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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

MEMORANDUM 
LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

TO: Supervisor Malia Cohen, Chair 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

FROM: df1isa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director 

DATE: June 20, 2016 

SUBJECT: COMMITTEE REPORT, BOARD MEETING 
Tuesday, June 21, 2016 

The following file should be presented as a COMMITTEE REPORT at the Board 
meeting, Tuesday, June 21, 2016. This item was acted upon at the Committee Meeting 
on Monday, June 20, 2016, at 1 :30 p.m., by the votes indicated. 

Item No. 32 File No. 160550 

Ordinance waiving the lnclusionary Affordable Housing requirements set forth in 
Planning Code, Section 415 et seq., exempting 21,422 square feet from the calculation 
of gross floor area pursuant to Planning Code, Section 124, to allow the additional floor 
area, and exempting 21,422 square feet from Planning Code, Sections 123 and 128; to 
reduce any required transferable development rights by such amount, for a project 
located at 1066 Market Street, in exchange for the dedication of certain·real property to 
the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at no cost; authorizing 
actions in furtherance of this Ordinance, as defined herein; adopting findings regarding 
the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration under the.California Environmental Quality Act; 
and making findings under Planning Code, Section 302, and findings of consistency with 
the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

RECOMM~NDED AS A COMMITTEE REPORT 
Vote: Supervisor Malia Cohen - Aye 

Supervisor Scott Wiener -Aye 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin - Aye 

c: Board of Supervisors 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
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FILE NO. 160550 ORDINANCE NO. 

1 [Planning Code -Waiving lnclusionary Housing Requirements, Exempting Certain Floor Area 
from the Calculation of Gross Floor Area and Transferable Development Rights . 

2 Requirements, and Authorizing Land Dedication at No Cost - 1066 Market Street] 

3 

4 Ordinance waiving the lnclusionary Affordable Housing requirements set forth in 

5 Planning Code, Section 415 et seq., exempting 21,422 square feet from the calculation 

6 of gross floor area pursuant to Planning Code, Section 124, to allow the additional floor 

7 area, and exempting 21,422 square feet from Planning Code, Sections 123 and 128, to 

8 reduce any required transferable development rights by such amount, for a project 

9 located at 1066 Market Street, in exchange for the dedication of certain real property to 

1 O the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at no cost; authorizing 

11 actions in furtherance of this Ordinance, as ~efined herein; adopting findings regarding 

12 the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration under the California Environmental Quality 

13 Act; and making findin·gs under Planning Code, Section 302, and findings of 

14 consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, 

15 Section 101.1. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

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

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

23 Section 1. Findings. 

24 (a) It is the intention of the Board of Supervisors to (1) waive the requirements set forth 

25 in Planning Code Section 415 to pay the Affordable Housing Fee or to provide on-site or off-

Supervisor Kim 
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1 site inclusionary housing units, (2) exempt 21,422 square feet from the calculation of 

2 allowable gross floor area set forth in Planning Code Section 124 to permit additional floor 

3 area on the site, (3) exempt 21,422 square feet from th~ calculation of required transferable 

4 development rights ("TOR") to reduce the TOR necessary for the project located at'1066 

5 Market Street, Assessor's Block No. 0350, Lot No. 003 ("Project"), and (4) authorize 1066 

6 Market LLC ("Project Sponsor") to dedicate the real property located at 101 Hyde Street, 

7 Assessor's Block No. 0346, Lot No. 003A ("Dedicated Property") to the San Francisco 

8 Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development ("MOHCD") at no cost 

9 (b) The proposed waiver and exemptions and corresponding land dedication are 

1 O necessary to implement constructior:i of the Project and to allow development on the 

11 Dedicated Property of a 100% affordable residential development. The Project is a multi-

12 family residential development project with ground floor retail space located on a 27,310 

13 square foot project site within the Downtown Plan Area and the Downtown/Civic Center 

14 neighborhood and is located within the C-3-G (Downtown General) Zoning and 120-X Height 

15 and Bulk District. The floor area ratio (FAR) limit as defined by Planning Code Section 124 for 

16 the C-3-G District is 6.0:1. Under Sections 123 and 128 of the Planning Code, the FAR can be 

17 increased to 9.0 to 1 w\th the purchase of TOR. 

18 (c) The Project would provide approximately 304 dwelling units and 4,540 gross 

19 square feet of ground-flo_or commercial retail space. The Project applied to provide 36 on-site 

20 inclusionary affordable dwelling units (comprising 21,422 gross square feet of floor area) to 

21 comply with the requirements of Section 415 et seq. The Project.sponsor also sought a 

22 conditional use permit to allow the additional square footage for the affordable units pursuant 

23 to Planning Code Section124(f). The Planning Commission approved the project and the 

24 conditional use permit, by Planning Commission Motion Nos. 19593 and 19594. 

25 

Supervisor Kim 
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1 (d) The Project now proposes to provide land to the City to construct off-site affordable 

2 housing. The proposed Section 415 waiver and Sections 123, 124 and 128 floor area 

3 exemptions will.enable the Project to ·be constructed without on-site inclusionary affordable 

4 dwelttng units, without the need to acquire an additional 21,422 gross square feet of 

5 transferable development rights, and without the need to procure a conditional use permit for 

6 the extra square footage as was otherwise required by Planning Code Section 124(f)-for the 

7 on-site affordable housing. This ordinance will allow the Project Sponsor to withdraw the 

8 conditional use application approved by Planning Commission Motion No. 19594 without 

9 forfeiting the Section 124 gross floor area exemption granted for the 21,422 gross square feet 

10 associated with the prior on-site inclusionary affordable units. The cost to the Project Sponsor 

11 of transferring the Dedicated Property to the City is not more than the cost of providing on-site 

12 inclusiona_ry housing units or payment of the Affordable Housing Fee. As set forth below, · 

13 dedication to the City of the Dedicated Property allows the City to provide a greater number of 

14 affordable housing units than could otherwise be provided on-site. 

15 (e) The Dedicated Property located at 101 Hyde Street is 10,633 square foot in land 

16 area, equivalent to 39% of the land area of the Project site. The Dedicated Property is 

17 already approved for construction of an 85 dwelling unit multi-family residential project. The 

18 conveyance by the Project Sponsor of the Dedicated Property will allow the City, through 

19 MOHCD, to provide a 100% affordable residential housing development of approximately 85 

20 dwelling units on the Dedicated Property, a significant increase in the City's stock of 

21 affordable housing in the Downtown/Civic Center neighborhood compared to the previously 

22 approved 36 on-site inclusionary affordable units at the Project site. 

23 (f) On June.16, 2016, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public 

24 hearing on the ordinance, including the waiver of fee payments and requirements under 

25 Planning Code Section 415 et seq. and the exemption of 21,422 gross square feet from the 

Supervisor Kim 
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1 calculation of gross floor area as set forth in Planning Code Section 124 and from the 

2 requirements to purchase TOR under Planning Code Sections 123 and 128. The Planning 

3 Commission, in Resolution No. 19664, found that the ordinance is, on balance, consistent with 

4 the City's General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. A 

5 copy of the Planning Commission Motion is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

6 in File No. 160550 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board adopts the Planning 

7 Commission findings as its own. 

8 (g) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Board finds that this ordinance will 

9 serve the public necessity, convenience, and general welfare for the reasons set forth in 

1 O Planning Commission Resolution_ No. 19664 and the Board incorporates such reasons herein 

11 by reference. 

12 (h). On March 17, 2016, the Planning Commission finalized, reviewed and considered 

13 the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (FMND) prepared for the Project located at 1066 

14 Market Street and found that the contents of the FMND and the procedures through which the 

15 FMND was prepared, publicized, and reviewed complied with the California Environmental 

16 Quality Act, California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq. (CEQA), Title 14 

17 California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq. (the "CEQA Guidelines") and Chapter 

18 31 of the Sar: Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31'). The Planning Commission 

19 adopted the FMND, CEQA findings and a Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program 

20 (MMRP) in its Motion No. 19593. The CEQA findings and the MMRP contained in Plann.ing 

21 Commission Motion No. 19593 are incorporated herein by this reference thereto. The 

22 proposed changes contained in this ordinance are not substantial changes to the Project and 

23 there are no substantial changes in Project circumstances that would require major revisions 

24 to the FMND due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects, nor is there an 

25 
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1 increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts, or any new information of 

2 substantial importance that would change the conclusions set forth in the FMND. 

3 (i) This ordinance does not constitute an approval of any new or revised project 

4 located at 101 Hyde Street. The Planning Commission adopted a mitigated negative 

5 declaration, CEQA findings and a Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program in its Motion 

6 No. 19389 for the Dedicated Property. The CEQA findings and the MMRP contained in 

7 Planning Commission Motion No. 19389 are incorporated h~rein by this reference thereto, as 

8 applicable to the land dedication authorized by this Ordinance. The City is not otherwise 

9 approving any changes to the approved project at 101 Hyde Street. If and when any revised 

1 O project for the Dedicated Property is undertaken by the City, or is submitted to the City for 

11 review, the City will conduct any additional environmental review required by CEQA for that 

12 project. 

13 

14 Section 2. Planning Code Fee Waiver, Floor Area and TOR Exemption and Land 

15 Dedication. 

16 (a) Waiver of lnclusionarv Affordable Housing Requirements. Notwithstanding the 

17 requirement to pay the Affordable Housing Fee or provide on-site or off-site inclusionary 

18 affordable housing alternatives to the Affordable Housing Fee pursuant to Planning Code 

19 Section 415 et seq. (lnclusionary Housing Program), the requirements set forth in Planning 

20 Code Section 415 to either pay the Affordable Housing Fee or provide on-site or off-site 

21 inclusionary affordable housing alternatives to the Affordable Housing Fee payment for the 

22 Project are hereby waived in their entirety and the Project Sponsor shall be permitted to 

23 dedicate a site to the City to be used for affordable housing. In lieu of paying the Affordable 

24 Housing Fee or providing on-site or off-site inclusionary affordable housing units, prior to 

25 issuance of a site or building permit for the Project, the Project Sponsor shall convey in fee 

Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 663 Page 5 



1 simple absolute to MOHCO, according to the Procedures Manual, the real property located at 

2 101 Hyde Street, at no cost to MOHCO, which real property shall be used by MOHCO to 

3 facilitate construction of an affordable housing project of approximately 85 dwelling units. 

4 (b) Exemption From Floor Area Ratio Calculations. Notwithstanding the provisions of 

5 Planning Code Section 124, floor area in the Project equivalent to 21,422 square feet is 

6 hereby exempt from the calculation of gross floor area pursuant to Planning Code Section 

7 124. This Section 124 floor area exemption shall not reduce the Project's development 

8 impact fee obligations by any amount under Article 4 of the Planning Code and the Project 

9 shall pay any applicable development impact fees set forth in Planning Code Article 4 on the 

1 O total floor area of the Project. 

11 (c) TOR Exemption. Notwithstanding the provisions of Planning Code Sections 123 

12 and 128, ~he Project shall be exempt from any applicable requirement to purchase TOR solely 

13 for 21,422 square feet of floor area to increase the allowable density on-site. The Project 

14 shall be permitted to increase density on-site by 21,422 square feet of floor area without the 

15 need to purchase TOR for this amount. The Project shall be otherwise required to comply 

16 with Planning Code Sections 123 and 128, and shall purchase TOR for any other necessary 

17 increase in density on-site. 

18 

19 Section 3. The Mayor, Clerk of the Board, Property Director and MOHCO are hereby 

20 authorized and directed to take any and _all actions which they or the City Attorney may deem 

21 necessary or advisable in order to effectuate the purpose and intent of this ordinance 

22 (including, without limitation, the filing of the ordinance in the Official Records of the City and 

23 County of San Francisco; acceptance of the land dedication and confirmation of satisfaction of 

24 the conditions to t~e· effectiveness of the Section 415 waiver and land dedication hereunder; 

25 
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1. and execution and delivery of any evidence of the same, which shall be conclusive as to the 

2 satisfaction of the conditions upon signature by any such City official or his or her designee). 

3 

4 Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance will become effective only on or after the 

5 effective date of the Charter amendment revising Section 16.110 at the June 7, 2016 election, 

6 permitting the City to change the inclusionary affordable housing requirements, and after the 

7 effective date of the ordinance amending Planning Code Sections 415.1 et seq. set forth in 

8 Board of Supervisors File No. 160255. In the event the voters do not adopt such Charter 

9 amendment, and the ordinance set forth in Board of Supervisors File No. 160255 does not 

1 O take effect, this ordinance shall not take effect. This ordinance otherwise shall become 

11 effective 30 days after enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, 

12 the Mayor returns the ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of 

13 receiving it, or the Board of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

'),5 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City 

By: 
KATE H. STACY 
Deputy City Attorney 

n:\landuse\kstacy\bos\1066 market tdr w.docx. 
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FILE NO. 160550 

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 

[Planning Code - Waiving lnclusionary Housing Requirements, Exempting Certain Floor Area 
from the Calculation of Gross Floor Area and Transferable Development Rights · 
Requirements, and authorizing land dedication, for project loc.ated at 1066 Market Street.] 

Ordinance waiving the lnclusionary Affordable Housing requirements set forth in 
Planning Code Section 415 et seq., exempting 21,422 square feet from the ca.lculation 
of gross floor area pursuant to Planning Code Section 124 to allow the additional floor 
area, and exempting 21,422 square feet from Planning Code Sections 123 and 128 to 
reduce any required transferable development rights by such amount, for a project 
located at 1066 Market Street in San Francisco, in exchange for the dedication of 
certain real property to the San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 
Development at no cost; authorizing actions i.n furtherance of this ordinance; and 
adopting findings regarding the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; making findings under Planning Code Section 
302; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority 
policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. 

Existing Law 

1. Affordable Housing: 

The Charter generally requires private developers of new market-rate housing to provide 
affordable housing ("lnclusionary Housing") in one of three ways: 

• pay a fee equal to 17% to 20% of their project's units to support low-income housing; 

• make at least 12% of the on-site housing units affordable; or 

• create new affordable units off-site, equal to 17 to 20% of the project's units. 

These requirements can be modified if a project meets. an exception specified in the Charter 
(or if the Charter is amended). The Planning Code contains detailed requirements for 
implementation of these three lnclusionary Housing options, in the lnclusionary Affordable 
Housing Program set forth in Planning Code Sections 415 et seq. 

There is a proposed Charter amendment pending and implementing legislation to increase 
these requirements. 

2. Land Dedication:. In some zoning districts, like the UMU and Mission NCT, Planning Code 
Section 419.5 allows land dedication as a way to comply with the inclusionary affordable 
housing requirements. Land dedication Is not currently an option for the C-3-S zoning district. 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1 
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FILE NO. 160550 

3. Calculation of Square Footage and Floor Area Ratio Limits: Planning Code Section 124 
sets forth the basic floor area ratio limits and methods of calculation and exemption. It 
provides that additional square footage above that permitted by the base floor area ratio limits 
set fo,rth above may be approved for construction of affordable housing on the project site. In 
addition, Planning Code Sections 123, 127 and 128 allow buildings in the C-3 district to 
exceed the base floor area ratio limits by purchasing transferable development rights ("TOR") 
for use of the site. Planning Code Section 124(f) also allows buildings in the C-3 district to 
exceed the base floor area ratio limits by procuring a conditional use permit for the additional 
square footage dedicated to affordable housing on a site. 

Amendments to Current Law 

1. Affordable Housing: The inclusionary affordable housing requirements set forth in 
Planning Code section 415 et seq. would be waived for the housing development project 
located at 1066 Market Street. 

2. Land Dedication: In exchange for the waiver of the affordable housing requirements, the 
ordinance would require a dedication of land located at 101 Hyde Street and authorizes the 
City to accept this land dedication. 

