne:w ground floor window treatment 1md 1m improved building entr1mce. These 
alterations will improve the building's compati"bility with the neighborhood. 

' IV. THE SUITABILITY OF THE PROPOSED OFFICE DEVELOP:MENT FOR ITS LOCATION, 
AND ANY EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED OFFICE DEVELOPMENT SPECIFIC TO THAT 
LOCATION. 

a) Use. The Project is within the MUO (Mixed Use Office) Zaning Distrid, ~ Zoning Distrid which 
principally permits office use. Planning Code Section 842. states that the MUO Z.Oning District is 

SAll f!W;CISCG 
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"designed to encourage office uses. and housing, as well as smal.l-scale light industrial and arts 
activities." This project provides an appropriate brilance of PDR and office uses. The Planning 
Commission recognizes the retenHon of PDR an the ground floor. 

b) Tr~t Accessibility. The area. is seroed by a variety of transit options. The project site is adjacint to 
the 10 and 12 MUNI bus lines, and is in cl.ose proximity to approximately 12 other MUNI bus lines. 
It is also approximately 0.5 miles from the tempara:ry Transbay Termiruil and the future Transbay 
Termini/., both of which connect to numerous transit lines around the Bay. Additionally, the Project 
site is Incated approximately 5 blocks from Market Street, wifh BART and MUNI Metro subway lines, 
and is a short waUc from the King Street Caltrain station, ferries connecting to the East and Soufh Bay, 
and the future Central Subway that will run al.ong 411i Street. 

c) Open Space Accessibility. The proposed project is required to provide 951 square feet of open space. 
The proposed project will provide a 1,684 square foot roof deck. 

d) Urban Design. The proposed office space is in an existing building. The bu11ding was constructed in 
1932 and has been minimally altered since that time. The proposed project includes some exterior 
alteraHons; however, the mass and design of the bui1ding will not change. 

e) Seismic Safety. The Project includes limited tenant improvements within the interior of the existing 
buildings. AZZ tenant improvement work will meet current seismic safety standards, as they apply . 

. V. nIB ANTICIPATED USES OF THE PROPOSED OFFICE DEVELOPMENT IN LIGHT OF 
EN.IPLOYMENT OPPORTIJNITIES TO BE PROVIDED, NEEDS OF EXISTING BUSINESSES, 
AND THE AVAILABLE SUPPLY OF SPAcE SUITABLE FOR SUCH ANTIOP ATED USES. 

a) Anticipated Employment Opportunities. The Project includes a total of 47,536 gross square feet of 
office space, which wi1l allow for several office tenants in the building. Since office space an average 
supports more empl.oyees per square foot than industrial space, the project will create a significant 
amount of new empl.oyment opportunities. 

b) Needs of Existing BuSinesses. The Project includes a total of 47,536 gross square feet of office space, 
whic(t will illow for several office tenants in the building. The proximity to light industrial uses can 
also help foster entrepreneurship among Inca.I residents and employers. 

c) Availability of Space Suitable for Anticipated Uses. The Project will provide quality office space 
that is suitable for a variety of office uses and sizes in an area where the demand for new office space 
has increased rapidly. The project will provide high-quality office space within close proximity to 

public transit, while maintaining the ground floor industrial use. 

V1 TIIE EXTENT TO WHICH 1BE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT WILL BE OWNED OR 

OCCUPIED BY A SINGLE ENTITY. 

SA.'l l'Ril.l,'CISCO 
PLANNING~ 

1510 

6 



Motion No. 19311 
January 8, 2015 

CASE NO. 2013.16008 
340 Bryant Street 

The building wt.11 not be owner-occupied. The anticipated office tenants have not yet been determined, 
hoWever, two industrial tenants that wi1l occupy the ground floor PD R space have bem idmtified. 

VIL THE USE, IF ANY, OF TRANSFERABLE DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS (TDR' s") BY THE 
PROJECT SPONSOR 

The Project does not include any Transfer of Development Rights. 

8. Section 10Ll Priority Policy Findings. Section 101:1(b)(l-8) establishes eight priority planning 
Policies and requires n~view of permits for consistency with saiCl policies. . 

The Commission finds and determines that the Project is consistent with the eight priority 
. } 

policies, for fue reasons set forfu below. 

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

The existing bw.1ding contains no neighborhDod-seroi.ng retail uses, nor does the proposal indude any 
retail. However, the conversion of this building to office space will increase the demand for 
ncighborlwod-seroing retail use in the surrounding ncighborhood. 

B. That existing housing and neighborhood charactel' be conserved and protected in order to 
·preserve the culrural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 

No housing currently exists on the site and no Jwusing will be removed as part of the proposed project. 
The project consists of the conversion of industrial to office use. · The building wiU be mixed use with 
industrial a;n.il office uses, resulting in a project that is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. 

C. The City's supply 'of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. 

There is no existing affordable or market-rate Jwusing on the Project Site. The development wil~ 
C?ntribute fees to the Jobs-Housing Linkage Program. Therefore, the Project is in compliance with this 
priority policy. . 

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

Sfi1;I fll/;JiCISCCl 

The area is served by a variety of-transit options. The project site is adjacent to the 10 rm.d 12 MUNI 
bus 'lines, and is in close proximity to approximately 12 other MUNI bus lines. It is also 
approximately 0.5 miles from the temporary Transbay Terminal and the future Transbll!J 'Terminal, 
both of which connect to numerous transit lines around the Bll!J. Additionally, the Project site is 
located approximately 5 blocks from Market Street, with BART and MUNI Metro subwll!J lines, and is 
a short walk from the Ki.ng Street Caltrain station and ferries connecting to the East and South Bay. 
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E. That a diverse economic base be mamtained by protecting our industrial and service sectors 
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for 
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

Converting a portion of the existing building to office space an the upper stories will help support and 
maintain the_ PDR activities on the ground floor. The conversion to office space will help increase local 
resident emplay~t and demand far new neighborhood-serving businesses in the area, which can also 
lead to new opportunities for local resident employment. 

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

The Project will not create any new space that does not meet current seismic safety standa:rds. 

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

The existing building is not a Landmark or otherwise historic building. The proposal will not impact 
Landmarks or historic buildings in the vicinity. 

H. That our parks and open space and tl;teir access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development. 

The proposed project would not affect nearby parks or open space. 

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

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

·OBJECTIVE 1: 
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTII AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF TIIE 
TOTAL OTY LIVING AND WORKING ENVJRONMENT. 

Policyl.1: 
Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable 
consequences. Discourage development that has substantial undesirable consequences that 
cannot be mitigated. 

Policyl.3: 
Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial 
land use plan. 
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The proposed office development wi71 provide net benefits to the City and the community by allowing for 
one or more small to medium sized office tenants to sign a long-term lease, which will increase economic 
vfbrancy in the area. Authorization of the office space wfll also result in the collection of significant 
de:uelapment fees that will benefit the community and that would of:hen»ise not be required. 

OBJECTIVE 2: 

MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE A SOUND AND DNERSE ECONOMIC BASE AND FISCAL 
STRUCTURE FOR TIIB CITY. 

Policy2.1: 
Seek to retain eristing commercial and industrial activity and to attract new such activity to the 
Gty. 

The proposed office development 'will help retain existing commercial- tenants and generate stable 
e:mplayment opportunities and demand for neighborhood seruing busi.nesses. 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 28: 
PROVIDE SECURE AND CONVENIENT P .ARKlNG FACILITIES FOR BICYCLES. 

Policy 28.1: 

Provide secure bicycle ·parking in new governmental, commercial, and residential developments. 

Policy 28.3: 

Provide parking facilities which are safe, secure, and convenient. 

The project includes 12 existing G.ass 1 and 4 Class 2 bicycle parldng spaces in a secure, convenient 
location. · 

EAST SOMA AREA PLAN 

Obj ecti.ves and Polides 

OBJECTIVE 1.1: 
STRENGTHEN ENCOURAGE PRODUCTION OF HOUSING AND OTIIER MIXED-USE 
D~OPMENT IN EAST SOMA VVHILE MAINTAINJNG ITS EXISTING SPECIAL :rv.IDCED
USE CHARACTER. 

Policy 1.1.2: 
Encourage small, flexible office space throughout E<LSt Soma and encourage larger office in the 2nd 

Street .Corridor. 
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SUPPORT A ROLE FO:R ''KNOWLEDGE SECTOR" BUSINESSES IN EAST SOMA. 

Policy 1.4.3: 

Continue to allow larger research and development office-type uses that support the Knowledge 
Sector in the 2nd Street Corridor. 

The Project is. located in the East South of Market Nei.ghborhood and in a MUO Zoning District that 
. encourages office uses. The mix of office and industrial activities within the praposal is an a:ppropriate 

balance of uses given the location of the site. Further, the authorization of office space at this site will 
support any PDR activities on the ground floor le:ueL The Project will add to the diverse array of office 
space available in the area by providing smaller spaces than those provided along 2ml Street. 

10. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code 
provided under Sectlon 101.l(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character 
. and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development. 

11. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Office Development Authorization would 
promote the health, safety and welfare of the City. 

10 
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That based upon the Record, the submissions· by the Applicant the staff of the Department and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, add all other 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby .APPROVES Office Development 
Application No. 2013.1600B subject to the conditions attached hereto as Exhibit A, which is incorporated 
herein by reference as though fully set forth, in general conformance With the plans stamped Exhibit B 
and dated June 4,. 2014, on file in Case Docket No. 2013;1600B. 

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Section 321 
· Office-Space Allocation to· the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date of this Motion. 
The ef;fective date of this Motion shall be the date of adoption of this Motion if not appealed {after the 
15-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Appeals if appealed to the . 

Board of Appeals. For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880, 1660 
Mission, Room 3036, San Francisco, CA 94103. 

Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Secti?n 
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government 
Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and 
must be filed within 90 days of the date of the fust approval or conditional approval of the _development 

referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of 
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval bY, the City of the subject 
development · 

If the City has not previously given .Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the 
Planning Commission's adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning 
Adrrrinistrator's Variance Decision Letter con5titutes the approval or conditional approval of the 
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code 
Section 66020 ha~ beguD- If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun. 
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on January 8, 2015. 

Jonas P. Ionin 
Commiss~on Secretary · 

AYES: Commissioners Antonini, Fong, Johnson, Richards, Maore, and Hillis 

NAYS: 

ABSENT: Commissioner Wu 

ADOPTED: January8,2015 
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CASE NO. 2013.16008 
340 Bryant Street 

This authorization is for an Office Development Authorization to authorize 47,536 gross square feet of 
office use located at 340 Bryant Street, Lot 061 in Assessor's Block 3764 pursuant to Planning Code 
Section(s) 321 and 843.66 within the MUO (Mixed Use Office) Zoning District and a 65-X Height and Bulk 
District; in general conformance with plans, dated June 4, 2014, and stamped "EXHIBIT B" included in 
the docket for Case No. 2013.1600B and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the 

. Commission on January 8, 2015 under Motion No.19311. This authorization and the conditions contained 
herein run with the property and not with a particclar Project Sponsor, business, or operator. 

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning 
Ad!ninistrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder 
of the CitY and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is 

subject to the conditions of approval ccintained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Commission on January 8, 2015 under Motion No. 19311. 

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Corrunission Motion No. 19311 shall be 
reproduced on the Index Sheet of consfruction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit 
application for the Project The Index Sheet of the c9nsfruction plans shall reference to the Office 
Development Authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications. 

SEVERABlLITY 

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

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS 

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

l. Validity. The authorization and right_ v~sted by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years 
from fue effective date of fue Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a 
Building Permit or Site Permit to const;ruct the project and/or conunence the approved use withln 
this three-y~ar period. 

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

2. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Pemut be sought after the three (3) year 
period has lapsed, fue. project sponsor must seek; a renewaI of this Aufuorization by filing an 
application for an amendment to fue original Authorization or a new application for 

Authorization. Should the prof ect "sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit 
application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of 
the Authorization. Should fue Commission not revoke the Aufuorization following the closure of 
the public hearing, fue Commission shall detemrlne the extension of time for the continued 
validity of the Aufuorization. 

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

3. Diligent Pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence 
within the timeframe required by fue Department of Building Inspection and be continued 
diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider 
revoking fue approval if more than three (3)° years have passed since this Authorization was 
approved. 

"For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcemmt, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplanning.org · 

4- Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at fue discretion of 
the Zoning Adrrtinistrator where iinplementati.on of the project is delayed by a public agency, an 
appeal or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or 
challenge has caused delay.' ~ 

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

5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other 
entitlement shall be approved unless it complies wifu all applicable provisions of City Codes in 
effect at the time of such approval. 

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
1uww.$f-planning.org · 
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6. Development Yrmeline- Office.° Pursuant to Planning Code Section321(d)(2), ~onstruction of an 
office development shall commence within 18 months of the date of this Motion ·approving this 
Project becomes effective. Failure to begin work within that period or to carry out the 
development diligently thereafter to completion, shall be grounds to revoke approval of the office 
development under this Office Allocation authorization. 

For infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sfplanning.org 

PARKING AND TRAFFIC 

7. Bicycle Parking. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 1552, the Project shall provide no fewer than 
12 Class 2 and 4 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for the 47 ,536 gross square feet of office use. 

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-0863, 

www .sf-planning.org 

8. Showers and Clothes Locke:rs. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 155.4, the Project shall 
provide no fewer than 4 showers and 24 clothes lockers. 

For infonnafion about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-0863, 

wwu1.sfplanning.org. 

PROVISIONS 

9. Transit Impact Development Fee. Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 411 (formerly Chapter 38 
of the Administrative Code), .the Project Sponsor shall pay the Transit Impact Development Fee . 

(TIDF) as required by and based on drawings submitted with the Building Permit Application. 
Prior to the issuance of a temporary certificate of occupancy, the Project Sponsor shall provide 
the Planning Department with certification of fee payment 

For infonnafion about comp Hance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

www.sfplanning.org 

10. Jobs Housing Linkage. Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 413 (formerly 313), the Project 
Sponsor shall contribute to the Jobs-Housing Linkage Program QHLP). The calculation shall be 
based on the net addition of gross square feet of each type of space to be constructed as set forth 

in the permit plans. The Project Sponsor snall provide evidence that this requirement has been 

satisfied to the Plannmg Department prior to the issuance of the first site or building permit by 
the Department of Building Inspection. 

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

www.sf-planning.org 

11. Transportation Brokerage Services - C-3, EN, and SOMA. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 

163; the Project Sponsor shall provide on-site transportation brokerage services for the actual 

lifetime of the project Prior to. the issuance of any certificate of occupancy, the Project Sponsor 
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shall execute an agreement with the Planning · Department doCUI_nenting the project's 
transportation management program, subject to the approval of the Planning Director. The 

. Planning Department will continue to work with applicable other agencies regarding issues 
surrounding pedestrian streetscape improvements, .fire access, pedestrian safety and traffic 
calming measures. 

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning De:pa:rf:men.t at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplanning.org 

11. Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastmctare Impact Fee: Pursuant to Planning Code Section 423 
(formerly 327), the Project Sponsor shall comply with the Eastern Neighborhoods Publk Benefit 
Fund provisions through payment of an Impact Fee pursuant to 'Article 4 of the Planning Code.. 

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

12. Ground Floor PDR Use. The Planning Commission recognize!> the retention of PDR on the 
ground floor. 

MONITORING ·AFTER ENTITLEMENT 

13. Enforcement:· Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in 

this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subje_ct 
to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code 
Section 176 or Section 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to 

other city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. 

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

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

complaints from interested property o"Wners, residents, or co:rnmercial lessees _which are not 
resolved by the Project Sponsor and· foun!i to be in violation of the Plarining Code and/or the 
specific conditions of approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning 
Adrrrlnistrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public 
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization. 

For. information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Plamiing Depa:rf:men.t at 415-575-6863, '
www.ef-planning.orz 

OPERATION 

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

15 
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Motion No. 19311 
January 8, 2015 

CASE NO. 2013.16008 
340 Bryant Street 

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

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

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

Certificate of Determination 
EXEMPTION FROM ENVIRONMENrAL REVIEW 

Case No.: 
Project Address: 

Zoning: 

Block/Lot 
Lot Size: 
Plan Area: 
Project Sponsor. 
Staff Contact 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

.2013.1600E 
340 Bryant Street 
MUO (Mixed Use Office) Use District 

65-X Height and Bulk District 

3764/061 
16,505 square feet 

Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan 

John Kevlin- Reuben, Junius, and Rose LLP- (415) 567-9000 
Kansai Uchida - (415) 575-9048- kansai.uchida@sfgov.org 

The p~oject site is located in San Francisco's South of Market (SoMa) neighborhood on the block bounded 

by Rincon Street to the east:,. Sterling Street to the west:,. Interstate 80 to the north, and Bryant Street to the 

south. The project site is occupied by a four-story, ~foot-tall, 62,050 square foot (sf) building. The 

existing building was constructed in 1932 and includes no off-street vehicular parking. The existing 

building is currently vacant, although it recently {2012) was occupied by industrial tenants. To ensure 

thatfue maximum potential environmental impacts are analyzed, the building is assumed to be currently 

vacant for the purposes of transportation, air quality, and other __ CEQA impact topics that rely on square 

footage calculations. The proposed project includes conversion of 46,804 sf of industrial use to office use 

and common areas, primarily on the upper three fl~rs of the existing building. A total of 45,545 sf of 

office space would be created. In addition, the proposed project would include fue addition of a deck 

and mechanical equipment on fue roof, removal of exterior roll-up doors at street level, removal of the 

732-sf ground-floor retail space (for use as industrial space), installation of new windows and signs along 

the building's exterior, and addition of 16 bicycle parking spaces. Aside from 1,991 sf of common space, 
the remaining 14,514 sf of ground-floor space would remain as industrial use. 

EXEMPT STATUS 

Exempt per Section 15183 of the California Environmental Quality Act. (CEQA) Guidelines and California 

Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 

DETERMINATION 

. at the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements. 

Llcw..hu: Z-21 Zolt 
Date 

Epvironmental Review Officer 

cc: John Keviin, Project Sponsor; Supervisor Jane Kim, District 6; Erika Jackson, Current Planning 
Division; Virna Byrd, M.D.F.; Exemption/Exclusion File 
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1650 Mission St 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
GA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 
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Information: 
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Certificate of Exemption 

PROJECT APPROVAL 

340 Bryant Street 
Case No. 2013.1600E 

The proposed project is subject to review by the Planning Commission pursuant to Section 321 of the 
Planning Code (Office Allocation). Approval of the Office Allocation Application by the Pl~g 
Commission would constitute the Approval Action for the proposed project. The Approval Action date 

establishes the start of the 30-d.ay appeal period for this CEQA exemption determination pursuant to 
Section 3L04(h) of the San Frantjsco Administrative Code. 

COMMUNITY PLAN EXEMPTION OVERVIEW 

California Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provide an 
exemption from environmental review for projects that are consistent with the development density 
established by existing zoning, community plan or general plan policies for which an Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR) was certified, except as might be ·necessary to examine whether there are project-. 
specific sii;nificant effects which are peculiar to the project or its site. Section 15183 specifies that 
examination of environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that a) are peculiar to the project or 

parcel on which the project would be located; b) were not analyzed as significant effects in a prior EIR on 
the zoning action, general plan or community plan with which the project is consistent; c) are potentially 
significant off-site and cumulative impacts ·that were not discussed in the underlying EIR; or d) are 
previously identified in the EIR, but which, as a result of substantial new information that was not known 
at the time that the EIR wa5 certified, are determined to have a more severe adverse impact than that 
discussed in the underlying EIR. Section 15183( c) specifies that if an impact is not peculiar to the parcel or 

to the proposed project, then an EIR need not be prepared for the project solely on the basis of that 

impact. 

This determination evaluates the potential project-specific environmental effects of the 340 Bryant Street 
project described above, and incorporates by ref~ence information contained in the Program_matic EIR 
for fue Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans (PEIR.)1• Project-specific studies were prepared 
for the proposed project to determine if the project would result in any significant environ:inental lni.pacts 
that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

After several years of analysisJ community outreach, and public review, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 
was adopted in December 2008. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was adopted in part to support 
housing development in some areas previously zoned to allow industrial uses, while preserving an 
adequate supply of space for ex:isfu).g and future production, distribution, and repair (PDR) employment 
and businesses. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR also included changes to existing height and bulk 

districts in some areas, including the project site at 340 Bryant Street 

The Planning Commission held public hearings to consider the various asp~ of the proposed Eastern 
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans and related Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments. On 
August 7, 2008, the Planning Commission certified the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR by Motion 17659 and 
adopted the Preferred Project for final recommendation to fue Board of Supervisors.2.3 

1 Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E and State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048 
I San Francisco Planning Department Eastem Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), 

Planning Department Case No. 2004Jl160E, certified August 7, 2008. Available online at http:l!www.sf
planning.org[mdex.aspx?page=l893, accessed August 17, 2012. 

l San Francisco Planning Department. San Fi'andsco Planning Commission Motion 17659, ·August 7, 2008. Available online at 
http:fbyww.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documenlid=l268. accessed August 17, 2012. 
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Certificate of Exemption 340 Bryant Street 
Case No.2013.1600E 

In December 2008, after further public· hearings, the Board of Supervisors approve_d and the Mayor 

signed the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Planning Code amendments. New zoning districts 

include districts that would permit PDR uses in combination with commercial uses; districts mixing 

residential and commercial uses and residential and PDR uses; and new residential-only districts. The 

districts replaced existing industrial, commercial, residential single-use, and mixed-use districts. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR is a comprehensive programmatic document that presents an analysis 

of the environmental effects of implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, 

as well as the potential impacts under several proposed alternative scenarios. The Eastern Neighborhoods 

. Draft EIR evaluated three rezoning alternatives, two community-prop_osed alternatives which focused 

largely on the Mission District, and a "No Project" alternative. The alternative selected, or the Preferred 

Prdject, represents a combinatio~ of Options B and C. The Planning Commission adopted the Preferred 

Project after fully considering the environmental effects of the Preferred Project and the v~ious scenarios 

discussed in the PEIR. 

·A major issue of discussion in the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning process was the degree to which 

existing industrially-zoned land would be rezoned to primarily residential and mixed-use districts, thus 

reducing the availability of land traditionally used for PDR employment and businesses. Among other 

topics, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR assesses the significance of the cumulative land use effects of the 

rezoning by analyzing its effects on the Oty's ability to meet its future PDR space needs as well as its 

ability to meet its housing needs as expressed in the City's General Plan. 

As a result of the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning process, the project site has been rezoned to. MUO 

(Mixed Use Office) District The MUO District is intended to encourage office uses and housing. as well 

as small-scale light.industrial and arts activities. The proposed project and its relation to FDR land supply 

and cumulative land use effects is discussed further.in the Commuriity Plan Exemption (CPE) Checklist, 

under Land Use. The 340 Bryant Street site, which is located in the South of Market (SoMa) District of the 

Eastern Neighborhoods, was designated as a site with building up to 65 feet in height 

Individual projects that could occur in the future under.the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area 

Plans will undergo project-level environmental evaluation to determine if they would result in further 

impacts specific to the development proposal, the site, and the time of development and to assess 

whether additional environmental review would be required. This determination concludes that the 

proposed project at 340 Bryant Street is consistent with and was encompassed Within the analysis in the 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 'Ibis detennination also finds that the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

adequately anticipated and described the impacts of the proposed 340 Btyant Street project, and 

identified ~e mitigation measures applicable to the 340 Bryant Street_ project The proposed project is :Jso 

consistent with .the zoning controls and the .provisions of the Planning Code applicable to the project 

site.4.5 Therefore, no further CEQA evaluation for the 340 Bryant Street project is required. In sum, the 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and this Certificate of Exempti.'on for the proposed project comprise the full 

and complete CEQA evaluation necessary for the proposed project 

' Adam Varat, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Citywide Planning and 
Policy Analysis, 340 Bryant Street, March 25, 2014. This document is available. for review 'al the San Francisco Planning 
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.1600E. · · 

s Jeff Joslin,. San Francisco Planning Department,. Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Current Planning Analysis, 
340 Bryant Street,. October 31, 2014. This doa.uiient is available for review at lhe San Fi;ancisco Planning Department,. 1650 

Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.1600~ 
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Certifii::ate of Exemption 

PROJECT SETTING 

340 Bryant Street 
Case No.2013.1600E 

The project .site is within the MUO (MiXed Use Office) Use District and an 65-X Height and Bulle District. 
Much of the subject block is occupied by Interstate 80, ramps providing access to Interstate 80 and the San 

Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, and other ancillary parcels owned by the State of California Department 
of Transportation (Caltrans). Bryant Street serves as a primary access route to the Bay Bridge, and on
and off-ramps adjoin the project site on all sides. Inter$te 80 forms a barrier between the subject block 
and areas to the north, with no available pedestrian or auto access across the freeway between 2nd Street 
(one block west of the project site) and Beale Street (two blocks east of the project site). Buildings on 
adjacent blocks are primarily low- to mid- rise in scale, ranging from two to eight stories. High-rise 
residential buildings exist on the opposite side of Interstate 80 to the north and two blocks to the east and 
south of the project site. Most of the properties to the west and south of the project site are within MUO 

and P (Public) zoning districts, while land to the east and north is within former redevelopment plan 
areas. Height districts within a one-block radius range from 40 to 400 feet 

POTENTJAL ENVIRONMENT AL EFFECTS 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR included analyses of environmental issues including: land use; plans 
and policies; visual quality and urban design; population, housing, business activity, and employment 
(growth inducement); transportation; noise; air qu!ility; parks, recreation and open space; shadow; 
archeological resources; historic architectural resources; hazards; and other issues not addressed in the 
previously issued initial study for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans. The proposed 
340 Bryant Street project is in conformance with the height, use and density for the site described in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR ai:td would represent a small part of the growth that was forecast for the 
Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas. Thus, the plan analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 
considered the incremental impacts of th~ proposed 340 Bryant Street project As a result, the proposed 
project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. · 

Significant and unavoidable impacts were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR for the 
following topics: land use, historic architectural resources, transportation and circulation, and shadow. 
The proposed project would contribute to the significant unavoidable. land use impact identified in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR because it would convert 46,804 sf of PDR space to office use and common 
areas. The PEIR identified cumulative loss of PDR employment and businesses in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods plan area as a significant unavoidable impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified feasible mitigation measures to address significant impacts 
related to noise, air quality, archeological resources, historical resources, hazardous materials, .and 
transportation. Table 1 below lists the mitigation measures identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR · 
and states whether each measure would apply to the proposed project 

SAii FRAllClSCO 
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Certificate of Exemption 340 Bryant Street 
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Table 1-Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure Applicability 

F.Noifie 

F-1: Construction Noise (Pile Driving) Not Applicable: pile driving not proposed 

F-2: Construction Noise Not Applicable: heavy construction equipn;ient 
would not be needed 

F-3: Interior Noise Levels· Not Applicable: no noise-sensitive uses 

proposed (office use only) 

F-4: Siting of Noise-Sensitive Uses Not Applicable: no noise-sensitive uses 

proposed (office use only) 

F-5: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses ' Not Applicable: no noise-generating uses 

proposed (office use only) .. 

F-6: Open Space in Noisy Environments Not Applicable: no noise-sensitive uses 

proposed (office use only) 

G. Air Quality . 

G-1: Construction Air Quality Applicable: only the construction exhaust 
emissions portion of this mitigation measure is 

applicable because construction would OCOlr 

within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone 

G-2: Air Quality for Sensitive Land Uses Not Applicable: no sensitive uses proposed 

G-3: Siting of Uses that Emit DPM Not Applicable: proposed office use would not 

emit substantial levels of DPM 

G-4: Siting of Uses that Emit other TACs Not Appli.cable: proposed office use would not 

emit substantial levels of other TACs 

J. Archeological R~urces 

J-1: Properties with Previous Studies Not Applicable: project site is within this 
mitigation zone; however, the proposed project 

is not proposing any excavation or soil 

disturbance 

J-2: Properties with no Previous Studies Not Applicable: project site is not within this 

:rititigation zone 

. J-3: Mission Dolores Archeological District Not Applicable: project site is not located in the 

Mission Dolores Archeological District 

K Historical Resources 

K-1: Interim Procedure5 for Pei::mit Review in the Not Applicable: plan-level mitigation 

Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area completed by Planning Department 
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Certificate of Exemption 

Mitigation Measure 

K-2: Amendments to Article 10 of the Planning Code 
Pertaining to Vertical Additions in the South. End 

Historic District (East SoMa) 

K-3: Amendments to Article 10 of the Planning Code 

Pertaining to Alterations and Infill Development in the 

Dogpatch Historic District (Central Waterfront) 

L Hazardous Materials 

L-1: Hazardous Building Materlals 

E. Transportation 

E-1: Traffic Signal Installation 

E-2: Intelligent Traffic Management 

E-3: Enhanced Funding 

E-4:_ Intelligent Traffic Management 

E-5: Enhanced Transit Funding 

E-6: Transit Corridor Improvements 

E-7:TransitAccessibility 

E-8: Muni Storage and Maintenance 

E-9: Rider Improvements 

E-lO:TransitEnhancement 

E-11: Transportation Demand Management 

SAii FRANCISCO 
Pl.ANNING DEPAIUMENT 

340 Bryant Street 
Case No. 20i3.1600E 

Applicability 

Not Applicable: plan-level mitigation 
completed by Planning Commission 

Not Applicable: plan-level mitigation 

completed by Planning Commission 

Applicable: project would involve renovation 

of an existing building constructed in 1932, and 

could require disposal of hazardous building 
materials · 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 
SFMTA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 

sFM'fA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 

SFMfA&SFTA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 
SFMTA & Planning Department 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 

SFMTA 
: 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 
SFMTA 

Not Applieable: plai_i level mitigation by 
SFMTA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 
SFMTA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 

SFMfA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 

SFMTA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 
SFMTA 

6 
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Please s.ee the attached Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).for the complete text of 
the applicable mitigation measures. With implementation .of these mitigation measures the proposed 
project would not result in significant impacts beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods 
PEIR. The MMRP also contains improvement measures that would :ftirther reduce the projecf s less-than-
significant impacts. · . . 

PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 

A "Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review"_ was mailed on April 24, 2014 to adjacent 

occupants and owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site. Overall, concerns and issues raised 

by the public in response to the notice were taken into consideration and . incorporated in the 

environmental review as appropriate for CEQA analysis. Responses to the notice included requests to 

view public records and to be included in the distn1mtion of environmental documents related to the 
project. Responses also included the concerns shown in the bulleted list-below, along with text in italics 
to indicating how the identified concerns have been addressed in this environmental document 

•. One commenter expressed concern that the project may be incorrectly processed by the Planning 
Department as an office-to-office conversion project, and that the Planning Pepartment' s analysis 
would not capture the land ll.se effects of PDR space removal. The commenter also expressed 
concern that the Planning Department would not collect applicable £~ supporting transit, area 
plan preparation, and other municipal services. The Planning Department is rf!Uiewing the proposed 
project as an industrial-to-office conversion, and this ·environmental document .addresses the land use 
impacts associated with loss of PDR space in the "Land Use" section of the attached CPE Checklist. All 

Planning Department fees applicable to the proposed industrial-to-office conversi.un project would be · 
collected as required by the Planning Code and the Planning Department's Fee Schedule. 

• The same commenter asserted. that prior building permits for work at the project site were issued 

without proper Planning Department review, and that applicable development fees were not 

collected. All prior work peiformed under prior pennits is considered an existing condition for the 
purposes of environ1rumtal re:oiew. Prior pmnit rr;oiew and fee collection concerns would not effect 
environmental analysis conclusions for the proposed project currently under re:oiew. 

• The same commenter requested that appropriate public notice be given prior to a public hearing 
to discuss the proposed project. All required public notices and hearings for the proposed project .will be 
peiformed in acrordance with the Planning Code. 

• The same commenter expressed concern about the cumulative impacts of the proposed project 

with others in the vicinity. The potential cumulative impacts of the proposed project are discussed in the 
attached CPE Checldist under the relevant CEQA topic headings. 

• The same commenter expressed concern about the potential air quality impacts on the proposed 

offices and roof deck that could result from tlteir location adjacent to a freeway, requiring referral 

to the Bay Area Afr Quality Management District (BAAQMD). The potential air quality impacts of 
the proposed project tITe discussed in the "Air Quality" section of the attadhed. CPE Chicklist. Offices are 

not considered sensitive receptors for air quality anal.ysis purposes.6 

• BAAQMD considers sensitive receptors as: children, adi:uts or seniors occupying or residing in: 1) residential dwellings, including 
apartments, houses, and condominiums; 2) schools, colleges, and universities; 3) daycares; 4) hospitals, and 5) senior care 
facilities. BAAQMD, Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards, May 2011, page 12. 
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• The same commenter asserted that prior construction work on the project site has been 
·performed. without full Planning Department review. Prior projects are net the subject of this 
environmental document. All prior work performed on the building is considered an existing conditi.on for 
the purposes of environmental review. Planning Department approvals (Ue subject to a formal appeals 
process, an.d air.y work performed withnut proper a:pprovals may be reported to the department through the 
complaint process. 

• The same commenter asserted that the proposed project requires referral to Caltrans, citing traffic 
hazard. concerns associated with locating a roof deck adjacent to a freeway. The transportation 
impacts of the proposed project, including the potential. for traffic hazards, are discussed in the 
Transportation and Circulati.on section of the attached CPE Checklist. Ctilf:rans reviewed the proposed 
project and requested madijica.tions as part of a transfer of air rights above the existing building to the 
project spansor7: 

• The same commenter asserted that the project description in the Notification of Project Receiving 
Environmental Review incorrectly stated that the existing building on the project site is currently 
vacant,. citing prior evictions that had occurred in the building. The project sponsor verified that the 
building is currently vacant!, and the building was observed to be vacant 1;y Planning Department staff 
during a site visit on March 28, 2014. The building's evicti.on history does not affect the environmental 
analysis conclusions for the proposed project currently under review .. 

• Two additional commenters expressed concern about prior. evictions and vandalism at the 
existing building on the project site. The building's evicti.on history and prior vandalism would not 
affect the moironmental anal.ysis roncluswns. This environmental document addresses the land use 
impacts associated with loss of PDR space in the "Land Use" sectWn of the attached CPE Checklist. 

• One of the two commenters also asserted that the project description ll:t the Notification of Project 
Receiving Environmental Review incorrectly stated .that no off-street parking currently exists on 
the project site. Plans submitted by the project sponsor' and a site visit perjonned by Planning 
Department staff on Mardi 28, 2014 confinn that no off-street parking currently exists on the project site. 
The Ctiltrans-owned parcel adjoining the project site to the we8t contains surface parking, which is not pmt 
of the project site. 

The proposed project would not result in significant adverse environmental impacts associated with the 
issues identified. by the public beyond those identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

CONCLUSION 

As summarized above and further discussed in the CPE ChecklistlO: 

L The proposed project is consistent with the development density established for the project site in 

the Eastern NeighborhoocIS Rezoning and Area Plans; 

7 Phone conversation with Renata Frey, Caltrans District 4 Real Estate Division -~ Land Sales, ').fay 23, 2014. Staff notes from 
this phone conversation are available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street;. Suite 400, San Francisco, in 
Case File No. 2013.1600E. 

a Jolm Kevfin, u340 Bryant Neighborhood Notice Project Description" e-mail dated April 14, 2014.. This document is available for 
review at the Planning Department,, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, in Case File No. 2013.1600E. 

9 340 Bryant Street,. plans dated June 4, 2014. This doc:ament is available for review at the Planning Department,. 1650 Mission Street,. 

Suite400, San Francisco, in Case File No. 2Dl3.1600E. 
10 The CPE Checklist is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San F:randsco, in Case File 

No. 2013.1600E. 
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2. The proposed project would not result in effects on the environment that are peculiar to the 
project or 'the project site that were not ·identified as significant effects in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR; 

3. The proposed project would not result in potentia:lly significant off-site or cumulative impacts 
that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR; 

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

5. The project sponsor will undertake feasible mitigation measures specified in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR to mitigate project-related significant impacts. 

Therefore, the proposed project is exempt from further environmental review pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183. 
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EXHIBIT 1: 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Fiie No. 2013.1600E 
340 Bryant Street 

Motion No. 
December 16, 2014 

Page 1 of 5 

(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures) 

1. MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

Project Mitigation Measure 1 • Construction Air Quality (Eastern 
Neighborhoods Mitigation Measure G·1) 

A. Construction Emissions Minimization Pian. Prior to Issuance of a 
construction permit, the project sponsor shall submit a Construct'ion 
Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the Environmental Review Officer 
(ERO) for review and approval by an Environmental Planning Air Quality 
Specialist. The Plan shall detail project compliance with the following 
requirements: r 

1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for more 
than 20 total hours over the entire duration of construction activities 
shall meet the following requirements: 

a) Where access to alternative sources of power are 
available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited; 
b) All off-road equipment shall have: 

I. Engines that meet or exceed either U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) or 
California Air Resources Board (ARB) Tier 2 off
road emission standards, and 
11. Engines that are retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 
Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy 
(VDECS), 

c) Exceptions: 
1. Exceptions to A(1)(a) may be granted lfthe 
project sponsor has submitted information 
providing evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO 
that an alternative source of power is limited or 
Infeasible at the project site and that the 
requirements of this exception provision apply. 
Under this circumstance, the sponsor shall submit 
documentatlon of compliance with A(1)(b) for 
onsite power generation. 
II. Exceptions to A(1)(b)(ll) may be granted If the 
project sponsor has submitted Information 
providing evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO 
that a particular piece of off-road eaulpment with 

Responsibility for 
Implementation 

Project Sponsor 
along with Project 
Contractor of each 
subsequent 
development project 
undertaken pursuant 
to the Eastern 
Neighborhoods 
Rezoning and Area 
Plans Project. 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

During 
construction 

Monitoring/Report 
ResPonsibllit 

Each Project Sponsor 
to provide Planning 
Department with 
monthly reports during 
constructlon perlod. 

Status/Date 
Completed 

Considered complete 
upon receipt of final 
monitoring report at 
completion of 
construction, 
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EXHIBIT1: 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

"' 

File No. 2013,1600E 
340 Bryant Street 

Motton No._ 
December 16, 2014 

Page 2 of 5 

(Including the Text of.the Mitigation Measures Ad~pt7d as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures) 

1. MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

an ARB Level 3 YDECS:ls: (1) technically not 
feasible, (2) would not p.rocjuce desired emissions 
reductions due to expeqted operating modes, (3) 
lnstalllng the control device would create a safety 
hazard or Impaired vlslolllty for the operator, or (4) 
there Is a compelling emergency need to use off-
road equipment that an~ not retrofitted with an 
ARB Level 3 VDECS and the sponsor ha~ 
submitted documentation to the ERO that the 
requirements of this exception provision apply. ,If 
granted an exceptlon.to.P..(1)(b)(ll), the project 
sponsor must comply wJth the requirements of 
A(1)(c)(lll). · . : 
Ill. If an exception Is granted pursuant to 
A(1)(c)(ll), the project sponsor shall provide the 
next cleanest piece of o.ff-road equipment as 
provided by the step do~n schedules in Table 2. 

Tabfe 2 - Off-Road Equipment Comp/lance Step-dbwn Schedule 
Comgllance Alte~naUve Engine Emission staodarg J;m!sslons Control 

1 Tler2 ARB Level 2 VDECS 
2 Tier2 ; ARB Level 1 VDECS 
3 Tler2 '. : Alternative Fuel* 

How to use the table: lfthe requirements of (A)(1)(b) cannot be met, then the 
project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alt$rnatrve 1. Should the 
project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equlprpent meeting 
Compliance Alternative 1, then Compliance Alternative 2 would need lo be 
met, Should the project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment 
meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then Compliance Alternative 3 would 
·need to be met. ' . • . 
* Alternative fuels. are not a VDECS. 

2. The project sponsor shall require the ldjlng time for off-road 9nd 
on-road equipment be llmlted·to no more than two minutes, except 
as provided ln exceptions to the appl\cable state regulatlons 
regarding Idling for off-road and on-road eqJ.llpment Legible and 
visible signs shall be posted In multiple languages (English, 
Spanish Chinese) In deslonated oueulna areas and at the 

. Responsibility for 
Implementation 

.. 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

. 

Monitoring/Report 
Responsiblli 

. 
. 

" 

' 

StatusfDate 
Completed 

. 
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EXHIBIT 1: 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Fiie No. 2013.1600E 
340 Bryant Street 

Motion No. __ _ 
December 16, 2014 

Page 3 of5 

(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures) 

1. MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

construction site to remind operators of the two minute ldllng limit, 
3. The project sponsor shall require that construction operators 
properly maintain and tune equipment In accordance with 
manufacturer specifications. 
4. The Plan shall Include estimates of the construction tlmellne by 
phase with a description of each piece of off-road equipment 
required for every construction phase, Off-road equipment 
descriptions and Information may Include, but Is not limited to: 
equlpm·ent type, equipment manufacturer, equipment Identification 
number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), ' 
horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and 
hours of operation. For VDECS Installed: technology type, serial 
number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB verification number level; 
and lnstallatlon date and hou(meter reading on Installation date. 
For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall 
Indicate the type of alternative fuel being used. 
5. The Plan shall be kept on-site and availaqle for review by any 
persons requesting It and a Ieglble sign sh$fl be posted at the 
perimeter of the construction site lndlcatlng,to !he public the basic 
requirements of the Plan and a way to reque{st a copy of the Plan. 
The project sponsor shall provide copies o(Plan to ·members of the 
public as requested. · ' 

8. Reporting. Quarterly reports shall be subml~ted tci•the ERO Indicating the 
construction phase and off-road equipment lnformaion used during each 
phase Including the Information required In A(4). In qdltlon, for off-road 
equipment using.alternative fuels, reporting shall ln9lu.de the actual amount 
of alternative fuel used, ' · 
Within .six months of the completion of construction ~9,tlvltles, the project 
sponsor shall ·submit to the ERO a ilnal report summarizing construction 
activities. The final report shall Indicate the start and end dates and duration 
of each construction. phase. For each phase, the re~ort shall Include detailed 
Information required In A(4). In addition, for off-road '.equipment using 
alternative fuels, reporting· shall Include the actual amGiunt of alternative fuel 
used : ·: ; . 
C. C~rtlflcatlon statement and On-site Requirement~. Prior to the 
commencement of construction activities, the projec,'t sponsor must certify (1) 
compllance'wlth the Plan, and (2) all applicable req~lrements of the Plan 
have been lncoroorated Into contract soeciflcatlons.- · · · 

Responsibility for 
Implementation 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/Report 
Responslbllit 

. 
. 

Status/Date 
Completed 
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EXHIBIT 1: 
MITIGATION MONITOR.ING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

File No. 2013.1600E 
340 Bryant Street 

Motion No. __ _ 
December 16,2014 

Page 4 of5 

(lncl.uding the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures) 

1. MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES I Responsibility for Mitigation ; Monitoring/Report Status/Date 
Implementation Schedule , Responslblllt Completed 

Project Mitigation Measure 2- Hrn:ardous Buflci/ng Materials (Eastern I Project Prior to approval Planning Department, Considered complete 
Neighborhoods Mitigation Me<f&Ure L~1) Sponsor/project. of each In consultation with upon approval of each 

archeologlst of each subsequent DPH; where Site subsequent project, 
The City shall condition Mure development approvals to require that the subsequent project, through Mitigation Plan Is 

subsequent project sponsors ensure that any equipment containing PCBs or development project Mltl@tlon Plan. required, Project 

OEPH, such as fluorescent light ballasts, are removed and properly disposed undertaken pursuant Sponsor or contractor 
to the Eastern ; shall submit a of according to applicable federal, state, and local laws prior to the start of Neighborhoods monitoring report to 

renovation, and that any fluorescent light tubes, which could contain Areas Plans and : DPH, with a copy to 
mercury, are slml(arly removed and properly disposed of. Any other Rezoning Planning Department 
hazardous materials identified, either before or during work, shall be abated and DBI, at end Qf 
according to applicable federal, state, and local laws. construction. 

I 

~rojecflmprovement Measure 1- Transporlatfonb-emand Management 1-Pro)ect Sponsor I Continuous I Pfannlng Department, 
(TOM) Coordinator · i In consultation with the 

TDM Coordinator 
. 1 

The project sponsor shall Identify a TDM coordinator for the project site. The 
TOM Coordinator shall be responsible for the Implementation and ongolng 
operation of all otherTDM measures (Project Improvement Measures 2 and 
3) Included In the proposed project. The TOM Coorplnator could be a 
brokered service through an existing transportation management association I I 

.. 
(e.g. the Transportation Management Association o'f San Francltico, · ' 1 
TMA~f), or the TOM Coordinator could be an exlstl,ng staff member (e.g., 
property manager); the TDM Coordinator does not ~ave to work full-time at· 
t~e project site. However, the TOM Coordinator sh~ll be the single point of 
contact for all transportation-related questions from .building occupants and 
City staff. The TOM Coordinator shall provide TDM'tralnlng to other btilldlng 
staff about the transportation amenities and optlons!avallable at the project 
site and nearb , I 

Project Improvement Measure 2 - Transportatfo'(1 and Trip Planning Project Sponsor Continuous Planning Department, Continuous 
Information/New-Hire Packet j . . . In consultation with the 

TOM Coordinator 
The project sponsor shall provide a transportation lt-l'sert for the new-hire 
packet that Includes Information on transit service (li:>cat and regional, 
schedules and fares), Information on where transit Easses could be I I 1 . ~ 

.. 
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EXHIBIT1: 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Fiie.No. 2013.160DE 
340 Bryant Street 

Motion No, __ 
December 16, 2014 

Page 5 of 5 

(Including the Text of.the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed hnprovement.Measures) 

1. Ml.TIGATION AND IMPROVEMEN)' MEASURES 

purchased, Information on the 511 Regional Rldeshare Program and nearby 
bike and car share programs, and Information on w.he.re to flnd addltlonal 
web-based alternative transportation materlals (e.g~. NextMunl phone app). 
This new hire packet shall be continuously updatecli.as local transportation 
options change, and the packet should be provided~to each new building 

._?ccupant. The project sponsor shall provide Munl qtaps, San Francisco 
Blcycle and Pedestrian maps upon request. ; 
Project Improvement Measure. 3 - Bicycle ParkllJg. 

' . The project sponsor shall provide at least 12 on-si\e secured bicycle parking · 
spaces and 4 on-slte publicly-accessible (visitor)'! bicycle parking spaces. 
Within one year after Final Certlflcatlon of Completlbn for the subject project, 
the project sponsor shall contact In writing the :San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency, San Francisco Department of Public Works, and/or 
Bay Area Bike Share (agencies) to fund the ins~all.atlon of .up to 2.0 new 
bicycle racks o·n public rlght-of-waY, locations adjaq-ent to or within a quarter 
mile of the project site (e.Q. sidewalks, on-street pa'rklni:1 spaces). 

Responsibility for 
Implementation 

Project Sponsor 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Continuous 

' 

' 
" 
·' 

' 
I 

Monltorlng!Report 
Responsibility 

Planning Department, 
In consultation with the 
TDM Coordinator 

' 

Status!Date 
Completed 

Continuous 

(,. 



APRl5.l€A-TION .l?-OR 
<:-,... •.. 

B<>ard-6f-Supervisors Appeal· Fee Waiver 

1. Applicant and Project Information 

l{NEl~B0RtIDDO:OR~·itAjl_Otii~E!~~:ilJ&fJ¥£:filf::llii~~11t~~}~~IYri~llliJ£~H~J~g~~:~~illi~i)£Zt{?.~~~~~i~~l;~t{fil~~?~~~rr(~l~~{~~fil~ili}Jiifrtf.@[J§1iffi~ 

I ~ Ftt-AtJ c_,~~ {"-1)/L a..2~ G flb:,,J/ I.I.- I 
· i~Ns~.fLr:t__qQD~~.§AN~9.@D-9~tm1ffllir&t~t~:tilrff~f.Jfilll§.}:ili.r.~~lli~:fil~~~j}¥:01trlf~t@fis~f!~t<illit~~~illi&11JJtgm~lfi?&~~~m·hi2if:¥.~.r&e1'.li~~li1;~ 
I 670 (\~~t-t=q %-fn_<O · · · · l<Yt~) 8i.Jt1~1 aU Ced) l 
I Sf ~ 11~.ii!.[;:";t~jgfi?'~11w.ffil1n~§.!li~E,&%1t~filfllit'.<J1i~f:'&filillii;1s! I - -· \.{ L('}L . ·h.st-or@ <L?<t\l.\ tl 111!il- · . I 

i-..... 

= 
2. Required Criteria for Grc;rnting Waiver I -<f 

~ fT1 
(All must be satisfied; please attach supporting materials) f o . q.r I 

~ The appellant is a member of the stated neighborhood organization and is authorized to file the appeal t..D 

on behalf of the organization. Authorization may take the form of a letter signed by the President or otjier -o 
officer of the organization. · i .....l.!. • 

I 
.• t 

' ixf The appellant is appealing on behalf of an ~rganization ttiat is registered with the Planning Departmebt ~-
~and 1hat appears on the Department's current list of neighborhood organizations. ; 

~ The appellant is appealing on behalf of an organiZation that has been in existence at least ~r nYon111s prior 
to 1he submittal of the fee waiver request Existence may be established by evidence including that relating 

· to 1he organization's activities at that time such as meeting minutes, resolutions, publications and rosters. 

. ~The appellant is appealing on behalf of a neighborhood organization that is affected by the project and 
that is the subject of the appeal. 
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DATE: 
TO: 
FROM: 

RE: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Appeal of Community Plan Exemption 

340 Bryant Street 

March 16, 2015 

Angela Calvillo, Oerk of fue Board of Supervisors 
Sarah B_ Jones, Environmental Review Officer- (415) 558-9034 
Kansai Uchida, Case Planner - (415) 575-9048 

Planning Case No. 2013.1600E 

HEARING DATE: 
Appeal of Community Plan Exemption for 340 Bryant Street 
March 24, 2015 

PROJECT SPONSOR: John Kevlin, Reuben, Junius & Rose LLP, 415-567-9000 

APPELLANT: Sue C. Hestor, San Franciscans for Reasonable Growfu 

INTRODUCTION 

1650 Mission st 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnfonnation: 
415.558.6377. 

This memorandum and fue attached documents are a response to fue letter of appeal to fue Board of 
Supervisors (fue "Board") regarding fue Planning Deparbnent' s (fue "Deparbnent") issuance of a 
Community Plan Exemption (CPE) under fue Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plan Final. 
Environmental. Impact Report ("Eastern Neighborhoods EIR")1 in compliance wifu fue California 
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA''), Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq., for fue proposed 340 
Bryant Street project (fue "Project"). 

The Deparbnent, pursuant to CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal Code of Reg. Sections 15000 et seq., 
and Chapter 31 of fue San Francisco Administrative Code, issued a CPE for fue project on December 22, 
2014 because the project is consistent wifu fue development density established by zoning, community 
plan, and general plan policies in fue Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plan project area, for 
which an BIR was certified.. The Deparbnent found that fue project would not result in new significant 
environmental effects, or effects of greater severity than were already analyzed and disclosed in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods BIR, and fuat the project is therefore exempt from further environmental review 
under CEQA in accordance wifu CEQA Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183. . 

The deciSion before the Board is whether to uphold fue Deparbnent's decision t? issue a CPE.and deny 
the appeal or to overturn the Department's decision to issue a CPE and return fue project to the 
Department staff for additional environmental review. 

1 The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plan Final EIR (Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E, 
State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048) was certified by the Plannillg Commission on August 7, 2008. The project 
site is within the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plan project area. 

Memo 
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BOS Community Plan Exemption Appeal 
Hearing Date: March 24, 2015 

SITE DESCRIPTION & EXISTING USE 

CASE No .. 2013.1600E 
340 Bryant Street 

The project site at 340 Bryant Street is located in San Francisco's Sou!±t of Market (SoMa) neighborhood, 
on the block bounded by Rincon Sb;eet to the east, Sterling Street to the west, Interstate 80 to the north, 
and Bryant Street to the south. The site is adjacent to; and essentially encompassed on two sides by, one 
of the access ramps to the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge (Interstate 80). The site is within the East 
SoMa Area Plan and is zoned MUO (Mixed Use Office) Use and 65-X Height and Bulk. It is occupied by 
a four-story, 44-foot-tall, 62,050 square foot (sf) building built in 1932. Part of the ground floor (732 sf) 
contains a retail space. The building is presently vacant and is currently undergoing interior renovations 
after rec~ving building permits previously issued for ac:tivities such as ventilation equipment 
installation; fire safety system installation, lighting installation, elevator replacement, and lobby and 
stairway improvements. The building recently (2012) was occupied by multiple commercial-industri8.I 
tenants. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed project would convert the upper three of the four floors o~ the existing industrial building 
to office use. A total of 46,804 sf of industrial space would be converted, and the total office space created 
would be 45,545 sf. Approximately 14,500 sf of the approximately 16,500 sf ground.floor would rerr1.ain as 
PDR uses. The remaining 1,991 sf on the ground floor would be used for common circulation areas and 
mechanical equipment. The existing 732 sf retail space on the ground floor would be removed. The 
square footage to be converted would be: 

• Ground Floor: 1,259 sf of industrial space and 732 sf of· retail space would be converted to 
.common circulation areas (1,991. sf total), and the remaining 14,500 sf would continue to be used 
as industrial space; 

• Second Floor: All 16,788 sf of industrial space would be converted to office use; 
• Third Floor: All 16,877 sf of industrial space would be converted to office use; 
• Fourth Floor and Mezzanine: All 11,880 sf of industrial space would be converted to office use. 

Loading activities to support the ground floor indu5trial space on site would continue to occur on an 
existing easement in the Caltrans-owned parking lot immediately west of the project site, Construction 
work would include interior demolition and renovation, exterior far;ade improvements, and the addition 
of a circulation penthouse and roof deck No expansion of the building envelope or square footage would 
occur, other than the additional roof-level features. The height of the building from street level to the top 
of the finish roof would remain at approximately 44 feet (60 feet including parapets, rooftop access, a roof 
deck, and mechanical equipment, which are typically excluded from btiilding height calculations for 
Planning Code purposes). 

The project requires the following approvals, with the Plannipg· Code Section 321 approval (Office 
Allocation) by the Planning Commission identified as the Approval Action under Chapter 31 of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code for the whole of the project 

• Planning Code Section 321 approval by the Planning Commission (received January 8, 2015) 

• Building Permit approval by the Department of Building Inspection 

2 
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BOS Community Plan Exemption Appeal 
Hearing Date: March 24) 2015 

BACKGROUND 

CASE No. 2013.1 GOOE 
340 Bryant Street 

On September 20, 2013, John Kevlin of Reuben, Junius & Rose LLP (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed 

an Environmental Evaluation Application with the Department for the proposed project described above. 

The project site at 340 Bryant Street is located within the project area analyzed in the Eastern 

Neighborhoods EIR 

On December 22, 2014, the Department issued a CPE Certificate and Checklist, based on the following 
determinations reached by the Department's project-level environmental review of the 340 Bryant Street 
project 

• The project is consistent with the development density established by the zoning and community 
plan for which the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR was certified; 

• The project would not result in new significant environmental effects or effects of greater severity 

than were already analyzed and disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR; and 
• The project, therefore, is exempt from further environmental review in accordance with CEQA 

Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183. 

On January 8, 2015, the-Planning Commission granted approval under Planning Code Section 321 (Office 
Allocation), which constituted the Approval Action under Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code for the 
proposed project 

On February 9, 2015, an appeal of the CPE Determination was filed by Sue C. Hestor of San Franciscans 
for Reasonable Growth. 

CEQA GUIDELINES. 