3. Floor Area Ratio: The ordinance would exempt 21,422 square feet of the proposed 
development at 1066 Market Street from the calculation of floor area ratio and the requirement 
to purchase TDR for this square footage. The 1066 Market Street site thus could develop the 
site above the basic floor area ratio limits by this amount without having to purchase TDR to 
allow the additional development. · 

Background Information 

The Planning Commission approved the 1066 Market Street site as a housing development 
project of 304 dwelling units, with 36 units of affordable housing on-site. The 36 units of 
affordable housing occupied 21,422 sqware feet of the project. The project procured Planning 
Commission approval of a conditional use permit under Planning Code Section 124(f) to allow 
the development to exceed the basic floor area ratio limits without having to purchase TOR for 
the portion of the project dedicated to affordable housing. The project is proposed for revision 
as a 100% market rate housing project, with the separate land dedication of 101 Hyde Street 
to substitute for the affordable units on-site. 

n:\legana\as2016\1600732\01107722.docx 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

June 16, 2016 

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
City Hall, Room 244 

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

Re: Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2013.1753XPCA 
Waiving Inclusionary Housing Requirements, Exempting Certain Floor Area 
from the Calculation of Gross Floor Area and Transferable Development 
Rights Requirements, and Authorizing Land Dedication at No Cost-1066 
Market Street 

BOS File No: 160550 
Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

On May 17, 2016 the Board of Supervisors initiated the proposed Planning Code Amendment 
Ordinance; 

On June 16, 2016 the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted 
a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the adoption of the 
proposed Planning Code Amendment Ordinance; 

The proposed Ordinance initiated by Supervisor Jane Kim would 1.) waive lnclusionary Housing 
Requirements per Section 415 and in exchange require a dedication of land located at 101 Hyde 
Street and authorize the City to accept this land dedication, and 2.) permit the project at 1066 
Market Street to develop above the basic floor area ratio limits by 21,422 square feet from basic 
floor area ratio limits without being required to purchase Transfer of Development Rights to 
allow the additional development. 

The Planning Commission found that the proposed Project could not have a significant effect on 
the environment as shown in the analysis of the Mitigated Negative Declaration and affirmed the 
decision to issue a Mitigated Negative Declaration, as prepared by the San Francisco Planning 
Department. 

At the June 16, 2016 hearing, the Commission voted to recommend approval of the proposed 
Planning Code Amendment Ordinance. Please find attached documents relating to the 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Transmital Materials CASE NO. 2013.1753XPCA 

Commission's action. if you have any questions or require further information please do not 
hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

cc: 
Mayor's Office, Nicole Wheaton 
Supervisor Jane Kim 
City Attorney, Kate Stacy 

Attachments (one copy of the following): 
Final Mitigated Negative Declaration for 101 Hyde Street 
Planning Commission Resolution No. 19592, upholding the Mitigated Negative Declaration for 

1066 Market Street 
Planning Commission Resolution No. 19664, adopting approval recommendation for the 

Ordinance entitled, "Waiving Inclusionary Housing Requirements, Exempting Certain 
Floor Area from the Calculation of Gross Floor Area and Transferable Development 
Rights Requirements, and Authorizing Land Dedication at No Cost - 1066 Market Street" 

SAN FRANGISCO 
PLANNING 0'".PARTMENT 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

1650 Mission St. 
Sulte400 
san Francisco, 
GA 94103-2479 

Planning Commission Resolution No. 19664 
Planning Code Amendment 

HEARING DATE: JUNE 16, 2016 
Reception: 
415.558.6378. 

Date: 
Case No.: 

June 6,2015 
2013.1753CXVPCA 

Fax; 
415;558.6409 

Project Address: 
Zoning: 

1066 Market Street 
C-3-G (Downtown General) 
120-X Height and Bulk District 
0350/003 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

Recommendation: 

Julie Burdick- (415) 772.7142 
Multi.family Investments 
Shorenstein Properties 
235 Montgomery Street, 161h Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
jburdick@shorentste:in.com. 
T:ina Chang- ( 415) 575-9197 
T:ina. Chang@sfgov.org 
Recommend Approval 

RECOMMEND APPROVAL FOR THE ORDINANCE WAIVING INCLUSIONARY AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING REQUIREMENTS SET FORTH IN PLANNING CODE SECTION 415 ET SEQ., 
EXEMPTING 21,422 SQUARE FEET FROM THE CALCULATION OF GROSS FLOOR AREA 
PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 124 TO ALLOW THE ADDmONAL FLOOR AREA, 
AND EXEMPTING 21,422 SQUARE FEET FROM PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 123 AND 128 TO 
REDUCE ANY REQUIRED TRANSFERABLE DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS BY SUCH AMOUNT, FOR A 
PROJECT LOCATED AT 1066 MARKET STREET IN SAN FRANCISCO, IN EXCHANGE FOR THE 
DEDICATION OF CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY TO THE SAN FRANCISCO MAYOR'S OFFICE 
HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AT NO COST; AUTHORIZING ACTIONS IN 
FURTHERANCE OF THIS ORDINANCE; AND ADOPTING FINDINGS REGARDING THE FINAL 

I 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY ACT; MAKING FINDINGS UNDER PLANNING CODE SECTION 302; AND MAKING 
FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND THE EIGHT PRIORITY 
POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1. 

PREAMBLE 

On March 17, 2016, the Com.mission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled 
meet:ing on Downtown Project Authorization Application No. 2013.1753.XCV and the Appeal of the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration, 2013.1753E. 

11014.0013146781v2 www.sfplanning.org 
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Resolution No. 19664 
Hearing Date: June 16, 2016 

Case No.: 2013.1753XPCA 

On March 17, 2016, the Commission upheld the PMND and approved the issuance of the Final Jv.litigated 
Negative Declaration (FMND) as prepared by the Planning Department in compliance with CEQA, the 
State CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31. 

On March 17, 2016, the Planning Department/Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final 
Jv.litigated Negative Declaration (FMND) and found that the contents of said report and the procedures 
through which the FMND was prepared, publicized, and reviewed complied with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (Califorcla Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.) (CEQA), Title 14 

California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq. (the "CEQA Guidelines") and Chapter 31 of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31"): and 

The Planning Department/Planning Commission found the FMND was adequate, accurate and objective, 
reflected the independent analysis and judgment of the Department of City Planning and the Planning 
Commission, and that the summary of comments and responses contained no significant revisions to the 
Draft IS/MND, and approved the FMND for the Project in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines 
and Chapter 31. 

Planning Department staff prepared a Jv.litigation Monitoring and Reporting program (MMRP), which 
material wa8 made available to the public and this Commission for this Commission's review, 
consideration and action. 

On April 18, 2016, Donald Falk filed an appeal to the Conditional Use Authorization and Sue Hestor filed 
an appeal to the Jv.litigated Negative Declaration. On May 2, 2016, Sue Hester filed a withdrawal of the 
appeal to the Jv.litigated Negative Declaration. The Board of Supervisors scheduled a hearing for the 
Conditional Use Authorization appeal on May 17, 2016, which was continued to June 21, 2016. 

On May 17, 2016, the Board of Supervisors introduced the Ordinance waiving Inclusionary Affordable 
Housing requirements set forth in Planning Code Section 415 et seq., exempting 21,422 square feet from 
the calculation of gross floor area pursuant to Planning Code Section 124 to allow the additional floor 
area, and exempting 21,422 square feet from Planning Code Sections 123 and 128 to reduce any required 
transferable development rights by such amount, for a project located at 1066 Market Street in San 
Francisco, in exchange for the dedication of certain real property to. the San Francisco Mayor's Office 
Housing and Community Development at no cost; authorizing actions in furtherance of this ordinance; 
and adopting findings regarding the Final Jv.litigated Negative Declaration under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; making· findings under Planning Code Section 302; and making findings of 
consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. 

On June 16, 2016, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled 
meeting to modify Downtown Project Authorization Application No. 2013.1753X, previously approved 
under Motion Number 19593, to amend Section 415 findings and conditions of approval for affordable 
housing and to allow land dedication instead; 

Also on June 16, 2016, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled 
meeting to consider the adoption of the Ordinance waiving fuclusionary Affordable Housing 
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Resolution No. 19664 
Hearing Date: June 16, 2016 

Case No.: 2013.1753XPCA 

requirements set forth in Planning Code Section 415 et seq., exempting 21,422 square feet from the 
calculation of gross floor area pursuant to Planning Code Section 124 to allow the additional floor area, 
and exempting 21,422 square feet from Planning Code Sections 123 and 128 to reduce any required 
transferable development rights by such amount, for a project located at 1066 Market Street in San 
Francisco, in exchange for the dedication of certain real property to the San Francisco Mayor's Office 
Housing and Community Development at no cost; authorizing actions in furtherance of this ordinance; 
and adopting findings regarding the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; making findings under Planning Code Section 302; and maldng findings of 
consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1, 
Application No. 2013.1753PCA. 

The Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records; all pertinent documents are located 
in the File for Case No. 2013.1753CXVPCA, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, 
California. 

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, Department 
staff, and other interested parties. 

The Commission has reviewed the prc:iposed Planning Code Amendment Ordinance; and 

RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby adopts the findings regarding the Final Mitigated 
Negative Declaration under the California Environmental Quality Act issued by Motion No. 1959'.2, based 
on the findings as stated below. 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission recommends approval on the Planning Code Amendment 
as proposed, and adopt the Resolution to that effect. 

FINDINGS 

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 
arguments and the record as a whole, including all information pertaining to the Project in the Planning 
Department's case files, this Commission finds, concludes, and qetermines as follows: 

1. The MND is adequate, accurate and complete, and reflects the independent judgment and 
analysis of the Planning Department. The Project, as shown in the analysis of the MND, could 
not have a significant effect on the environment. The Planning Commission adopted the MND in 
Resolution No. 19592. 

2. The Commission finds the Project at 1066 Market and the associated dedication of real property 
to the San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at no cost a benefit 
to the City. 

3. The Project. is desirable because it would replace an underutilized commercial building and 

surface parking lot with a 12-story, 14-level mixed use, residential above ground floor retail 
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Resolution No. 19664 
Hearing Date: June 16, 2016 

Case No.: 2013.1753XPCA 

building. The Project will add 304 dwelling units to San Francisco's housing stock and includes 

approximately 4,540 square feet of ground flo0r retail and approximately 12,300 square feet of 

common open space. 

4. As further set forth in the findings for the Downtown Project Authorization (Motion No. 19665), 

which are incorporated by reference as though fully set forth herein, the Project supports various 
goals of the General Plan. 

5. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the Objectives and Policies 
of the General Plan, for the reasons set forth in the findings for the Downtown Project 
Authorization (Motion No. 19665), which are incorporated by reference as though fully set forth 
herein. 

6. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review 
of permits for cm:1Sistency with said policies. On balance, the Project complies with said policies, 
for the reasons set forth in the Downtown Project Authorization (Motion No. 19665), which are 
incorporated-by reference as though fully set forth herein. 

7. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code 
provided under Section 101.l(b) for the reasons set forth in the Downtown Project Authorization 
(Motion No. 19665), which are :incorporated by reference as though fully set forth herein, and also 
in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the community by adding 304 dwelling units 
to the Ci'ty's housing stocl<, approximately 4,540 square feet of ground floor retail, activing the 
streets onto which the Project fronts, and providing approximately 12,300 square feet of common 
open space to residents of the Project, thereby constituting a beneficial development. 

8. Based on the forego:ing, the public necessity, convenience and general welfare require the 
proposed Planning Code amendment. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was ADOPTED by the San Francisco Planning Commission 
on June 16, 2016. 

Jonasionin 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: 

NOES: 

Richards, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Wu 

None 

ABSENT: Fong 

ADOPTED: June 16, 2016 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Motion No. 19592 

Case No.: 
Projed Address: 
Zoning: 

BlocTr/Lot; 
Project Sponsor: 

· Staff Contact: 

HEARING DATE: March ~7, 2016 

2013.1753E 
1066 Market Street 
Downtown General Cofiltnetcial (C-3-G) Zoning District 
120-X Height and Bulk District 

0350/003 
Julie Burdick-(415) 772-7142 
Shorenstein Residential, LLC 

San Francisco, CA 94XXX 

Chelsea Fordham- (415} 575-9071 
Chelsea.Fordham@sfgov.org 

1650 Mission St. 
Sulte41JD 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception'. 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.5$8.64ll9 

Planning 
lnformatlon: 
415.558.63Ti 

ADOPTING FINOfNGS RELATED TO THE APPEAL OF THE PREUMfNARY MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
OECLARAT~ON, FfLE NUMBER 2013.1753E r=oR THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT e'PROJECT'l) AT 1066 
MARKE1i STREET. 

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Co:ntniisston (hereinafter "Commission") hereby AFFIRMS the 

decision to issue a Mitigated Negative Declaration, based on the following firtclings: 

1. On February t3.2, 2014, pursuant to the provisions of the California Environmental Qualify' Act 

("CEQA"), the State CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, the 
Planning Department (''Department'') received an Environmental Evaluation Application form for 

the Project, in or.der that it might conduct an initial evaluation to determine whether the Ftoject might 
have a significant impact on the environment. 

2. On January 13, 2016, the Department determined that the Project, as proposed, could not have a 
significant effect on the environment 

3. On January 13, 2016, a notice of determination that a Mitigated Negative- Declaration would be issued 
for the Project was duly published in a newspaper of general circulation in the City, and the 

Mitigated Negative D~daration posted in the Department offices, and distributed all in accordance 

with law. 

4. On February 2, 2016, an appeal of the decision to issue a MitiglJ,ted Negative Declaration was timely 

filed by Sue Hestor for San Fr~ciscans for Reasonable Growth. 

5. A staff memorandum, dated March 10, 2016, addresses and responds to all points raised by appellant 

in the appeal letter. That memorandum is attached as Exhibit A and staffs findings as to those points 

are incorporated by reference herein as the Commission's own findings. Copies pf that memorandutn 

wvvw.sfplanning.org 
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Motion No. M-1·9592 Hearing Date: March 17 r 2016 Case No. 2013.1753E 
1066 Market Stteet 

have been delivered to the City Planning Commission, and a copy of that memor;;mdum is on file and 

available for pub.tic review at th~ San Francisco Planning Department, 1660. Mission Street, Suite 500. 

6, On March 17, 2016, the Commission held a duly noticed and advertised public heatmg bn the appeal 

of the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration, at which testimony on the metlis of the appeal, 

both in favor of and in opposition to, was received. 

7. AU points raised in the appeal of the Preliminary Mitigaited Negative Declaration at the February 2, 

2016 City Firurning Cotrunission hearing have beert responded to either in the Memorandum or orally 

at the publkhearing. 

K ·After consideration of the points raised by appellant, both in yvriting and at the March 17, 2016 

hearing, the San Francisco Pfanning Depa:tbttent reaffirms its conc1usion that the proposed project 
could not have a sig:nifkant eff.ect upon the environment. 

9. In :reviewing the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration issued°fo:r the Froject, the Plruming 

Commission has had available for Its review and consideratiort all Information pertaining to the 
Project in the Planning Department's case file. · 

10. The Plarmiitg Contmission finds that Plannfug Department's ·determination on the Mitigated 
Negative Oedaratio~ reflects the Departrnent'°s independent judgment and analysis._ 

Th.e San Franicsco Planning Colhttii'.ssion HEREBY DOES FIND that the proposed Project, could 
not have a significant effect on the environmenf, as shown in the.analysis of the Mitigated. · 
Negative bedaratio.n, and HEREBY DOES AFFIRM the decision to issue a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration, as prepared. by the San Francisco Planning Department. 

t hereby certify· that the foregoing Motion was ADbJ?I'EO by the Planning Cotnirtission on 

March1712016. ~r 
I .· ~ 

- . ,.._____,,. 

JonasP. ionin · 

Commission Se.crefaiy 

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

NOES: None 

ABSENT~ Notte 

ADOPTED: March 17, 2016 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

PMNDDate: 

Case No.: 
!'roject Title: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Lot Size: 
Pmject Sponsor: 

Lead Agency: 
Staff Contact: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Mitigated Negative Declaration 

April 15, 2015; amended on May 29, 2015 (deletions to the 
PMND are shown in strikethrough and additions are shown in 
bold double underline) 
2012.0086E 
101 Hyde Street 
C-3-G (Downtown-General) Zoning District 
80-X Height and Bulk District 
0346/003A 
10,632 square feet 
Costa Brown Architecture Inc. 
Albert Costa, (415) 986-0101 

· San Francisco Planning Department 
Christopher Espiritu- (415) 575-9022 
christopher.espiritu@sfgov.org 

1650 Mission St. 
Sulte400 
San Francisco, 
GA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information; 
415.558.6377 

The proposed project would include the demolition of a single-story, 20-foot-tall, approximately 7,500-
square-foot, commercial building. The existing building was constructed in 1960 and is currently used as 
a United States Postal Service facility. Under the proposed project, an eight-story, 80-foot-tall, mixed-use 
building with 85 dwelling units and approximately 4,923 square feet of ground-floor retail space with 
frontages on both Hyde Street and Golden Gate Avenue would be constructed. The project would include 
one below-grade level of parking that would accommodate 15 off-street vehicle parking spaces (including 
one car share space and two handicapped-accessible spaces) and 96 bicycle parking spaces (including 
10 bike racks on the sidewall<), which would be accessible from an existing curb cut on Golden Gate 
Avenue. The project site is a corner lot bounded by Turk Street to the north, Golden Gate Avenue to the 
south, Hyde Street to the east, Larkin Street to the west, and within San Francisco's Downtown/Civic 
Center neighborhood. The project site is located adjacent to the Uptown Tenderloin Historic District, 
which is listed on the National Register of Historic Places. 