Community Plan Exemptions 
CEQA Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provide an exemption from environmental 
review for projects that are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, 
community plan or general plan policies for which an EIR was certified, except as might be necessary to 
examine whether there are project-specific effects which are peculiar to the project or its site. Guidelines 
Section 15183 specifies that examination of environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that a) 

are peculiar to the project or parcel on which the project would be located; b) were not analyzed as 

significant effects in a prior EIR on the zoning action, general plan or community plan with which the 
project is consistent; c) are potentially si~cant off-site and cumulative impacts which were not 
discussed in the underlying EIR; or d) are previously identified significant effects which, as a result of 
substantial information which was not known at the time the EIR was certified, are determined to have a 
more severe adverse impact than that discussed in the underlying EIR Guidelines Section 15183( c) 

specifies that if an impact is not peculiar to the parcel or to the proposed project, has been addressed as a 
significant effect in the prior EIR, or can be substantially mitigated by the imposition of uniformly 

applied development policies or standards, then an additional· EIR need not be prepared for that project 

solely on the basis of that impact 

Sl\lffRAffCISCO 
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BOS Community Plan Exemption Appeal 
Hearing Date: March 24, 2015 

Significant Environmental Effects 

CASE No. 2013.1600E 
340 Bryant Street 

Jn determining the significance of environmental effects caused by a project, CEQA GUidelines Section 
15064(£) _states that the_ decision as_ to whether a project may have one or more significant effects shall be 
based on substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency. CEQA Guidelines 15604(£)(5) offers the 
following guidance: "Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence that is 
clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial evidence. 
Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumption predicated upon facts, and expert opinion 
supported by facts." '· 

Most of the is~es raised in the Appe~ Letter relate to- the CPE' s analysis of transportation impad:s. The 
CPE Checklist, which is based on the Plamring Department's Initial Study Checklist, uses the following 
questions to evaluate whether a proposed project would cause a significant environtrtental effect related 
to transportation: 

Would the project: 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy· establishing measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the drculci.tion system, taking into account all modes of transportation including mass 
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not 
limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including _but not limited to level of service 
standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways? 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels, obstructions to 
flight, or a change in location, that results in substantial safety risks? 

d) Substantially ·increase hazards due to a ~sign feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses? 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

j) · Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, 
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities? 

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 

The concerns raised in the February 9, 2015 Appeal Letter are cited below and are followed by the 
Department's responses. 

Issue 1 (Roadway and Lane Configurations, Pedestrian Crossings): The appellant's letter says that no 
intersections, crosswalks, curbs, or pedestrian access exist adjacent to the project site, and that the Bryant 
Street roadway is separated into eastbound and westbound lanes at different grades. The appellant 
questions how bicyclists and pedestrians will leave the project "site during the afternoon rush (PM peak) 

SAi; fRANCISC(7 
PLANN~:DEP~ENT 
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BOS Community Plan Exemption Appeal 
Hearing Date: March 24, 2015 

CASE No. 2013.1600E 
340 Bryant Street 

hour given the queues .of cars waiting to access the Bay Bridge, and states that this concern is not 
analyzed in the CPE or the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR. 

Response 1: The appellant's description of the sidewalks and roadways surrounding the project sitt1 is 

not consistent with staff observations and photographs taken during site visits on March 28, 2014 and 
February 13; 2015 (photographs are iii.eluded in Attachment A). Pedestrian access to the project site is 
provided by existing unmarked crosswalks,2 primarily at the intersection of Bryant and Rincon Streets 
(the crosswalk closest to the on-site building entrance), and secondarily at the intersection of Bryant Street 

and the Interstate 80 on-ramp. As shown in the site visit photographs, a concrete sidewalk and curb 
exists aiong the entirety of the project site's street frontages. Contrary to the appellant's statement that 
cars traveling east on Bryant Street would not pass through any intersections before reaching the Bay 
Bridge, there are unsignalized intersections at Bryant and Rincon Streets arid at Bryant Street and the Bay 
Bridge on-ramp, both of which have unmarked crosswalks. The sidewalks at both ends of the crosswalks 
have sloped curb cuts (ADA ramps) to facilitate pedestrian acce~s. 

In response to the appellant's question about how office workers would walk or bike to the project site, 

the optimal route is to approach the project site along the south side of Bryant Street and then cross to the 
north site of Bryant Street at Rincon Street to enter the building. The nearest bus stop, the 10-Townsend 
stop on 2nd Street, is located to the south of Bryant Street, which would lead pedestrians to approach the 
site from the south. Similarly, the nearest rail stop, the N-Judah and T-Third Street stop at Brannan & The 
Embarcadero, is located to the southeast of the project site, and would also lead pedestrians to approach 
the site using the crosswalk at Bryant and Rincon Streets at the southeast corner of the project site. The 
site is also accessible via the crosswalk at ~e intersection of Bryant Street and the Interstate 80 on-ramp, 
but use of this crosswalk is expected to be low compared to the crosswalk at Bryant and Rincon Streets. 
This is because the crosswalk at Bryant Street and the Interstate 80 on-ramp is located farther from the on
site building entrance3 and is not located on a primary walking route to the nearest transit stops. Also, 
pedestrians would likely prefer crossing at Bryant and Rincon Streets because they would only have to 
cross one lane of traffic in each direction (two lanes total), versus crossing three lanes ·of turning traffic at 

the intersection of Bryant Street and tlie Interstate 80 on-rainp. Given that the street and intersection 

configurations are existing conditions not cre_ated by the proposed project, and that the need for 
pedestrians and bicyclists to access the building on the project site existed under the site's I'revious 

· commercial-industrial use, the CPE indicated that the associated transportation effects would be less than 
significant Additional detail regarding this conclusion is provided in Response 2 below. · 

Issue 2 (Analysis of HOV Lanes, Transportation Impacts of the Proposed Office Use): The appellant 

states. that the CPE and Eastern Neighborhoods EIR disregard the presence of two_ high-occupancy 

vehicle lanes (also known as HOV or carpool lanes) on Bryant Street leading to the Bay Bridge adjacent to 

2 Section275(a) of the California Vehicle Code defines an unmarked crosswalk: as that portion of a roadway 
included with.in the prolongation or connection of the boundary lines of sidewalks at intersection where the 
intersecting roadways meet at approximately right angles, except the prolongation of such lines from an alley across 
a street It should be noted that Rincon Street adjacent to the project site has a roadway width greater than 25 feet, 
and therefore would not be defined as an alley per Section 110 of the code. Section 21950 clarifies that drivers must 
yield the same right-of-way to pedestrians at marked and unmarked crosswalks. 
3 The proposed project would not change the location of the building entrance. 
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BOS Community Plan Exemption Appeal 
Hearing Date:. March 24, 2015 

CASE No. 2013.1600E 
340 Bryant Street 

the project.site. The appellant also states that the HOV lanes have been reconfigured since publicatiQn of 
the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR (2008), and that the new configuration has not been adequately analyzed. 
The appellant also states that vehicles traveling westbound (uphill) on Bryant Str.eet will be accelerating 
due to the slope, that drivers may have sun in their eyes, and that drivers may not expect pedestrians to 
be crossing Bryant Street west of Beale Street . · · 

Response 2: The appellant's concern that the CPE and 1:11-e Eastern Neighborhoods EIR disregard the 
HOV lanes adjacent to the project site is incorrect. Page 1 of the CPE Checklist identifies the project site's 
location adjacent'to one of the freeway access ramps to the Bay Bridge, and indicates that the project site 
is adjoined by Bay Bridge on- and off-ramps on all sides. Page 261 of the Eastern· Neighborhoods EIR, 
which provides the basis for and is incorporate.cl by reference into the CPE Certificate and Checklist, also 
acknowledges that adverse pedestrian conditions exist in Eastern SoMa because vehicles travel at 
relatively higher' speeds on many streets (including Bryant Street) that serve as connections to and from 
freeway on- and off-ramps. Page 44 of the East SoMa Plan, which is analyzed in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods EIR, also recognizes that "the area's freeway on and off-ramps designed to facilitate 
multiple lanes of turning traffic and wide turning radii can create intersections inhospitable to 
pedestrians." Pages 130 and 131 of the Eastern Neighborhoods.EIR also note that the east-west oriented 
streets in East SoMa, including Bryant Street, lack pedestrian amenities and a visual boundary between 
the ·street and. the pedestrian realm. The EIR also notes that many of. these streets are wide, 
accommodating up to five lanes of traffic.· The EIR cites these factors, along with the freeway on- and off
ramps, as contributors to a vehicular rather than pedestrian orientation along the primary streets in East 
SoMa, especially when compared to other parts of San Francisco. AB such, the existing adverse 
pedestrian conditions noted by tli.e appellant at the project site along Bryant. Street (including any street 
modifications that may have occurred since publication of the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR) are not 
unusual in the East SoMa area, were disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR, and have already been 
analyzed.. .. 

The appellant's· concern about the additional employees at the project site (due to the proposed office . 
conversion) causing. increased vehicular conflicts with pedestrians was analyzed in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods EIR. In addition to the acknowledgement of adverse pedestrian conditions on page 261 · · 
(discussed above in the first paragraph of this response), the Eastern Neighborhoods BIR states on pages 
290 and 291 that the amount of conflicts between pedestrians and vehicles would likely increase, and the 
number of accidents involving pedestrian injury would increase as a result of new development and 
population growth in East SoMa. The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR also notes that much of the plan area 
is characterized by low volumes of pedestrians in industrial settings, and that increases in the numbers of 
pedestrians resulting from new developmer;i.t could cause drivers to expect more pedestrians to be 
present and exercise more care. Similarly, at the crosswalks surrounding 340 Bryant Street, which are 
currently characterized by low pedestrian volumes that would increase as a result of the proposed office 
conversion, drivers may begin to expect more pedestrians and exercise more ~are as pedestrian volumes 
grow. 

Furthermore, the intersections and pedestrian roadway crossings surrounding the project site, along with 
any associated hazards, are existing, baseline, conditions that would not- be created or altered by the. 
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proposed project The project site does not presently have on-site parldng (the parldng lot to the west of 
the project site is owned by Caltrans), and the existing building under its industrial use also generated 
pedestrian and bicycle trips that passed through the surrounding intersections4. The proposed project 
does not include street chang~s, and therefore would not create new design features (ie. sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses that would substantially increase hazards beyond those 
that. already exist, nor would it decrease the performance or safety of existing pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities in the project area. 

Therefore, for the above reasons, the CPE correctly concludes that the proposed project would not result 
in any significant transportation/pedestrian effects that have not already been analyzed in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods EIR 

It should also be noted that the Planning Commission, as part of its motion and approval of the Office 
Allocation for the proposed project, included a condition of approval requiring that, prior to the issuance 
of any certificate of occupancy, the Project Sponsor shall execute an agreement with the Planning 
Department documenting the project's transportation management program, subject to the approval of 
the Planning Director. The Planning Commission also cfuected that the Planning Department will 
continue to work with applicable other agencies regarding issues surrounding pedestrian streetscape 
improvements, fire access, pedestrian safety and traffic calming measures. 

Issue 3 (Increased Number of Employees, Vehicular Conflicts): The appellant states that different. 
square footages for the proposed office space are reported in the CPE and the Office Allocation Motion 
for the proposed project passed by the Planning Commission on January 8, 2015 (Motion 19311). The 
appellant states that the actual number of employees at the project site will probably be double the 
number estimated in the CPE (i.e. approximately 330 instead of the 165 employees noted in the CPE)rand 
that more of the employees will access the site by walldng or bildng once the building has been converted. 
from industrial to office use, thereby creating more opportunities for vehicular conflicts with pedestrians 
and bicyclists. 

Response 3: The difference between the square footages cited by the appellant (45,545 square feet versus 
. 47 ,536 square feet) results from the 1,991 square feet of common circulation areas proposed on site. The 
estimated addition of approximately 165 office jobs on site reported on page 12 of the CPE Checklist was 
calculated using the 276 square-feet-per-employee figure indicated in the Planning Department's 2002 

Transportation Impacts Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, as is standard for environmental 
review for development projects in San Francisco. As tenants, employers, and employment practices 
vary widely, it is necessary to apply a standardized figure to help achieve a credible review. As noted on 
page 15 of the CPE Checklist, the estimated number of jobs on site after project implementation is likely 
conservatively high,. given that no existing trips to/from the site were subtracted for the building's former 
industrial and retail use. The appellant has not presented evidence to show that the actual number of 

4 In an effort to provide a conservative analysis, the building was assumed to be vacant for trip generation purposes, 
meaning that no credits for existing trips to the building were subtracted from the total number of new office-related 
trips reported in the CPE. However, the building was recently (2012) occupied by multiple commercial-industrial 
tenants. · 
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new office jobs would be twice the estimated nUm.ber reported in the CPE Checklist, nor any evidence to 
show that such an employment increase would cause the· proposed prpj~ct to exceed the scope of 
employment and population growth evaluated in the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR.: The appellant's 
statement regarding potential conflicts between pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicular traffic is addressed 
in Response 2 above. · 

Issue 4 (Site Map): The appellant states that the site map provided in the CPE is misleading and does not 
convey the complexity of the site because it does not label the HOV lanes with th~ direction, the-divided 
Bryant Street, or the steep wall between Rincon Street and Beale Street 

· Response 4: The figure on page 3 of the CPE Checklist, titled "Project Location," supplements, rather 
. than duplicates, the detailed project description provided on pages 1 and 2 The Project Location figure 
accurately shows the location of the project on a parcel map, a local street map, and a map of the entire 
City and County of San Francisco. Streets and freeway ramps are labeled, and the map contains adequate 
detail to convey the location of the project site to readers. The Project Location map does not show 
retaining walls or lane restrictions such as HOV designations, and the divided portion of Bryant Street is 
located approximately 350 feet east of the project site (beyond the eastern extent of the parcel map). It is 
not necessary to include such features on the Project Location map in order to identify the location of the 
project site. This is typical of the level of detail proyided on Project Location maps in the Department's 
environmental documents, including CPEs. 

· Additional detail is provided on the pages immediately before and after the Project Location figure. The 
figure on p~ge 4 of the CPE Checklist, titled "Site Plan," shows the roadway features adjacent to the 
project site in greater detail Details shown on the Site Plan include the location and directionality of the 
freeway ramps, sidewalks, ramp support columns, and other feahi.res relevant to the environmental 
review of the proposed project Further description of relevant features is also provided on pages 1 and 2 
of the CPE Checklist The presence of a retaining wall.on the Caltrans parcel located to the east (across 
Rincon Street) and the divided roadway on Bryant Street (one block east of the project site) is riot relevant . . 
to the environmental review of the proposed project and would not have bearing on the CEQA 
conclusions presented m the CPE because these features do not substantially affect the traffic. and 
pedestrian access to the project site. Therefore, these features are not presented in the figures provided in 

( 

the CPE checklist. · ·· 

Issue 5 (Roof Deck, Signage): The appellant states that the proposed roof deck will be visible to cars and 
trucks on the lower deck of the Bay Bridge, and that people on the roof deck and proposed signage on the 
building will distract motorists. The appellant also questions whether the proposed roof deck will result 
m environmental effects associated with air quality and dirt on the deck. 

Response 5: As discussed on page 16 of the CPE Checklist, Caltrans (operator of the Bay Bridge) 
. reviewed the proposed project, including the roof deck and signage, and required the project sponsor to 
make modifications to the proposed project to avoid potential vehicular line-of-sight and right-of-way 
encroachment concerns. Caltrans' requirements to address these concerns included modification of the 
proposed signage, which the project sponsor has incorporated into the proposed project. 
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On page 22, the CPE Checklist a~owledges that the project site is located within an identified Air 
Pollutant Exposure.Zone where the ambient health risk from~ pollutants is considered substantial for 

sensitive receptors. The CPE Checklist further explains that occupants of office uses are not considered 
sensitive receptors because they typically do not spend the majority of their lives in the building nor are 

they the age or population groups that are typically the most vulnerable to health impacts from air 
pollution. Therefore, the proposed project would not result :iri significant air quality impacts related to 
exposure of occupants to substantial air pollutant concentrations. It is also likely that occupants will 
spend a relatively lilnited amount of time on the roof deck compared to the proposed interior office 
spaces of the building. Accumulation of dirt on private roof decks does not constitute a significant 
environmental effect under CEQA. 

CONCLUSION 

No substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that a new significant environmental effect, nor an 
effect of greater severity than already ·cinalyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR, may occur as a result 
of the project has been presented. Preparation of further environmental review is therefore not 
warranted. The Deparb:nent has found that the proposed project is consistent with the requirements for a 

CPE under CEQA Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183. The Appellant has not provided 

any substantial evidence or expert opinion to refute the conclusions of the Department. 

For the reasons stated above and in the December 22, 2014 CPE Certificate and Checklist, the CPE 
Determination complies with the requirements of CEQA and the Project is appropriately exempt from 
further environmental review. The Department therefore recommends that the Board uphold the CPE 
Determination and deny the appeal 
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Photo 1: Existing building on project site viewed from across Bryant Street, Unmarked crosswalk across Bryant Street at Rincon Street, looking 
north - February 13, 2015 
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Photo 2: View from across Bryant Street of unmarked crosswalk across the eastbound 1-80 on-ramp, looking north (ADA ramps with yellow 
- tactile markings at corners at the far left and right of the phCito). Existing buUding on the project site Is at the upper right. - February 13, 2015 
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Photo 3: Rincon Street, looking north from Bryant st.r~et. Project ~ite and fronting sidewalk are on the left. - February 13, 2015 
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Photo 4: Project site viewed from Rincon Street, just north of Bryant Street, looking west. Westbound 1-80 Harrison Street off-ramp viaduct is 
visible In the upper left. - March 28, 2014 
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Photo 5: Project site viewed.from the adjacent Caltrans-owned parking lot, looking east. Westbound 1-80 Harrison Street off-ramp viaduct Is 
visi~le in the upper right. - March 28,. 2014 



Photo 6: View west along Bryant Street from Rincon Street. Project site and fronting sidewalk are on the 
right, and the westbound 1-80 Harrison Street off-ramp viaduct is overhead. - February 13, 2015 

1554 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

" 
Certificate of Determination 

EXEMPTION FROM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

-
Case No_: 

Project Address: 
Zoning:· 

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

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2013.1600E 
3.;10 Bryant Street 
MUO (Mixed Use Office) Use District 

65-X Height and .Bul~ District 
3764/061 
16,505 square feet 
Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan 
John Kevlin- Reuben, Junius, and Rose LLP- (41!?) 567-9000 

Kansai Uchida -{415) 575-9048- kansai_uchida@sfgov.org 

1650 Mission St 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

The project site is located in. San Francisco's South of Market_ (SoMa) neighborhood on the block bounded 
by Rincon Street to the east, Sterling Street to the west, Interstate 80 to the north, and ·Bryant Street to the 
south. The project site is occupied by a four-story, 44-foot-tall, 62,050 square foot (sf) building. The 
existing building was constructed in 1932 and includes no off-street vehicular parking. The existing 
building is currently vacant, although it recently (2012) was occupied by industrial tenants_ To ensure 
that the maximum potential environmental impacts are analyzed, the building is assumed to be currently 
vacant for the purposes of transportation, air quality, and other CEQA impact topics that rely on square 

footage calculations. The proposed project includes conversion of 46,804 sf of industrial use to office use 
and .common areas, primarily on the upper three floors of the existing building. A total of 45,545 sf .of 
office space would be created. In addition, the proposed project would includ~ the addition of a deck 
and mechanical equipment on the roof, removal of exterior roll-up doors at street level, removal of the 
732-sf ground-floor retail space (for use as industrial space), installation of new windows and signs along 

the building's exterior, and addition of 16 bicycle parking spaces. Aside from 1,991 sf of common space, 
the remaining 14,514 sf of m:ound-floor space would remain as industrial use. 

EXEMPT STATUS 

Exempt per Section 15183 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and California 
Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 

DETERMINATION 

at the above determination bas been made pursuant to State and Local requirements. 

Environmental Review Officer 

Llcw..k< z,z_ z.ort 
I 

Date 

cc John Kevlin, Project Sponsor; Supervisor Jane Kim, District 6; Erika Jackson, Current Planning 
Division; Vima Byrd, M.D.F.; Exemption/Exclusion File. 

1555 



Certificate of Exemption 

PROJECT APPROVAL 

340 Bryant Street 
Case No. 2013.1600E 

The proposed project is subject to review by the Planning Commission pursuant to Section 321 of the 
Planning Code (Office Allocatiori,). Approval of the Office Allocation Application by the Planning 
Commission would constitute the Approval Action for the propos~d project. The Approval Action date 
establishes the start of the 30-day appeal period for this CEQA exemption determination pursuant to 
Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

COMMUNITY PLAN EXEMPTION OVERVIEW 

California Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provide an 
exemption from environmental review for projects that are consistent with the development density 
established by existing zoning, community plan or general plan policies for which an Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) was certified, except as might be ·necessary to examine whether there are project
specific significant effects which are. peculiar to the project or its site. Section 15183 specifies that 
examination of environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that a) are peculiar to the project or 
parcel on which the project would be located; b) were not analyzed as significant effects in a prior EIR on 
the zoning action, general plan or community plan with which the project is consistent; c) are potentially 
significant off-site and cumulative impacts that were not discussed in the ilnderlying EIR; or d) are 
previously identified in the EIR, but which, as a result of substantial new information that was not km:~:WU 
at the time that the EIR was certified, are determined to have a more severe adverse impact than that 
discussed in the underlying EIR Section 15183( c) specifies that if an impact is not peculiar to the parcel or 
to the proposed project, then an EIR need not be prepared for the project solely on the basis of that 
impact. 

This determination evaluates the potential project-specific environmental effects of the 340 Bryant Street 

project described above, and incorporates by reference ~nformation contained in the Programmatic EIR 
for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans (PEIR)1• Project-specific studies were prepared 
for the proposed project to determine if the project would result in any significant environmental impacts 
that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

After several years of ail.alysis, community outreach, and public review, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 
was adopted in December 2008. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was adopted in part to support 
housing development in some areas previously zoned to allow industrial uses, while preserving an 
adequate supply of space for existing and.future production, distribution, and repair (PDR) employment 
and businesses. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR also included changes to· existing height and bulk 
districts in some areas, including the project site at 340 Bryant Street 

The Planning Commission held public hearings to consider the various aspects of the ·proposed Eastern 
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans and related Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments. On 

August 7, 2008, the Planning Commission certified the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR by Motion 17659 and 
adopted the Preferred Project for final recommendation to the Board of Supervisors.2.3 

1 Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E and State Oearinghouse No. 2005032048 
2 San Francisco Planning Department. Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental hnpact Report (FEIR); 

Planning Department Case No. 2004..0160E, certified August 7, 2008. Available online at http://www.sf-
planning.org[mdex..aspx?page=l893, accessed August 17, 2012. .. 

a San Francisco Planning Department San Francisco Planning Commission Motion 17659, August 7, 2008. Available online at 
http://www.sf-planning.org!M."odules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=l268, acce5sed August 17, 2012 
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In December 2008, after further public hearings, the Boa:rd of Supervis~rs approved and the Mayor 
. signed the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Planning Code amendments. New zoning districts 

include districts that. would permit PDR uses in combination with commercial uses; districts ,mixing 
residential and commercial ·uses and residential and PDR uses; and new residential-only districts. The 
districts replaced existing industrial, commercial, residential single-use, and mixed-use districts. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR is a comprehensive programmatic document that presents an analysis 
of the environmental effects of implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, 
as well as the potential impacts under several proposed alternative scenarios. The Eastern Neighborhoods 
Draft EIR ·evaluated three rezoning alternatives, two community-proposed alternatives which focused 

largely on the Mission District, and a "No Project''· alternative. The alternative selected, or the Preferred 
Project, represents a combination of Options B and C. The Planning Commission adopted the Preferred 
Project after fully considering the environmental effects of the Preferred Project and the various scenarios 
discussed in the PEIR. 

A major issue o~ discussion in the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning process was the degree to which 

existing industrially-zoned land would be rezoned to primarily residential and mixed-use districts, thus 
re!fucing the'availability of land traditionally used for PDR employment and businesses. Among other 
topics, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR assesses the significance of the cumulative land use effects of the 
rezoning by analyzing its effects on the City's ability to meet- its future PDR space needs as well as its 
ability to meet its housing needs as expressed in the City's General Plan. 

As a result of the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning process, the project site has been rezoned to MUO 
(Mixed Use Office) District. The MUO District is ,intended to encourage office uses and housing, as.well 
as small-scale light industrial and arts activities. The proposed project and its relation to PDR land supply 
and cumulative land use effects is discussed further i~ the Community Plan Exemption (CPE) Checklist, 
under Land Use .. The 340 Bryant Street site, which is located in the South of Market (SoMa) District of the 
Eastern Neighborhoods, was designated as a site with building up to 65 feet in height. 

Individual projects that could occur in the future under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area 
Plans will undergo project-level environmental evaluation to determine if they would result in further 

impacts specific .to the development proposal, the site, and the. time of development and to assess 
whether additional environmental review would be required. This determination concludes that the 
prc>posed project at 340 Bryant Street is consistent with and was encompassed within the analysis in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. Thi~ determination also finds that the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 
adequately anticipated and described the impacts of the proposed .340 Bryant Street project, and 
identified the mitigation measures applicable to the 340 Bryant Street project. The proposed project is also 
consistent with the zoning controls and the provisions of the Planning Code applicable to the project 

site.4.S Therefore, no fui:fuer CEQA evaluation for the 340 Bryant Street project is required. In sum, the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and this Certificate of Exemption for t:he proposed project comprise the full 
and complete CEQA evaluation p.ecessary for 'fue proposed project. 

4 Adam Varat, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Citywide Planning and 
Policy Analysis, 340 Bryant Street, March 25, 2014. ~ document is available· for review at the San Francisco Planning 
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.1600E. 

s Jeff Joslin, San Francisco Planning Department, Commuruty Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Current Planning Analysis, 
340 Bryant Street, October 31, 2014. This document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 
Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.1600E. · 
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Certificate of Exemption 

PROJECT SETIING 

340 Bryant Street 
Case No. 2013.1600E 

The project site is within the MUO (Mixed Use Office) Use District and an 65-X Height and Bulle District 

Much of the subject block is occupied by Interstate 80, ramps providing access to Interstate 80 and the San 

Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, and other ancillary parcels owned by the State of California Department 

of Transportation (Caltrans). Bryant Street serves as a primary access route to the Bay Bridge, and on

and off-ramps adjoin the project slte on all sides. Interstate 80 forms a barrier between the subject block 

and areas to the north, with no available pedestrian or auto access across the freeway between 2nd Street 

. (one block west of the project site) and Beale Street (two blocks east of the project site). Buildings on 

adjacent blocks are primarily low- to mid- rise in scale, ranging from two to eight stories. High-rise 

residential buildings exist on the opposite side of Interstate 80 to the north and two blocks to the east and 

south of the project site~ Most of the properties to the west and south of the project site are witltjn MUO 

and P (Public) zoning districts, while land to the east and north is within former redevelopment plan 

areas .. Height districts within a one-block radius range from 40 to 400 feet. 

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENT AL EFFECTS 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR included analyses of environmental issues including: land use; plans 

and policies; visual quality and urban design; population, housing, business activity, and employment 

(growth. inducement); transportation; noise; air quality; parks, recreation. and open space; shadow; 
archeological resources; historic architectural. resources; hazards; and other issues not addressed in the 

previously issued initial study for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans. The proposed 

340 Bryant Street project is in conformance with the height, u5e and density for the site described in the 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and would represent a small part of the growth that was forecast for the 

Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas. Thus, the plan analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

considered the incremental impacts of the proposed 340 Bryant Street project. As a result, the proposed 
project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

Significant and unavoidable impacts were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR for the 
following topics: land use, historic architectural resources, transportation and circulation, and shadow. 

The proposed project would contribute to the significap.t unavoidable land use impact identified in the 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR because it would convert 46,804 sf of PDR space to office use and common 

areas. The PEIR identified cumulative loss of PDR employment and businesses in the Eastem 

Neighborhoods plan area as a significant unavoidable impact. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified feasible mitigation measures to address significant impacts 

related to noise, air quality, archeological resources,. historical resources, hazardous materials, and 
transportation. Table 1 below lists the mitigation measures identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

and states whether each measure would apply to the proposed projed 
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Table 1-Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure Applicability 

F. Noise 

F-1: Construction Noise (Pile Driving) Not Applicable: pile driving not proposed 

F-2: Construction Noise Not Applicable: heavy construction equipment 
would not be needed 

F-3: Interior Noise Levels Not Applicable: no noise-sensitive uses 
proposed (office use only) 

F-4: Siting of Noise-Sensitive l!ses Not Applicable: no noise-sensitive us!'!s 
proposed (office use only) · 

F-5: Siting of Noise-Generating t}ses I Not Applicable: no noise-generating uses 
proposed (office use only) 

F-6: Open Space in Noisy Environments Not Applicable: no noise-sensitive uses 
proposed (office use only) 

G. Air Quality 

G-1: Construction A,ir Quality Applicable: only the construction exhaust 
emissions portion of this mitigation measure is 
applicable because construction would occur 
within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone 

G-2: Air Quality for Sensitive Land Uses Not Applicable: no sensitive uses proposed. 

G-3: Siting of Uses that Emit DPM Not Applicable: proposed office use would not 
emit substantial levels of DPM 

G-4: Siting of Uses that Emit other TACs Not Applicable: proposed office use would not 
emit substantial levels of other TACs 

J. Archeological Resources 

J-1: Properties with Previous Studies Not Applicable: project site is within this 
mitigation zone; however, the proposed project 
is not proposing any excavation or soil 
disturbance 

J-2: Properties with no Previous Studies Not Applicable: project site is not within this· 

mitigation zone 

J-:-3: Mission Dolores Archeological District Not Applicable: project site is not located in the 
Mission Dolores Archeological District 

K Historical Resources 

K-1: Interim Procedures for Permit Review in the Not Applicable: plan-level mitigation 
Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area completed by Planning Department 
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Mitigation MeasUi:e 

K-2: Amendments to Article 10 of the Planning Code 
Pertaining to Vertical Additions in the South End 
Historic District (East SoMa) 

K-3: Amendments to Article 10 of the Planning Code 
Pertaining to Alterations and Infill Development in the 
Dogpatch Historic District (Central Waterfront) 

L. Hazardous Materials 

L-1: Hazardous Building Materials 

' 
E. Transportation 

E-1: Traffic Signal Installation 

E-2: futelligent .Traffic Management 

E-3: Enhanced Funding . 

E-4: Intelligent Traffic Management 

E-5: Enhanced Tran5it Funding 

E-6: Transit Corridor Improvements 

E-7: Transit Accessibility 

E-8: Muni Storage and Maintenance 

E-9: Rider Improvements 

E-10: Transit Enhancement 

E-11: Transportation Demand Management 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Applicability 

Not Applicable: plan-level mitigation 
completed by Planning Commission 

Not Applicable: plan-level mitigation 
completed by Plaruung Commission 

Applicable: project would involve renovation 
of an existing building constructed in 1932, and 
could require disposal of hazardous building . 
materials 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 
SFMTA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 
SFMTA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 
SFMTA&SFTA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 
SFMTA & Planning_ Department 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 
SFMTA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 
SFMTA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 
SFMTA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 
SFMTA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 
SFMTA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigafa:?n by 
SFMTA 

Not Applicable: plan level mitigation by 
SFMTA 
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Case No. 2013.1600E 

· Please see the attached Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the complete text of 
the applicable mitigation measures. With implementation ·Of these mitigation measures the proposed 
project .would not ·result in significant impacts beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods 
PEIR. The MMRP also contains improvement measures that would further reduce the project's less-than-
significant impacts. · 

PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 

A "Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review" was mailed on April 24, 2014 to adjacent· 
occupants and owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site. Overall, concerns and issues raised 
by th~ public in respons.e to the 'notice were taken into consideration and incorporated in the 
environmental review as appropriate for CEQA analysis. Responses to the notice included re;quests to 
view public recqrds and to be included in the distribution of environmental documents related t? the 
project. Responses also included the concerns shown in the bulleted list below; along with text in italics 
to indicating how the identified concerns have been addr~sed in this environmental document . 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

. One commenter expressed concern that the project may be incorrectly processed by the Planning 
Department as an office-to-office conversion project, and that the Planning Department's analysis 
would not capture the land use effects of PDR space removal. The commenter also expressed 
coricem that the Planning Department would not collect applicable fees supporting transit, area 
plan preparation, and other municipal services. The Planning Department is reviewing the proposed · 
project as an industrial-to-office conversion, and this environmental document addresses the land use 
impacts associated with loss of PDR space in the "Land Use" section of the attached CPE Checklist. All 
Planning Department fees applicable to the proposed industrial-to-office conversion project would be 
collected as required by the Planning Code and the Planning Department's Fee Schedul;e. 

The same commenter asserted that prior building permits for work at the project site were issued 
without proper Planning Department review, and that applicable development fees were not 
collected. All prior work performed under prior permits is considered an existing condition for the 
purposes of environmental review. · Prior permit review and fee collection concerns would not affect 
environmental analysis conclusions for the proposed project currently under review. 

The same commenter requested that appropriate public notice be given prior to a public hearing 

to discuss the proposed project. All required public notices and hearings for the proposed project will be 
performed in accordance with the Planning Code. 

The same commenter expressed concern about the cumulative impaqs of the proposed project 
with others in the vicinity. The potential cumulative impacts of the proposed project are discussed in the 
attached CPE Checldist under the relevant CEQA tapic headings. ·· 

The same comillenter expressed concern about the potential air quality impacts on the proposed 
offices and roof deck that could result from their location adjacent to a freeway, requiring referral 
to the Bay Area Air.Quality Management District (BAAQMD). The potential air quality impacts of 
the proposed project are diScussed in the "Air Quality" section of the attached CPE Checklist. Offices are 
not considered sensitive receptors for air quality analysis purposes. 6 

6 BAAQMD considers sensitive receptors as: children, adults or seniors occupying or residing in: 1) residential dwellings, including 
apartments, houses, and condominiums; 2) schools, colleges, and universities; 3) daycares; 4) hospitals, and 5) senior care 
facilities. BAAQMD, .Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards, May 2011, page 12.. 
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• The same commenter asserted that prior construction work on the project site has been 
performed without full Planning Department review. Prior projects are not the subject of this 
environmental document. All prior work performed on the building is considered an existing condition for 
the purposes of environmental review. Plan.ning Department approvals are subject to a formal appeals 
process, and any work performed without proper approvals may be reported to the department through the 
complaint process. 

• The same commenter asserted that the proposed project requires referral to Caltrans, citing traffic 

hazard concerns associated with locating a roof deck adjacent to a freeway. The transportation 
impacts of the proposed project, including the potential for traffic hazards, are discussed in the 
Tran.5portation and Circulation section of the attached CPE Checklist. Caltrans reviewed the proposed 
project and requested modifications as parl of a· transfer of air rights above the existing building to the 
project sponsor7. 

• The same commenter asserted that the project description in the Notification of Project Receiving 

Environmental Review incorrectly stated that the existing building on the project site is rurrently 
vacant, citing prior evictions that had occurred in the building. The project sponsor verified that the 
building is currently vacant8, and the building was observed to be vacant by Planning Department staff 
during a site visit on March 28, 2014. The building's eviction history does not affect the environmental 
analysis conclusions for the proposed project currently under review. 

• Two additional comm.enters expressed concern about prior evictions and vandalism at :the 
existing building on the project site. The building's eviction history an.d prior van.daliSm would not 
affect the environmental analysis conclusions. This environmental document addresses the land use 
impacts associated with loss of PDR space in the "Land Use" section of the attached CP'? Checklist. 

• One of the two commenters also asserted that the project description in the Notification of Project 

Receiving Environmental Review incorrectly stated that no off-street parking currently exists on 

the project site. Plans submitted by the project sponsor9 and a site visit performed by Planning 
Department staff on March 28, 2014 confirm that no off-street parking currently exists on the project site. 
The Caltrans-owned parcel adjoining the project site to the we5t contains surface parking, which is not part 
of the project site. 

The proposed project would not result in significant adverse environmental impacts associated with the 

issues identified by the public beyond those identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

CONCLUSION 

As summarized above and further discussed in the CPE ChecklistlO: 

1. The proposed project is consistent with the development density established for the project site in 

the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans; 

7 Phone conversation with Renata Frey, Caltrans District 4 Real Estate Division - ~cess Land Sales, May 23, 2014. Staff notes from. 
this phone conversation are available for review at the Planning Department,. 1650 :Mission Street,. Suite 400, San Francisco, in 
Case File No. 2013.1600E. · 

8 John Kevlin, "340 Bxyant Neighborhood Notice Project Description" e-mail dated April 14, 2014. This dociJ.m.ent is available for 
review at the Planriing Department,. 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, in Case File No. 2013.1600E. 

9 340 Bxyant Street,. plans dated June 4, 2014. This document is available for review at the Planning Department,. 1650 Mission Street,. 
Suite 400, San Francisco, in Case File No. 2013.1600E. 

JD The CPE Otecklist is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,. Suite 400, San Francisco, in Case File 
No. 2013.1600E. 
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2. The proposed project would not result in effects on the environment that are peculiar to the 
project or the project site that were not identified as significant effects in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR; 

3. The proposed project would not result in potentially significant off-site or cumulative impacts 
that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborho~ds PEIR; 

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

5. The project sponsor will undertake feasible mitigation measures specified in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR to mitigate project-related significant impacts. 

Therefore, the proposed project is exempt frqm further ·environmental review pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183. 
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Community Plan Exemption Checklist 

Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

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

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2013.1600E 
340 Bryant Street 
MUO (Mixed Use Office) Use District 
65-X Height and Bulk District 
3764/061 
16,505 square feet 
Eastern Neighbo~hoods Area Plan 
John Kevlin -Reuben, Junius, and Rose LLP - (415) 561-9000 

Kansai Uchida - (415) 575-9048 - kansai.uchida@sfgov.org 

The project_ site at 340 Bryant Street is located in San Francisco's South of Market (SoMa) neighborhood. 
The 16,505 square foot (sf) site (Assessor's Block 3764, Lot 061) is located on the block bounded by Rincon 
Street to the east, Sterling Street to the west, Interstate 80 to the north, and Bryant Street to the south (see 
Figure 1, Project Location). 

The project site is located on Bryant Street, adjacent to one the primary access ramps to the San Francisco
Oakland Bay Bridge (Interstate 80). The boundaries of the project site are curvilinear in shape, owing to 
the curved Bay Bridge on- and off-ramps that adjoin the site on all sides. The project site is occupied by a 
four-story, 44-foot-tall, 62,050 square foot (sf) building (see Figure 2, Site Plan). The existing building 
was constructed in 1932 and includes no off-street vehicular parking. The building also contains a 732-sf 
ground-floor retail space .. The height of the building reaches 44 feet above street level, phis rooftop 
parapets, skylights, and mechanical equipment that reaches a total h;eight of 60 feet above street level. No 
off-street parking exists on the project site and no trees are present along any of the street frontages. The 

. building is presently vacant, and has plywood coverings over some of the ground level doorways and 
windows to minimize intrusion ~d vandalism. The existing building is currently undergoing 
consmiction after receiving building permits previously issued for work not subject to this environmental 
review1• The existing building is currently vacant, although it recently (2012) was occupied by industrial 
tenants. To ensure that the maximum potential environmental impacts are analyzed, the building is 
assumed to be currently vacant for the purposes o{ transportation, air quality, and other CEQA impact 
topics that rely on square footage caleulations; the conversion of industrial space to office use is also 
addressed. 

The prqposed project would convert the upper three of the fou~ floors of the existing building to office 
use and part of the first floor to common areas: ·1,259 sf on the first floor (for common areas), 16,788 sf on 

the second floor, 16,877 sf on the third floor, and 11,880 sf on the fourth floor and mezzanine. A total of 

1 Building Permit Numbers 201302089837, 201304265528, 201304265541, 201401307399, 201404233911, 
201405276721,201406279819,and201409196831 
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Community Plan Exemption Checklist 340 Bryant Street 
Case No. 2013.1600E 

46,804 sf of industrial space would be converted, and the total office space created would be 45,545 sf. 
Approximately 14,500 sf of the approximately 16,500 sf ground floor would remain as PDR uses. The. 

remaining 1~991 sf on the ground floor would be used for common circulation areas and mechanical 

equipment. This rema~g ground floor space would require removal of the existing 732 sf retail space. 

Loading activities to support the PDR space would continue to occur on an existing easement in the 

Caltrans-owned parking lot immediately west of the project site. Construction work would include 
interior demolition and renovation, exterior fa<;ade improvements, and the addition of a circulation 
penthouse and roof deck (see Figure 3, Proposed Floor Plans ). No expansion of the building envelope or 
square footage would occur, other than the additional roof-level features. The height of the building 
from street level to the top of tl:i.': finish roof would remain at approximately 44 feet (60 feet including 

parapets, rooftop access, a roof deck, and mechanical equipment, which are typically excluded from 

building height calculations for Planning Code purposes) (see Figure 4, Proposed Elevations). Existing 
. . 

elevator shafts would remain and no_ excavation or deepening of the foundation would _occur: The 
building would have 16 bicycle parking spaces at_the grotind level and no off-street vehicular parking. 
Construction would last approximately four months, and.would not include pile driving or excavation. 
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Figure 1 Project Location 
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Figure 3(a) Proposed Ground Floor Plan 
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Figure 3(b) Proposed Representative Upper Floor Plan 
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Figure 3(c) Proposed Roof Plan 
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Figure 4(a) Proposed North Elevation 
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Community Plan Exemption Checklist 

Figure 4(d) Proposed West Elevation 

The proposed 340 Bryant Street project would require the following approvals: 

Actions by the Planning Commission 

• Planning Code Section 321 (Office Allocation) approval 

Actions by other City Departments 

340 Bryant Street' 
Case No. 2013.1600E 
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• Approval of a building permit by the Department of Building Inspection (OBJ) 
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.community Plan Exemption Checklist 

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

\. , 

340 Bryant Street 
Case No. 2013.1600E 

This Community Plan Exemption (CPE) Checklist evaluates whether the environmental impacts of the 
proposed project are addressed in the Progranunatic Environmental Impact Report for the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans (Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR).2 The CPE Checklist indicates 

whether the proposed project would result in significant impacts that (1) are peculiar to the project or 
project site; (2) were not identified as significant project-level, cumulative, or off-site effects in the PEIR; 

or (3) are previously identified ~gnificant effects, which as a result of substantial new information that 
was not known at the time that the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was certified, are determined to have a 
more severe adverse impact than discussed in the PEIR. Such impacts, if any, will be evaluated in a 
project-specific Mitigated Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report. If no such impacts are 

identified, the proposed project is exempt from further environmental revi~w in accordance with Public 
Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183. 

Mitigation measures identified in the PEIR are discussed under each topic area, and measures that are 
applicable to the proposed project are provided under the Mitigation Measures Section at the end of this 
checklist. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified significant imp?-cts related to land .use, transportation, 
cultural resources, shadow, noise, air quality, and hazardous matenals. Additionally, the PEIR identified. 
significant cumulative impacts related to land use, transportation, and cultural resources. Mitigation 

measures were identified for the above impacts and reduced all impacts to less-than-significant except for 
those related to land use (cumulative impacts on PDR use), transportation (program-level and cumulative 

traffic impacts at nine intersections; program-level and cumulative transit impacts on seven Muni lines), 
cultural resources (cumulative impacts from demolition of historical resources), and shadow (program

level impacts on parks). 

The proposed project would include conversion of an existing industrial (PDR) building (with 732 sf of 
groun~ floor retail space) to a combination of office and PDR uses. As discussed below in this checklist, 
the proposed project would not result. in new, significant environmental effects, or effects o~ greater 
severity than were already analyzed and disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

AESTHETICS AND PARKING IMPACTS FOR TRANSIT PRIORITY INFILL DEVELOPMENT 

Public Reso~ces Code Section 21099(d), effective January.1, 2014, provides that, "aesthetics and parking 

impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or e)Ilployment center project on an infill site located 
within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment" 
Accordingly, aesthetics and parking are no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the 
potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects th~t meet all of the following three 
criteria: 

. a) The project is in a trClllsit priority area; 

b) The project is on an infill site; and 

c) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center. 

2 San Francisco Planning Department,. Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Fmal Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), 
Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E, State Oearinghouse No. 2005032048, certified August 7, 2008. Available online at 
http:l/www.sf-planning.org[mdex.aspx?page=l893, accessed August 17, 2012. · 
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The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria and thus, this checklist does not consider 
aesthetics.or parking in determining the signifo::ance of project impacts under CEQA.3 Project elevations 
are included in the project description, and an assessment of parking demand is included in the 
Transportation section for informational -purposes. 

Topics: 

1. LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING
Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community? 

b) 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? 

c) Have a substantial impact upon the existing 
character of the vicinity? 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

0 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact not 

Identified in PEIR 

0 

0 

D 

Significant 
Impact due to 

Substantial New 
Information 

D 

D 

D 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 

Identified in PEIR 

The East~m Neighborhoods PEIR determined that adoption of the Area Plans would result in an 
unavoidable significant impact on land use due to the cumulative loss of PDR. The project site at 340· 
Bryant Street currently contains approximately 61,318 square feet of vacant PDR gpace (the non-retail . . . 
portion of the existing 62,050 square foot building). The proposed project would convert approxima~ely 
45,545 sf of PDR space to office use, and an additional 1,991 sf of the PDR space would contain common 
areas. Approximately 14,514 sf of PDR space (the entire ground floor square footage, minus space 
needed for common areas, circulation, and memanical equipment) would remain. This conversion 
would constitute a net loss of approximately 46,804 of PDR space within the Eastern Neighborhoods plan 

· area. Such conversion of PDR space to office uses and the related contribution to significant unavoidable 
cumulative land use impacts, including those of the proposed project, were anticipated and analyzed in 
the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR As part of the Eastern Neighborhoods program, the project site was 
rezoned from SSO (Service/Secondary Office - a zone that allows small-scale light industrial uses) to 
MUO (Mixed Use-Office - a zone that encourages office uses and housing). This rezoning was studied in 
the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, and therefore, the potential loss of PDR on the project site was included 
in the cumulative land use impacts that the PEIR identified. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified 
a potential reduction of PDR floor area up to .approximately 771,276 square feet in the East SoMa area, 
where the 340 Bryant Street project site is located. Therefore, the proposed project would contribute to 

. the significant cumulative land use impact related to loss of PDR uses that was identified ·in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR 

Furthermore, the Citywide Planning and Current Planning Divisions of the Planning Department have 
determined that the proposed project is permitted in the MUO District and is consistent with the bulk, 
density, and land uses envisioned in the East SoMa Area Plan. The area plan encourages small, flexible 

3 San Francisco.Planning Department Transit-Oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checldist for 340 Bryant Street, October 1, 2014. This 
document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 as part of Case File 
No. 2013.1600E. 
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office space throughout East SoMa, and larger offices along the 2nd Street corridor, which is intended to 
serve as a "secondary office reservoir for ·downtown." As proposed, under Section 321 of the Planning 
Code, the project requires an Office Allocation from the Planning Commission. The proposed project also 
complies with all other applicable Planning Code requirements and, on balance, is consistent with the 
General Plan.45 

For these reasons, implementation of the proposed projeP: would not result in significant impacts that 
were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR related to land use and land use planning, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

Topics: 

2. POPULATION AND HOUSING
Would the project: 

a) 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)? 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing 
units or create demand for additional housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing? 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact not 

Identified in PEIR 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact due to 

Substantial New 
Information 

D 

D 

D 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 

Identified in PEIR 

One of the objectives of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Pl~ is to identify appropriate locations for 
housing in the City's industrially zoned land to meet the citywide.demand for additional housing. The 
PEIR concluded that an increase in population in the Plan Areas is expected to ocrur as a secondary effect 
of the proposed rezoning and that any population increase would ·not, in itself, result in adverse physical 
effects, but would serve to advance key City policy objectives, such as providing housing in appropriate 
locations next to Downtown and other employment generators and furthering the City's Transit-First 
policies. It was anticipated that the rezoriing would result in an increase in both housing development 
and population in all of the Area Plan neighborhoods. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that 
the anticipated increase in population and density would not result in significant adverse physical effects 
on the environment No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR 

The proposed project would involve conversion of PDR space to office use and common areas; resulting 
in approximately 45,545 square feet of new office space. The proposed proj~s office use is anticipated 
to add approximately 165 jobs. Approximately 14,514 sf of PDR space would remain on the ground floor 
of the building. The increase in jobs would also result in an increase in demand for housing, though not 

4 Adam Varat,. San Francisco Planning Department,. Community PlmExemption Eligibility Determination, Citywide Planning and 
Policy Analysis, 340 Bryant Street, March 25, 2014. This docUment is available for review at the San Francisco Planning 
Department,. 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.1600E. 

s Jeff Joslin, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Current Plarming .Analysis, 
340 Bryant Street,. October 31, 2014. This document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 
Missi~ Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.lGOOE. 
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all workers would seek housing within the Eastern Neighborhoods area. No displacement of existing 
housing would occur, as there is no housing present on the project site. These direct effects of the 
proposed project on population and housing are within the scope of the population growth anticipated 
under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans and evaluated in the Eastern Neighborhoods 
PEIR 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on population and 
housing that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Significant Significant No Significant 
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not 

to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously. 
Topics: Projeet Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR 

3. CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES-Would the project 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change · in the D D D 181 significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§15064.5, including those resources listed in 
Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco 
Planning Coder 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the D D D 181 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique D D D 181 paleontological resource or site or. unique 
geologic feature? 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those D D D 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

Historic Architectural Resources 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.S(a)(l) and 15064.5(a)(2), historical resources are buildings 
or structures that are listed, or are eligible for listing, in the California Register of Historical Resources or 
are identified in a local register of historical resources, such as Articles 10 and 11 of the San Francisco 
Planning Code. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that future development facilitated 
through the changes in use districts and height limits under the East~rn Neighborhoods Area Plans could 
have substantial adverse changes on the significance of both individual historical resources and on 
historical districts within the. Plan Areas. The PEIR determined that approximately 32 percent of the 
known or potential historical resources in· the Plan Areas could potentially be affected under the 
preferred alternative. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR found this impact to be significant and 
unavoidable. This impact was addressed in a Statement of Overriding Considerations with findings and 

adopted as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans approval on January 19, 2009. 

The project site was evaluated in the South of Market Historic Resource Survey and was rated "6L" 
(ineligible for local listing or designation through local government review process; may warrant special 
consideration in local planning). The existing industrial building on the project site, which would be· 
retained and mostly converted to office use, is not considered a historic resource, nor is it located within a 
designated historic district. Planning Department preservation technical staff also indicated that, given 
no substantial building additions would occur as part of the proposed project, impacts to surrounding 
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historic resources (including the nearby South End Historic District) would be unlikely.6 Therefore, the 
proposed project would not contribute to the significant historic resource impact identified in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR, and no historic resource mitigation measures would. apply to the proposed project. 

For these reasons, the proposed .project would not result in significant impacts on historic architectural 

resources that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Archeological Resources 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined· that implementation of the Area Plan could result in 
significant impacts on archeological resources and identified three mitigation measures that would 
reduce these potenfi.al impacts to a less than significant level. Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation 
Measure J-1 applies to properties for which a final archeological research design and treatment plan is on 

file at the Northwest Information Center and the Plann.D:g Department Mitigation Measure J-2 applies to 
properties for which no archeological assessment report has been prepared or for which thearcheological 
documentation is incomplete or inadequate to serve as an evaluation of potential effects on archeological 

resources under CEQA. Mitigation Measure J-3, which applies to properties in the Mission Dolores 
Archeological District, requires that a specific archeological testing program be conducted by a quallfied 
archeological consultant with expertise in California prehistoric and urban historical archeology. 

The _proposed project involves converting existing PDR space to office use. The project site is located 
within Eastern neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure J-1. However, the proposed project wou1.d not 
include any excavation or soil disturbance. As such, no· archeological resource impacts WOl!ld occur, and 
no mitigation measures would be necessary. 

For these re~sons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on archeological resources 
that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

Significant Significant No Significant 
Impact Peculiar Significam Impact due to Impact not 

to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously 
Topics: Project Site fderrtified in PEIR Information lclentified in PEIR 

4. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION-
Would the project 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance ·or D D D lZI 
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for 
the performance of the circulation system, taking 
into account all modes of transportation including 
mass transit and non-motorized travel and 
relevant components of the circulation system, 
including but hot limited to intersections, streets, 
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle 
paths, and mass transit? 

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion D • D D 
management program, including but not limited 
to level of service standards and travel demand 
measures, or other standards established by the 
county congestion management agency for 
designated.roads or highways? 

6 E-mail from Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Plapner, "340 Bryant Street E Case," dated March J.9, 2014. This document is available 
for review at the San Francisco Planning Department,. 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part ~f Case File No. 2013.1600E. 
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Topics: 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic levels, 
obstructions to flight. or a change in location, 
that results in substantial safety risks? 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses? 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, o~ 
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the 
performance .or safety of such facilities? 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact not 

Identified in PEIR 

G 

D 

D 

0 
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Significant 
Impact due to 

Substantial New 
lnfonnation 

D 

0 

.n 
0 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 

Identified in PEIR 

l:8J 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR anticipated thaf growth resulting from the zoning changes would not 
result in significant impacts related to pedestrians, bicyclists, loading, emergency access, or construction. 

As the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 
and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on pedestrians, bicyclists, loading, emergency 
access, or construction beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

. However, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes 
could result in si&11ificant impacts on traffic and transit ridership, and identified 11 transportation 
mitigation measures. Even with mitigation, however, it was anticipated that the significant adverse 
cumulative traffic impacts and the cumulative impacts on transit lines could not be fully mitigated. Thus, 
these impacts were found .to be significant and unavoidable. 

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan· area, or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
Therefore, the Community Plan Exemption Checklist topic 4c is not applicable. 

Trip Generation · 

The proposed project in~ludes conversion of the upper three floors of an. existing vacant 62,050 square 
foot building to office use. The four-story building currently contains approximately 61,318 square feet of 

industrial space and 732 square feet of retail space. After implementation of the proposed project, the 
building would contain approximately 45,545 sf of office space, 14,514 sf of PDR space, and common 
areas totaling 1,991 sf. The project site would continue to have no off-street vehicular parking spaces, and 
16 bicycle parking spaces would be constructed as part of the proposed project 

Trip generation of the proposed project was calculated using· information in the 2001 Transportation 

Impacts Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review (SF Guidelines) developed by the San Francisco 

Planning Department.7 Given that the subject building is . currently vacant, no existing trips were 

deducted from the trip generation estimates for the existing industrial and retail. uses, to ensure that the 
estimates are conservative and reflect the maximum possible transportation effects. The proposed project 
would generate an estimated 939 person trips (inbound and ·outbound) on a weekday daily basis, 
consisting of 348 person trips by auto, 329 transit trips, 215 walk trips and 46 trips by other modes. 

During the p.m. peak hour, the proposed project would generate an estimated 21 vehicle trips. 

7 San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Calculations for 340 Bryant Street, November 17,.2014. These calculations are 
available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case Ftle No. 
2013.1600E. 
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The proposed project would generate an estimated 21 new p.n;i.. peak hour vehicle trips that could travel 

through surrounding intersections. Th.is amount of new p.m. peak hour vehicle trips would not 
substantially increase traffic volumes at nearby intersections, would not substantially increqse average 

delay that would cause intersections that currently operate at acceptable LOS to deteriorate to 

unacceptable LOS, or would not substantially increase average delay at intersections that currently 

operate at unacceptable LOS. 

The proposed project would not contribute considerably to LOS delay conditions as its contribution of an 

estim~ted 21 new p.m. peak-hour vehicle trips would not be a substantial proportion of the overall traffic 

volume or the new vehicle trips generated by Eastern Neighborhoods' Plan projects. The proposed 
project would also not generate enough new vehicle trips to contribute considerably to 2025 cumulative 
conditions and thus, the proposed project would not have any significant cumulative. traffic impacts. 

The project site is located adjacent to the Harrison Street off-ramp from westbound Interstate 80. The 

proposed project includes modification to the exterior walls of the existing building and the addition of 

new rooftop features that would be visible from the off-ramp. The State of California Department of 

Transportation {Caltrans) reviewed the proposed project and construction encroachments. Caltran5 

required the project sponsor to make modifications to the proposed project to avoid potential hazards 
(such as vehicular line-of-sight and encroachment considerations) as part of a transfer of air rights above 

the existing building to the project sponsor8. Therefore, the proposed project would not cause. traffic 
hazards. 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on traffic that were 

not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

Transportation Demand Management 

Transportation demand management (TDM) measures typically target a reduction in single occupancy 
vehicle (SOV) trips by encouraging persons to select alternative modes of transportation, such as walking, 

bicycling, public or private transit, carshare, carpooling and/or other alternative modes. The project 
sponsor has agreed to implement the following improvement measures to encourage the use of 

alternative modes of transportation, and to further reduce the less-than-significant transportation impacts 

of the proposed project. 