FINDING: 

This project could not have a significant effed on the environment. This finding is based upon the criteria 
of the Guidelines of the State Secretary for Resources, Sections 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), 
15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance), and 15070 (Decision to prepare a Negative Declaration), and 
the following reasons as documented in the Initial Evaluation (Initial Study) for the project, which is 
attached. Mitigation measures are included in this project to avoid potentially significant effects. See 
pages 110-116. 

www.sfplaiming.org 
Revised 11/18/13 
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Mitigated Negative Declaration CASE NO. 2012.0086E 

101 Hyde Street 

In th~ independent judgment of the Planning Department, there is no substantial evidence that the 
project could have a significant effect on the enviromnent. 

cc: Albert Costa, Kate Conner, M.D.F 
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INITIAL STUDY 
(2012.00BGE: 101 Hyde Street) 
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Initial Study 
101 Hyde Street Project 

Planning Department Case No. 2012.0086E 

A. Project Description 

PROJECT LOCATION AND SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

The approximately 10,632-square-foot (0.25-acre) project site is located at the northwest comer of Golden 

Gate Avenue and Hyde Street in San Francisco's Downtown/Civic Center neighborhood, also commonly 

known as the Tenderloin area, on a block bounded by Turk Street to the north, Hyde Street to the east, 

Larkin Street to the west, and Golden Gate Avenue to the south (see Figure 1). The project site is currently 

occupied by an approximately 20-foot-tall, one-story, 7,500-square-foot, commercial building (see 

Figure 2, p. 3). The existing building, which was constructed in 1960, is cur,rently used as a United States 

Postal Service (USPS) Box Unit with limited services. A limited-service branch of the USPS does not have 

a retail counter, but instead contains post office boxes for on-site mail delivery, as well as package pickup 

services. Prior to its current use, fue existing building was used as a bank branch (Bank of America) from 

1960 until 1991. Major interior and exterior renovations occurred ill 1991 to retrofit the building for its 

current USPS use. 

The existing building is of a commercial architectural style built in a rectilinear plan and contains a flat 

roof and concrete block fac;ade that includes painted murals along the bottom ten feet of the building's 

primary (Hyde Street and Golden Gate Avenue) fac;ades. Several large, aluminum-frame windows 

extending nearly to the ground are located along the Golden Gate Avenue facade. A recessed entry is 

located along the Hyde Street facade with another door located along the Golden Gate Avenue facade. 

Two horizontal cornice bands wrap around the building below the roofline. Within the larger Tenderloin 

neighborhood, most of the small-scale commercial uses in the project area have residential units above 

the ground story. The majority of the buildings in the project vicinity range from two to six stories. 

Notable buildings within the project vicinity include City Hall (a walking distance of approximately 0.3 

miles from the project site), Main Library (walking distrnce of approximately 0.2 miles), Davies 

Symphony Hall (walking distance of approximately 0.6 miles), War Memorial Opera House (walking 

distance of approximately 0.5 miles), Veterans' Building (walking distance of approximately 0.4 miles), 

Asian Art Museum (walking distance of approximately 0.2 miles), Philip Burton Federal Building 

(walking distance of approximately 0.2 miles), and Hiram W. Johnson State Office Building (walking 

distance of approximately 0.2 miles). Immediately adjacent to project site is the southwestern comer of 

the Uptown Tenderloin Historic District, which is listed on the National Register of Historic Places. 

The project site is a rectangular lot with a 77-foot-long frontage along Hyde Street and a 137.5-foot-long 

frontage along Golden Gate A venue. The existing building footprint encompasses the entire lot width on 

Hyde Street and extends approximately 119 feet on G~lden Gate Avenue, resulting in an 18.5-foot setback 

from the western property line. The setback on Golden Gate Avenue includes a paved driveway that 
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Initial Study 

provides access to a single loading bay that extends for most of the depth of the building. No other 

loading is currently provided on the project site and there are no off-street vehicle parking spaces 

provided on-site. There are three street trees located along the Golden Gate A venue frontage, while there 

are none located along the Hyde Street frontage, however, there are two sidewalk openings where trees 

previously were planted. 

The project site is generally flat-Hyde Street and Golden Gate Avenue each has a slope of less than 

1.5 percent-and is located at an elevation of 56 feet San Francisco Datum.1 The project site is located 

within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Use District,2 the 80-X Height and Bull< District 

(80-foot maximum height, no bulk limits), and is adjacent to the Uptown Tenderloin Historic District, 

which is listed on the National Register of Historic Places. 

PROPOSED PROJECT 

The proposed project would involve the demolition of an existing one-story, approximately 20-foot-tall, 

commercial building and the construction of a new 80-foot-tall, eight-story, approximately 80,000-square

foot, mixed-use building with approximately 4,923 square feet of ground-floor retail use, 85 dwelling 

units, and basement-level parking for 15 vehicles. The proposed ground floor would contain three retail 

spaces. The westernmost retail space would be approximately 141 square feet with an entrance on Golden 

Gate Avenue, the second retail space would be approximately 1,662 square feet with an entrance located 

on the Golden Gate Avenue frontage, while the third retail space would be approximately 3,120 square 

feet with an entrance located on Golden Gate Avenue near Hyde Street. Tenants for these ground-floor 

retail spaces have not yet been determined. 

On floors two through eight, the proposed building would contain a total .of 85 residential units. The. 

residential unit mix would consist of 16 studios, 13 junior one-bedroom units, 43 one-bedroom units, 7 

two-bedroom units, and 6 three-bedroom units (see Table 1, below). The first residential floor (floor two) 

would contain 13 units, while the remaining residential floors (floors three through eight) would each 

contain 12 units. Each residential floor would have an L-shaped hallway, with the units located on either 

side of the hallway that is parallel to Golden Gate A venue, and units located along the Hyde Street 

frontage. Residential access into the building would be provided through a canopied entryway on the 

ground floor on Golden Gate Avenue. The entryway would lead into a residential lobby which would 

contain· a concierge area, a mail room and the residential elevators. A separate door from the residential 

lobby would lead to a stairwell connecting all residential floors. A secondary exit stair would be provided 

in the western portion of the site, with direct egress to Golden Gate A venue, and an exit stair from the 

basement garage would be located at the building's northeastern comer on Hyde Street. The 

recycling/garbage room would be located on the ground-floor level, adjacent to the garage driveway. 

1 

2 

San Francisco Datum (SFD) establishes the City's zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 11.3 feet 
above the mean sea level established by the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. 

The project area is considered to be the westernmost portion 0£ the City's downtown .. 
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Initial Study 

The proposed project would also provide two common open spaces that would be accessible to building 

residents only, including an approximately 1,764-square-foot decl< located on the first residential level 

(second floor) along the western portion of the project site, as well as an approximately 3,686-square-foot 

roof deck surrounded by a windscreen and partially co~ered a fixed canopy; because the second floor 

deck ·would not meet Planning Cede requirements for mcposare from and obstructions 'i'>'ithin required 

open space, ooly the reof deck 'i1roffid count tow<ards the Cede reqmred open space requirement of 

3,888 square feet and the project would therefore require a Variance from the provisions of Planning Cede 

Section 135(d) coneeming the required amount of open space. fu addition, one unit at the fifth floor and. 

three units at the eighth floor would have private open spaces (decks), totaling almost 500 square feet. 

The proposed structure would be approximately 80 feet in height to the roof, with the mechanical 

penthouse for the elevator overrun, stair towers, and windscreen extending an additional 10 feet above 

the roo£?ne.3 See Table 1, and Figures 3 through 8, pp. 7through12. 

Architectural Style 

The proposed building would be constructed using reinforced, poured-in-place concrete in a 

contemporary architectural style, employing concrete, metal, and glass as the primary building materials. 

Along the primary facades on Hyde Street and Golden Gate Avenue, the proposed design would 

differentiate the retail uses from the residential uses above. The ground level would feature large glass 

storefronts, framed in aluminum, on top of a concrete base-walled bulkhead, with each retail space 

separated by concrete walls. A canopy would hang over the residential entryway, midway along the 

Golden Gate Avenue facade. 

The primary fac;ades for the residential floors (floors two through eight) of the building, including a 

feature element at the corner of Hyde Street and Golden Gate Avenue, would be composed of three 

fac;ade systems: a curtain wall system with opaque panels, glass and aluminum bay windows over a 

panelized rain screen system, and a lower horizontal earth-tone section (at the second and third floors) 

with composite graffiti-resistant panels that resemble Corten steel (a corrosion-resistant steel that forms a 

rust-like appearance). Operable windows would be located throughout the facades for light, air and 

rescue. A parapet, faced in the same panelized rain screen system, would extend above the roof line 

around the perimeter of the building. Figure 9, p. 13 depicts visual simulations of the proposed project. 

Parking, Loading, and Bicyi:le Facilities 

As noted above, the existing building on the project site does not contain any off-street parking spaces, 

although one loading bay is located along the building's western facade. This loading bay is accessed 

through a curb cut and driveway along Golden Gate Avenue (along the west side of the existing 

building). The proposed project would maintain the existing curb cut and it would be used to provide 

access to a vehicular ramp into the beiow-grade garage. The below-grade garage would contain 

15 parking spaces, including two handicapped-accessible parking spaces and one-car-share space, for use 

of building residents. fu addition, 86 bicycle parking spaces would be provided within secure locations in 

3 These roof-top features are exempt from the height limit. 
. \ 
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TABLEl 
PROfECT CHARACTERISTICS AND PLANNING CODE COMPLIANCE 

Proposed Use 

Residential 

Retail 

Lobby & residential services 

Auto Parking b 

Bicycle Parking 

Bldg. services; roof 

TOTAL 

Site area 

Floor area ratio 

Pennitted FAR 

Residential Open Space c 
(commonly accessible) 

Required Residential Open Space c 

(commonly accessible) 
Private Open Space 
(four dwelling units) 

Project Component 

Dwelling Units (total) 

Studios 

Description 

7 stories; 85 units 

Ground floor (part) 

Ground floor (part) 

15 spaces in basement 

86 spaces in basement 
10 bicycle racks on sidewalk 

Basement (remainder) 

Junior one-bedroom units 

One-bedroom units 

Two-bedroom units 

Tiu:ee-bedroom units 

Parking Spaces 

Autod 

Bicycle (Class 1) 

Bicycle (Class 2) 

Height of Buildh1g 

Number of Stories 

Gross Building Area (GSF) a Gross Floor Area (GFA)3 

63,148 sq. ft 

4,923 sq . .ft 

4,690 sq. ft. 

6,912sq. ft 

1,342sq. ft 

1,999 sq. ft. 

83,014 sq. ft. 

10,632 sq. ft. 

3,686 sq. ft. 

3,888 sq. ft. 

496sq. ft. 

62,865 sq. ft. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

62,865 sq. ft. 

5.9 

6.0 

Number 

85 

16 

13 

43 

7 

6 

15 (21 permitted by Code) 

86 (86 required) 

10 (10 required) 

80 feete 

8 

a Square footage figures are rounded, Gross floor area (GFA) is calculated for Pla1111i11g Code compliance purposes (per Sec. 102.9) 
and excludes certain portions of the building, including accessory parking and loading space, mecllanical and building storage 
space, ground-floor lobby space and 5,000 gross square feet of ground-floor "convenience" retall space per storefront. 

b Includes ramp to garage and garage circulation space: 
c Common residential open space provided includes only Pln1111ing Code-compliant roof deck: an additional 1,764 sq. ft. of open 

space would be provided on the second-floor courtyard; however, the courtyard would not satisfy the exposure requirement of 
Pln1111i11g Code Section 135, Common open space required excludes the four units that would be provided with private open space. 

d Includes one car-share space and two disabled-accessible spaces. 
e Excludes elevator/stair penthouse, windscreen and roof deck. 

SOURCE: Costa Brown Architecture, lnc., February 2015. 
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the garage and 10 bicycle parking spaces in racks on the sidewalk adjacent to the proposed structure. 

These bicycle parking spaces would be available to residents of the building and employees of the 

proposed ground-floor retail spaces. 

The proposed project would not include any street widening or other types of street modifications, nor 

would the existing curb cut/driveway on Golden Gate Avenue be widened to accommodate the proposed 

project. Moreover, the approximately five on-street parking spaces on Golden Gate Avenue and three on

street parking spaces on Hyde Street that are adjacent to the project site would not be permanently 

affected by the proposed project. 

During the construction phase of the proposed project, worker parking would occur off-site. No 

designated parking for construction workers would be provided and they would be expected to park on 

the street or in nearby garages, or to use transit. 

Landscaping 

Three existing Carob trees (Ceratonia siliqua) are located in the Golden Gate Avenue sidewalk adjacent to 

the project site. On Hyde Street, there are two openings in the sidewalk formerly occupied by street trees, 

but there are no street trees present. There are no trees currently on the on-site. As part of the proposed 

project, the existing street trees would be removed and 11 new trees would be planted along the project 

sidewalks, in accordance with Planning Code Section 138.l(c)(l). 

Foundation and Excavation 

The proposed project would excavate to a maximum depth of approximately 13 feet below the ground 

surface (bgs) for construction of the below-grade garage, which would result in the removal of 

approximately 5,200 cubic yards of soil. The project sponsor proposes to install a mat foundation to 

support the proposed building. Pile driving would not be required as part of the proposed project. 

Construction Schedule 

Demolition and construction of the proposed project are estimated to occur over a period of 18 months 

from ground breaking, which is anticipated to occur during fall 2015. The proposed project would be 

constructed in one continuous phase, with all construction materials accommodated on site and on the 

adjacent Hyde Street and Golden Gate Avenue sidewalks. 

Project Approvals 

Planning Commission 

The project sponsor would be required to obtain a Downtown Project Authorization from the 

Planning Commission per Planning Code Section 309 for projects within a C-3 zoning district over 

50,000 square feet in area or over 75 feet in height, and for granting exceptions to the 

requirements of certain sections of the Planning Code. The project at 101 Hyde Street requires 
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authorization under Section 309 as the project would be located within the C-3-G district. The 

structure is proposed to have a gross floor area of approximately 62,865 square feet, and would 

be 80 feet tall. 

As part of the Downtown Project Authorization, the project sponsor is seeking an exception, 

pursuant to Planning Code Section309, from the provisions of Planning Code Section 134(e) 

governing the configuration of rear yards, to provide open space in a configuration other than a 

rear yard (i.e., resident-only accessible open spaces on the second story and on the roof) and 

exception to Reduction of Ground-Level Wind Currents in C-3 Districts. 

Approval Action: Approval of the Downtown Project Authorization by· the San Francisco 

Planning Commission is the Approval Action for the proposed project for the purposes of a 

CEQA appeal. The Approval Action date would establish the start of the 30-day appeal period 

for appeal of the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration to the Board of Supervisors pursuant to 

Section 3l.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

Zening Aihninist1'ater 

1he proposed project ·w:ould require . a Variance from the Planning Cede :requirements for 

provision of less than the required amount of residential open space (Section l::!S(d)), permitted 

obstructions within required open space (8ection l::!S(c)), and Bcposu:re :requirCH1€Rts for required 

open space (8ection 1:95(e)(2)). 

Department of Building Inspection 

Approval of demolition and building permits would require review and approval by the 

Planning Department and Department of Building Inspection (DBI). 

Department of Public Works 

Removal of existing street trees adjacent to the project site would require a permit from the 

Department of Public Works (DPW), pursuant to Article 16 (Sections 801 et. seq.) of the Public 

Works Code. 

If a condominium (subdivision) map is proposed for adoption, approval would be required by 

DPW, pursuant to the City's Subdivision Code. 

The project could require a permit from DPW if night construction is proposed that would 

generate noise of 5 decibels or more in excess of ambient noise levels, according to Section 2908 of 

the San Francisco Police Code (Noise Ordinance). 
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If sidewalk(s) are used for construction staging and pedestrian walkways are constructed in the 

curb lane(s), the project would require a street space permit from the Bureau of Street Use and 

Mapping of DPW. 

Department of Public Health 

Approval of an Enhanced Ventilation Proposal as required pursuant to Article 38 of the Health 

Code. 

Approval of a Work Plan for Soil and Groundwater Characterization and, if determined 

necessary by the Department of Public Health, a Site Mitigation Plan, pursuant to Article 22A of 

the Health Code. 

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

If sidewalk(s) are _used for construction staging and pedestrian walkways are constructed in the 

curb lane(s), the project would require a special traffic permit from the San ·Francisco Municipal 

Transportation Agency (SFMTA) Sustainable Streets Division. Also, the proposed project 

includes ten Class 2 spaces (racks) on the sidewalk, which would require review and approval by 

SFMTA. 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

Approval by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) would be required for any 

changes to sewer laterals (connections to the City sewer). The SFPUC must approve an erosion 

and sediment control plan prior to the start of construction, and must also approve compliance 

with post-construction stormwater design guidelines, including a stormwater control plan that 

complies with the City's Stormwater Design Guidelines. 

8. Project Setting 
The project site is located in San Francisco's Downtown/Civic Center neighborhood (in an area more 

commonly known as the Tenderloin), generally bounded by Polk Street to the west, Geary Street to the 

North and Market Street to the south and east. The Tenderloin is a densely built, primarily residential 

neighborhood that contains a variety of other uses, including commercial, entertainment and institutional 

uses. Among the Tenderloin's residential uses are a number of single-room occupancy (SRO) hotels. The 

Tenderloin as a whole can be generally considered a mid-rise district, although the immediate project 

vicinity also includes a number of buildings two and three stories in height. While the project site is 

·located .adjacent to a mix of two- and five-story buildings, the project block includes buildings of similar 

height to the proposed 80-foot-tall building. 

Surrounding the project site, land uses consist primarily of neighborhood-serving retail uses on the 

ground level with residential units above. Along Hyde Street, land uses on the project block include 
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multi-family residential buildings, an automotive repair shop, a hotel, a dry cleaner, a convenience .store, 

and a small restaurant Across the street from the project site on Golden Gate Avenue, flanking both sides 

of Hyde Street, is the University of California, Hastings College of La~ (approximately 0.09 miles); a 

Hastings-owned parking garage is farther west on the south side of Golden Gate Avenue, with the Shi-Yu 

Lang Central YMCA and retail uses on the ground floor (approximately 0.08 miles). Adjacent to the 

project site to the west, along the north side of Golden Gate A venue, are the offices and apartments 

associated with the AIDS Housing Alliance and the Saint Anthony Foundation Madonna Senior Housing 

facility (51 studio apartments for women over 60 with limited financial assets), and residential-over-retail 

buildings {approximately 0.07 miles). To the east along Golden Gate Avenue uses include_ residential 

buildings, restaurants, offices, employee union buildings, and an empty lot. The recently renovated Kelly 

Cullen Community, a supportive housing facility, is one block east of the project site in the eight-story 

former Central YMCA building (approximately 0.08 miles). 

Consistent with the pattern of the larger Tenderloin neighborhood, most of the small-scale commercial 

uses in the project area have residential units above the ground story. The majority of the buildings in the 

project vicinity range from two to six stories and most extend to the lot line with no front setbacks. 

Vegetation in the area is generally limited to street trees. Nearby public parks and open spaces include 

the Turk and Hyde Mini Park, one block to the north of the project site (approximately 0.06 miles); United 

Nations Plaza, two blocks to the southeast of the project site (approximately 0.2 miles); and Civic Center 

Plaza, two blocks to. the southwest of the project site (approximately 0.3 miles). 

The area surrounding Civic Center Plaza contains City Hall, the Main Library, and a number of 

prominent cultural institutions, including Davies Symphony Hall, the War Memorial Opera Horuie and 

Veterans' Building, and the Asian Art Museum. The Philip Burton Federal Building and the Hiram W. 

Johnson State Office Building are each located one block east of the site, at Golden Gate Avenue and 

Larkin Street. The closest state highway to the project site is U.S. Highway 101, which extends along Van 

Ness Avenue, three blocks to the west of the project site. Lastly, the project site is immediately adjacent to 

the southwestern corner of the Uptown Tenderloin Historic District, which was list~d as a historic district 

in the National Register of Historic Places in 2009. 
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C. Compatibility With .Existing Zoning and Plans 

Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed 
to the Pla1111i11g Code or Zoning Map, if applicable. 

Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City 
or Region, if applicable. 

Discuss any approvals and/or permUs from City departments other 
than the Planning Department or the Department of Building 
Inspection, or from Regional, State, or Federal Agencies. 

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING CODE 

Applicable Not Applicable 

D 

.D 

D 

The San Francisco Planning Code (Planning Code), which incorporates hy reference the city's Zoning Maps, 

governs permitted uses, densities and the configuration of buildings in San Francisco. Permits to construct 

new buildings (or to alter or demolish existing ones) may not be issued unless either the proposed action 

conforms to the Planning Code, or an exception is granted pursuant to provisions of the Planning Code. 

Allowable Uses 

The project is located in the C-3-G (Downtown - General) Use District, which covers the western portions 

of Downtown. As stated in Planning Code Section 210.2,. the C-3-G District is composed of a variety of 

uses, including retail, offices, hotels, entertainment, clubs and institutions, and high-density residential. 

Many of these uses have a Citywide or regional function, although the intensity of development is lower 

here than in the downtown core area further to the east. 

The requirements associated with the C-3-G Use District are described in Section 210.f of the Planning Code 

with references to other applicable articles of the Planning Code as necessary (for example, for provisions 

concerning parking, rear yards, street trees, etc.). As in the case of other downtown districts, no off-street 

parking is required for individual commercial buildings. In the vicinity of Market Street, the configuration 

of this district reflects easy accessibility by rapid transit. Any resulting potential impacts of the proposed 

project and applicable Planning Code provision are discussed below under the relevant topic headings. 

Within the C-3-G Use District, retail sales and service uses (including eating and drinking uses) on the 

ground floor and residential uses above ground floor, as proposed by the project, are principally 

permitted.4 

Height and Bulk 

The project site is within an 80-X Height and Bulk District. This district allows a maximum building 

height of 80 feet, and has no bulk limit. The proposed project would be 80 feet high, measured from 

ground level to the top of the roof, with various rooftop elements with a height of 10 feet above the roof, 

such as stair and elevator penthouses, that are exempt from the height limit, extending 1no more than 16 

4 Planning Code Section210.2. 
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feet, as allowable under Section 260 (b)(l)(A) of the Planning Code. Therefore, the proposed structure 

would comply with the 80-X Height and Bulle District. 

Street Trees 

Planning Code Section 138.l(c)(l) requires that for every 20 feet of property frontage along each street, one 

24-inch box tree be planted, with any remaining fraction of 10 feet or more of frontage requiring an 

. additional tree. In compliance with Section 138.l(c)(l), the proposed project would plant 11 street trees: 

seven along Golden Gate Avenue (where three trees that currently exist would be removed for the 

project) and four along Hyde Street (where no trees currently exist). 

Open Space 

Because only the roof dedc 'i'rould count tm .. 'atds the Planning Cade required open space requirement, the 

project would require a Variaru:e from the provisions of Planning Cade Section 135(d) con£erning the 

required ameunt of open space, as well as for e'cposure from and obstructions >;•A.thin open space. 

Rear Yard Requirements 

Planning Code Section 134 requires a rear yard equivalent to 25 percent of total lot depth at all residential'. 

levels. The proposed project would provide open space within a second-story commonly accessible deck, 

and on a roof deck, but not within a rear yard. Therefore, the project applicant is requesting an exception 

from the rear yard requirements of .Planning Code Section 134(e), pursuant to the procedures of 

Section 309, to allow for open space :in a configuration other than a rear yard. 

Parking and Loading 

Accord:ing to Planning Code Section 151.1, off-street parking for residential or commercial uses :in the 

C-3-G District is not required; for residential uses, 0.25 parking spaces per unit are pr:incipally permitted 

and up to 0.75 parking spaces per unit are permitted with a Conditional Use authorization. For retail 

uses, up to one parking space per each 500 square feet of gross "floor area up to 20,000 square feet is 

permitted. The proposed project would provide 15 automobile parking spaces for the 85 residential units, 

which is principally permitted under Section 151.1. No parking is proposed for the retail use. Planning 

Code Section 155.2 requires, for new residential build:ings, one secure (Class 1) bicycle parking space 

(bicycle locker or space in a secure room) be provided for each unit, along with one Class 2 space 

(publicly accessible bicycle rack) for each 20 units, or 85 Class 1 spaces and four Class 2 spaces for the 

proposed project. Section 155.5 also requires one Class 1 space for each 7,500 occupied square feet of retail 

space and one Class 2 space for each 750 occupied square feet of retail space; or one Class 1 space and six 

Class 2 spaces for the proposed project 5 The total requirement would therefore be 86 Class 1 spaces and 

10 Class 2 spaces (racks). The project would provide 86Class1 bicycle spaces :in two secure rooms :in the 

basement garage, which would com.ply with Section 155.2. Ten Class 2 spaces (racks) would be provided 

on the. sidewalk, which would require review and approval from SFMfA. Planning Code Section 152.1 

5 Tiris calculation assumes all the retail space is occupied floor area. 
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does not require off-street loacling for residential builclings of less than 100,000 square feet or retail uses 

of less than 10,000 square feet. Therefore, the proposed project would not be required to provide off-street 

loacling spaces, and none are proposed. 

PLANS AND POLICIES 

San Francisco General Plan 

In addition to the Planning Code and its land use zoning requirements, the project site is subject to the 

San Francisco General Plan (General Plan). The General Plan provides general policies and objectives to 

guide land use decisions. The General Plan contaills 10 elements (Commerce and Industry, Recreation and 

Open Space, Housing, Community Facilities, Urban Design, Environmental Protection, Transportation, 

Air Quality, Community Safety, and Arts) that set forth goals, policies, and objectives for the physical 

development of the City. In addition, the General Plan includes area plans that outline goals and 

objectives for specific geographic planning areas, such as the greater downtown, inclucling the project 

site, policies for which are contained in the Downtown Plan, an area plan within the General Plan. 

A conflict between a proposed project and a General Plan policy does not, in itself, indicate a significant 

effect on the environment within the context of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Any 

physical environmental impacts that could result from such conflicts are analyzed in this Initial study. In 

general, potential conflicts with the General Plan are considered by the decisions-makers (normally the 

Planning Commission) independently of the environmental review process. Thus, in addition to 

considering inconsistencies that affect environmental issues, the Planning Commission considers other 

potential inconsistencies with the General Plan, independently of the environmental review process, as 

part of the decision to approve or disapprove a proposed project. Any potential conflict not identified in 

this environmental document would be considered in that context and would not alter the physical 

environmental effects of the proposed project that are analyzed in this Initial Study. 

The aim of the Downtown Plan is to encourage business activity and promote economic growth 

downtown, as the City's and region's premier center, while improving the quality of place and providing 

necessary supporting amenities. Centered on Market Street~ the Plan covers an area roughly bounded by 

Van Ness Avenue to the west, Steuart Street to the east, Folsom Street to the south, and the northern edge 

of the Financial District to the north. The Plan contains objectives and policies that address commerce, 

housing, and open space; preservation; urban form; and transportation. 

The proposed project would not obviously or substantially conflict with any goals, policies, or objectives 

of the General Plan, inclucling those of the Downtown PlaIL The compatibility of the proposed project with 

General Plan goals, policies, and objectives that do not relate to physical environmental issues will be 

considered by decision-makers as part of their decision whether to approve or disapprove the proposed 

project. Any potential conflicts identified as part of the process would not alter the physical 

environmental effects of the proposed project. 
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Priority Policies 

In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable Planning 

Initiative, which added Section 101.1 to the Planning Code to establish eight Priority Policies. These 

policies, and the subsection of Section E of this Initial Study addressing the environmental issties 

associated with the policies, are: (1) preservation and enhancement of neighborhood-serving retail uses; 

(2) protection of neighborhood character (Topic 1, Land Use and Land Use Planning, Question le); 

(3) preservation and enhancement of affordable housing (Topic 2, Population and Housing, Question 2b, 

with regard to housing supply and displacement issues); (4) discouragement of commuter automobiles 

(Topic 4, Transportation and Circulation, Questions 4a, 4b, and 4£); (5) protection of industrial and service 

land uses from commercial office development and enhancement of resident employment and business 

ownership (Topic l, Land Use and Land Use Planning, Question le); (6) maximization of earthquake 

preparedness (Topic 13, Geolbgy and Soils, Questions l3a through 13d); (7) landmark and historic 

building preservation (Topic 3, Cultural Resources, Question 3a); and (8) protection of open space 

(Topic 8, Wn;_d and Shadow, Questions 8a and 8b; and Topic 9, Recreation, Questions 9a and 9c). 

Prior to issuing a permit for any project which requires an Initial Study under the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and prior to issuing a permit for any demolition, conversion, or 

change of use, and prior to taking any action which requires a finding of consistency with the General 

Plan, the City is required to find that the proposed project or legislation is consistent with the priority 

Policies. As noted above, the consiStency of the proposed project with the environmental topics 

associated with the Priority Policies is discussed in Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects, of this 

Initial Study, providing information for use in the case report for the proposed project. The case report 

and approval motions for the project will contain the Department's comprehensive project analysis and 

findings regarding consistency of the proposed project with the. Priority Policies. 

In addition, the proposed project would comply with the City's Residential Inclusiona;ry Affordable 

Housing Program requirements (City Planning Code Section 415, et seq.), either by including 10 below

market-rate (B:MR) unit's on-site, by making an in-lieu payment, or by constructing 17 units off-site. 

Regional Plans and Policies 

The principal regional planning documents and the agencies that guide planning in the nine-county Bay 

Area are Plan Bay Area, the region's first Sustainable Communities Strategy, developed in accordance 

with Senate Bill 375 and adopted jointly by the Association of. Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and the 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC); the Bay Area Air- Quality Management District 

(BAAQMD)' s 2010 Clean Air Plan; the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board's San Francisco 

Basin Plan; and the San Francisco BmJ Plan, adopted by the San Francisco Bay Conservation and 

Development Commission. Due to the relatively small siz~ and infill nature of the proposed project, there 

would be no anticipated conflicts with regional plans. 
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D. Summary of Environmental Effects 

The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below, for which 

mitigation measures would be required to reduce potentially significant impacts to less than significant. 

The following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor. 

D Land Use D Greenhouse Gas Emissions D Geology and Soils 

D Population and Housing D Wind and Shadow D Hydrology and Water Quality 

~ Cultural and Paleo. Resources D Recreation IZI Hazards/Hazardous Materials 

D Transportation and Circulation D Utilities and Service Systems D Mineral/Energy Resources 

D Noise D Public Services D Agricultural/Forest Resources 

~ Air Quality D Biological Resources IZI Mandatory Findings of Significance 

E. Evaluation of Environmental Effects 

All items on the Initial Study Checklist that have been checked "Less than Significant with Mitigation 

Inc01porated," "Less th~ Significant Impact," "No Impact" or "Not Applicable" indicate that, upon 

evaluation, staff has determined that the proposed project could not have a significant adverse 

environmental effect relating to that topic. A discussion is included for those issues checked "Less than 

Significant with Mitigation Incorporated" and "Less than Significant Impact" and for most items checked 

with "No Impact" or "Not Applicable." For all of fue items checked "Not Applicable" or "No Impact" 

without discussion, the conclusions regarding potential significant adverse environmental effects are 

based upon field observation, staff experience and expertise on similar projects, and/or standard 

reference material available within the Planning Department, such as the Department's Transportation 

Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, or the California Natural Diversity Data Base and 

maps, published by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. For each checklist item, the 

evaluation has considered the impacts of the proposed project both individually and Cllillulatively. 

SENATE BILL 743 AND PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE SECTION 21099 

On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743, which became effective on 

January 1, 2014.6 Among other provision, SB 743 amends the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding analysis of aesthetics and parking 

impacts for urban infill projects. 7 

6 

7 
SB 743 can be found on-line at: htt;p://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill id=201320140SB743. 
Puvlic Resources Code Section 21099( d). 
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Aesthetics and Parking Analysis 

Public Resources Code Section21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, states, "Aesthetic 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."8 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 that meet all of the following three criteria: 

a) The project is in a transit priority area9 
b) The project is on an infill site10 

c) . The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center11 

The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria because it (1) is located within one-half mile 

of several rail and bus transit routes, (2) is located on an infill site that is already developed with a post 

office and is surrounded by other urban development, and (3) would be residential project with ground

floor retail space.12 Thus, this Initial Study does not consider aesthetics and the adequacy of parking in 

determllring the significance of project impacts under CEQA. 

Public Resources Code Section 21099(e) states that a Lead Agency maintains the authority to consider 

aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review ordinances or other discretionary powers and· that 

aesthetics impacts do not include impacts on historical or cultural resources. As such, there will be no 

change in the Planning Department's methodology related to design and historic review. 

The Planning Department recognizes that the public and decision makers nonetheless may be interested 

in information pertaining to the aesthetic effects of a proposed project and may desire that such 

information be provided as part of the environmental review process. Therefore, some of the information 

that would have otherwise been provided in an Aesthetics section of this Initial Study (such as visual 

simulations) has been included in Section A, Project Description. However, this information is provided 

solely for informational purposes and is not used to determine the significance of the environmental 

impacts of the project, pursuant to CEQA. 