Project Improvement Measure 1 - TDM Coordinator: The project sponsor shall identify a TDM 

Coorrunator for the project site. The TDM Coordinator shall be responsible for the implementation 

and ongoing operation of all other TDM measures (Project Improvement Measures 2 and 3) 

included in the proposed project. The TOM C-oordinator could be a brokered service through an 

existing transportation management association (e.g. the Transportation Management Association 

of San Francisco, 1MASF), or the TDM Coordinator could b.e an existing staff member (e.g., 

property manager); the TOM Coordinator does not have to work full-time at the project site. 
However, the TDM Coordinator shall be the single point qf contact for all transportation-related 

questions from building occupants and City staff~ The TDM Coordinator shall provide TDM 

s Phone conversation with Renata Frey, Caltrans District 4 Real Estate Division- Excess Land Sales, May 23, 2014. Staff notes from 
this phone conversation are available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, in 
Case File No. 2013.lGOOE. 
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training to other building staff about the transportation amenities and options available at the 
project site and nearby. 

Project Improvement Measure 2 - Transportation and Trip Planning Information/New-Hire 
Packet: The project sponsor shall provide a transportation insert for the riew-hire packet that 
includes information on transit service (local and regional, schedules and fares), information on 

where transit passes could be purchased, information-on the 511 Regional Rideshare Program· and 

nearby bike and car share programs, and information on where to find additional web~based 

alternative transportation materials (e.g., NextMtini phone app). This new hire packet shall be 

continuously updated as local transportation options change, and the packet should be provided to 

each new building occupant. The project sponsor shall provide Muni maps, San Francisco Bicycle 

and Pedestrian maps upon request. 

Project Improvement Measure 3 - Bicycle ~arking: The project sponsor shall provide at least 12 on
site secured bicycle parking spaces and 4_ on-site publicly-accessible (visitor) bicycle parking 

spaces. Within one year after Final Certification of Completion for the subject project, the project · 
sponsor shall contact in writing the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, San Francisco .. 
Department of Public Works, and/or Bay Area Bike Share (agencies) to fund the installation of up to 
20 new bicycle racks on public right-of-way locations adjacent to or within a quarter mile of the 

project site. (e.g., sidewalks, on-street parking spaces). 

Transit 

The project site is located within a quarter mile of several local transit lines including Muni lines 8X, SAX, 

8BX, 10, 12, 30, 45, 76, 81X, 82X, 91, N, and T. The proposed project would be expected to generate 329 

daily transit trips, including 39 during the p.m~ peak hour. Given the wide availability of nearby transit, 

the addition of 39 p.m. peak hour transit trips would be accommodated by existing capacity. As such, the 

proposed project would not result in unaccep,table levels of transit service or cause a substantial increase 

in delays or _operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in trarisit service could result. 

Each of the rezoning options in th~ Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified significant and unavoidable 
cumulative impacts relating to increases in transit ridership on Muni li~es, with the Preferred Project 
having significant impact~ on seven lines. The proj~ site is not located within a quarter mile of any of 

the significantly affected lines, and would therefore add small numbers of riders to these affected lines. 

Mitiga°tion measures would address these transit impacts by pursuing enhanced transit funding; 

conducting transit corridor and service improvements; and increasing transit accessibility, service 

information and storage/maintenance capabilities for Muni lines in the Eastern Neighborhoods. Even 

with mitigation, however, cumulative impacts on the above lines were found to be significant and 

unavoidable and a Statement of Overriding Considerations related to the significant and unavoidable 

cumulative transit impacts was adopted as part of the PEIR Certification and project approval. 

The proposed project would not contribute co~iderably to these conditions as its minor contribution of 

39 p.m. peak hour transit trips would not be a substantial proportion of the overall additional transit 

volume generated by Eastern Neighborhood projects. The proposed project would also not contribute 
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considerably to 2025 cumulative transit conditions and thus would not. result in any significant . 
cumulative transit impacts. 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts that were not 
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. related to transit and would not contribute considerably to 
cumulative transit impacts tha~ were identified in the Eastern.Neighborhoods PEIR 

Parking 

Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective Jmuary 1, 2014, provides that, "aesthetics and parking 
impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located 
within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment." 
Accordingly, aesthetics and parking are no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the 
potential to result in signi#cant environmental effects for projects that meet all of the following three 
criteria: 

a) The project is .in a transit priority area; 

b) The project is on an infill site; and 

c) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center. 

The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria and thus, this determination does not 
consider the adeqµacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.9 The 
Planning Department acknowledges that parking conditions m;i.y be of interest to the public and the 
decision makers. Therefore, the following parking demand analysis is provided for informational 
purposes only. 

The parking demand for the new office use and existing PDR use (retail parking factor used) associated 
with the proposed project was determined based on the methodology presented in the Transportation 
Guidelines. On an average weekday, the demand for parking would be for 87 spaces. The proposed 
project would provide no off-street parking spaces .. Thus, as proposed, the project would have an unmet 
parking . demand of an estimated 87 spaces. At this location, the unmet parking demand could be 
accommodated within existing on-street and off-street parking spaces within a reasonable 9,istance of the 
project vicinity. Additionally, the project site is well served by public transit and bicycle facilities, and the 
proposed project would include 16 bicycle spaces. Therefore, any unmet parking demand associated with 
the project would not materially affect the overall parking conditions in the project vicinity such that 
hazardous conditions or significarit delays would be created. 

Parking conditions are not static, as parking supply and demand varies from day to day, from day to 
night, from month to month, etc. Hence, the availability of parking spaces (or lack thereof) is not a 
permanent physical condition, but changes over time as people. change their modes arid patterns of 
travel. While parking conditions change over time, a substantial shortfall in parking caused J?y a'project 

that creates hazardous conditions or significant delays to traffic, transit, bicycles or pedestrians could 
adversely affect the physical environment. Whether a shortfall in parking creates such conditions will 

· depend on the magnitude of the shortfall and the ability of drivers to change travelpattems or switch to 
other travel modes. If a substantial shortfall in parking caused by a project creates hazardous conditions 

9 San Francisco Planning Department,. Transit-Oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist for 340 Bryant Street,. October 1, 2014. This 
document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,. Suite 400, as part of Case File 
No. 2013.1600E. 
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or significant delays in travel, such a condition could also res.ult in secondary physical-environmental 
impacts (e.g., air quality or noise impacts caused by congestion), depending on the project and its setting. 

The absence of a ready supply of parking spaces, combined with available alternatives to auto travel (e.g., 
transit se;1Vice, taxis, bicycles or travel by foot) and a relatively dense pattern of urban development, 
induces many drivers to seek and find alternative parking facilities, shift to other modes of travel, or 
change their overall travel habits .. Any such r~ulting shifts t9 transit service or other modes (walking and 
biking), would be in keeping with the City's "Transit First'' policy and numerous San Fran~isco General 
Plan Polices, including those in the Transportation Element. The City's Transit First Policy, established in 
the City's Charter Article BA, Section 8A.115, provides that "parking policies for areas well served by 
public transit shall be designed to encourage travel by public transportation and alternative 
transportation.'' 

The transportation analysis accounts for potential secondary effects, such as cars circling and looking for 
a parking space in areas of limited parking supply, by assuming that all drivers would attempt to find 
parking at or near the project site and then seek parking farther away if convenient parking is 
.unavailable. The secondary effects of drivers searching for parking is typically offset by a reduction in 
vehicle trips due to others.who are aware of constrained parking conditions in a given area, and thus 
choose to reach their destination by other modes (i.e. wal~ing, biking, transit, taxi). If this occurs, any 
secondary environmental impacts that may result from a shortfall in parking in the vicinity of the· 
proposed project would be minor, and the traffic assignments used in the transportation analysis, as well 

as in the associated air quality, noise and pedestrian safety analyses, would reasonabfy address potential 

secondary effects. 

Significant Significam No Signffican't 
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not 

to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously 
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEJR Information Identified in PEIR 

5. NOISE-Would the project 

a) Result in exposure of persons to or generation of D 0 D 
noise levels in excess of standards established 
in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 

· applicable standards of other agencies? 

b) Result in exposure of persons to or generation of D D D ~ 
excessive groundbome vibration or groundbome 
noise levels? 

c) Result in a substantial permanent increase in D D D ~ 
ambient noise leve1s in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic D D D 
increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

e) For a project located within an airport land use D D D ~ 
plan area, or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, in an area within two miles of a public 
airport or ·public use airport. would the project 
expose people residing or working in the area to 
excessive noise levels? 

f) For a project located in the vicinity of a private D D D 
airstrip, would the project exµose people resi_ding 
or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 
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g) Be· substantially affected by existing noise 
· levels? 

Significant 
Impact Pecufiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

D 

Significant 
Impact not 

Identified in PEIR 

.0 

340 Bryant Street 
Case No. 2013.1600E 

Significant No Significant 
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D ~ 

The Eastern. Neighborhoods PEIR identified potential conflicts related to residences and other noise
sensitive · uses in proximity to noisy rises such as PDR, retail, entertainment, 
cultural/i~titutional/educational uses, and office uses. In ~ddition,. the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 
noted that implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans and Rezoning would incrementally 

.. increase traffic-generated noise on some streets in the Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas and result ift 
construction noise impacts from pile driving . and other . construction activities. The Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR therefore identified six noise mitigation measures that would reduce noise iffipacts 
to less-than-significant levels. 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures F-1 ·and F-2 relate to construction noise. Mitigation 
Measure F-1 addresses individual projects that include pile-driving, and Mitigation Measure F-2 
addresses individual projects that include particularly noisy construction procedures (including pile
driving). The proposed project consists of conversion of existing PDR space to office use. New rooftop 
mechanical equipment and an elevator penthouse would be added. No major exterior alterations or 
substantial additions would be constructed, and no pile driving would occur. Pile driving and other 
particularly noisy construction procedures would therefore not be necessary. As such, Mitigation 
Measures F-1 and F-2 would not apply to the proposed project 

In addition, all construction activities for the proposed project (approximately four months) would be 
subject to and would comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the San Francisco 
Police Code) (Noise Ordinance). Construction noise is regulated by the Noise Ordinance. The Noise 
Ordinance requires that construction work be conducted in ~e following manI1er: (1) noise levels of 
construction equipment, other than impact tools, must not exceed 80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet from 
the source (the equipment generating the noise); (2) impact tools must have intake and exhaust mufflers 
that· are approved by the Director of the Department of Public Works (DPW) or the Director of the 
Department of Building Inspection (DBI) to best accomplish maximum noise reduction; and (3) if the 
noise from the construction work would exceed the ambient noise levels at the site property llne by 5 
dBA, the work must not be conducted between 8:00. p.m. and 7:00 a.m. unless the Director of DPW 
authorizes a special permit for conducting the work during that period. 

DBI is responsible for enforcing the Noise Ordinance for private construction projects during normal 
business hours (8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.). The Police Department is responsible for enforcing the Noise 
Ordinance during all other hours. Nonetheless, during the construction period for the proposed project of 
approximately f?ur months, occupants of the nearby properties could be disturbed by construction noise. 
Times may occur when noise could interfere with indoor activities in nearby residences and other 
businesses near the project site and may be considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties. 
The increase in noise in the project area during project construction would not be considered a significant 
impact of the proposed project, because the· construction noise would be temporary, intermittent, and 
restricted in occurrence and level, as the contractor would ·be required to comply with the Noise 

·Ordinance. 
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Easte:c:n Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures F-3 and F-4 require that a detailed analysis of noise 

reduction requirements be conducted for new development that includes noise-sensitive uses located 
along streets with noise levels above 60 dBA (Ldn). The proposed project does not include noise-sensitive 
uses, therefore Mitigation Measures F-3 and F-4 are not applicable. 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F~S addresses impacts related to individual projects 
that include new noise-generating uses that would be expected to generate noise levels in excess of 
ambient noise in the proposed project site vicinity. Given that the proposed project woulcj. convert 
existing PDR space to office use, the proposed project is not expected to generate any additional 
operational noise. New mechanical equipment would be added to the roof of the building. Since the site 
is adjacent to a freeway, the mechanical equipment is not likely to substantially increase noise in the 
surrounding area. Therefore, Mitigation Measure F-5 is not applicable to the proposed project. 

Mitigation Measure F-6 addresses impacts from existing ambient noise levels on open space required 

under the Planning Code for new development that includes noise-sensitive uses. The proposed project 
does.not include noise-sensitive uses, therefore Mitigation Measure F-6 is not applicable. 

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, within two miles of a public airport, or 

in the vicinity of a private airstri~. Therefore, topic 12e and f from the CEQA Guidelines; Appendix G is 
not applicable. 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant noise impacts that were not 
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Topics: 

6. AIR QUALITY-Would the project 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation? 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal, state, or regional ambient air 
quality standard (inducting releasing emissions 
which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project· Site 

D 

D 

D 

D 

0 

Significant 
lmpactnot · 

Identified in PEIR 

O· 

D 

D 

.D 

D 

Significant · 
Impact ~ue to. 

Substantial New 
Information 

D 

D 

D 

0 

0 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 

Identified in PEIR 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified potentially significant air quality. impacts resulting from 

construction activities and impacts to sensitive land uses10 as a result of exposure to elevated levels of 

io The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) considers sensitive receptors as: children, adults or seniors occupying 
or residing in: 1) residential dwellings, including apartments, houses, condominiums, 2) schools, colleges, and universities, 3) 
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diesel particulate matter (DPM) and other toxic air contaminants (TACs). The Eastern Neighborhoods 

PEIR identified four mitigation measures that would reduce these air quality impacts to less-than

significant levels. All other air quality impacts were found to be less than significant 

Construction Dust Control 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 Construction Air Quality requires individual 

projects involving construction activities to include dust control ~easures and to ~aintain and operate 
construction equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions of particulates and other pollutants. The San 

Francisco Board of Supervisors subsequently approved a series of amendments to the San Francisco 

Building and Health Codes, generally referred to as the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 

176-08, effective July 30, 2008). The intent of the Construction Dust Control Ordinance is to reduce the 

quantity of fugitive dust generated. during site preparation, demolition, and construction work in order to 

protect the health of the general public and of on-site workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and 

to avoid orders to stop work by DBI. Project-related construction activities would result in construction 

dust, primarily from ground-disturbing activities. The proposed project would not . Involve soil 
disturbance, and would therefore have no significant construction dust impacts. The portion of PEIR 

Mitigation Measure G-1 Con5truction Air Qu~lity that addresses dust control is not applicable to the 

proposed project 

Health Risk 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.Mitigation Measure G-1 addresses air quality impacts during construction, 

· Mitigation Measure G-2 addresses the siting of sensitive land uses near sources of TACs and PEIR 

Mitigation Measures G-3 and G-4 address proposed uses that would emit DPM and other TACs. 

Subsequent to certification of the PEIR,. San Francisco (in partnership with the Bay Area· Air Quality 

Management District (BAAQMD)) inventoried and assessed air pollution and exposures from mobile, 
stationary, and area sources withiri San Francisco and identified portions of the City that result in 

additional health risks for affected populations ("Air Pollutant Exposure Zone"). The Air Pollutant 
Exposure Zone was identified based ori two health based criteria: 

(1) Areas where the excess cancer risk from all sources is greater than 100; or 

(2) Areas where PM2s concentrations from all sources (including ambient concentrations) are 

greater than10µg/m3. 

The project site is located within an identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone; therefore, the ambient health 
risk to sensitive receptors from air pollutants is consider.ed substantial. The proposed project would 

require heavy-duty off-road diesel vehicles and equipment during the anticipated four-month 
construction period. Thus, the remainder of Mitigation Measur~ G-1 that requires the minimization of 

construction exhaust emissions is applicable to the proposed project The full text of Mitigation Measure 

G-1 is provided in the Mitigation Measures Section below. 

The proposed project would inciude conversion of PDR space to office use and includ_e a new roof deck 
adjacent to Interstate 80. One of the main factors of air quality impact evaluation is the duration of 
exposure and the age of the occupants. Occlipants of office uses are not considered a sensitive land use 
for purposes of air quality evaluation because they typicaily do not spend the majority of their lives in the 

· building nor are they fypicaily the most vulnerable age groups to health impacts from air pollution. 

daycares, 4) hospitals, and 5) Senior care facilities. BAAQMD, Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local RiskS 
and Hazards, May 2011, page 12. 
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Therefore, for the above reasons, even though the project site is located within the Air Pollutant Exposure 
Zone, Mitigation Measure G-2 is not applicable. 

Lastly, the proposed project would not emit substantial levels of DPM or other .TACs and Eastern 
Neighborhoods Mitigation Measures G-3 and G-4 are therefore not applicable. 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

While the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that at a program-level the Eastern Neighborhoods 

Rezoning and Area Plans would not result in significant regional air quality impacts, the PEIR states that 
"Individual developm~t projects undertaken in the future pursuant to the new zoning and area plans 
would be subject to a significance determination based on the BAAQMD's quantitative threshold~dor 
individual projeets."11 The BAAQMD's CEQA Air Quality Guidelinf?s (A.ir Quaiity Guidelines) provide 

.. screening criteria12 for determining whether a project's criteria_ air pollutant emissions would violate an 
.. air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively 

considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Pursuant to the Air Quality Guidelines, projects that 
meet the screening criteria do not have a significant impact related to criteria air pollutants. For projects 
that do not meet the screening criteria, a detailed air quality assessment is required to further evaluate 
whether project-related criteria air pollutant emissions wquld exceed. BAAQMD significance thresholds. 
Criteria air pollutant emissions during construction and operation of the proposed project would meet 
the Air Quality Guidelines screening criteria. Therefore, the project would not have a significant impact 
related to criteria air pollutants, and a detailed air quality assessment is not required. 

For the above reasons, only the construction exhaust emissions portion of Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 
Mitigation Measure G-1 is applicable to the proposed project None of the other Eastern Neighborhoods 
PEIR air quaiity mitigation measures are applicable·to the proposed project and the project would not 
result in significant air quality impacts that were not identified in the PEIR. 

Topics: 

7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS-Would the 
project 

a) G·enerate greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? 

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose 
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

0 

0 

Significant 
Impact not 

Identified in PETR 

0 

0 

Signfflcant 
Impact due to 

Substantial New 
lrrformation 

0 

0 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 

Identified in PER 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR assessed the GHG emissions that could result from rezoning of the East 

SoMa Area Plan under the three rezoning options. The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning Options A, B, 

11 San Francisco .Planning Department, Eastern Neighborhood's Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report- See 
page 346. Available online at http:lfwww_sf-planning.org!Modules/ShowDocumentaspx?documentid=4003. Accessed June 4, 
2014. 

12 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, updated May 2011. See pp. 3-2 to 3-3. 
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and C are anticipated to result in GHG emissions on the order of 42, 4.3 and 4.5 metric tons of COiE13 per 

service population,14 respectively. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that the resulting GHG 
emissions from the three options analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans would be less than 
significant. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR 

Regulations outlined in San Francisco's Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissio~ have proven 
effective as San Francisco's GHG emissions have measurably reduced when compared to 1990 emissions 
levels, demonstrating that the Oty has met and exceeded EO S-3-05, AB 32, and the Bay Area 2010 Clean 

. Air Plan GHG reduction goals for the year 2020. The proposed project was determined to be consi.Stent 
with San Francisco's GHG Reduction StrategyIS. Other existing regulations, such as those implemented 
through AB 32, will continueto reduce a proposed project's contribution to climate change. Therefore, the 
proposed project's GHG emissions would not conflict with state, regional, and local GHG reduction plans 
and regulations, anc:J. thus the rroposed project's contribution to GHG emission5 would not be 
cumulatively considerable or generate GHG emissionS, either directly or indirectly, that would have a 
significant impact on the environment. · 

As the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 
and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on greenhoW?e gas emissions beyond those 
analyzed in the Eastern.Neighborhoods PEIR 

Topics: 

8. WIND AND SHADOW-Would the project: 

a) Alter wind in a manner that substantially affects 
public areas? 

b) Create new shadow in a manner that 
substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities 
or other public areas? 

Wind 

Signiffcant Impact 
Peculiar to Project 

or Project Site 

D 

D 

Significant 
./mpactnot 
Identified in 

PEIR 

D 

D 

Significant No Significant 
Impact due to Impact not 

Substantial New . Previously 
Information Identified in PEIR 

D 181 

D 181 

Based upon experience of the Planning Department in reviewing wind analyses and expert opinion on 
other projects, it is generally (but not always) the case that projects under 80 feet in height do not have the 
potential to generate significant wind impacts. The existing 44-foot-tall building on the project site is 
similar in height to existing buildings in the surrounding area, and. the building's height would not 
increase as a result of the ·propC?sed project, except for roof deck and mechaajcal features that would not 
be substantially taller than buildings in structures in the surrounding area. For the above reasons, the 

proposed project is not anticipated to cause significant impacts related to wind that were not identified in 
the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

13 COiE, defined as equivalent Carbon Dioxide, is a quantity that describes other greenhouse gases in terms of the amount of Carbon 
Dioxide that would have an equal global'warming potential 

14 Memorandum from Jessica Range to Environmental Planning staff, Greenhouse Gas Analyses for Community Plan Exemptions in 

Eastem Neighborhoods, April 20, 2010. This me~orandum provides an overview of the GHG analysis conducted for the 
Eastem Neighborhoods PEIR and provides an analysis of the emissions using a service population (eqllivalent of total number 
of residents and employees) metric. 

1s Compliance Checklist Table for Greenhouse Gas Anal.ysis, March 27, 2014. This document is available for review at the Planning 
Deparbnent, 1650 :Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, in~ File No. 2013.1600E. 
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Planning Code Section 295 generally prohibits new structures above 40 feet in height that would cast 
additional shadows on open ,space that is under thejurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation arid Park 
Commission between one hour after sunrise and one hour before sunset, at any time of the year, unless 

· that shadow would not result in a significant adverse effect on the use of the open space. Under the 
Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, sites surrounding parks could be redeveloped with 
taller buildings without triggering Section 295 of the Planning Code because certain parks are not subject 
to Section 295 of the Planning Code (i.e., under jurisdiction of departments other than the Recreation and 
Parks Department or privately owned). The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR could not conclude if the 
rezoning and communitJ plans would result in -less-than-significant shadow impacts because the 

.Jeasibility of complete mitigation for potential new shadow impacts of unknown proposed proposals 
could not be determined at tha.t time. Therefore, the PEIR determined shadow ·impacts to be significant 

_ and unavoidable .. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR 

. The proposed project would convert the upper three floors of an existing 44-foot-tall PDR building to 
office use. The proposed elevator penthouse would reach 60 feet above street level, and this additional 14 

feet in height would not be substantially taller than buildings and structures (adjacent freeway) in the 
surrounding area. The project site is also not located sufficiently close to any recreational resources to 
potentially cast new shadow on them. Therefore, the project would not have the potential to cast new 
shadow on nearby parks, streets, or sidewalks. 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to shadow that 
were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

Topics:· 

9. RECREATION-Would the project 

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and . 
regional parl<s or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facilities would occur or be accelerated? 

b) Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities that might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? 

c) Physically degrade · existing recreational 
resources? 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact not 

Identified in PEIR 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact due to 

Substantial New 
lnfonnation 

D 

D 

D 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 

Identified in PEIR 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Rezoning and Area Plans would not result in substantial or accelerated deterioration of existing 
recreation".1-1 resources or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that may have an 
adverse effect on the environment. No mitigation measures related to recreational resources were 
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 
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As the proposed project would not degrade recreational facilities and is within the development 
projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and ~ea Plans, there would be no additional 
impacts on recreation beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Topics:·· 

10. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS-Would 
the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of 
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? · 

b) Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction 
of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? · 

c) Require or result in the construction of new 
storm water drainage facTiitie5 or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

d) Have sufficient water supply available to serve 
the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or require new or expanded water 
supply resource$ or entitlements? 

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider that would serve the project 
that it has inadequate capacity to serve the 
project's projected demand in addition to the 
provider's existing commitments? 

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project's solid 
waste disposal needs? 

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste? 

Signfficant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

D 

D 

·D 

D 

o· 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact not 

Identified in PEJR 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact due to 

Substantial New 
Information 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

No Signfficant 
Impact not 
Previously 

Identified in PEIR 

ig), 

I igJ 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the anticipated iricrease in population would not 
result in a significant impact to the provisic;>n of water, wastewater collection and treatment, and solid 
waste collection and disposal. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR. 

As the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhood$ Rezoning 
and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on utilities and service systems beyond those 
analyzed in the Eastern Neighborho~ds PEIR. · 
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Topics: 

11. PUBLIC SERVICES-Would the project 

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of, or the need for, 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to · maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or 
other performance objectives for any public 
services such as fire protection. police 
protection, schools, parks, or other services? 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

D 

Significant 
lmpactnot · 

Identified in PEIR 

D 
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Significant 
/mpact due to 

· Substantial New 
Information 

D 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 

Identified in PEIR 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population would not 
result in a significant impact to public· services , including fire protection, police protection, and public 
schools. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR 

AB the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 

and Area Plans, there would be no additional impa.cts on public services beyond those analyze? in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Topics: 

12. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES-Would the 
project 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by the California Department of 
Fish and Game or U.S. Ftsh and Wildlife 
Service? 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of 
Fish and Game or U.S. Ftsh and Wildlife 
Service? 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites? 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 
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Topics: 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an· adopted Habitat 
Conservation ·Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved. local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

D 

Significant 
Impact not 

Identified in PEIR 

D 
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Significant No Significant 
Impact due to Impact not 

Substantial New Previously 
Information Identified in PEIR 

D rzJ 

As discussed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area is in a developed 
urban environment that does not provide· native natural habitat for any rare or endangered plant or 
animal species. There are no riparian corridors, estuaries, marshes, or wetlands in the Plan Area that 
could be affected by the development anticipated under the Area Plan. In addition, development 
envisioned under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan would not substantially interfere with the 
movement of any resident or milP'atory wildlife species. For these reasons, the PEIR concluded that 
implementation of the Area Plan would not result in significant impacts on biological resources, and no 
mitigation measures were identified. 

As the proposed project is within the _development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 
and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on biological resources beyond those analyzed in 
the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

Topics: 

13. GEOLOGY AND SOILS-Would the project: 

a) Expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving: 

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most reC:ent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on 
other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? (Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42.) 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

iv) Landslides? 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

c) 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, 
sub!?idence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code, 
creating substantial risks to life or property? 
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Topics: 

e} 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? 

f) Change substantially the topography or any 
unique geologic or physical features of the site? 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact not 

Identified in PEIR 

D 

0 
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Significant No Significant 
Impact due to ·Impact not 
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Information Identified in PEIR 

D ~ 

D 

The Eastern Neighborhoods ~E!R concluded that implementation of ~e Plan would indirectly increase 
the population that would be subject to an earthquake, including seismically induced ground-shaking, 

liquefaction, and landslides. The PEIR also .noted that new development is generally safer than 
comparable. older development due to improvements in building codes and construction techniques. 
Compliance with applicable codes ar:id recommendations made in project-specific geotechnical analyses 
would not eliminate earthquake risks, but would reduce them to an acceptable level, given the 
seismically active characteristics of the Bay Area. Thus, the PEIR concluded that implementation of the 
Plan would not result in significant impacts with regard to geoiogy, and no mitigation mea~ures were 
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

The proposed project would convert the upper three floors of an existing industrial building to office use. 
No soil disturbance, foundation construction, or subsurface work would occur as part of the proposed 
project. The project is requ~red to conform to the San Francisco Building Code, which ensures the safety 
of all new construction in the City. DBI may require a geotechnical report or additional site specific soils . 
report(s) through the building permit application process, as needed. The DBI requirement for review of 
the building permit application pursuant to DBI' s implementation of the Building Code would en5ure 
that the proposed project would have no significant impacts related to soils, seismic or other geological 
hazards. 

In light of the above, the proposed project would not result in a significant effect related to seismic and 
geologic hazards. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to 
geology and soils that were not identified in the Eastern- Neighborhoods PEIR, and no mitigation 

measures are necessary. 

Topics: 

14. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY-Would 
the project 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

b) 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 (e.g., the production rate of pre
existing nearby wells would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land uses or planned 
uses for which P,ermits have.been granted)? 
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Topics: 

c) 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 
or siltation on- or off-site? 

d) 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 
manner that would result in flooding on- or off
site? 

e) 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? 

t) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

g) 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? 

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures that would impede or redirect flood 
flows? 