B Public Resources Code Section21099(d)(1). 
9 Public Resources Code Section 21099(a) defines a "transit priority area" as an area wifuin one-half mile of an 

existillg or planned major transit stop. A "major transit stop" is defined in Section 21064.3 of the Public Resources. 
Code as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal se'rved by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of 
two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and 
afternoon peak commute periods. 

10 Public Resources Code Section 21099(a) defines an "infill site" as a lot located within an urban area that has been 
previously developed, or a vacant site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is 
separated only by an improved public right-of-way from, parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses. 
Public Resources Code Section 21099(a) defines an" employment center" as a project located on property zoned for 
commercial uses with a floor area ratio of no less than 0.75 and located within a transit priority area. 

11 

12 San Francisco Planning Department, Transit-oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist, March 30, 2015. This 
document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File 
No. 2012.0086E. 
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Similarly, the Planning Deparbnent acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the 

public and the decision makers. Therefore, this fuitial Study presents a parking demand analysis for 

informational purposes and will consider any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained 

supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of

way) as applicable in the transportation analysis. 

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 ooastal program, 
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant No Not 

Impact Impact Applicable 

l8l D D 

l8l D D 

Impact LU~1: The proposed project would not physically divide an established community. (Less than 
Significant) 

As discussed in the Section A, Project Description (page 1), the 10,632-square-foot project site is located at 

the northwest comer of Hyde Street and· Golden Gate Avenue in the Downtown/Civic Center 

neighborhood (see Figure 1). The project site is currently occupied by a 7,500-square-foot, one-story, 

approximately 20-foot-tall post office building and one existing off-street loading/parking space. The site 

is generally flat. 

The proposed project would include the demolition of the existing building on-site and the construction 

of a new eight-story structure consisting of approximately 4,923 square feet of retail space on the ground 

floor (intended for three retail. establishments) and 85 dwelling units above. The proposed mixed-use 

structure would be approximately 80 feet above grade to the roofline, with an additional approximately 

16 feetinheight for the.proposed rooftop features (exempt from the height limits for this zoning district). 

Given that the existing building only contains a single-story commercial space with no dwellingunits, the 

proposed project would intensify the use of the project site, but would not alter the general land use 

pattern of the immediate area, which already includes nearby buildings with commercial uses on the 

ground floor with residential uses above. Although most buildings in the project area range from two to 

six stories, the proposed building; at eight stories, would not physically divide the established 

community, because the project would be built within the existing street configuration and would not 

impose any impediments to pedestrian or other travel through the neighborhood. In terms of overall 

mass, the proposed building would be smaller than the University of California, Hastings College of Law 
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buildings across Golden Gate Avenue, with facades that extend the entirety of that block along Hyde 

Street. Additionally, the project would be considerably shorter than the nearby Philip Burton Federal 

Building and Hiram W. Johnson State Office Building to the west on Golden Gate Avenue, and the 

Hastings College of the Law residential building at McAllister and Leavenworth Streets. 

Because the proposed project would establish a mixed-use building within proximity to other similar 

mixed-use establishments, and would not introduce an incompatible land use to the area, the project 

would have a less-than~significant impact on physically dividing an established community. 

Impact LU-2: The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable land use plans, policies or 
regulations of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect. (Less than Significant) 

Land use impacts are also considered to be significant if the proposed project would conflict with any 

plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effed. 

Environmental plans and policies are those, like the BAAQMD 2010 Clean Air Plan, which directly 

address environmental issues and/or contain targets or standards, must be met in order to preserve or 

improve characteristics of the City's physical environment. 

The proposed project would not obviously or substantially conflict with applicable plans, policies, and 

regulations such that an adverse physical change would re~t. In addition, the proposed project wouid 

not obviously or substantially conflict with any such adopted environmental plan or policy. Therefore, 

the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact with regard to conflicts with existing 

plans and zoning. 

Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project would not make a considerable contribution to any significant 
cumulative land use impacts. (Less than Significant) 

As of March 2015, there are no active Planning Department cases or active building permits on the project 

block, other than those dealing with minor building alterations. However, there are several proposed and 

recently approved project~ within approximately one-quarter mile of the project site, which include the 

following: 

• 121 Golden Gate Avenue (Case No. 2005.0869) '-This project wiU construct 90 senior housing 
units, to be operated by Mercy Housing, and replacement space for the St. Anthony Foundation 
dining hall and kitchen, along with foundation offices. (Under construction) 

• 100 Van Ness Avenue (Case No. 2013.0068) -The project will convert the 29-story, 400-foot tall 
former California State Automobile Association office building at Van Ness Avenue and Hayes 
Street to approximately 399 residential units and approximately 6,885 square feet of ground-floor 
retail space. (Under construction) 

• Trinity Place (1169 Market Street) - This project demolished the former Trinity Plaza residential 
build,ing and is constructing approximately 1,900 residential units, including 360 rent-controlled 
replacement units for tenants of the now-demolished building, in four towers at Eighth and 
Market Streets. (Under construction; two of four buildings are complete, and work is ongoing.) 
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· • 101 Polk Street (Case No. 2011.0702) - This project proposes a 13-story, 162-unit residential 
building on a parcel now used for surface parking at the northwest comer of Polk and Hayes 
Streets. The project would include 51 vehicle spaces and 62 bicycle spaces in a subgrade garage. 
(Under construction) 

• 1390 Market Street (Case No. 2005.0979) - This project will demolish an existing two-story retail 
and office building adjacent to the Fox Plaza tower and replace it with an 11-story, 120-foot-tall 
building containing 230 dwelling units and 17,500 square feet of retail space. (Approved by the 
Planning Commission May 28, 2009) 

• 351 Turk Street & 145 Leavenworth Street (Case No. 2012.1531) -The proposal is to construct two 
80-foot-tall residential hotels on two vacant lots on the block immediately east of the project site. 
The two buildings would provide a total of 244 group housing units, as defined by the Planning 
Code, as replacement housing for 238 group housing units in five existing hotels-in the 
Tenderloin or, in one case, just across Market Street-proposed for conversion to tourist rooms. 
The project would also provide 3,800 square feet of ground-floor retail space, 16 vehicle parking 
spaces, and 184 bicycle spaces. (CEQA Environmental Review Class 32 Exemption issued 
September 15, 2014.) 

• 150 Van Ness Avenue (Case No. 2013.0973) - This project proposes demolition of an existing 
vacant office building, attached garage, and a surface parking lot and construction qf a 12-story, 
120-foot tall residential building with approximately 420 dwelling units and ground-floor retail 
space. (Environmental review in progress.) 

Recently completed and approved projects nearby include the 17-story A VA residential project, 

containing 250 dwelling units and 3,000 square feet of ground floor retail, at 55 Ninth Street (a walking 

distance of approXimately 0.4 miles from the project site), the 750-unit NEMA project at 8 Tenth Street 

(approximately 0.5 miles from the project site), and the 160 mostly "micro" units approved at 1321 

Mission Street (approximately 0.5 miles from the project site). Slightly farther away at a walking distance 

of approximately 0.6 miles from the project site are several other projects, including 115 dwelling units 

under construction at 1415 Mission Street and the 190 affordable units under construction at 1400 Mission 

Street. fu addition to the above, tlle recently renovated Kelly Cullen Community, a supportive housing 

facility, is one block east of the project site in the eight-story former Central YMCA building located at 

220 Golden Gate Avenue (a walking distance of approximately 0.08 miles from the project site). 

Because of the project's relatively modest size and because the project represents an :infill development within 

a dense residential neighborhood that is well-served by transit, the proposed project at 101 Hyde Street is 

unlikely to combine with the above projects or any other nearby developments in sum a way that would 

result in substantial cumulative adverse land use impacts. Thus, the proposed project would not result in any 

significant cumulative land use or planning impacts, since it would cause no change in the mix of land uses in 

the vicinity, and thus could not. contribute. to any overall change in neighborhood character or any overall 

conflict with applicable environmental plans. Furthermore, this project would not combU:e with other projects 

in the vicinity to physically divide an established community, conflict with applicable plans and policies 

adopted to avoid or mitigate environment effects, or chaii.ge the existing maracter of the vicinity. 

For the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future projects, would result in a less-than-significant cumulatively considerable land use impact. 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact impact Applicable 

2. POPULATION AND HOUSING-
Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, D D D D 
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 D D D D 
units or create demand for additional housing, 
necessitating tl1e construction of replacement 
housing? 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, D D D D 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

Impact PH-1: The proposed project would not induce substantial population growth either directly or 
indirectly. (Less than Significant) 

In general, a project would be considered growth-inducing if its implementation would result in 

substantial population increases and/or new development that might not occur if the project were not 

approved and implemented. 

The proposed project would include the demolition of a single-story commercial building on-site. The 

existing facility, a USPS Box Unit, employs fewer than ten people. Prior to the implementation of the 

proposed project, the existing USPS facility would be required to close. Given the limited services 

provided at the existing facility (post office boxes and package pickup services, without a retail counter), 

it is not expected that this facility would be replaced elsewhere (either in the proposed retail space on-site 

or elsewhere in the city). Instead, it is likely that the USPS would provide those services at a nearby USPS 

branch, such as the post office at 1390 Market Street (Fox Plaza), 'located app~oximately 4~ blocks (a 

walking distance of approximately 0.5 miles) southwest of the project site.13 

The. proposed project, an infill development consisting of retail space on the ground floor with dwelling 

units above, would be located in an urbanized area and would not be expected to substantially alter 

existing development patterns in the Tenderloin neighborhood, or in San Francisco as a whole. The 

proposed project would include approximately 4,923 square feet of retail space on the project site, which 

would be a net reduction of 2,577 square feet, as compared to the 7,500 square feet of commercial uses 

that currently exist on site; In addition, the project would also include the construction of 85 residential 

units above the proposed retail space. Since the project is located in an established urban neighborhood, it 

13 Diana Alvarado, Real Estate Specialist, U.S. Postal Service, telephone communication, August 23, 2013. Available 
for review at fue Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2012.0086E. 
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would not require, or create new demand for, the extension of municipal infrastructure, The addition of 

the new residential units would increase the residential population on the site by approximately 156 

persons.14 Whlle the addition of 156 residents would be noticeable to residents of immediately adjacent 

properties, this increase would not result in a substantial increase to the population of the City and 

County of San Francisco. The 2010 U.S. Census indicates that the population in the project vicinity is 

approximately 5,075 persons.15 The proposed project would increase the population near the project site 

by an estimated 3 percent, and the overall population of the Gty and County of San Francisco by less 

than 0.01 percei:tt.16 

Based on the total size of the proposed commercial uses on the project site, the new businesses would 

employ a total of approximately 14 staff at the proposed building once it is completed.17,18 The retail 

employment in the proposed project would not likely offer sufficiently high wages such that it would be 

anticipated to attract new employees to San Francisco. Therefore, it can be anticipated that most of the 

employees would live in San Francisco (or nearby communities), and that the project would thus not 

generate demand for new housing for the potential retail employees. In the context of the average 

household occupancy of the Tenderloin neighborhood, the proposed project would not be anticipated to 

result in a substantial population increase. Moreover, the residential and employment growth that would 

be accommodated by the proposed project is included within current growth projections for 

San Francisco, as developed by ABAG and MTC for Plan Bay Area and modified by the Planning 

Department.. These projections forecast that San Francisco is expected to gain approximately 

101,000 households and 270,000 residents between 2010 and 2040, reaching a population of over 1 million, a 

35 percent increase in residential population. Employment is forecast to increase by 34 percent (191,000 jobs) 

during this period, to a total of approximately 760,000.19·20 Therefore, in light of the above, additional 

population/employees associated with the project would have a less-than-significant impact related to 

population growth, both directly and indirectly. 

14 The project site is located in Census Tract 124.01, which is generally bounded by Ellis Street to the north, Golden 
Gate Avenue to th.e south, Leavenworth Street to the east and Larkin Street to the west. The population 
calculation is based on Census 2010 data, which estimates 1.84 persons per household in Census Tract 124.01. It 
should be noted that th.is census tract has somewhat smaller households than the citywide average of 2:3 persons 
per household. 

15 The population estimate is based on data from the 2010 Census for Census Tract 124.01. 

16 This calculation is based on the estimated Census 2010 population of 805,235 persons in the City and County of 
San Francisco. 

17 San Francisco Planning Department (SFPD), Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, 
October 2002. 

lB Based on Planning Department Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review (see footnote 17, 
p. 31) which assumes 350 square feet per retail employee. 

19 Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), Plan Bay 
Area Jobs-Housing Connection Strategy, revised May 16, 2012. Available on the internet at 
http://www.onebmtarea.org!pdfl 
THCS/Mau 2012 Tabs Housing Connection Strategy Main Report.pd{. Accessed November 12, 2014. 

20 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Land Use Allocation, Central SoMa, January 6, 2014. Available for review 
at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case Pile No. 2011.1356E (Central SoMa Plan EIR). 
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Impact PH-2: The proposed project would not. displace a substantial number of existing housing units, 
people, or employees, or create demand for additional housing elsewhere. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project would not displace any residents or housing units, since no residential uses or 

housing units currently exist on the project site. As noted above, the proposed project would either 

relocate or eliminate a small number of jobs related to the existing USPS Box Unit operations on the site. 

However, the three existing USPS employees would be relocated to other locations and so would not be 

displaced from the workforce. An estimated 14 new jobs would be created with the establishment of 

approximately 4,923 square feet of retail uses on the project site. The retail employment in the proposed 

project would not likely offer sufficiently high wages such that it would be anticipated to attract new 

employees to San Francisco. Therefore, it can be anticipated that most of the employees would live in 

San Francisco (or nearby communities), and that the pr0ject would thus not generate demand for new 

housing for the potential retail employees. While the elimination of three jobs related to the existing USPS 

Box Unit facility may negatively impact those individuals, it would not be considered a displacement of a 

substantial number of employees. Also, the project would not create a substantial demand for new 

housing elsewhere, because the project provides for new housing. Therefore, the proposed project would 

have a less-than-significant impact related to the displacement of housing, displacement of employees, or 

the creation of a demand for additional housing elsewhere. 

Impact C-PH-1: The proposed project would not.make a considerable contribution to any cumulative 
significant effects related to population or housing. (Less than Significant) 

As described above, the proposed project would not result in substantial population growth or displace 

any existing residences. The proposed project, by itself, would not result in significant physical 

environmental effects related to housing demand or population. The proposed project, -in combination 

with other projects such as those listed in above .jn Section E.1 Land Use and Land Use Planning, would 

not collectively result in significant impacts related to population and housing. The approved and 

uroposed mojects (including the proposed project and 351 Turk Street & 145 Leavenworth Street> 

within Census Tract 124.01 would collectively add approximately 605 new residents within 329 

dwelling units into the project vicinity. which would represent a residential population increase of 12 

percent These. approved and proposed projects would be required to pay an affordable housing in

lieu fee or provide percentage of the total number of units either on-site or off-site as affordable units. 

Over the last several years. the supply of housing has not met the demand for housing within San 
Francisco. In July 2013. the Association of Bay Area Governments CABAG) proiected regional housing 
needs in the Regional Housing Need Plan for the San Francisco Bay ·Area: 2014 - 2022. The 
jurisdictional need of San Francisco for 2014 - 2022 is 28.869 dwelling units consisting of 6.234 
dwelling units within the very low income level (0 - 50 percent>: 4.639 within the low income level (51 
- 80 percent); 5.460 within the moderate income level (81 - 120 percent); and 12.536 within the above 
moderate income level (120 percent pJus).21 These numbers are consistent with the development 

21 Association of Bay Area Governments CABAG). Regional Housing Need Plan far the San Francisco Bav Aretr 2014 -
2022. July 2013. This document is available online at htto:Uwww.abag.ca.gov/planning/housingneeds/pdfs/2014-
22 RHNA Plan.pd£. accessed August 15. 2014. 
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pattern for the region's Sustainable Communities Strategy, Plan Bau Area, a state-mandated, 
integrated long-range transportation, land use, and housing plan. 22 As part of the planning process for 
Plan Bau Area, San Francisco identified Priority Development Areas, which are areas where new 
development wiJl suuport the dav-to-day needs of residents and workers in a pedestrian-friendly 
environment served by transit. Census Tract 124.01 was identified within a Priority Development 
Area. Therefore. although the proposed proiect, in combination with other past. present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects. would increase the ponulation in the area, it would not induce 
substantial population growth. as this population growth has been anticipated. Furthermore, the 
proposed project. in combination with other past. present. and reasonably foreseeable future nrojects 
would not result in substantial numbers of housing units or people displacement as the maiority of 
the approved and pronosed projects would demolish vacant buildings and/or construct new buildings 
on surface parking lots. 

Further, the proposed project would not displace any existing housing units or people, and the existing 

USPS employees would be relocated to other USPS locations. The project would not generate substantial 

demand for housing elsewhere, nor would the project, as an infill development on a single parcel, be 

anticipated to induce substantial growth. Residential and employment growth due to the proposed 

project, along with cumulative projects, would not exceed already acknowledged growth projections for 

San Francisco as set forth in Plan Bay Area and modified by the Planning Department. Because of this 

consistency with existing growth forecasts, cumulative effects related to growth inducement would not 

be significant. 

Based on the above, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts related 

to population or housing. 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

3. CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES-Would the project: 

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

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in fue D D D D 
significance of an archeological resource pursuant 
to §15064.5? 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique D D D D 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 

feiiture? 

22 Metropolitan Transportation Commission and ABAG. Plan Bau Area. July 2013. This document is available online 
at htt;p:Uonebaya:rea.org/plan-bay-area/final-plan-bay-area.html. accessed August 15. 2014. 
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d) Disturb any human remains, including those D 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

Less Than 
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Less Than 
Significant No Not 

Impact Impact Applicable 

D D D 

Impact CP-1: The proposed project would not result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
historic architectural resources. (Less than Significant) 

The project site is located adjacent to the Uptown Tenderloin Historic District that is ·listed on the 

National Register of Historic Places. This section evaluates both whether the existing building on the 

project site is a historic resource whose demolition would be considered a significant impact as defined 

under CEQA, and whether the new building proposed for construction would adversely affect the 

adjacent historic district. This analysis is based on a Historic Resources Evaluation (HRE) prepared by a 

qualified historic resources consultant and a subsequent Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER) 

prepared by the Planning Deparbnent' s historic preservation staff.23,24 

Existing Building 

The existing building on the project site is a single-story, concrete structure that was built in 1960 as a 

branch bank by Bank of America, and was converted to use as a post office box facility for the U.S. Postal 

Service in 1991. The building was originally designed in a Mid-Century Modem architectural style, but 

was substantially altered in the conversion to postal use. The architect was Aleck L. Wilson; in association 

with Wurster, Bernardi and Emmons as consulting architects. The 101 Hyde Street building is adjacent to, 

but not within, the National Register-listed Uptown Tenderloin Historic.District. The existing building is 

not listed in Article 10 (landmarks) or Article 11 (Downtown historic and aesthetic resources) of the 

Planning Code, nor is it listed in any other local, state, or national registers. Given the absence of any 

current historic designation, to be considered a historical resource under CEQA, the building would 

normally have to be determined eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources on 

the basis of association with important events (Criterion 1), association with important person(s) 

(Criterion 2); association with a master architect or as ·an example of particularly important design 

(Criterion 3); or because of information potential, normally associated with archaeological resources 

(Criterion 4). If an existing building meets one or more of the criteria, it must also possess sufficient 

physical integrity so as to be able to convey its importance in association with the criteria. 

The Bank of America branch at 101 Hyde Street was part of a wave of post-World War II (and post-Great 

Depression) bran'Ch bank design that sought to bring to bank design a storefront feel, in contrast to the 

23 Garavaglia Architecture, Inc., 101 Hyde Street: Historic Resources Evaluation Report, May 13, 2014. This report is 
available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2012.0086E. 

24 Gretchen Hilyard, Preservation Planner, San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation 
Response, Case No. 2012.0086E: 101 Hyde Street," May 23, 2014. This report is available for review at the Planning 
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2012.0086E. 
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grand Neoclassical bank designs that were common in the early part of the 20th century. The original 

design of the principal Hyde Street and Golden Gate Avenue fai;ades featured highly contrasting facades 

of glass panels sandwiched by concrete panels above and below, mounted in aluminum frames, with 

double doors of aluminum in each fai;ade. "Bank of America" was spelled out in aluminum letters along 

the upper band of concrete panels on each fac;ade. The 1991 renovation, however, completely demolished 

the Hyde and Golden Gate fai;ades and replaced them with simplified exterior walls that are clad in a 

combination of stucco and tile. The principal exter,or feature of the building today is a mural painted on 

the Hyde Street fai;ade in 2011, funded by the No~th of Market Tenderloin Community Benefit District 

and a San Francisco Community Challenge Grant. 

Figure 10 contrasts the original design of the building with its current condition. 25 Although the original 

design was noteworthy in the context of the post-war banking boom, the building was completely altered 

in the 1991 remodel. Moreover, the building was constructed outside the period of significance of the 

Uptown Tenderloin Historic District (1906-1957 under important events Criterion A and 1906-1931 under 

important design Criterion C). 26 . 

Architect Aleck L. Wilson practiced architecture for 56 years, until his death in 1976. Among his other 

known extant commissions in San Francisco are. A.P. Giannini Junior High (now Middle) School at 

39th Avenue and Ortega Street in the Sunset District (ca. 1952); Pelton Junior High School (now Thurgood 

Marshall Academic High School) on Conkling Street in the Silver Terrace neighborhood (1958); and a 

22-story Pacific Telephone (now AT&T) building on Pine Street between Grant Avenue and Kearny Street 

(i960).27 Wilson also designed Barrows Hall on the University of California, Berkeley, campus (1964), and 

buildings on the U.C. Davis campus and, according to his obituary in the San Francisco Chronicle, several 

other buildings for Pacific Telephone and Standard Oil. Earlier in his career, he was a chief designer and 

project architect for the 1939 Golden Gate International Exposition on Treasure Island. Although Wilson 

had a lengthy career, research has not shown that he is considered a "master" architect; the HRE notes, 

however, that "a greater understanding of his body of work may develop as more of his building[ s] pass 

the 50 year mark." Regardless, the building's loss of integrity renders moot its association with Wilson. 

Research did not indicate associations between the existing building and important people, other than 

potentially architect Aleck L. Wilson. 

25 Two other examples of the mid-century trend in bank design exist in j:he general vicinity, at 275 Ellis Street 
(Wurster, Bernardi and Emmons, 1963) and 1660 California Street (Neil Smith Associates, 1965), and although 
neither is used as a bank branch any longer, they retain considerably more integrity than does 101 Hyde Street. 

26 Michael R. Corbett and Anne Bloomfield, "Uptown Tenderloin Historic District" National Register of Historic 
Places Nomination Form, 2008. District listed on the National Register, February 5, 2009. This document is 
available at the Planning Deparhnent, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2012.0086E. 

27 This shadow cast by this building on St. Mary's Square, directly across Pine Street, was one of the catalysts for 
the passage years later of Proposition K, the "Sunlight Ordinance," which restricts shadow on City parks (Tran.sit 
Center District Plan Final EIR, Case No. 2007.0558E, p. C&R-95). 
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Bank of America, 101 Hyde Street, 1961 

U.S. Post Office, 101 Hyde Street, 2013 

SOURCE: Garavaglia Architecture 
Figure 10 

Exterior Alterations to Existing Building on Project Site 

Based on the above, the existing 101 Hyde Street bu~cling's loss of integrity, as a result of the 1991 

remodeling, renders the building ineligible for listing on the California Register. Therefore, the building is · 

not a historical resource, and its demolition would result in a less-than-significant effect. 

Uptown Tenderloin Historic District 

The Uptown Tenderloin Historic District was listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 2009. 

The National Register is the official federal list of historical resources that have architectural, historic or 

cultural significance at the national, state or local level. The National Register of Historic Places is 

administered by the National Park Service, an Agency of the Department of the futerior. listing of a 

property on the National Register of Historic Places does not prohibit demolition or alteration of that 

property, but does denote that the property is a resource worthy of recognition and protection. 
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According to the National Register nomination form,28 the Upper Tenderloin Historic District "is a 

largely intact, visually consistent, inner-city high-density residential area constructed during the years 

between the earthquake and fire of 1906 and the Great Depression." The district includes all (or part) of 

33 City blocks generally bounded by the north side of Geary Street on the north, Taylor and Mason 

Streets on the east, Turk and McAllister Streets and Golden Gate A venue on the south, and Polk and 

Larkin Streets on the west. The nomination form continues: 

The district is formed around its predominant building type: a 3- to 7- story, multi-unit 
apartment, hotel, or apartment-hotel constructed of bricl< or reinforced concrete. On the 
exteriors, sometimes only signage clearly distinguishes between these related building 
types. Because virtually the entire district was constructed m the quarter-century 
between _1906 and the early 1930s, _a limited number of architects, builders, and clients 
produced a harmonious group of structures that share a single, classically oriented visual 
imagery using similar materials and details. 

Among the character-defining features of the district are the following: three- to seven-story building 

heights; bricl< or concrete exterior walls; bay wmdows on street-facing facades; double-hung wood-sash 

wmdows (earlier buildings); casement windows with transoms (later buildings); fire escapes; flat roofs 

surrounded by parapets; decorative cornices; brick or stucco facings with details of molded galvanized 

iron, terra cotta or cai;t concrete; deep set windows; segmented arches or iron lintels at window openings; 

some buildings feature sandstone or terra cotta rusticated bases, columns, sills, lintels, quoins, entry 

arches, keystones, string courses, etc.; buildings occupy entire width of lot creating a continuous street 

wall; light comts; many buildings feature ground-story commercial use with residential above; 

prominent entry sequences; signs include engraved stone panels with building names, painted wall signs, 

bronze plaques with names or addresses adjacent to entry vestibules, and neon signs; building types 

include: hotels, lodging houses, dwellings, flats, apartments, parking garages, stores, churches, film 

exchanges, halls and clubs, bathhouses; and street furniture including streetlights, granite curbs, utility 

plates, and sidewalk stamps. 

The HRE evaluated the proposed project in the context of the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 

Rehabilitation; specifically, Standard No. 9, which is most commonly used to address issues of. 

compatibility between a proposed new building and the design qualities of an adjacent historic district 

That standard states, "New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy 

historic materials that characterize the property [in this case, the district]. The new work shall be 

differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural 

features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment." 

The HRE report found, with respect to differentiation of new from old, "The proposed buildmg is 

markedly new in design al)-d materials, and does not attempt to create a false sense of history by imitating 

any design features or historical characteristics of the adjacent Uptown Tenderloin Historic District." The 

report noted that certain aspects of the project design would be compatible with the historic district, 

28 Michael R. Corbett and Anne Bloom.field, op. cit. (see footnote 26, p. 29). 
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mcluding concrete wall surfaces, rectilinear bays abutting adjacent buildings, the proportion of glass to 

wall surface, and casement wmdows. "Taken mdividually," the report stated, "other design elements 

serve to differentiate the building from the historic district; these mclude the use of composite panels to 

imitate weathering steel." The report also found that the project, while taller than adjacent and most 

nearby structures, would be generally ill scale with surrounding buildings and the neighborhood as a 

whole. The report concluded that by stating that the proposed project "will not substantially damage the 

overall historic qualities that qualify the district for listing as a historic resource."29 

The Planning Department's preservation staff concurred with the HRE, stating in the project's Historic 

Resources Evaluation Response: 

Staff finds that the proposed project would not cause a significant adverse impact to a 
historic resource such that the significance of a historic resource would be materially 
impaired. The proposed project is located outside the boundaries of the Uptown 
Tenderloin Historic District and the overall building design is compatible with the 
character of other contemporary infill projects found within the district in terms of 
massing, scale, composition and materials. Although the proposed building design is 
contemporary in nature, some elements of the design reference the character-defining 
features of the adjacent historic district, including: ground floor storefront height and 
composition referencing historic storefront scale and configuration; articulation of the 
street-facing facades with projecting bay windows, punched wmdow openings; and the 
organization of.the building into smaller vertical masses to reference the traditional lot 
width found within the district. The proposed project would not materially impair the 
significance of the National Register-listed UptoWn. Tenderloin Historic District and 
would not cause a significant adverse impact.30 

In light of the above, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on the signilicance of 

historical architectural resources. 

Impact CP-2: The proposed project could result in damage to, or destruction of, as--yet-unknown 
archeological remains, should such remains exist beneath. the project site. (Less than Significant with 
Mitigation) 

When determining the potential for encountering archeological resources, relevant factors include the 

location, depth, and areal extent of excavati01;1 proposed, as well as any recorded information on known 

archeological resources in the area. A Preliminary Archeological Review (PAR) has been prepared by the 

Planning Department's staff archeologist for the project and is summarized below.31 The project sponsor 

·29 Garavaglia Architecture, op. cit. (see footnote 23, p. 29); p. 24. 

30 San Francisco Planning Department, op. cit. (see footnote 23, p. 29), p. 9. 
31 Allison Vanderslice, SF Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, Preliminary Archeological 

Review: Checklist, dated July 5, 2013. Case No. 2012.0086E. This document is available for review at the Planning. 
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2012.0086E. 
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sul'plied soil profiles from a geotechnical investigation conducted around the project site; however, no 

borings were conducted within the project site as the existing building covers the entire site. 32 

Excavation would be required to install the proposed below-grade garage, elevator, and related utilities. 

The garage floor level would be approximately 10 feet below ground surface (bgs) and the placement of a 

mat foundation would require additional excavation, for total maximum excavation depth of 

approximately 13 feet bgs. 

The project site is underlain by native sand dune deposits to an approximate depth of 10 to 15 feet below 

ground surface.33 Prehistoric features are unlikely to have been located within the loose, natural sand 

dune deposits; rather, it is more probable that prehistoric features were created on more stable surfaces, 

such as the denser deposits found below 15 feet bgs. The block within which the project site is located 

was likely filled in and graded during the 1860s. 

There are no recorded prehistoric sites within the upland. north of Market Street area. In the project 

vicinity to the_ south of Market, there is a fairly substantial concentration of known prehistoric sites 

extending from near First Street to Eighth Street and even further westward. Additionally, older 

prehistoric deposits do appear in deeper subsurface layers. Prior to being filled, the project site was on 

the edge of a historical stream/marsh and historical maps show with trees and chaparral at the west edge 

of the City in the 1850s. The first development on the subject block included two small buildings shown 

on the 1859 U.S. Coast Survey map,-which are within or to the west of the project site. From 1850to1869, 

the Yerba Buena Cemetery was located approximately one block to the south_ of the project site. 

Development is shown within -the project block on the 1869 U.S. Coast Survey map, but not witlri,n project 

site. A stable is shown just west of the project site on the 1886 Sanborn Map and was expanded by the 

1899 Sanborn Map and was still there in 1905.34 The site was vacant following the 1906 Earthquake and 

Fire until at least the 1913 Sanborn map. A gas station stood on the project site, from the 1920s until the 

late 1950s, when the building was constructed in 1959 as a Bank of America branch. The current building 

does not appear to have a basement and it appears that the site has had minimal disturbance beyond the 

placement of gas tanks for the gas station. 

There are no recorded archeological sites in the immediate vicinity of the project site. An archeological 

research design and treatment plan (ARDTP) was prepared for 121 Golden Gate Avenue (approximately 

one block east of the site) by Archeo-Tec in 2008. This ARDTI states that there is some potential for 

burials associated with Yerba Buena Cemetery (1850-1869) to be present within the site.35 However, 

because of its distance from the ce:qietery and uphill location, the preliminary archeological review 

32 Rockridge Geotechnical, Geotechnical Study - Proposed Mid-Rise Building 101 Hyde Sti-eet, San Frnncisco CA, 
September 10, 2012. Available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File 
No. 2012.0086E. 

33 Rockridge Geoteclmical, op. cit. (see footnote 32, p. 38). 
3!l Garavaglia Architecture, op. cit. (see footnote 23, p. 29). 

35 Allison Vanderslice, op. cit. (see footnote 31, p. 38). 
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concluded that it is highly improbable that these burials associated with the Yerba Buena Cemetery are 

present on the current project site. Recent testing and monitoring at that site found no potentially 

significant archeological resources. 

The proposed excavation related to the installation of the below-ground garage and foundations would 

reach the existing native sand dune deposits, where prehistoric features are unlikely to have been located. 

Although the possibility of encountering prehistoric features is more probable in denser deposits below 

15 feet bgs, the project could potentially disturb cultural resoW.:ces if such resources were present. 