Q 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? · 

. j) . Expose people or structures to a significant risk 
of loss, injury or death involving inundation by 
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
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The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population would not 
result in a significant impact on hydrology and water quality, including the combined sewer system and 
the potential for combined sewer outflows. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR 

The project site is fully covered by an existing building, most of which would be converted to office use 
as part of the proposed project. No change in the impervious surface coverage on the project site would 
occur. As a result, the proposed project would not increase storm water runoff. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality that were not identifie.d in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 
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Community Plan Exemption Checklist 

Topics: 

15. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS-. 

a) 

b) 

Would the projeet: 

Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions · involving the 
release · of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 

d) Be located on a site which i~ included on a .list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a 

- result, would it create a significant hazard to ·the 
public or the environment? 

e) For a project located within an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the project result in a 
safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area? 

f} For a project within the vicin·ity of a private 
airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the 
project area? 

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
eme_rgency evacuation plan? 

h} Expose people or structures to a significant risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving fires? 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact not 

Identified in PEJR 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

340 Bryant Street 
Case No. 2013.1600E 

Significant 
Impact due to 

Substantial New 
Information 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 

Identified in PEIR 

The Eas.tern.Neighborhoods PEIR noted that implem~tation of any of the proposed project's rezoning 
options would encourage construction of new development within the project area. The PEIR found that 
there is a high potential to encounter hazardous materials during construction activities in many parts of 
the project area because of the presence of 1906 earthquake fill, previous artd current land uses associated 
with the use of hazardous materials, and known or suspected hazardous materials. cleanup cases. 
However, the PEIR found that existing.regulations for facility closure, Under Storage Tank (UST) closure, 
and investigation and cleanup of soil and groundwater would ensure implementation of measures to 
protect workers and the commuruty from exposure to hazardous materials during construction. 

Hazardous Building Materials 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined- that future development in the Plan Area may involve 
demolition or renovation of existing structures containing hazardous building materials. Some building 
materials commonly used in olc!.er buildings could present a public health risk if disturbed during an 
accident or during demolition or renovation of an existing building. Hazardous building materials 
addressed in the PIER include asbestos, electrical equipment such as transformers and fluorescent light 
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ballasts that contain PCBs or di· (2 ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), fluorescent lights containing mercury 
vapors, and lead-based paints. Asbestos and lead based paint may also present a health risk to existing 
building occupants if they are in a deteriorated condition. If removed during demolition or renovation of 
a building, these materials would also require special disposal procedures. The Eastern Neighborhoods 
PEIR identified a significant impact associated with hazardous building materials including PCBs, DEHP, 
and mercury and determined tl).at that Mitigation Measure L-1: Hazardous Building Materials, as 
outlined below, would reduce effects to a less-than-significant level. Because the proposed development 

includes renovation of an existing building, Mitigation Measure L-1 would apply to the proposed project 
See the full text of Mitigation Measure L-1 in the Mitigation Measures seftion below. 

Soil and Groundwater Contamination 

The proposed project includes renovation of an existing building, and conversion of PDR space to office 
use,. The pr.oposed project would not involve ground disturbance or excavation. Therefore, the proposed 
project would.not have the potential to expose the public to contaminated soil or groundwater. The 
proposed project would not result in any significant impacts related to soil and groundwater 
contamination that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in. significant impacts related to hazards or hazardous· 
materials that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

Significant Significant No Significant 
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not 

tp Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously 
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR 

16. MINERAL AND ENER~Y RESOURCES-
Would the project 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known D D D 
mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state? 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally D D D !XI 
important · mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan 
or other land use plan? 

c) · Encourage activities which result in the use of D D D !XI 
large amounts of fuel, water-, or energy, or use 
these in a wasteful manner? 

The Eastern Nei~borhoods PEIR determined that the Area Plan would facilitate the construction of both 
new residential units and commercial buildings, as well as conversion of existing builcijngs to different 

uses. Development of these uses would not result in use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy in a 
wasteful manner or in 'the context of energy use througHout the City and region. The energy demand for 

individual buildings would be typical for such projects and would meet, or exceed, current state and local 
codes and standarqs concerning energy consumption, including Title 24 of the California Code of 
Regulations enforced by DBL The Plan Area does not include any natural resources routinely extracted 

and the rezoning does not result in any natural resource extraction programs. Therefore, the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that implementation of the Area Plan would not result in a significant 
impact on mineral and energy resources. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR 
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As the propos~d project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 
and Area Plans, ther~ would be no additional impacts on mineral and energy resources beyond those 
analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

Topics: 

17. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST 
RESOURCES:-Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on 
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the . 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract? 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
r:ezoning of, .forest· land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 12220(g)) or 
timberland (as defined by Public Resources 
Code Section 4526)? 

·d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 

e) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their ·1ocation or 
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to 
non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest 
use? 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact not 

Identified in PEIR 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact due to 

Substantial New 
Information 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 

Identified in PEIR 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that no agricultural resources exist in the Area Plan; 
therefore the rezoning and community plans would have no effect on agricultural resources. No 
mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR.. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR did not analyze the 

effects on forest resources. 

As the proposed project is wifuin the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 
and Area Plans, there would be no addition~! impacts on agriculture and forest resources beyond those 
analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Air Quality 

Proj~ct Mitigation Measure 1 - Construction Air Quality (Eastern Neighborhoods Mitigation 
Measure G-1) 

A. Construction Emissions Minimization. Plan. Prior to issuance of a construction permit, the 

project sponsor shall submit .a Construction Emissions Miniinization Plan (Plan) to the 
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) for review and approval by an Environmental 

Planning Air Quality Specialist. The Plan shall detail project compliance with the following 
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requirements: 

L All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for more than 20 total hours 

over the entire duration of construction activities shall meet the following requirements: 

a). Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel engines 

shall be prohibited; 

b) · All off-road equipment shall have: 

i. Engines that meet or exceed either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

(USEPA) or California Air Resources Board (ARB) Tier 2 off-road emission 

standards, and 

ii. Engines that are retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions 

Control Strategy (VDECS).16 

c) Exceptions: 

i. Exceptions to A(l)(a) may be granted if the project sponsor has submitted 

information providing evidence· to the satisfaction of the ERO that an 

alternative source of power is limited or infeasible at the project site and that 

the requirements of this exception.provision ?pply. Under this circumstance, 

the sponsor shall submit documentation of compliance with A(l)(b) for onsite 

power generation. 

ii. Exceptions to A(l)(b)(ii) may be granted if the project sponsor has submitted . 

information providing evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO that a 

particular piece of off-road equipment with an ARB Level 3 VDECS is: (1) 

technically not feasible, (2) would not produce desired emissions reductions 

due to expected operating modes, (3) installing the control ·device would 

create a safety hazard or impaired visibility for the operator, or (4) there is a 

compelling emergency need to use off-road equipment that are not retrofitted 

with an ARB Level 3 VDECS and the sponsor has submitted documentation 

to the ERO that the requirements of this exception provision apply. If granted 

an exception to A(l)(b)(ii), the project sponsor must comply with the 

requirements of A(l)(c)(iii). 

16 Equipment with engines meeting Tier 4 Interim or Tier 4 Final emission standards automatically meet this 
. requirement, therefore a VDECS would not be required. 
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iii. If an exception .is granted pursuant to A(l)(c)(ii), the project sponsor shall 

provide the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment as provided by the step 

down schedules in Table 1. 

Table 1 - Off-Road Equipment Compliance Step-down Schedule 

Compliance Engine Emission 
Emissions Control 

Alternative Standard 

1 Tier2 ARB Level 2 VDECS 

2 Tier2 ARB Level 1 VDECS 

3 Tier2 Alternative Fuel* 

How to use the table:. If the requirements of (A)(1)(b) cannot be met, then the 

project sponsor would need ~o meet Compliance Alternative 1: Should the project 

sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alte'!lative 1, 

then Compliance Alternative 2 would need to be met Should the project sponsor not 

be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, theri 

Compliance Alternative 3 would need to be met 

*Alternative fuels are not a VDECS. 

2. The project sponsor shall require the idling time for off-road and on-road equipment be 

limited to no more than two minutes, e?Ccept as provided in exceptions to the applicable 

state regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment. Legible and 

visible signs shall be posted in multiple languages (English, Spanish, Chinese) in 

designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind operators of the two 

minute idling limit. 

· 3. The project sponsor shall require that construction operators properly maintain and 

tune equipment.in accordance with manufacturer specifications. 

4. The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase with a description 

of each piece of off-road equipment required for ev~ cop.struction phase. Off-road 

. equipment descriptions and information may include, but is not limited to: equipment 

type, ·equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model year, 

engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel 

usage and hours of operation. For VDECS installed: technology type, serial number, 

make, model, manufacturer, ARB verification number level, and installation date §trid . . 
hour meter reading on installation date. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, 

reporting shall indicate the type of alternative fuel being used. 

5. The Plan shall be kept on-site and available for review by any persons requesting it and 

a legible sign shall be posted at the perimeter of the construction site indicating to the 

public the basic requirements of the Plan and a way to request a copy of the Plan. The 
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project sponsor shall provide copies of Pl~ to members of the public as requested. 

B. Reporting. Quarterly reports shall be submitted to the ERO indicating the construction phase 
and off-road equipment information used during each phase including the information 
required in A(4). In addition, for· off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall 
include the actual amount of alte:mative fuel used. 

Within six months of the completion of construction activities, the project sponsor shall 
submit to the ERO a fmal report summarizing construction activities; The final report shall 
indicate the start and end dates and duration of each construction phase. For each phase, the 
report shall· include detailed infoi:-mation required in A(4). In addition, for off-road 
equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall include the actual amount of alternative 
fuel used. 

C. Certification Statement and On-site Requirements. Prior to the commencement of construction 
activities, the project sponsor must certify (1) compliance with the Plan, and (2) all 
applicable requirements of the Plan have been incorporated into contract specifications. 

Hazardous Materials 

Project Mitigation Measure 2 - Hazardous Building Materials (Eastern Neighborhoods Mitigation 
, Measure L-1) 

The City shall condition future development approvals to require that the subsequent project 
sponsors ensure that any equipment containing' PCBs or DEPH, such as fluorescent light ballasts, 
are removed and properly disposed of according to applicabJe federal, state, and local' laws prior 
to the start of renovation, and that any fluorescent light tubes, which could contain mercur:y, are 
similarly removed 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. 

IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

Transportation and Circulation 

Project Improvement Measure 1- TDM Coordinator 

The project sponsor shall identify a TDM coordinator for the project site. The TDM Coordinator 
shall be responsible for the implementation and ongoing operation of all other TDM measures 
(Project Improvement Measures 2 and 3) included in the proposed project The TOM 
Coordinator could be a brokered service through an existing transportation management 
association (e.g. the Transportation· Management Association of San Francisco, 'IMASF), or the 

TDM Coordinator could be an existing staff member (e.g., property manager); the TOM 
Coordinator does not have to work full-time at the.project site. However, the TDM Coordinator 
shall be the single point of contact for . all transportation-related questions from building 
occupants and City staff. The TDM Coordinator shall provide TOM training to other building 
staff about the transportation amenities and options available at the project site and nearby. 
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Project Improvement Measure 2 - Transportation and. Trip Planning Infonnation/New-Hire 
Packet 

The project sponsor shall provide a transportation insert for the new-hire packet that includes 
information on transit service (local and· regional, schedules and fares), information on where 

transit passes could be purchased, information on the 511 Regional Rideshare Program and 
nearby bike and car share programs, and information on where to find additional web-based 

alternative transportation materials (e.g., NextMuni phone app). This new hire packet shall be 
continuously updated as local transpprtation options chan~e, and the packet should be provided 

· to each new building occupant. The project sponsor shall provide Muni maps, San Francisco 
Bicycle and Pedestrian maps upon request. 

Project Improvemen~ Measure 3 - Bicycle Parking 

The project sponsor shall provide at least 12 01:-site secured bicyde parking spaces and 4 on-site 
publicly-accessible (visitor) bicycle parking spaces. Within one year after Final Certification of 
Completion for the subject project, the project sponsor shall contact in writing the San Francisco 
Municipal Transportation Agency, San Francisco Department of Public Works, and/or Bay Area 
Bike She;rre (agencies) to fund the installation of up to 20 new bicycle racks on public right-of-way 
locations adjacent to or within a quarter mile of the project site (e.g., sidewaII<s; on-street parking 

' spaces). 
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EXHIBIT 1: 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

File No. 2013.1600E .. 
340 Bryant Street 

Motion No. 
December 16, 2014 

Page 1of5 

(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures) 

1. MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

A. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Prior to Issuance of a 
construction permit, the project sponsor shall submit a Construction 
Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the Environmental Review Officer 
(ERO) for review and approval by an Environmental Planning Air Quality 
Specialist. The Plan shall detail projed compliance with the following 
requirements: 

1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for more 
than 20 total hours over the entire duration of construction activities 
shall meet the following requirements: · 

a) Where access to alternative sources of power are. 
available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited; 
b) All off-road equipment shall have: 

I. Engines that meet or exceed either U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) or 
California Air Resources Board (ARB) Tier 2 off
road emission standards, and 
II. Engines that are retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 
Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy 
(VDECS). 

c) Exceptions: 
i. Exceptions to A(1)(a) may be granted if the 
project sponsor has submitted Information 
providing evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO 
that an alternative source of power is limited or 
infeasible at the project site and that the 
requirements of this exception provision apply. 
Under this circumstance, the sponsor shall submit 
doc1.1mentation of compliance with A(1 )(b) for 
onsite power generation. 
ii. Exceptions to A(1 )(b)(ii) may be granted If the 
project sponsor has submitted information 
providing evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO 
that a Particular piece of off-road equipment with 

Responsibility for 
lmolementation 

Project Sponsor 
along with Project 
Contractor of each 
subsequent 
development project 
undertaken pursuant 
to the Eastern · 
Neighborhoods 
Rezoning and Area 
Plans Project. 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

During 
construction 

Monitoring/Report 
Responsibilit 

Each Project Sponsor 
to provide Planning 
Department with 
monthly reports during 
construction period. 

Status/Date 
Completed 

Considered complete 
upon receipt of final 
monitoring report at 
completion of 
construction. 
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Page 2 of 5 

(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures) 

1. MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

an ARB Level 3 VDECS Is: (1) technically not 
feasibl~, (2) would not produce. desired emissions 
reductions due to expected operating modes, (3) 
Installing the control device would create a safety 
hazard or impaired visibility for the operator, or (4) 
there Is a compelling emergency need to use off
road equipment that are not retrofitted with an 
ARB Level 3 VDECS and the sponsor has 
submitted documentation to the ERO that the 
requirements of this exception provision apply. If 
granted an exception to A(1)(b)(ll), the project 
sponsor must comply with the requirements of 
A(1)(c)(lii). 
Iii. If an exception is granted pursuant to 
A(1){c)(li), the project sponsor shall provide the 
next cleanest piece of off-road equipment as 
provided by the step down schedules In Table 2. 

Table 2 - Off-Road Equipment Comp/lance Step-down Schedule 
Compliance Alternative · Engine Emission Standard Emissions Control 

1 Tier 2 ARB Level 2 VDECS 
2 Tier 2 ARB Level 1 VDECS 
3 Tier 2 Alternative Fuel* 

How to use the table: If the requirements of (A)(1 )(b) cannot be met, then the 
project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1. Should the 
project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting 
Compliance Alternative 1, then Compliance Alternative 2 would need to be 
met. Should the project sponsor not be able to supply oft-road equipment 
meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then Compliance Alternative 3 would 
need to be met. 
*Alternative fuels are not a VDECS. 

2. The project sponsor shall require the idling time for off-road and 
on-road equipment be limited to no more than two minutes, except 
as provided in exceptions to the applicable state regulations 
regarding idling for. off-road and on-road equipment. Leg Ible imd 
visible signs shall be posted in multiple languages (English, 
Spanish, Chinese) In designated queuing areas and at the 

.. 
Responsibility for .I Mitigation Monitoring/Report I Status/Date 
Implementation . Schedule Responsibility Completed 
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(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures) 

1. MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

construction site to remind operators of the two minute idling limit. 
3. The project sponsor shall require that construction operators 
properly maintain and tune equipment In accordance with 
manufacturer specifications. 
4. The Plan shall Include estimates of the construction timeline by 
phase with a description of each piece o.f off-road equipment 
required for every construction phase. Off-road equipment 
descriptions and Information may include, but Is not limited to: 
equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification 
number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), 
horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and 
hours of operation. For VDECS installed: technology type, serial 
number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB verification number level, 
and Installation date and hour meter reading on Installation date. 
For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall 
indicate the type of alternative fuel being used. 
5. The Plan shall be kept on-site and available for review by any 
persons requesting It and a legible sign shall be posted at the 
perimeter of the construction site Indicating to the public the basic 
requirements of the Plan and a way to request a copy of the Plan. 
The project sponsor shall provide copies of Plan to members of the 
public as requested. 

B. Reporting. Quarterly reports shall be submitted to the ERO Indicating the 
construction phase and off-road equipment information used during each 
phase including the information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road 
equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall include the actual amount 
of alternative fuel used. 
Within six months of the completion of construction activities, the project 
sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final report summarizing construction 
activities. The final report shall indicate the start and end dates and duration 
of each construction phase. Fo(each phase, the report shall include detailed 
Information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using 
alternative fuels, reporting shall Include the actual amount of alternative fuel 
used. · 
C. Certification Statement and On-site Requirements. Prior to the 
commencement of construction activities, the project sponsor must certify (1) 
compliance with the Plan, and (2) all applicable requirements of the Plan 
have been incorporated into contract specifications. 

Responsibility for 
Implementation 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Status/Date 
Completed 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures) 

1. MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

Project Mitigation Measure 2 - Hazardous Building Materials (Eastern 
Neighborhoods Mitigation Measure L-1) 

The City shall condition fUture development approvals to require that the 
subsequent project sponsors ensure that any equipment containing PCBs or 
OEPH, such as fluorescent light ballasts, are removed and properly disposed 
of ·according to applicable federal, state, and local laws prior to the start of 
renovation, and that any fluorescent light tubes, which could contain. 
mercury, are similarly removed and properly disposed of. Any other 
hazardous materials identified, either before or during work, shall be abated 

1 
according to applicable federal, state, and local laws. 

Responsibility for 
Implementation 

I Project 
Sponsor/project 
archeologlst of each 
subsequent 
development project 
undertaken pursuant 
to the Eastern · 
Neighborhoods 
Areas Plans and 
Rezoning 

Project Improvement Measure 1 - Transportation Demand·Managemen! l Project Sponsor 
(TDM} Coordinator 

The project sponsor shall identify a TOM coordinator for the project site. The 
TDM Coordinator shall be responsible for the implementation and ongoing 
operation of all other TOM measures (Project Improvement Measures 2 and 
3) Included In the proposed project. The TDM Coordinator could be a 
brokered service through an existing transportation management association 1 ._ 

(e.g. the Transportation Management Association of San Francisco, 
TMASF), or the TDM Coordinator could be an existing staff member (e.g., 
property manager); the TOM Coordinator does not have to work full-time at 
the project site. However, the TOM Coordinator shall be the single point of 
contact for all transportation-related questions from building occupants and 
City staff. The TOM Coordinator shall provide TOM training to other building 
staff. about the transportation amenities and options available at the project 
site and nearbv. · · · 

Project Improvement-Measure 2- Transportat/Of? and Trip Planning I Project Sponsor· 
Information/New-Hire Packet 

The project sponsor shall provide a transportation insert for the new-hire 
packet that includes Information on transit service (local and regional, 
schedules and fares), Information on where transit passes could be 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to approval 
of each 
subsequent 
project, through 
Mitigation Plan. 

l Continuous 

Continuous 

Planning Department, 
in consultation with 
DPH; where Site 
Mitigation Plan Is 
required, Project 
Sponsor or contractor 
shall submit a 
monitoring report to 
DPH, with a copy to 
Planning Department 
and DBI, at end of 
construction . 

l Planning Department, 
In consultation with the 
TOM Coordinator 

. Status/Date 
Completed 

I Considered complete 
upon approval of each 
subsequent project. 

I Continuous 

Planning Department, I Continuous 
· In consultation with the 

TOM Coordinator 
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(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Con~itions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures) 

1. MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES Responsibility for Mitigation Monitoring/Report Status/Date 
Implementation Schedule Responsibility Completed 

purchased, Information on the 511 Regional Rideshare Program and nearby 
bike and car share programs, and information on where to find additional 
web-based ·alternative transportation materials (e.g., NextMunl phone app) .. 
This new hire packet shall be continuously updated as local transportation 
options change, and the packet should be provided to each new building 
occupant. The project sponsor shall provide Munl maps, San Francisco 
Bicycle and Pedestrian maps upon request. 
Project Improvement Measure 3 - Bicycle Parking Projec~. ~ponsor Continuous Planning Department, Continuous 

In consultation with the 
The project sponsor shall provide at least 12 on-site secured bicycle parking TOM Coordinator 
spaces and 4 on-site publicly-accessible (visitor) bicycle parking spaces . 
Within one year after Final Certification of Completion for the subject. project, 
the project sponsor shall contact fn Writing the San Francisco Municipal · 
Transportation Agency, San Francisco Department of Publlc Works, and/or 
Bay Area Bike Share (agencies) to fund the installation of up to 20 new 
bicycle racks on public right-of-way locations adjacent to or within a quarter 
mile of the project site (e.Q., sidewalks, on-street parkina spaces). 



Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Categories: 

Good afternoon,. 

BOS Legislation (BOS) 
Friday, March 13, 2015 1 :33 PM 
hestor@earthlink.net; Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Sanchez, 
Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Tam, Tina 
(CPC); Jackson, Erika; Uchida, Kansai (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Goldstein, Cynthia (PAB); 
Pacheco, Victor (PAB); jkevlin@reubenlaw.com; BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; 
Kim Everil"t 
Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Caldeira, Rick (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS); BOS 
Legislation (BOS) 
California Environmental Quality Act - Exemption Determinatiqn Appeal - 340 Bryant Street -
Supplemental Documentation 

150171 

Please find ·linked below supplemental documentation received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from the Project 
Sponsor concerning the CEQA exemption determination appeal for the project at 340 Bryant Street. 

The appeal hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on March 24, 2015. 

Project Sponsor's Letter - 3/13/2015 

You are invite·d to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below. 

Board of Supervisors File No. 150171 

Thank you, 

John Carroll 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415)554-4445 - Direct I (415)554-5184 - General I (415)554-5163 - Fax 
john.carroll@sfgov.org I bos.legislation@sfgov.org 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 
since August 1998. · 

Disclosu.res: Personal informatfon that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. . 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of 
Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding 
pending legislation or hearings wilf be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does 
not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, 
addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the 
Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members of the P.ublic may inspect or copy. 
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March 1_3, ~QJ_5 _iJ:I ---·--·--·~·-· .. 
BY MESSENGER 

JoyLamug 
Board of Supervisors, City and County of San Francisco 
Attn: Clerk of the Board 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: 340 Bryant Street (Block 3764, Lot 061) 

Dear Ms. Lamug, 

Per John Kev lin' s request I am sending to you the project sponsor's brief in opposition to the 
CEQA determination for the project at 340 Bryant Street (BOS File 150171). A single hard copy of 
the document is enclosed. If you have further questions, please contact Mr. Kevlin directly. 

Very truly yours, 

LLP 

Enclosures 

Cc: 

James A. Reuben I Andrew J. Junius I Kevin H. Rose I Daniel A. Frattin I John Kevlin 

Jay F. Drake I Lindsay M. Petrone I Sheryl Reuben1 I Tuija I. Catalano I Thomas Tunny I David Silverman 

Melinda A. Sarjapur I Mark H. Loper I Jody Knight I Stephanie L. Haughey I Jared Eigerman2. 3 I John Mcinerney 1112 

1. Also admitted in New Yori< 2. Of Counsel 3. Also admitted in Massachusetts 
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REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 

March 13, 2015 

By E-Mail and Messenger 

Board of Supervisors, City and County of San Francisco 
Attn: Clerk of the Board 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA ·94102 

Re: 340 Bryant Street (Block3764, Lot 061) 
Project Sponsor's Brief in Opposition to Appeal of CEQA Exemption 
Planlling Department Case No. 2013.1600E 
Planning Commission Motion No. 19311 
Our File No. 7949.01 

Dear Board of Supervisors, 

This office represents Group I, the project sponsor (''Project Sponsor") of the renovation 
and partial office conversion of the existing commercial building located at 340 Bryant Street 
(the ''Property"). The Property is zoned :Mixed Use Office ("MUO") and consists of four stories 
with a total of 62,050 square feet. The Project Sponsor proposes to convert the upper three 
floors from PDR to office use. The ground floor would remain industriaVPDR space and the 
Project Sponsor is already in discussion with two PDR tenants to occupy the space. In total, the 
project at 340 Bryant Street ("Project") would result in 47,536 square feet of office space and 
14,514 square feet of industrial space. 

A Planning Commission hearing on the Project was held on January 8, 2015. At the 
hearing, John Elberling of the TODCO Group and Alice Rogers of the South Beach - Rincon -
Mission Bay Neighborhood Association spoke in support of the Project.. The Planning 
Commission unanimously approved the Project, 6 to 0. 

·This letter is submitted in opposition to the appeal of the Project's Community Plan 
Exemption, which was issued by the Planning Department on December 22, 2014. While the 
Appellant has cited the well known fact that pedestrian and bicyclist safety needs to be improved 
in South of Market, she has not identified any CEQA significant impact that is caused by the 
Project. 

James A. Reuben I Andrew J. Junius J Kevin H.. Rose I DanlelA. Frattin 

Sherjl Reuben1 l David Silverman I Thomas Tunny I Ja'f F. Drake I John KevUn 

Lindsay M. Petrone I Melinda A. Satjapur I Kenda H. Mclntoi;h l Jared Eigerman7.3 I John Mcinerney 1112 

1. Also admitted in Ne.vYork 2. Of Counscl 3. Also od·mitted in Massachusetts 
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. Board of Supervisors 
March 13, 2015 
Page2 

I. Legal Background 

As part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, an area-wide EIR was adopted by the 
Planning Commission and certified by the Board of Supervisors. The purpose of this BIR was to 
conduct much of the environmental review for-subsequent projects consistent with the Eastern 
Neighborhoods rezoning. CEQA allows projects to take advantage of a previous area-wide BIR. 
To qualify for this type of exemption, a project must: 

a Be consistent with the program, plan, policy, or ordinance for which an BIR 
has been prepared and certified; 

b. Be consistent with applicable local land use plans and zoning of the city, 
county or city and county in which the later project would be located; and 

c. Not trigger the need for a subsequent BIR or supplement to an BIR. 

(Cal. Pub. Resources Code §21094(b).) 

The Project meets all three of these requirements. First, it is fully consistent With the 
Eastern Neighborhoods area plan and zoning that the area-wide BIR was prepared for (this 
covers the first two criteria). The Property is zoned Mixed Use-Office ("MUO") which 
principally permits office and PDR uses. The Project was granted an Office Allocation, required 
for projects creating more than 25,000 square feet of new office space (Planning Commission 
Motion 19311 attached here a~ Exhibit A). Mitigation and improvement measures from the 
Eastern Neighborhoods BIR have been applied to the Project, including those covering 
construction air quality and transportation. The Project is fully consistent with all Eastern 
Neighborhoods zoning, area plan, policies and mitigation measures. 

The Project also does not trigger .the need for a subsequent BIR or supplement to the 
Eastern Neighborhoods EIR. Subsequent or supplemental EIRs are only required where new 
significant adverse impacts are cau5ed by the Project that were not identified in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods EIR (which studied the impact of rezoning of the Property _to MUO which 
permits office use). (Cal. Pub. Resources Code § 15162 (a).) 

No such impacts are caused by the Project The Project retains PDR uses on site- only a 
portion of the building will be converted to office use. The potential loss of PDR uses was 
evaluated in the East~m Neighborhoods EIR, and the Project does not result in any additional 
adverse impacts that were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR. With. regard to the 
pedestrian trip- generation, the CEQA exemption sets a conservative baseline by assuming no 
workers currently travel to the site since it is currently vacant. Even with that conservative 
assumption no significant impact is identified. However, this building has functioned as a 
commercial-industrial building for many decades, so the office conversion will only modestly 
increase the number of workers travelling to the Property above previous numbers. Appellant 

REUBEN; JUNIUS & ROSE.UP 
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Board o~ Supervisors 
March h, 2015 
Page 3 . 

questions the calculation of expected new jobs at the Property, and says the difference between 
an industrial workforce and office workforce at the Property is not discussed - but that is . 
precisely. what was considered by the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR.-the shift from predominantly 
industrial to office use in South of Market. 