Therefore, the proposed project would result in a significant impact on . archeological resources. 

hnplementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Archeological. Resources (Testing)) below would 

reduce the potential impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2: Arch~ological Resources (Testing) 

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within the project 
site, the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect 
from the proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. The project sponsor shall 
retain the services of an archeological consultant from the pool of qualified archeological 
consultants maintained by the Planning Department archeologist. The archeological consultant 
shall undertake an archeological testing program as specified herein. In addition, the consultant 
shall be available to conduct an archeological monitoring and/or data recovery program if required 
pursuant to this measure. The archeological consultant's work shall be conducted i~ accordance 
with this measure at the direction of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). All plans and 
reports prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the 
ERO for review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final 
approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by this 

. measure could suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the 
direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if 
such a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less-than-significant level potential 
effects on a significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect.15064.5 (a)(c): 

Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an archeological site36 associated with 
descendant Native Americans or the Overseas Chinese an appropriate representative37 of the 
descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted. The representative of the descendant group 
shall be given the opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of the site and to 
consult with ERO regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the site, of recovered· data from 
the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the associated archeological site. A copy 

36 By the term "archeological site" is intended here to minimally included any archeological deposit, f~ature, 
burial, or evidence of burial. 

37 An "appropriate representative" of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native 
Americans, any individual listed in the current Native American Contact List fur the City and County of San 
Francisco maintained by the California Native American Heritage Commission and in the case of the Overseas 
Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of America. 
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of the Final Archeological Resources Report shall be provided to the representative of the 
descendant group. 

Archeological Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for 
review and approval an archeological testing plan (ATP). The archeological testing program shall 
be conducted in accordance with the approved ATP. The ATP shall identify the property types of 
the expected archeological resource(s) that potentially could be adversely affected by the proposed 
project, the testing method to be used, and the locations recommended for testing. The purpose of the 
archeological testing program will be to determine to· the extent possible the presence or absence of 
archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate whether any archeological resource 
encountered on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA. 

At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant shall submit a 
written report of the findings to the ERO. If based on the archeo~ogical testing program the 
archeological consultant finds that significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO in 
consultation with the archeological consultant shall determine if additional measures are 
warranted. Additional measures that may be undertaken include additional archeological testing, 
archeological monitoring, and/or an archeological data recovery program. If the ERO determines 
that a significant archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected 
by the proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either: ' 

A) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on the significant 
archeological resource; or 

B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that the 
archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research significance and that 
interpretive use of the resource is feasible. 

Archeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO in· consultation with the archeological consultant 
determines that an archeological monitoring program shall be implemented the archeological 
monitoring program shall minimally include the following provisions: 

• The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope 
of the AMP reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing activities commencing. 
The ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant shall determine what project 
activities shall be archeologically monitored. In most cases, any soils- disturbing activities, 
such as demolition, fo~dation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation, foundation 
work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require 
archeological monitoring because of the risk these activities pose to potential archeological 
resources and to their depositional context; 

• The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the alert for evidence 
of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of the expected 
resource(s), and of the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an 
archeological resource; 

• The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule 
agreed upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation 
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with project archeological consultant, deterrrrined that project construction activities could 
have no effects on significant archeological deposits; 

• The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples . and 
artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis; 

• If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity 
of the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily 
redirect demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction activitie.s_and equipment until the 
deposit is evaluated. If in the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the 
archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity may affect an 
archeological resource, the pile driving activity shall be terrrrinated until an appropriate 
evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation with the ERO. The archeological 
consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the encountered archeological deposit The 
archeological consultant shall make a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and 
significance of the encountered archeological deposit, and present the findings of this 
assessment to the ERO. 

Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the archeological consultant 
shall submit a written report of the .findings of the monitoring program to the ERO. 

Archeolagical Data RecovenJ Program. The archeological data recovery program shall be conducted in 
accord with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP). The archeological consultant, project 
sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft 
ADRP. The archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shall identify 
how the proposed data recovery program will preserve the significant information the 
archeological resource is expected to contain. That is, the ADRP will identify what 
scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the expected resource, what data classes the 
resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would address the applicable 
research questions. Data recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of the historical 
property that could be adversely affected by the proposed project Destructive data recovery 
methods shall not be applied to portions of the archeological resources if nondestructive methods 
ar~ practical. 

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

• Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and 
operations. 

• Cataloguing and LaboratonJ Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact 
analysis procedures. 

• Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post-field discard and 
deaccession policies. 

• Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive program during 
the course of the archeological data recovery program~ 
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• Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the archeological resource 
from vandalism, looting,·and non-intentionally damaging activities. 

• Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of results. 

• Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the curation of any 
recovered data having potential research value, identification of appropriate curation 
facilities, and a summary of the accession policies of the curation facilities. 

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated FuneranJ Objects. The treatment of human remains 
and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity 
shall comply with applicable State and Federal laws. This shall include immediate notification of 
the Coroner of the City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner's 
determination that the human remains are Native American remains, notification of the California 
State Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant 
(MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and MLD shall 
make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of, with appropriate dignity, 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 
15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, 
recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the human remains· and 
associated or unassociated funerary objects. 

Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final 
Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any 
discovered archeological resource and describes ~e archeological and historical research methods 
employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. 
Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate 
removable insert within the final report. 

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California 
Archeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive. one (1) copy and the 
ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning 
division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, 
searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms 
(CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic 
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest in or the high 
interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and 
distribution than that presented above. 

ImpactCP-3: The proposed project would not indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature. (Less than Significant) 

Paleontological resources include fossilized remains or traces of animals, plants, and invertebrates, 

including their imprints, from a previous geological period. Collecting localities and the geologic 

formations containing those localities are also considered paleontological resources as they represent a 

limited, non-renewable resource and once destroyed, cannot be replaced. 
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Paleontological resources are lithologically dependent; that is, deposition and preservation of 

paleontological resources are related to the lithologic unit in which they occur. If the rock types 

representing a deposition environment conducive to deposition and preservation of fossils are not 

favorable, fossils will not be present. Lithological units that may be fossiliferous include sedimentary 

formations. 

Unrecorded paleontological resources could be disturbed during project construction; however, given the 

shallow depth of excavation (maximum of approximately 13 fee.t bgs), it is unlikely that paleontological 

resources or unique geologic features would be located at the project site. Because the likelihood of 

accidental discovery of paleontological resources or unique geological features is small, there would be a 

less-than-significant impact on unique paleontological resources or geologic features. Therefore, the 

potential accidental discovery of paleontological resources or unique geologic features. during 

construction would be a less-than-significant impact. 

Impact CP-4: The project may disturb human remains. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

There are no known human i:em;rins, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries, located in the 

immediate vicinity of the project site. As described above under Impact CP-2, there is some potential for 

burials associated with Yerba Buena Cemetery (1850-1869), but due to the project site's distance and 

uphill location, the probability burials associated with the Yerba Buena Cemetery are present on the 

cu'rrent project site is low. In the event that construction activities disturb unknown human remains 

within the project site, any inadvertent damage to human remains would be considered a significant 

effect. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Archeological Resources (Testing)), as 

described above, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact related to unknown 

remains. 

Impact C-CP-1: The proposed project in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in the vicinity would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant 
cumulative impact on cultural resources. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

The proposed project would demolish an existing structure that is not a historic resource. Therefore, 

demolition of the existing building at 101 Hyde Street would have no effect on historical (historic 

architectural) resources, and could not contribute to any significant cumulative effect on such resources. 

With respect to effect on the adjacent National Register-listed Uptown Tenderloin Historic District, as 

stated above, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant effect on the district. While the 

project would be substantially different in style, and taller than, buildings in the district, it would be 

generally compatible in style, height, and massing with other nearby newer construction, including the 

Hiram W. Johnson State Office Building at 455 Golden Gate Avenue and the Hastings College of the Law 

parking garage across Golden Gate Avenue from the project site. There are also a number of comparably 

tall, relatively newer (than the district) residential buildings nearby within the district-as non

contributors-including 455 Eddy Street/350 Turk Street, 421 Turk Street, 450 Turk Street, 240·Turk Street, 

201 Turk Street, and 111 Jones Street. However, the base height limit in the neighborhood of the historic 
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district (much of which is also included ill the North of Market Residential Special Use District) has a 

maximum height limit of 130 feet and requires special Planning Commission authorization for buildings 

taller than 80 feet, requiring consideration of, among other factors, preservation of historic buildings and 

the existing. scale of development, maintenance of sunlight ill public 'spaces, and conservation of 

affordable housing. These controls have served, and are anticipated to continue to serve, as a not 

illsignificant moderating infl.uence on development in an around the Uptown Tenderloin Historic 

District, as evidenced by the fact that most development in recent years has been no taller than 

approximately 85 to 90 feet, or eight to nine stories, and has been developed on one or two parcels, but 

not on sites substantially larger than was undertaken historically. Accordingly, it is not anticipated that 

the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects 

in the vicinity, would result in substantial adverse changes to the National Register-listed Uptown 

Tenderloill Historic District, and the cumulative effect on historical (historic architectural) resomces 

would be less than significant. 

Archeological resources are non-renewable members of a finite class. All adverse effects to archeological 

resources erode a dwindling cultural/scientific resource base. Federal and state laws protect archeological 

resources in most cases, either through project redesign or by requiring that the scientific data present 

within an archeological resource be archeologically recovered. Excavation for installation of the below

ground parking garage, ~levator, and utilities "Y"ould occur in terrain underlain primarily by fill materials 

that are not anticipated to contain cultural resources. Excavation in a small area would reach futo the 

native sand dune deposits. Although loose, natural sand deposits are unlikely to contain prehistoric 

resources prehistoric features could be found in denser deposits found below 15 feet bgs. As discussed 

above, the proposed project would have a significant impact related to archeological resources and 

disturbance of human remains. The project's impact, in combination with other projects in the area that 

would also illvolve ground disturbance and which could also encounter previously recorded or 

unrecorded archeological resources or human remains, could result in a significant cumulative impact to 

archeological resources. TI1e project's potential contribution to the significant cumulative impact would 

be cumulatively considerable. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Archeological 

Resources (Testing)) (as previously described), would reduce the project's contribution to the si~cant 

cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

4. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION-
Would the project: 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or 0 0 ~ D 0 
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for 
the performance of the circnlation system, taking 
into account all modes of transportation including 
mass transit and non-motorized travel and 
relevant components of the circnlation system, 
including but not limited to intersections, streets, 
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle 
paths, and mass transit? 

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion 0 0 D 0 
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 cl1ange in air traffic patterns, including 0 D 0 D 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location, that results in substantial safety risks? 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 0 D 0 0 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
h1tersections) or incompatible uses? 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 0 D ~ D 0 
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs D 0 ~ D 0 

regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance 
or safety of sucll facilities? 

The project is not located witl:rin an airport land use pJan area or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. 

Therefore, Topic 4(c) is not applicable to the project. Due to the scope and location of the proposed 

project, the Planning Department determined that a Transportation Study would not be required for this 

project. 

Setting 

The project site is located on a corner lot within the Tenderloin neighborhood of San Francisco, at the 

intersection of Hyde Street and Golden Gate Avenue. The project block is bounded by Turk Street to the 

north, Hyde Street to the east, Larkin Street to the west, and Golden Gate Avenue to the south. 

The intersection of Hyde Street and Golden Gate Avenue is signalized. Hyde Street is a one-way 

southbound roadway that has three traffic lanes, flanked by a metered parking lane on either side of the 

·street. Golden Gate Avenue is a one-way eastbound roadway that has three traffic lanes, flanked by 

metered parking lanes on each side of the street. Bicycle lanes in the project vicinity include the Bike 
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Route 20 on McAllister Street and Larkin Street, Bike Route 25 on Polk Street, and Bike Route 30 on Grove 

Street. 

The San Francisco General Plan designates Golden Gate Avenue as a Major Arterial and Hyde Street as a 

Secondary Arterial.38,3~ Golden Gate Avenue is also listed as a Major Arterial in the Congestion 

Management Program (CMP) Network and Other Major Arterial as part of the City's Freight Traffic 

Routes. 

The project site can be accessed by a number of Muni bus routes, including the 5-Fulton (with the nearest 

stops located within one block [300 feet] the project site), 19-Polk (within one blocl< [425 feet]), and 31-

Balboa (within two blocks [550 feet]), all of which are within walking distance of the project site. fu 

addition, the project site is within three blocks of the Muni Metro Civic Center station, which has access 

to J, K, L, N, M, and K/T lines at a walking distance of approximately 1,000 feet from the project site on 

Market Street between the end of 7th and 8th Street. The street-level Muni F line stop and the Golden Gate 

Transit lines transfer stop are within three blocks of the project site (at Seventh and Market Streets at a 

wall<ing distance of approximately 1,300 feet from the project site). BART service is also provided at the 

Civic Center station. 

The project site contains part c;f a 33-foot-wide driveway located along the Golden Gate Avenue frontage, 

the western portion of which is used by the adjacent building. The proposed project would retain the 

existing driveway, which would be used to access the below-grade parking garage. 

Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all 
modes of transportation, nor would the proposed project conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program including, but not limited to, level of service standards and travel demand measures. 
(Less than Significant) 

Policy 10.4 of the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan states that the City will 
"Consider the transportation system performance measurements in all decisions for projects that affect 

the transportation system." To determine whether the proposed project would conflict with a 

transportation- or circulation-related plan, ordinance or policy, this section analyzes the proposed 

project's effects on intersection operations, transit demand, impacts on pedestrian and bicycle circulation, 

parl<ing and freight loading, as well as construction impacts. 

38 Major arterials are cross-town thoroughfares whose primary function is to link districts within the city and to 
distribute traffic from and to the freeways; these are routes generally of citywide significance; of varying 
capacity depending on the travel demand for the specific direction and adjacent land uses. San Francisco General 
Plan, Transportation Element, Map 6, adopted July 1995. 

39 Secondary Arterials are primarily intra-district routes of varying capacity serving as collectors for the major 
thoroughfares; in some cases supplemental to the major arterial system. San Francisco General Plan, 
Transportation Element, Map 6, adopted July 1995. 
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Trip Generation and Traffic Impacts 

Based on Planning Department Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review40, the 

proposed project would generate a net addition of approximately 1,390 person-trips per day, about 218 

daily vehicle trips, and approximately 28 vehicle trips in the p.m. peak hour (see Table 2).41 Of the 

TABLE2 
DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR TRIP GENERATION 

Trip Generation Mode Split 

Auto 

·Transit 

Wall< 

Other 

Total 

Vehicle Trips 

Parking Demand 

Parking Spaces 

Loading Demand 

Loading Spaces 

SOURCE: RSA, May 2014 

Daily Trips P.M. Peak-Hour Trips 

315 38 

522 80 

436 50 

115 13 

1,388 181 

218 28 

Short Term Long Term 

10 99 

Average Hour Peak-Hour 

0.1 0.2 

181 p.m. peak hour vehicle trips, 38 would be by auto, 80 by transit, 50 would be pedestrian trips, and 13 

would be via "other" modes (including bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis). The trip generation calculations 

conducted for the proposed project estimate that the project would generate approximately 28 vehicle 

trips during the p.m. peak hour. Residents and businesses along Hyde Street and Golden Gate Avenue 

would experience an increase in vehicular activity as a result of the proposed project; however, this 

increase would not be above levels that are common, and generally accepted, in urban areas. The change 

in traffic within the project area as a result of the proposed project would be undetectable to most drivers 

although it could be noticeable to those immediately adjacent to the project site. These 28 p.m. peak hour 

vehicle trips are not anticipated to substantially affect existing levels of service at intersections within the 

project vicinity. This is because; assuming the signals operate at cycles lasting 60 seconds, the average of 

two additional cars per cycle would not be sufficient to alter intersection level of service or to 

substantially affect the average time at which cars are stopped at a red light. Moreover, the 28 peak-hour 

vehicles would represent less than 5 percent of the p.m. peak-hour volume on Golden Gate Avenue and 

less than 3 percent of the p.m. peak-hour volume on Hyde Street, based on SFMTA traffic counts.42At 

40 San Francisco Plarming Department (SFPD), op. cit. (see footnote 17, p. 31). 
41 ESA, Trip Generation Spreadsheet, 101 Hyde Street, May 23, 2014. Available for public review at the Plarming 

Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA, as part of Case File No. 2012.0086E. 
' 42 SFMfA, SFMfA Traffic Count Data 1993-2013. Available on the internet at 

http:Uwww.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/adtcounts.accessible5.pdf. Accessed November 12, 2014. 
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present, the existing building is used as a USPS Box Unit, meaning that it does not have a retail counter 

but instead offers post office boxes for mail delivery as well as package pickup service. Due to the limited 

nature of s_ervices offered at the facility, existing vehicle trips to and from the building were not 

calculated, but are not expected to be substantial For this reason, all trips associated with the proposed 

project are considered to be new trips for the purposes of environmental analysis. 