Appell~t refers to a reconfiguration of HOV lanes near the Property. Not only does she 
not describe what these changes are, hµt she does not identify why such a fact would result in a 
significant impact caused by the Project. And this appears to be the crux of her appeal: that the 
Project causes unsafe pedestrian and bicycling conditions in the vicinity. This is not the case. 
The Project has not created these conditions; rather, the Project happens to be located 'Within an 
area where pedestrian and bicycling conditions are not ideal .. These conditions are not caused 
by the Project . - they are existing conditions that were studied by the Eastern 
Neighborhoods EIR in the context of a MUO-zoned building at the Property. As such, the 
CEQA exemption is justified and the appeal should be denied. 

II. Streetscape Improvements 

. Degpite the fact that the CEQA exemption is justified and that the Project does not cause 
the existing pedestrian and bicycle conditions in the vicinity, it is clear that · streetscape 
improvements would be beneficial in this neighborhood. The E.astem Neighborhoods EIR. 
recognized the poor condition of the pedestrian and bfoycle networks in South of Market The 
EIR placed responsibility for these improvements on city agencies, developers of new 
construction projects, and through voluntary efforts of property owners. However, due to the 
modest scale of the Project, streetscape improvements are not required of the Project Sponsor. 

Despite the fact that the Project is not required to provide streetscape improvements, they 
were discussed· at the Planning Commission hearing approving the new office space. The 
Planning Commission added the following language in the Conditions of Approval: 

The Planning Department will continue to work 'With applicable other agencies regarding 
issues ·surrounding pedestrian streetscape improvements, fire access, pedestrian safety 
and traffic calming measures. (Planning Commission Motion No. 19311, Condition of 
Approval #11, page 15.) 

The Project Sponsor wants to improve the pedestrian and bicyclist. conditions in the 
vicinity of the Property, as it _vvill provide greater protection and comfort for tenants travelling to 
the building. They have already reached out to SFMTA and Caltrans to begin discussing efforts 
to improve the street. The Project Sponsor is committed to implementing real, practical, 
streetscape iµipr0.vements to increase pedestrian and bicyclist safety in the area. The 

· CEQA appeal unjustifiably requests further study of the Project, rather than focusing on 
actual improvements to pedestrian and bicyclist safety. Denying this appeal will have the 
effect of facilitating real, significant improvements to the streets cape in this area. 

REUB~JUNIUS &ROSE.W' · 
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ID. Conclusion 

The Project is consistent with the recent Eastern, Neighborhoods Plan rezoning, and will 
fulfill the Plan's goals for the Property. The Project's ·environmental review is adequate. 
Appellant identifies no significant environmental impacts that are caused by the Project, or any 
significant environmental impacts not already identified by the Eastern Neighborhoods BIR. The 
city, through the rezoning of the site to MOO, anticipated and analyzed the impact of office uses 
to the area. The Project maintains a floor of PDR space, for which two tenants have already been 
identified. The Project Sponsor has already begun conversations with the relevant local and state 
agencies to design and implement, actual, practical streetscape improvements th.at will increase 
pedestrian and bicyclist safety in the area. We respectfully urge that you deny this appeal, and 
uphold the Comm.unity Plan Exemption. 

cc: 

Very truly yours, 

REUBEN, JUNIUS &.ROSE, LLP. 

Joy Ou, Group I 
Kansai Uchida, San Francisco Planning Department 

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE.UP 

1611 

One Bush Street, Suit-e -600 
San Francisco, CA '!4104 

M: 415-567-9000 
fax:415-399-9480 

www.reubenlaw.com 



SAN FRANCISCO. 
PLANNING DEP4RT.MENT 

Subject to: (Select only if appUc:able) 

D Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) 

0 Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) 

D Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) 

0 Transit Impact Development Fee (Sec. 411) 

D First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 

0 Child Care Requirement {Sec. 414) 

0 Other (Eastem Neighborhoods - Sec. 423 & 426) 

1650 Mission St 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 

Planning Commission Revised Motion No. 19311 415
.558.

6409 

. · Hf:!'RING DATE: JANUARYS, 2015 =~on: 

Date: 
Case No.: 
Project AcT.dress: 
Zoning: 

Bl.ode/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

CORRECTED DATE: JANUARY 26, 2015 

December 31r 2014 
2013.1600B · -· 

?40 Bryant Street 
MUO (Mixed Use Office) District 
65-X Height and Bull< District 

3764/061 

JohnKevlin 
Reuben, Junius and Rose, LLP 
One Bush Street, Suite 600 

San Francisco, CA 94104 

Erika S. Jackson - ( 415) 558-6363 
erika.jackson@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO AN ALLOCATION OF OFFICE SQUARE FOOTAGE 

UNDER THE 2014-2015 ANNUAL OFFICE DEVELOPMENT LIMITATION PROGRAM FOR THE 

~ROPOSED PROJECT. LOCATED AT 340 BRYANT STREET THAT WOULD AUTHORIZE THE 
CONVERSION OF 47,536 GROSS SQUARE FEET OF THE EXISTING 62,050 SQUARE FOOT 
BUILDING TO OFFICE USE PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 321 AND 842.66, ON 
ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 3764, LOT 061, IN THE MUO (MIXED USE OFFICE) ZONING DISTRICT AND 
A 65-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT. 

PREAMBLE 
On December 19, 2013, John Kevlin, on behalf of 140 Partnersr LP (hereffia:fter "Project Sponsor") filed 
Application No. 2013.1600B · (hereinafter "Application") with the Planning Department (hereinafter 
"Department") . for an Office Development Authorization to convert 47,536 gross square feet of the 

existing 62r050 squ~e foot building at 340 Bryant Street to an office use. 

www.sfplanning_org 
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Revised Motion No.19311 
Hearing Date: January 8, 2015 
Corrected D~te: January 26, 2015 

CASE NO. 2013.16008 
340 Bryant Street 

The environmental effects of the Project were determined by the San Francisco Planning Department to 

have been fully reviewed under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan Environmental Im.pact Report 
(hereinafter "EIR"). The EIR was prepared, circulated for public review and comment,. and, at a public 
hearing on August 7, 2008, by Motion No. 17661, certified by ~ Commission as complying with the 
California En'v:ironmental Quality Act (CaL Pub. Res. Code Section 21000 et seq., (hereinafter "CEQA''). 
The Commission has reviewed the Final EIR, which has been available for this Commissions review as 
well as public review.The Eastern Neighborhoods E1R is a Program EIR Pursuant to CEQA Guideline 
15168(c)(2), if the lead agency finds that no new effects could occur or no new mitigation measures would 
be required of a proposed project, the agency may approve the project as being within the scope of the 
project covered by the program EIR, <md no additional or new environmental review is required. In 
approving the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, the Commission adopted CEQA Findings in its Motion No. 
17661 and hereby incorporates such Findings by reference. 

Additionally, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provides a streamlined environmental review for 

projects that are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, community plan 
or general plan policies for which an EIR was c~rtified, except as might be necessary to examine whether 
there are project-specific effects which are peculiar to the project or its site. Section 15183 specifies 
that examination of environmental effects shall be liinited to those effects that (a) are peculiar to the 
project or parcel on which the project would be located, (b) were not analyzed as significant effects in a 
prior EIR on the zoning action, general plan or community phm with which the project is consistent, (c) · 

are potentially significant off-site and eumulative impacts which were not discussed in the underlying. 
EIR, or(d) are previously identified in the. EIR, but which are determined to have a more severe adverse 
impact than that discussed in the underlying EIR. Section 15183(c} specifies that if an impact is not 
peculiar to the parcel or to the proposed project, then an EIR need not be prepared for that project solely 

on the bas.is of that impact. 

On December 22, 2014, the Department determined that the proposed application did not require further 
environmental review under Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines and Public Resources Code Section 
21083.3. The Project is consistent with the adopted zoning controls in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area 

Plan and was encompassed within the analysis contained-in the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR Since 

the EasternNeighbo~hoods Final EIR was finalized,' there have ~en no substantial changes to the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Area Plan and no substantial changes in circumstances· that would require major 

revisions to the Final EIR. due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or an increase 
in the severity of previously identified significant impacts, and there is no new information of substantial 
importam;e that would change the conclusions set forth in the Final EIR. The file for this project, 
including the Eastern Neighborhoods Final Effi. and the Community Plan Exemption certificate, is 

available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San 

Francisco, California 

Planning Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) setting 
forth mitigation measures that were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR that are applicable 

to the project. These mitigation measures are set forth in their entirety in the MMRP attached to th~ draft 

Motion as Exhibit C. 

SAN FRA!IClSCD 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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Revised Motion No. 19311 
Hearing Date: January 8, 2015 
Corrected Date: January 26, 2015 

CASE NO. 2013.16008 
340 Bryant Street 

On January 8, 2015, the Planning Commission ("Commission'') conducted a duly noticed public hearing 
at a regularly scheduled meeting on Office Allocation Application No. 2013.1600B. 

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at. the public hearing and has 
further considered wrj.tten materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Deparbnent 
staff, and other interested parties . 

. MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Office Development Authorization requested in 
Application No. 2013.1600B; subject to the conditions contained in "EXHIB.fl' N' of this motion, based ·an 
the folfowing findings: 

FINDINGS 

Having reviewed the materials i(ientified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 

1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute :findings of this Commissi.on. 

2. Site Description and Present Use. The Project ~ite, located ~t 340 Bryant Street, is bounded by 
Rincon Alley and Sterling Street. The site is .located in the East South of Market Neighborhood 
within an MUO Zoning District and a 65-X Height and Bulk District The subject lot is 
approximately 17,117 square feet in area. The existing building is approxiinately 62,050 square 
feet, 43-feet tall, and four-stories; Cl?d was constructed in l932 as an industrial building. The 
building was purchased by a new owner in January 2012. The building has been vac~t since 
January 2013; however, the last legal use of the building was .industrial. 

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The Project site is located in the East South of 
Market Neighborhood within an MUO Zoning District and a 65-X Height and Bµlk District. 
Accordingly, the surrounding properties are characterized by dense, two and four-story 
industrial bUndings, with some office and residential uses. The building is surrounded by the I-
80 freeway to the north and off-ramps to the south. To the southeast of the project across Bryant 
Street are three- and four-story buildings and to the southwest of the project site are three- and 
five-story buiklings with mixed uses including office and live/work condominiums. 

4. Projed Description. The proposal is to convert the entire second, third; and fourth floors, 
totaling 47,536 gross square feet, to a legal office use. The entire 16,505 square foot (minus 1,991 
square feet of common area} ground floor will remain industrial PDR space. A tenant has 
already been found for the space. The proposal also includes the installation of 4 Class 2 and 12 
Class 1 bicycle parking spaces. Exterior alterations are proposed for the Project, including new 
ground floor window treatment and ~ improved building entrance. 

5. Public Comment The Department has received public comment from one person with concerns 
regarding displacement of PDR uses in the building. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMEHI' 3 
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Revised Motion No. 19311 
Hearing Date: January s; 2015 
Corrected Date: January 26, 2015 

CASE NO. 2013.16008 
340 Bryant Street 

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

SAN FRANCISCO 

A. Office Use in the MUO Zoning District. Planning Code Section 842..66 principally 
permits office space in the MUq Zoning District. 

The proposal includes converting the entire secmid, third, and fourth floors, totaling 47,536 gross 
square feet, to a legal office use. 

B. Open Space. Planning Code Section 135.3 requires conversions to new office space in 
Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts to P!ovide and maintain usable open space 
for that new office space at a ratio of one square foot per 50 square feet of new office 
space, and/or pay an· in-lieu fee. The project proposes 47,536 square feet of new office 
space and requires at least 951 square feet of open space to be provided. 

Approximatel.y 1,684 square feet of open space will be located on the west side of the roof of the 
building, which will provide ample open space to meet this requirement. 

C. Parking. Section 151.1 does not require any off-street parking. 

The existing building contains no off-street parking. The proposed project will not provide any 
new off-street parking spaces. 

D. Loading. Section 152.1 requires certain amounts of off-street freight loading sp.aces based 
on the type and size of uses in a project. The proposed project does not require a loading 
space. -

The existing building contains no loading spaces. 

E. Bicycle Parking and Showers. Section 155.2 requires that the project provide at least two 
Oass 1 and two Class 2 bicycle parking spaces to accommodate the new office use. 
Section 155.4 requires that a building that exceeds 50,000 square feet provide 4 showers 
and 24 lockers. 

The project proposes 4 Class 2 and 12 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, as ~ell as 4 showers and 24 

lockers. 

F. Transportation Management Agreement. Section 163 requires that the project sponsor 
provides on-site transportation brokerage services for the actual lifetime of the project. 

Prior to the issuance of a temporary permit of occupancy; the project sponsor will execute an 
agreement with the Planning Department far the provision of cm-site transportation brokerage 
services and preparation of a transportation management program to be approved by the Director 
of Planning and implemented Uy the provider of transportation brokerage services. The Planning 

PLANNING DEPAln'MENT 4 
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Revised Motion No.19311 
Hearing Date: January 8, 2015 
Corrected _Date: January 26, 2015 

CASE NO. 2013.16008 
340 Bryant Street 

Commission encourages Planning Department staff to continue to work with applicable other 
agencies regarding issues surrounding pedestrian streetscape improvlmients, fire access, 
pedestrian safety and traffic calming measures. 

G. Development Fees. The Project is subject to the Transit hnpact Development Fee per 
Planning Code Section 411, the Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee per Planning Code Section 413, 
and the Eastern Neighborhoods Comm~ty hnpact Fee per Planning Code Section 423. 

The Project Sponsor shall pay the appropriate Transit Impact Development, ]obs-Housing Linkage 
Child Care Requirement, and Eastern Neighborhoods Community Impact fees, pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 411, 413, and 423, at the «ppropriate stage of the_ bm1ding permit 
application process. 

7. Office Development Authorization. Planning Code Section 321 establishes standards for San 
Francisco's Office Development Annual Limit. In determining if the proposed Project wou]d 
promote the public welfare, convenience apd necessity, the Commission considered the seven 
criteria established by Code Section 321(b)(3), and finds as follows: 

I. APPORTIONMENT OF OFFICE SPACE OVER THE COURSE OF THE APPROVAL PERIOD 
IN ORDER TO MAINfAIN A BALANCE BETWEEN ECONOMIC GROWTII ON THE ONE 
HAND, AND HOUSING, 1RANSPORTATION AND Pt!BLIC SERVICES, ON THE OTIIER. 

The proposed project would create 47,536 square feet of office space wi±hin the. South of Market area, an 
area with high demand for office space. There is currently more .than 1.27 million gross square feet of 
available "Small Cap" office space in the City. Additionally, the Project is subject to various development 
fees that will benefit the surrounding community. Therefore, the Project will help maintain the balance 
between eco1UJ1tlic growth, Jwusing, transportation mtd public services. 

IL THE CONTRIBUTION OF THE OFFICE DEVELOPMENT TO, AND ITS EFFECTS ON, TIIE 
OBJECTIVES AND POLlCIES OF THE GENERAL PLAN. 

The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan, as outlined in Section 9 below. 

ID. '!HE QUAUI'Y OF 1HE DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED OFFICE DEVELOPMENT. 

The proposed office space is within an existing building. The proposed project includes some exterior 
alterations, including tJew ground floor window treatment and an improved building entrance. These 
alterations wt1l improve the building's compatiln1ity with the neighborhood. 

IV: THE SUITABILITY OF THE PROPOSED OFFICE DEVELOPMENT FOR ITS LOCATION, 
AND ANY EFFECT'S OF THE PROPOSED OFFICE DEVELOPMENT SPECIFIC TO 1HAT 
LOCATION. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Revised Motion No.19311 
Hearing Date: January 8, 2015 
Corrected Date: January 26, 2015 

CASE NO. 2013.16008 
340 Bryant Street 

a) Use. The Project is within the MUO (Mixed Use Office) Zoning District, a 'Zoning District which 

, principaUy permits office use. Planning Code Section 842 states that the MUD Zoning District is 
"designed to encourage office uses and housing, ·as well as smlill-scale light industrial and arts 
acttoities." 1'his project provides an appropriate balance of PDR and office uses. The Planning 
Commission recognizes the retention of PDR on the ground fioar. The Planning Conpitission 
recognizes the retention of PD R on the ground floor. 

b) Transit Accessibility. The area is served by a variety of transit options. The project site is adjacent to 
the 10 and 12 MUNI bus lines, and is in close proximity to approximately 12 other MUNI bus lines. 
It is al.so approximately 0.5 mz1es frcrm the temporary Trari.sbay Tennina1 and the fur.ire Transbay 
Terminal., both of which connect to numerous transit lines around the Bay. Additionally, the Project 
site is located approximately 5 blocks from Market Street, with BART and MUNI Metro subway lines, 
and is a short walk from the King Street Caltrain station, ferries connecting to the East and South Bay, 
and the future Central Subway that will nm along 41h Street. 

cJ Open Space Accessibility. The proposed project is required to provide 951 square feet of open space. 
The proposed project will provide a 1,684 square foot roof deck. 

d) Urban Design. The proposed office space is in an existing building. The building was constructed in 
1932 and has been minimally altered since that time. The proposed project includes some exterior 
alterations; ltowever, the mass and design of the building wlll not change. 

e) Seismic Safety. The Project includes limited tenant improvements within the interior of the existing 
buildings. All tenant improvo/lerzt work will meet current seismic safeh; standards, as they apply. 

V. THE ANTICIPATED USES OF THE PROPOSED OFFICE DEVELOPMENT IN LIGHr OF 

EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES TO BE PROVIDED, NEEDS OF EXISTING BUSINESSES, 

AND J.1I.E AVAILABLE SUPPLY OF SPACE SUITABLE FOR SUCH ANTICIPATED USES. 

a) Anticipated Employment Opportunities. The Project includes a total of 47,536 gross square feet of 
office space, which wz1l al.law for seoeral office tenants in the building. Since office space on average 
supports more employees per square foo1: than industrial space; the project will create a significant 
amount of new employment opportunities. 

b) Needs of Existing Businesses. The Project includ.es a total of 47,536 gross square feet of office space, 
which will allow for several office tenants in the building. The proximity to light industrial uses can 
also help foster entrepreneurship among local residents r.pul employers. 

c) Availabilizy of Space Suitable for Anticipated Uses. The Project will provide quality office space 
that is suitable for a variety of office uses and sizes in an area where the demand for new office space 
has increased rapidl.y. The project wil.l provide high-quality office space within close proximity to 
public transit, whi1e maintaining the ground floor industrial use. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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VI. 1HE EXTENT TO WIDCH THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT WILL BE OWNED OR 
OCCUPIED BY A SINGLE ENTITY. 

The buildt"ng ·will not be owner-occupied. The anticipated office tenants have not yet been determined, 
however, two_ m.dustrlal tenants that will occupy the ground JWar FDR space have been identified. 

VII. THE USE, IF ANY, OF TRANSFERABLE DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS ("IDR' s") BY TIIB 
PROJECT SPONSOR . 

The Project does not include any Trt:tnSfer of De:oelopment Rights. 

8. Section 101.1 Priority Policy Findings. Section 101.l(b)(l-8) establishes eight priority planning 
Policies and requires r~view of permits for consistency with said policies. 

The <:;:ommission finds and determines that the Project is consistent with the eight priority 
policies, for the reasons set forth below. " 

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

The existing building contains no 11.eighborhood-seroing retail uses, nor does the proposal. include any 
retail.. Howevr;r, the conversion. of this building to office spai:e will increase the demand for 
neighborhood-seroing retai1 use in the surrounding neighborhood. 

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

. . 
No housing currently exists on the site and no housing will be removed as part of the proposed project. 
The project consists of the conversion of industrial to office use. The building will be mixed use with 
industrial and office uses, resulting in a project that is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. 

C. The City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. 

There is no existing affordable or market-rate housing on the Project Site. The development will 

contribute fees to the ]obs-Housing Linkage Program. Therefore, the Project is in compliance with this 
priority policy. 

D. That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets or 

neighborhood parking. 

SAii FRANCISCO 

The area is served by a variety of transit options. The project site is adjacent to the 10 and 12 MUNI 
bus lines, and is in close proximity to approximatel.y 12 other MUNI bus lines. It is also 
approximately 0.5 miles from the temporary Transbay Terminal and the future Transbay Terminal, 
both of which connect to numerous transit lines arowid the Bay. AdditionaUy, the Project site is 
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.located approximatel.y 5 blocks from Market Street, with BART and MUNI Metro subway lines, and is 
a short walk from the Ki.ng Street Caltrain station and ferries connecting to the East and South Bay. 

E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service s~ctors 
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for 
resident emplo!'111ent and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

Converting a portion of the existing buil.ding to offi~e space on the upper stories will help support and 
mai:Iitain the PDR activities on the ground floor. The conversion to office space will help increase local. 
resident employment and demand for new neighborhood-serving busi-riesses in the area, which can also 
lead to new opportunities for loai/. resident eniploymen.t. 

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

The Project will not create any new space that does not meet current seismic safety standards. 

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

The existing building is not a Landmark or otherwise historic building. The praposal will not impact 
Landmarks or historic buildings in the vicinity. 

H. 1hat our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and ~s be protected from 
development. 

The praposed project would not affect nearby parks or apen space. 

9. General Plan Compliance. 'The project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectivei;; 
and Policies of the General Plpn: 

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 
MANAGE ECONOMlC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF 1HE 
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT. 

Policyl.1: 
Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable 
consequences. Discourage development that. has substantial undesirable consequences that 
cannot be mitigated. 

PolicyL3: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Locate cominercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial 
land use plan. 

The proposed office deoewpment will provide net benefits to the City and the community by allowing for. 
one or more small to medium. sized office tenants to sign a long-term lease, which will increD$e economic 
vibrancy in the area.. Authorization of the office space wi/.l also result in the collection of significant 
develapment fees that will benefit the community and that would otherwise not be required. 

OBJECTIVE 2: 
MAINTAIN Al\1D ENHANCE A SOUND AND DIVERSE ECONOMIC BASE AND FiSCAL 
STRUCTURE FOR 1HE CITY. 

Policy2.1: 
Seek to retain existing commercial and industrial activity and to attract new such activity to the 
City. 

The proposed office development will help retai.n existing commercial. tenants and generate stable 
employment upportunities r.md demand for neighborhood serving businesses. 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 28: 
PROVIDE SECURE AND CONVENIENT PARKING FACILITIES FOR BICYCLES. 

Policy 28.1: . 
Provide secure bicycle parking in new goverru:Ilental, commercial, and residential developments. 

Policy 28.3: 

Provide parking facilities which are safe, secure, and convenient. 

The project includes 12 existing Class 1 and 4 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces in ·a secure, convenient 
location. 

EAST SOMA AREA PLAN 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE Ll: 
S1RENGTHEN ENCOURAGE PRODUCTION OF HOUSING AND OTIIER MIXED-USE 
DEVELOPMENT IN EAST SOMA WHILE MAINTAINING ITS EXISTING SPECIAL MIXED
USE CHARACTER. 

Policy 1.1.2: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Encourage small, flexible office space throughout East Soma and encourage larger office in the 2nd 

Street Corridor. 

OBJECTIVE 1.4: 

SUPPORT A llOLE FOR "KNOWLEDGE SECTOR" BUSINESSES IN EAST SOMA. 

Policy L4.3: 
Continue to allow larger research and development office-type uses that support the Knowledge 
Sector in the 2ru1 Street Corridor. 

The Project is located in the East South of Market Neighborhood and in a MUO Zoning District that 
encourages office uses. 11ie mix of office and industrial activities within the proposal is an appropriate 
balance of uses given the location of the site. Further, the authorization of office space at this site will 
support any PDR activities on the ground floor 1eveL The Project will add to the diverse array of office 
space available in the area by providing smaller spaces than. those provided along 2na Street. 

iO. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purpose~ of the Code 
provided under Section 101. l(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character 
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development. 

11. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Office Development Authorization would 
promote the health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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DECISJON 

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, a,nd all other 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Comrrrission hereby APPROVES Office Development 
Application No. 2013.1600B subject to the conditions attached hereto as Exhtbit A. which is incorporated 
herein by reference as though fully i;et forth, in general conforrriance with the plans stamped Exhibit B 
and dated June 4, 2014, on file in Case Docket No. 2013.1600B. · 

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Section 321 
Office-Space Allocation to tile Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date of this Motion. 
The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of adoption of this Motion if not appealed (after the 
15-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Appeals if appealed to the 
Board of Appeals. For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880, 1660 
Mission,. Room 3036, San Francisco, CA 94103. 

Protest. of .Fee or Exaction.: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 
66000 that'is imposed as a condition of approval by following the pr~ures set forth in Government 
Co¢ie Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and 
must be filed within 90 d~ys of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development 
referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of 
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the.earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject 
development. 

If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the 
Planning Conimission's adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning 
Administrator's Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approv.tl or conditional approval of the 
development arid the City hereby gives NOTICEfha.t the 90-day protest period under Government Code 
Section 66020 has begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun 
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 9~-day approval period. 

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Monon on January 8, 2015. 

Jonas P. Ionin · 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Commissioners Antonini, Fong, Johnson, Richards, Moore, and Hillis 

.NAYS: 

ABSENT: Commissioner Wu 

ADOPTED: January 8, 2015 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Revised Motion No.19311 
Hearing Date: January 8, 2015 
Corrected Date: January 26, 2015 

AUTHORIZATION 

EXHIBIT A 

CASE NO. 2013.16008 
340 Bryant Street 

This authorization is for an Office Development Authorization to authorize 47,536 gross square feet of 
office use located at 340 Bryant Srreet, Lot 061 in Assessor's Block 3764 pursuant to Planning Code 
Section(s) 321and843.66 within the MUO (Mixed Use Office) Zoning District and a 65-X Height and Bulk 
District; in general conformance with plans, dated June 4, 2014, and stamped "EXHIBIT B" included in 
the docket for Case No. 2013.1600B and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the 
Commission on January 8, 2015 under Motion No. 19311. This authorization and the conditions contained 
herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator. 

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning 
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder 
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is 
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Commission on January 8, 2015 under Motion No. 19311-

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 

The conditions of approval under the 1E:xhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 19311 shall be 
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction pla:Os submitted with the Site or Building permit 
application for the Project The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the. Office 
Development Authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications. 

SEVERABILITY 

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

CHAN~ES AND MODIFICATIONS 

. Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator. 
Significant changes and modifications ·of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a 
new authorization. 

SAK FAAllCJSCO 
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring,. and Reporting 
PERFORMANCE 

1. Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years 
from the effective date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a 
Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within 
this three-year period. 

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

2 Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year 
period has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an 
application for an amendment to the original Authorization -or a new application for . 
Au'thorization. Should the project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit 
application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of 
the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of 
the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued 
validity of th~ Authorization. 

For infonnatUm about compliance, cantact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.~f-.planning.org · 

3. . Diligent Pursuit Once a site or Building Permit has been .issued, construction must commence 
within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued 
diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider 
revoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was 
approved. 

For information about cnmpliance, contact Code Enforceme:nt, Planning Departme:nt at 415-575-6863, 
WT.UW.ef--planning.org 

4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of 
the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an 
appeal or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or 
challenge has caused. delay. 

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

5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other 
entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of Qty Codes in 
effect at the time.of such approval. 

' 
For i:nformatWn about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Depa:rtm.ent at 415-575-6863, 
www.ef--planning..org . 
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6. Development l'°Imeline- Office. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 321( d)(2), construction of an 

office development shall commence within 18 months of the date of this Motion approving this 

Project becomes effective. Failure to begin work within that period or· to carry out the 

development diligently thereafter to completion, shall be grounds to revoke approval of the office 
development under this Office Allocation authorization. 

For informai:ion about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplanning.org 

PARKING AND TRAFFIC 

7. Bicycle Parking. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 155.2, the Project shall provide no fewer than 
12 Oass 2 and 4 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for the 47,536 gross square feet of office use. 

For informatian about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
unvw.sfplanning.org 

8. Showers and Clothes Lockers. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 155.4, the Project shall 
provide·n~ fewer than 4 showers and 24 clothes I~ckers. . 

For infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-~863, 
www.sf-planning.org. · 

PROVISIONS 

9. Transit Impact Development Fee.· Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 411 (formerly 01.apter 38 
o.f the Administrative Code), the Project Sponsor shall pay the Transit Impact Development Fee 
(TIDF) as required by and based on drawings submitted with the Building Permit Application. 
Prior to the issuance of a temporary certificate of occupancy, the Project Sponsor shall provide 
the Planning Department with certification of fee payment. 

For informati.nn about compliance, contact the Case Pl!inner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplanning.org 

10. Jobs Housing Linkage. Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 413 (formerly 313), the Project 

Sponsor shall contribute to the Jobs-Housing Linkage Program QHLP). The calculation shall be 
based on the net addition of gross square feet of each type of space to be constructed as set forth 

in the permit plans. The Project Sponsor shall provide evidence that this requirement has been 
satisfied to the Planning Department prior to the issuance of the first site or building permit by 
the Department of Building Inspection. · -

Far infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www4:..planning.org 

11. Transportation Brokerage Services - C-3, EN, and SOMA.· Pursuant to Planning Code Section 
163, the Project Sponsor shall provide on-site transportation brokerage services for the actual 
lifetime of the project Prior to the issuance of any certifieate of occupancy, the Project Sponsor 

SAN FAAllCISCO 
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shall execute an agreement with the Planning Department documenting the project's 
transportation management program., subject to the approval of the Planning Director_ The 
Planning Department will continue to work with applicable other agencies regarding issues 
surrounding pedestrian streetscape improvements, fire access, pedestrian safety and traffic 
calming measures. 

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Pltmning Department at 415-558-6378, 

www.sf-planning.org 

12. Eastem Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee. Pursua.."l.t to Pla..~J.ng Code Section 423 
(formerly 327), the Project Sponsor shall tomply with tl).e Eastern Neighborhoods Public Benefit 
Fund provisions through payment of an hnpact Fee pursuanfto Article 4 of the Planning Code. 

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

www.sf-planning.org 

13. Ground Floor PDR Use. The Planning Commission recognizes the retention of PDR on the 
ground floor. 

MONITORING· AFTER ENTITLEMENT 

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

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

WWW.fjf.-planning.org 

15. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in 
compla.ID.ts from interested property owners, residents, or corrunercial lessees which are not 
resolved by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the 
specific conditions of approval for the Project as set forth in Exhtoit A of this Motion, the Zoning 
Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public 
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization_ 

For infonnation about compliance, amtact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sfplanning.org 

OPERATION 

16. Sid~alk Maintenam:e. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building 
and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance 
with. the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. 

SAN. FRANCISCO 
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For infimnation about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works, 415-695-2017, http://Effd.pw.org 

17. Comm.unity Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and 
ll:nplement the approved use, the Project Sponsor s}Jall appoint a community liaison officer to 
deal with the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby prop~es. The Project 
Sponsor shall provide the Zoning Administrator with written notice of the name, business 
address, and telephone number of the community liaison. Should the contact information change, 
the Zoning Administrator shall be made aware of such change. The community liaison shall 
report to the Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of conce.t-n to the community and 
what issues have not beei."1. resolved by the Project Sponsor. 

. . 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement; Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplan11ing.arg · 
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EXHIBIT 1: 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Fiie No. 2013,1600E 
340 Bryant Street 
Motion No. 19311 

December ~6, 2014 
Page 1of5 

(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures) . 

1. MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

Project Mitigation Measure 1 • Construct/on Air Quality (Eastern 
Neighborhoods Mitigation Measure G·1) 

A. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Prior to issuance of a 
construction pennlt, the project sponsor shall submit a Construction 
Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the Environmental Review Officer 
(ERO) for review and approval by an Environmental Planning Air Quality 
Specialist. The Plan shall detail project compliance with the following 
requirements: 

1. All off-road equipment g rester than 25 hp and operating for more 
than 20. total hours over the entire duration of construction activities 
shall meet the following requirements: 

·· a} Where access to alternative sources of power are · 
available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited; 
b) All off-road equipment shall have: 

I. Engines that meet or exceed either U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) or 
California Air Resources Board (ARB) Tier 2 off~ 
road emission standards, and 
II. Engines that are retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 
Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy 
(VDECS). 

c) Exceptions: 
I. Exceptions to A(1)(a) may be granted if the 
project sponsor has submitted lnfonnatlon 
providing evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO 
that an alternative source of power is limited or 
infeasible at the project site and that the 
requirements of this exception provision apply . 

. Under this circumstance, the sponsor shall submit 
documentation of compliance with A(1 )(b) for 
onsite power generation. 
II. Exceptions to A(1)(b)(lf) may be granted If the 
project sponsor has submitted infonnatlon 
providing evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO 
that a particular Piece of off-road equipment with 

Responsibility for 
lmolementatlon 

Project Sponsor 
. along with Project 
Contractor of each 
subsequent 
development project 
undertaken .pursuant 
to the Eastern 
Neighborhoods 
Rezoning and Area 
Plans Project. 

. , 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

During 
construction 

Each·Project Sponsor 
to provide Planning 
Department with 
monthly reports during 
construction period. 

Status/Date 
Completed 

Considered complete 
upon receipt of final 
monitoring report at 
completion of 
construction. · 
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(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures) 

1. MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

an ARB Level ~ VDECS is: (1) technically not 
feasible, (2) would not produce desired emissions 
reductions due to expected operating modes, (3) 
Installing the control device would create a safety 
hazard or impaired visibility for the operator, or (4) 
there Is a compelling emergency ne~d to use off
road equipment that are not retrofitted with an 
ARB Level 3 VDECS and the sponsor has 
submitted documentation to the ERO tbat the 
requirements of this exception proYislon apply. If 
granted an exception to A(1)(b)(ll), the project 
sponsor must comply with the requirements of 
A(1 )(c)(llJ), 
iii. If an exception is granted pursuant to 
A(1)(c)(ii), the project sponsor shall provide the 
next cleanest piece of off-road equipment as 
provided by the step down schedules In Table 2. 

Tabla 2 - Off-Road Equipment Compl/anoe Step-down Sohadufe 
Compliance Alternative Engine Emission Standard Emissions Control 

1 Tier 2 ARB Level 2 VDECS 
2 Tier 2 ARB Level 1 VPECS 
3 Tier 2 Alternative Fuel* 

How to use the table: If the requirements of (A)(1)(b) cannot be met, then the 
project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Altematlva 1. Should the 
project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting 
Compliance Alternative 1, then Compliance Alternative 2 would need to be 
met Should the project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment 
meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then Compllance Alternative 3 would 
need to be met. 
*Alternative fuels are not a VDECS. 

2. The project sponsor shall require the Idling time for off-road and 
on-road equipment be limited to no more than two minutes, except 
as provided In exceptions to the applicable state regulations 
regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment. Legible and 
visible signs shall be posted in multiple languages (English, 
Spanish, Chinese) in designated queuing areas and at the 

Responsibility for 
Implementation 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Status/Date 
Cornnleted 
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(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures) 

1. MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

construction site to remind operators of the two minute idling limit. 
3. The project sponsor shall require that construction operators 
properly maintain and tune equipment In accordance with 
manufacturer speciflo.ations. · · 
4. The Plan shall include estimates of the construction til'neline by 
phase with a description of each piece of off-road equlpment 
required for every construction phase. Off-road equipment 
descriptions and lnfonnatlon may Include, but Is not limited to: 
equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification 
number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), . 
horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and 
hours of operation. For VDECS Installed: technology type, serial 
number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB verification number level, 
and Installation date and hour meter reading on Installation date. 
For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall 
Indicate the type of alternatlve fuel being used. 
5. The Plan shall be kept on-site and available for review by any 
persons requestlog It and a legible sign shall be posted at the 
perimeter of the construction site indicating to the public the basic 
requirements of the Plan and a way to request a copy of the Plan. 
The project sponsor shall provide copies of Plan to members of the 
public as requested. . 

B. Reporting. Quarterly reports shall be submitted to the ERO Indicating the 
construction phase and off-road equipment Information used during each 
phase Including the information required In A(4). In addition, for off-road 
equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall Include the actual amount 
of alternative fuel used. 
Within six months of the completion of construction activities, the project 
sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final report summarizing construction 
activities. The final report shall indicate the start and end dates and duration 
of each construction phase. For each phase, the report shall include detailed 
Information required In A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using 
alternative fuels, reporting shall Include the actual amount of alternative fuel 
used. 
c. Certification Statement and On-site Requirements. Prior to the 
commencement of construction activities, the project sponsor must certify (1) 
compliance with the Plan, and (2) all applicable requirements of the Plan 
have been incorporated Into contract specifications. 

Responsibility for 
Implementation 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Status/Date 
Completed 
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EXHIBIT 1: 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Fiie No. 2013.1 SOOE 
340 Bryant Street 
Motion No. 19311 

December 16, 2014 
Page4 of5 

(Including the ~ext of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as.Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures} 

1. MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

Project Mitlgatlon Measure 2 - Hazardous Building Materials (Eastern 
Neighborhood~ Mitigation Measure L·1) 

The City shall condition future development approvals to require that the 
subsequent project sponsors ensure that any equipment containing PCBs or 
DEPH, such as fluorescent light ballasts, are removed and properly disposed 
of according to applicable federal, state, and local laws prior to the start of 
renovation, and that any fluorescent light tubes, which could contain 
mercury, are similarly removed 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 . 

Responsiblllty for 
Implementation 

Project 
Sponsor/project 
archeologist of each 
subsequent 
development project 
undertaken pursuant 
to the Eastern 
Neighborhoods 
Areas Plans and 
Rezoning 

Project Improvement Measure 1 - Transportation Demand Management I Project Sponsor 
(TDM) Coordlnator · 

The project sponsor shall Identify a TDM coordinator for the project site. The 
TOM Coordinator shall be responsible for the lmplementatlon and ongoing 
operation of all other TOM measures (Project Improvement Measures 2 and 
3) Included in the proposed project. The TDM Coordinator could be a 
brokered service through an existing transportation management association 
(e.g. the Transportation Management AssociaJion of San Francisco, 
TMASF), or the T[)M Coordinator could be an existing staff member (e.g., 
property manager); the TOM Coordinator does not have to work full-time at 
the project site. However, the TOM Coordlnator shall be the single point of 
contact for all transportation-related questions from building occupants and 
City staff. The TOM Coordinator shall provide TOM training to other building 
staff about the transportatlon amenities and options available at the project 
site and nearb . · 
Project Improvement Measure 2·- Transportation and Trip Planning 
lnformatlon/New~Hlre Packet 

The project sponsor shall provide a transportation Insert fqr the new-hire 
packet that includes information on transit service (local and regional, 
schedules and fares), Information on where transit passes could be 

I 

· Project Sponsor 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to approval 
of each 
subsequent 
project, through 
Mitigation Plan. 

I Continuous 

I ·(• 

Continuous 

Planning Department, 
In consultation with 
DPH; where· Site 
Mitigation Plan Is 
required, Project 
Sponsor or contractor 
shall submit a 
monitoring report to 
DPH, with a copy to 
Planning Department 
·and DBI, at end of 
construction. .. I Planning Department, 
In consultatlon with the 
TOM Coordinator 

Planning Department, 
in consultation with the 
TOM Coordinator 

Status/Date 
Completed 

I Considered complete 
upon approval of each 
subsequent projecl 

I Continuous 

Continuous 
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EXHIBIT 1: 
. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

File No. 2013.1600E 
340 Bryant Street 
Motion No. 19311 

December 16, 2014 
Page 5 of 5 

(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures) 

1. MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

purchased, Information on the 511 Regional Rldeshare Program and nearby 
blke and car share programs, and Information on where to find addltronal 
web-based alternative transportation materials (e.g., NextMuni phone app). 
This new hire packet shall be oontlnuousfy updated as local transportation 
options change, and the packet should be provided to each new building 
occupant. The project sponsor shall provide Munl maps, San Francisco 
Bicycle and Pedestrian maps upon request. 
Project Improvement Measure 3 - Bicycle Parking 

The project sponsor shall provide at least 12 on-site secured bicycle parklng 
spaces and 4 on-site publloly-accessible (visitor) bicycle parking spaces. 
Within one year after Final Certification of Completion for the subject project, 
the project sponsor shall contact in writing the San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency, San Francisco Department of Public Works, and/or 
Bay Area Bike Shara (agencies) to furid the Installation of up to 20 new 
bicycle racks on public right-of-way locations adjacent to or within a quarter 
mile of the Proiect site (e.o. sidewalks on-street parking spaces). 

Responsibility for 
Implementation 

Project Sponsor 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Cc.:>ntlnuous 

Monitoring/Report 
Responslbilit 

Planning Department, 
in consultation with. the 
TOM Coordinator. 

Status/Date 
Completed 

Continuous 



Carroll, John (BOS) 

om: 
.mt: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Categories: 

Good afternoon, 

BOS Legislation (BOS) 
Tuesday, March 10, 2015 4:42 PM 
hestor@earthlink.net; Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Sanchez, 
Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Tam, Tina 
(CPC); Jackson, Erika; Uchida, Kansai (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Goldstein, Cynthia (PAB); 
Pacheco, Victor (PAB); jkevlin@reubenlaw.com; BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides 
Calvillo, Angela.(BOS); Caldeira, Rick (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Carroll, John(BOS); BOS 
Legislatie>n (BOS) 
California Environmental Quality Act - Exemption Determination Appeal - 340 Bryant Street -
Hearing Notice 

150171 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled an appeal hearing for a Special Order before the Board on March 24, 
2015, at 3:00 p.m. 

Please find linked below the Hearing Notice for 340 Bryant StreE;t Exemption Determination appeal. 

Hearing Notice - 340 Bryant Street 

You are invited to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below. 

'ard of Supervisors File No. 150171 

· Thank you, 

Joy Lamug 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Dir:ect: (415) 554-7712·1 Fax: (415) 554-5163 
Email: joy.lamug@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfbos.org 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 
since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of 
Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding 
pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for Inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does 
not redact any informationfrom these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, 

4dresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the 
ird of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 

1 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

CityHall. 

1 Dr. Cax..__ i B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco 94102-4689 

Tel. No 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 · 

TTD!ITY No. 5545227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING. 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Board of Supervisors of the City and 
County of San Francisco will hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal 
and said public hearing will be held as follows, at which time all interested parties may 
attend and be heard: 

Date: Tuesday, March 24, 2015 

Time: 3:00 p.m. 

Location: City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Legislative Chamber, 
Room 250, San Francis.co, CA 94102 

Subject: File No. 150171. Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to 
the exemption determination from environmental review under the 
California Environmental Quality Act issued by the Planning 
Department on January 8, 2015, for the proposed project at 340 
Bryant Street. (District 6) (Appellant: Sue C. Hester on behalf of 
San F:ranciscans for Reasonable Growth) (Filed February 9, 2015). 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable 
to attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City prior to the 
time the hearing begins. These comments will be made part of the official public record 
in this matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the members of the Board. 
Written comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 
1 Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information 
relating to this matter is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. Agenda 
information relating to this matter will be available for public review on Friday, March 
20; 2015. 

· DATED: March 10, 2015 
MAILED/POSTED: March 10, 2015 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

SF Docs· (LIB) '>m: 
.mt: 

To: 
Monday, March 09, 2015 9:42 AM 
Carroll, John (BOS) 

Subject: Re: Please Post the Attached Hearing Notices 

Categories: 150171, 150167 

Hi John, 

I have posted the notices. 

Thank you, 

Michael 

From: Carroll, John (BOS) 
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2015 9:24 AM 
To: SF Docs (LIB) 
Cc: BOS Legislation (BOS) 
Subject: Please Post the Attached Hearing Notic~s 

Good morning, 

Please kindly post the attached hearing notices for: 

~.J States Street- Board File No. 150167 
340 Bryant Street - Board File No. 150171 

Thank you, 

John Carroll 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415}554-4445 - Direct · 1 (415}554-5184- General (415)554-5163 - Fax 
john.carroll@sfgov.org I bos.legislation@sfgov.org 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 
since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided wilf not be redacted. 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying inform·ation when they communicate with the Board of 
Supervisors and its committees. Alf written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding 
, ,nding legislation or hearings wiff be rryade available to a/J members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does 

t redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names; phone numbers, 
addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-:-may appear on the 
Board of Supervisors we!Jsite or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 

1 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

PROOF OF MAILING 

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

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

TDD!fTY No. 544-5227 

Description of Items: Ten copies of the Hearing Notice· for Appeal of project at 
340 Bryant Street 

I, John Carroll . , an employee of the City and 
County of San Francisco, mailed the above described document(s) by depositing the 
sealed items with the United States Postal Service (USPS) with the postage fully . 
prepaid as follows: 

Date: March 10, 2015 

Time: 11:30 a.m. 

USPS Location: Clerk's office USPS pickup box 

Mailbox/Mailslot Pick-Up Times (if applicable): N/A 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Signature: ____ ____,,.(j:::::i:~...;i_::::::::..£c:::'===~:::::.~~,------------

Instructions: Upon completion, original must be filed in the above referenced file. 
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'm: Uchida, Kansai (CPC) 
Amt: 
To: 

Monday, March 02, 201512:49 PM 
BOS Legislation (BOS) 

Cc: Carroll, John (BOS); Lamug, Joy 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

RE: Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review - 340 Bryant Street 
340 Bryant - Mailing List for BOS.xlsx 

Hi Joy, 

Here is the coritact list for 340 Bryant Street. This includes people who have commented on the project or requested to 
receive notices previously. Feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns. 

Thanks, 
-Kansai 

From: BOS Legislation (BOS) 
Sent: Tuesday, February 17, 2015 3:14 PM 
To: Uct).ida, Kansai (CPC) 
Cc: Carroll, John (BOS); BOS Legislation (BOS) . 
Subject: FW: Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review - 340 Bryant Street 

Hi Kansai, 

• 
1
'TI resending this email to you. Per our System Administrator, this message did not reach the intended recipients. 

Thank you, 

Joy Lamug 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 · 
Direct: (415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
Email: joy.lamug@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfbos.org 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 
since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of 
Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding 
pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does 
not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, 
--!dresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the 

ird of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 

1 
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From: BOS Legislation (BOS) 
Sent: Tuesday, February 17,.20151:03 PM 
To: Uchida, Kansai (CPC) 
Cc: Carroll, John (BOS); BOS Legislation (BOS) 
Subject: FW: Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review - 340 Bryant Street 

Hi Kansai, 

As promised, please see email below regarding the Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review 
for 340 Bryant Street. 

Thank you, 

Joy Lamug 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Direct (415) 554-7712° I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
Email: joy.lamug@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfbos.org 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 
since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal Identifying information when they communicate with the Board of 
Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding 
pending legislation or hearings will be made available to af/ members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does 
not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, 
addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the 
Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 

From: BOS Legislation (BOS) 
Sent: Friday, February 13, 2015 1:41 PM 
To: hestor@earthlink.net 
Cc: BOS-SupeJVisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Givner, Jon (CAD; Stacy, Kate (CAD; Byrne, Marlena (CAD; Sanchez, Scott 
(CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); T?im, Tina (CPC); Jackson, Erika; Ionin, Jonas 
(CPC); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Caldeira, Rick (BOS); 'jkevlin@reubenlaw.com'; Carroll, John (BOS); BOS Legislation (BOS} 
Subject: Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review - 340 Bryant Street 

Good afternoon, 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled an appeal hearing for a Special Order before the Board on March 24, 
2015, at 3:00 p.m. 

Please find linked below two letters concerning the timely filing of your Appeal, and the scheduling of the appeal 
hearing. 

Planning Department Timely Filing Determination - 02/11/2015 

2 
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Clerk of the Board Letter-02/13/2015 

u are invited to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below. 

Board of Supervisors File No. 150171 

Thank you, 

Joy Lamug 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102. 
Direct: (415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
Email: joy.lamug@sfgov.org 
Web: www:sfbos.org 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 
since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supeniisors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of 

"lervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding 
1ding legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does 

not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal in formation-' including names, phone numbers, 
addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the 
Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 

3 
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340 Bryant Contact List 
·Name 

Jamie Whitaker 
Sue Hester 
Henry Rogers 
Alice Rogers 
Jan Duffy 
Theresa Schreiber 
Oscar Bevilacqua 
Jim Heron 
John Elberllng 
Jim Meko 
'y1ary Miies 
lancy Shanahan 

John Kevlln 

_. 
O') 

.i::. 
0 

Afflllatlon 

Management Practices Group 
Management Practices· Group 
YeahyeahlPony Prince 
James Heron Architect 

SoMa Leadership Council 
Coalition for Adequate Review 
Telegraph Hill Dwellers 
Reuben, Junius & Rose LLP 

Malling Address Phone E-mail· Usually send materials by 
201 Harrison St, Apt 229, San Fra ndsco, CA 94105 Jami ewhltaker@i gm a II.com E-mail 
870 Market St #1128, San Francisco, CA 94102 hestor@earthllnk.net Appellant 
355 Bryant St #404, San Francisco, CA 94107 henryprogers@gmall.com . E-mail 
10 South Park St, Studio 2, San Francisco, CA 94107 415-543-65S4 arcomnsf@pacbell.net E-mail 
355 Bryant St #207, San Francisco, CA 94107 415-268-0130 jduffy@managementpractices.com USPS 
35S Bryant St #207, San Francisco, CA 94107 41S-268-0130 theresa@managementpractlces.com USPS 
712 Giiman St, Berkeley, CA 94710 Sl0-647-9534 oscar@yeahyeahponyprince.com E-mail 

41S-543-7695 jheronarch@yahoo.com E-mail 
johne@todco.org E-mall 

415-624-4309 jlm.meko@comcast.net E-mail 
364 Page St #36, San Francisco, CA 94102 USPS 
470 Columbus Ave #211, San Francisco, CA 94133 USPS 
1 Bust St, Suite 600, San Francisco, CA 94104 415-567-9000 jkevlln@reubenlaw.com Proiect Saonsor 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

February 13, 2015 

Sue C. Hestor 
Attorney at Law 

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

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

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

On behalf of San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth 
870 Market Street, Suite 1 1"28 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Subject: . Appeal of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Exemption 
· Determination from En.vironmental Review - 340 Bryant Street 

Dear Ms. Hestor: 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of a memo dated February 11, 2015, (copy 
attached), from the Planning Department regarding the timely filing of your appeal of the 
exemption determination from environmental review for 340 Bryant Street. 

The Planning Department has determined that the appeal was filed in a timely manner. 

The appeal filing period closed on Monday, February 9, 2015. ·Pursuant to Administrative 
Code, Section 31.16, a hearing date has been scheduled for Tuesday, March 24,-2015, at 
3:00 p.m., at the Board of Supervisors meeting to be held in City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. 
Goodlett Place, Legislative Chamber, Room 250, San Francisco, CA 94102. 

Please provide to the Clerk's Office by 12:00 noon: 

20 days prior to the hearing: 

11 days prior to the hearing: 

names and addresses of interested parties to be notified of 
the hearing, in spreadsheet format; and · 

any documentation which you may want available to the 
Board members prior to the hearing_. 

For the above, the Clerk's office requests one electronic file (sent to bos.legislation@sfgov.org) 
and one hard copy of the documentation for distribution. 

NOTE: If electronic versions of the documentation are not available, please submit 18 hard 
copies of the materials to the Clerk's Office for distribution. If you are unable to make the 
deadlines prescribed above, it is your responsibility to ensure that all parties receive copies of 
the materials. 
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Letter to Sue C. Hestor 
February 13; 2015 Page2 

If you have any questiorys, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks, Joy Lamug at (415) 
554-7712, or John Carroll at (415) 554-4445. · 

Sincerely, 

/ ~k 
Angela Calvillo . 
Clerk of the Board 

c: 
John Kevlin, Project Sponsor 
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Marlena· Byrne, Deputy City Attorney 
John Rahaim, Planning Direcfor 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning Department 
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department 
Tina Chang, Planning Department 
Jonas lonin, Planning Commission 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT. 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

February 11; 2015 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Sarah B. Jones, Environmental Review Officer 

Appeal Timeliness Determination- 340 Bryant Street 

An appeal of the California Envirorunental Quality Act (CEQA) exemption determination 
(Community Plan Exemption, or CPE) for the proposed project at 340 Bryant Street was filed with 
the Office of the Clerk of the Board on February 9, 2015, by Sue Hestor of San Franciscans for 
Reasonable Growth. 

Timeline: The CPE was issued on December 22, 2014. Adoption of a CPE occurs at the time of the 
first project approval. The Approval Action for the project is a Planning Code Section 321 (Office 
Allocation) approval issued by the Planning Commission. This Approval Action occurred on 
January 8, 2015. Therefore, the Date of the Approval Action, as defined in Section 31.04(h) of the 
San Francisco Administrative Code, is January 8, 2015. 

Timeliness Determination: Sections 31.16(a) and (e) of the San Francisco Administrative Code 
state that any person or entity may appeal the exemption determination by the Planning 
Department to the Board of Supervisors during the time period within 30 days after the Date of 
the Approval Action. If the 30th day after the Date of the Approval Action falls on a Saturday, 
Sunday, or holiday, an appeal may be filed before 5:00pm on the next business day. 

The appellant filed an appeal of the CPE to the Board of Supervisors on February 9, 2015, 32 days 
after the Date of Approval Action. Because the 30th day following th.e Approval Action was 
Saturday, February 7, 2015, an appeal could be filed until 5:00pm on Monday, February 9, 2015. 
Therefore, the appeal was timely filed during the specified window of time, after the first project 
approval and before 30 days beyond the Date of the.Approval Action (or before 5:00pm on the . 
next business day, if the 30th day after the Date of the Approval Action falls on a Saturday, 
Sunday, or holiday). 

Section 31.16(b)(4) of the San Francisco Administrative Code states that the Clerk of the Board 
shall schedule the appeal hearing no less than 21 days and no more than 45 days following 
expiration of the specified time period for filing of the appeal. 

Memo 
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1650 Mission St 
Sulte400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

To: John Rahaim 
Planning Director 

February 10, 2015 

FronJAI Angela Calvillo . 
--WCierk of the Board of Supervisors 

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

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

TJ)D/TTY No. 544-5227 

Subject: Appeal of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Exemption 
Determination from Environmental Review.- 340 Bryant Street 

An appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination from Environmental Review for 340 Bryant Street 
was filed with the Office of the Clerk of the Board on February 9, 2015, by Sue Hestor, on behalf 
of San Franciscans for Reasouable Growth. 

Pursuant to Administrative Code, Chapter 31.16, I am forwarding this appeal, with attached 
documents, to the Planning Department to determine if the appeal has been filed in a timely 
manner. The Planning Department's determination should be made within three (3) working days 
of receipt of this request. · 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks, Joy Lamug at ( 415) 5 54-
.7712, or John Carroll at (415) 554-4445. 

c: Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate .Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorney 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department · 
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning Department 
Tina.Tam, Planning Department 
Erika Jackson, Planning Department 
Jonas Ionin, Pla.Ilning Department 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

February 20, 2015 

FILE NO. 150171 

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

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

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

Received from the Board of Supervisors-Clerk's Office a check in 
the amount of Five Hundred Forty Seven Dollars ($547), 
representing filing fee paid by Sue C. Hestor on behalf of San 
Franciscans for Reasonable Growth (Appellant), for the Appeal of 
CEQA. Exemption Determination for 340 Bryant Street. 

Planning Department 
By: 

__ 2/u !5 
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Introduction Form 
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor 

Time stamp 

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): or meeting date 

D 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment) 

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

~ 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee. 

D 

D 

D 

D 

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor inquires" 
'-------------------' 

5. City Attorney request. 

6. Call File No. l~----------.1 from Committee. 

7. Budget.Analyst request (attach written motion). 

D 8. Substitute Legislation File No. ~I ---:-----~ 

D 9. Reactivate File No. ~I -----~ 
D 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on 

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

fote: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form. 

,ponsor(s): 

Clerk of the Board 

;ubject: 

Public Hearing - Appeal of Community Plan Exemption from Environmental Review - 340 Bryant Street 

rhe text is listed below or attached: 

Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the issuance of a Community Plan E¥emption by the Planning 
Department on January 8, 2015, for the proposed project at 340 Bryant Street, exempting the project from further 
~nvironmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act. (District 6) (Appellant: Sue Hestor on behalf 
)f San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth) (Filed February 9, 2015) . 

:;'or Clerk's Use Only: 

..__::::=;~e_L/. +r
Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: 

-----------------~ 

\S.01'1\ 
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