Loading 

Loading demand for the proposed project would be about 3 truck stops per day; peak hourly loading 

demand would be less than one loading space, for both the retail and residential uses. No off-street 

loading spaces w.ould be provided for the proposed project. Titls would be consistent with Planning Code 

Section 152, which does not require any loading spaces for retail establishments under 10,000 square feet 

or for apartment buildings under 100,000 square feet. Given the modest loading activity antj.cipated, 

delivery vehicles would be expected to use existing commercial loading zones (yellow zones) in the 

project vicinity, and the project would not result in significant loading impacts and loading impacts are 

considered less than significant. Any double-parking by delivery vehicles could temporarily reduce 

traffic capacity on project area street(s); enforcement of existing traffic laws could avoid or minimize any 

potential impacts, and occasional double-parking generally would not be expected to significantly 

impede traffic or cause safety ~oncerns. Residential move-in and move-out activities are anticipated to 

occur primarily from the metered parking spaces at the curb on Golden Gate A venue, with items carted 

to the residential elevators through the ground floor lobby. Curb parking on Golden Gate Avenue would 

need to be reserved through DPW and SFMTA. Likewise, trash and recycling pickup would not 

adverse! y affect traffic, as these activities typically occur outside the peak hours. 

Construction Activities · 

Project construction would last approximately 18 months. During the construction period, temporary and 

intermittent transportation impacts would result from truck movements to and from the project site. 

Truck movements during periods of peak traffic flow would have greater potential to create conflicts 

than during non-peak hours because of the greater numbers of vehicles on the streets during the peak 

hour that would have to maneuver around queued trucks. It is not anticipated that project·construction 

would reqU:ire any travel lane closures on Hyde Street or Golden Gate Avenue. Although not anticipated, 

any temporary traffic lane closures would be coordinated with the City in order to minimize the impacts 

on local traffic. In general, lane and sidewalk closures are subject to review and approval by DPW and the 

City's Transportation Advisory Staf~ Committee (TASC) that consists of representatives of City 

departments including SFMTA, DPW, Fire, Police, Public Health, Port and the Taxi Commission. 

Throughout the construction period, there could be a potential for a temporary lessening of local street 

capacity due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of construction trucks, which would affect 

both traffic and transit operations. However, these effects would be temporary and intermittent, and 

., would thus not be considered significant impacts. 
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Therefore, in light of the above, the project would have a le~s-than-significant impact related to conflicts 

with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance 

of the circulation system nor regardillg conflict with an applicable congestion management program. 

Impact TR-2: The proposed project would not result in substantially increased hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project would not include any design features that would substantially increase traffic 

hazards (e.g., a new sharp curve or dangerous intersections), and would not include any incompatible 

uses, as discussed.in Topic 1, Land Use and Land Use Planning. Therefore, the proposed project would 

not cause adverse impacts associated with traffic hazards. The proposed project would maintain an 

existing driveway located on Golden Gate Avenue as an entrance to the below-grade garage. 'The project 

would maintain the existing distance between the driveway and the Hyde Street/Golden Gate Avenue 

intersection, which is sufficient to ensure safe vehicle movements entering and exiting the project site. 

Based on the above, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact related to 

transportation hazards due to a design feature or resulting from incompatible uses. 

Impact TR-3: The proposed project would not result in inadequate emergency access. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project would not result in a significant impact with regard to emergency access and would 

not interfere with existing traffic circulation or cause major traffic hazards. The proposed buildillg would 

be required to comply with the standards contained in the Building and Fire Codes, and the Department of 

Buildillg Inspection (DBJ) and Fire Department would review the final building plans to ensure sufficient 

access and safety. Emergency access to the residential units will be provided through the main lobby. The 

proposed project would, therefore, have a less-than-significant impact on emergency access conditions on 

and near the project site. 

Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs regarding 
public transit, bicycle or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 
features. (Less than Significant) 

Transit Conditions 

The project site is well served by public transit. The project would generate about 80 pealc-hour transit 

trips, according to the SF Guidelines. These additional riders could easily be accommodated on the 

multiple Muni lines (5, 19, 31, F, J, K, L, N, M, and K/T lines) and BART and Golden Gate Transit lines 

that exist in the project vicinity, as described above in the Setting, p. 44. These bus and rail lines link the 

neighborhood to the rest of the City, the East Bay, the North Bay, and the Peninsula, as well as facilitating 

connections to the far East Bay through a variety of transit networks. It is estimated that the project 

would generate approximately 522 daily and 80 p.m. peak-hour transit trips, which would be distributed 

among Muni, BART, and Golden Gate Transit lines. The addition of the project-generated transit riders 

would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization of the MUNI bus and light rail lines or 

the regional transit lines serving the proposed project. Bus stops serviced by multiple Muni routes are 
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located within one block (300 feet) north and south of the site, and Golden Gate Transit buses operate on 

Golden Gate Avenue (inbound) and McAllister Street (outbound; one block [300 feet] south of the site), 

respectively. Muni and Golden Gate Transit bus stop are located within one block (300 to 425 feet] of the 

project site, and BART and Muni Metro are three blocks (l,000 feet) south, at Civic Center Station. The 

project would not include new curb cuts or off-street. parking that would conflict with bus operations on 

either Hyde Street or Golden Gate Avenue; therefore, no impacts to bus circulation would occur. 

It should be noted that transit-related policies include, but are not limited to: (1) discouragement of 

commuter automobiles (Planning Code Section 101.1, established by Proposition M, the Accountable 

Planning Initiative); and (2) the City's "Transit First" policy, established in the City's Charter 

Section 16.102. The proposed project would not conflict with transit operations as discussed above and 

would also not conflict with the transit-related policies established by Proposition M or the City's Transit 

First Policy. Therefore, impacts to the City's transit network would be considered less than significant. 

Pedestrian Conditions 

Trips by walking and other modes, such as bicycling, would number approximately 63 in the p.m. peak 

hour. Pedestrian access to the residential component of the proposed project would be via a residential 

lobby on Golden Gate Avenue, while pedestrian access to the retail spaces would be via three entrances 

on Golden Gate Avenue. Sidewalks in the project area have adequate capacity and are not congested and 

the project would not result in safety hazards for pedestrians; therefore, no pedestrian impacts would be 

anticipated. 

Bicycle Conditions 

The project would provide 86Class1 bicycle parking spaces (all in the below-grade garage), along with 

10 Class 2 bicycle spaces (racks) on the sidewalk outside the building. This would meet the requirement 

of Planning Code Sec. 155.2, which requires one Class 1 bicycle parking space for every dwelling unit and 

minimum of one Class 2 parking space per 20 units, along with one Class 1 space for each 7,500 occupied 

square feet of retail space and one Class 2 space for each 750 occupied square feet of retail space. 

The San Francisco BiCIJcle Plan includes goals and objectives to encourage bicycle use in the City, describes 

the existing bicycle route network (a series of interconnected streets anq pathways on which bicycling is 

encouraged) and identifies improvements to achieve the established goals and objectives. In the project 

vicinity, there are designated bicycle routes on Polk and Larkin (Bike Route 25), Grove (Bike Route 30), 

and McAllister Streets (Bike Route 20), all of which are within one-quarter mile of the project site. 

The proposed project would provide adequate bicycle access and bicycle parking (as shown on Figures 3 

and 4 in the Project Description, pp. 7 and 8), and would not result in hazardous conditions for bicyclists, 

and therefore would have a less-than-significant impact related to conflicting with the City's Bicycle Plan, or 

other plan, policy or program related to bicycle use in San Francisco. 
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Impact C-TR-1: The proposed project in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in substantial cumulative transportation impacts. 

Because the street grids north and south of Market Street are different, many Market Street intersections 

include three or four streets, rather than two. Tiris configuration exists at the intersection of Hyde, 

Market, and Eighth Streets (three blocks from the project site); Larkin, Market, and Ninth Streets (five 

blocks from the site); and Golden Gate Avenue and Taylor, Market and Sixth Streets (three blocks from 

the site). McAllister Street, which provides access to the project site from westbound Market Street via 

McAllister and Larkin Streets and Golden Gate Avenue, intersects Market Street at Jones Street (five 

blocks driving distance from the site) but does not intersect a north-south street in the South of Market 

street grid. Because the multi-leg configuration of Market Street intersections tends to result in the 

greatest levels of congestion in the vicinity of each intersection, these intersections are the focus of fuis 

cumulative analysis. 

A review of transportation analyses for projects in the general vicinity indicates that the intersections of 

Hyde, Market, and Eighth Streets and Larkin, Market, and Ninth Streets, which would serve as the most 

direct routes between freeways and the project site, would operate at an acceptable Level of Service 

(LOS C) under cumulative conditions, meaning there would be no significant cumulative effect.43 The 

intersection of Golden Gate Avenue and Taylor, Market and Sixth Streets is projected, in the Draft BIR for 

the 5M project, to operate at LOS E under cumulative conditions (which include effects of other proposed 

and approved nearby development discussed under Impact C-LU-1, p. 25), which is an unacceptable 

LOS. However, the number of project vehicle trips using this intersection would likely be insufficient to 

result in a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact. No LOS information is available 

for the fourth Market Street intersection (Market, McAllister, and Jones Streets); however, this 

intersection carries relatively lower traffic volumes than the other three and would not likely operate at 

an unacceptable LOS under cumulative conditions. Based on the foregoing, the project would not 

contribute considerably to a significant cumulative traffic impact, and the project's cumulative impact 

would be less than significant. 

Certain Muni bus and light rail lines currently operate at capacity in excess of Muni' s 85 percent 

threshold, and would continue to do so under cumulative conditions. The proposed project's 80 peak

hour Muni riders, however, when divided among the many lines that serve the project site, would not 

make a considerable contribution to impacts on Muni ridership, even with the addition of riders from 

proposed and approved nearby development discussed under Impact C-LU-1, p. 25. Likewise, the lesser 

project ridership on regional transit would not make a considerable contribution to any ad verse effects on 

those carriers. As a result, no significant cumulative transit impacts would occur. 

Bicycle and pedestrian impacts are by their nature site-specific and generally do not contribute to impacts 

from other development projects. Bicycle trips throughout the City may increase under the cumulative 

43 5M Project Draft EIR (Case No. 2011.0409E; DEIR published October 2014); 1177 Market Street Final EIR (Case 
No. 2002.1179E; Final EIR certified August 3, 2006). 
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scenario due to general growth. Bicycle trips generated by the proposed project would include bicycle 

trips to and from the project site. However, as stated in the project analysis, the proposed project would 

not create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or pedestrians or otherwise interfere with 

bicyclist or pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. fucreases in the number of motor 

vehicle trips could increase some conflicts between bicyclists and pedestrians and the new vehicles; 

however, the volume of these conflicts would not likely be considered significant. Considering the 

proposed project's growth with reasonably foreseeable future projects and growth throughout the City, 

the cumulative effects of the proposed project on bicycle and pedestrian facilities would not be 

considerable, even in the context of proposed and approved nearby development discussed under Impact 

C-LU-1, p. 25. Furthermore, the proposed project would not add a conflict (e.g., new curb cut or loading 

zone) along a near or long-term project identified in the San Francisco Bicycle Plan, nor would it conflict 

with the Better Streets Plan. For the above reasons, the proposed project would result in less-than

significant cumulative bicycle- and pedestrian-related impacts. 

As described above, the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future projects, would not result in cumulatively considerable transportation and circulation 

impacts. 

In light of the foregoing, the project would result in a less-than-significant impact with regard to 

transportation, both individually and cumulatively. 

Parking Discussion 

As previously discussed in Section E (page 22), CEQA Section 21099, effective January 1, 2014, has 

eliminated the requirement to analyze parking impacts for certain urban infill projects. The proposed 

project meets the definition of a mixed-use residential project located on an infill site in a transit priority 

area as discussed in Section E, above. Accordingly, parking impacts can no longer be considered in 

determining the significance of the proposed project's physical environmental effects under CEQA. 

Although not required, this fuitial Study nevertheless presents a parking demand analysis for 

informational purposes. The analysis also considers any secondary physical impacts associated with 

constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the 

public right-of-way) as applicable. 

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 and patterns of 

travel. While parking conditions change over time, a substantial deficit in parking caused by a project 

that creates hazardous con~tions or significant delays to traffic, transit, bicycles or pedestrians could 

adversely affect the physical· environment. Whether a deficit in parking creates such conditions will 

depend on the magnitude of the shortfall and the ability of drivers to change travel patterns or switch to 

other travel modes. If a substantial deficit in parking caused by a project creates hazardous conditions or 
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significant delays in travel, such a condition could also result in secondary physical environmental 

impacts (e.g., air quality or noise impacts cause 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 service, taxis, bicycles or travel by foot) and a relatively dense pattern of urban development, induces 

many drivers to seek and find alternative parking facilities, shift to other modes of travel, or change their 

overall travel habits. Any such resulting shifts to transit service or other modes (walking and biking), would 

be in keeping with the City's "Transit First'' policy and numerous General Plan policies, including those in 

the Transportation Element. The City's Transit First Policy, established in the City's Charter Article 8A, 

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." As stated above, the project site is 

well served by Muni (metro and bus) and BART, and bicycle lanes and sidewalks are prevalent in the 

vicinity. 

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 9f constrained parking conditions in a given area, and thus choose to reach their 

destination by other modes (i.e., walking, bicycling, 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 reasonably address potential secondary effects. 

The parking demand for the new residential uses 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 99 spaces for the proposed residential units and 10 spaces for the retail 

spaces. The project would provide a total of 15 on-site parking spaces, all for the residential Units. While 

the proposed off-street parking spaces would be less than the calculated parking demand anticipated for 

the project, this .. unmet parking demand would not result in a significant impact in this case. At this 

location, the unmet parking demand could be accommodated within existing on-street and off-street 

parking spaces within a reasonable distance of the project vicinity. Additionally, the project site is well 

served by public transit with stops located within two to three blocks (1,300 feet or less) of the project site 

and bicycle lanes/routes located within one quarter mile of the site. 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 significant delays are created. 

Further, the project site is located in a C-3-G use district, where under Section 151.1 of the Planning Code, 

the proposed project would not be required to provide any off-street parking spaces. However, the 

44 San Francisco Planning Department (SFPD), op. cit (see footnote 17, p. 31). 
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proposed project would provide 15 vehicle parking spaces, rncluding 1 car share spaces and two 

handicapped-accessible spaces, within a below-grade parking garage. 

It should be noted that the Planning Commission has the discretion to adjust the number of on-site 

parking spaces included in the proposed project, typically at the time that the project entitlements are 

sought. The Planning Commission may not support the parking ratio proposed (15 parking spaces to 85 

units). In some cases, particularly when the proposed project is in a transit rich area, the Planning 

Commission may not support the provision of any off-street parking spaces. This is, in part, owing to the 

fact that the parking spaces are not 'bundled' with the residential units. In other words, residents would 

have the option to rent or purchase a parking space, but one would not be automatically provided with 

the residential unit. 

If the project were ultimately approved with no off-street parking spaces, the proposed project would 

have an unmet demand of 109 spaces. As mentioned above, the unmet parking demand could be 

accommodated within existing on-street and. off-street parking spaces nearby (e.g., the University' of 

California, Hastings College of Law garage or the Civic Center Garage) and through alternative modes 

such as public transit and bicycle facilities. Given that the unmet demand could be met by existing 

facilities and given that the proposed project site is well-served by transit and bicycle facilities, a 

reduction in the number of off-street parking spaces associated with the proposed project, even if no off

street spaces are provided, would not result in significant delays or hazardous conditions. 

In summary, the proposed project' would not result in a substantial unmet parking demand with or 

· without the off-street parking currently proposed that would create hazardous conditions or signifi~ant 

delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles or pedestrians. 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potent/ally with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact lncorpr;>rated Impact Impact Appl/cable 

5. NOISE-Would the project: 

a) Result in exposure of persons to or generation of D D 181 D 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 D 
excessive groundbome vibration or groundbome 
noise levels? 

c) Result in a substantial permanent increase in D D D D 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic D D D D 
increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project? 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant Na Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

e) For a project located within an airport land use D 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 t4e vicinity of a private D D D D 
airstrip, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

g) Be substantially affected by existing noise levels? D D ~ D D 

The project site is not within an airport land use plan area, nor is it in the vicinity of a private airstrip. 

Therefore, Topics 5(e) and 5(±) are not applicable. 

Impact N0-1: The proposed project would not result in the exposure of persons to or generation of noise 
levels in excess of established stand~ds, nor would the proposed project result in a substantial permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels or otherwise be substantially affected by existing noise. (Less than 
Significant) 

The proposed project would include new sensitive receptors in the form of residences. In addition, other 

sensitive receptors (primarily residences) are located on the project block along Golden Gate Avenue and 

Hyde qtreet, in close proximity to the project site, as well as elsewhere throughout the project vicinity, 

which largely comprises buildings with upper-story residential units, particularly to the north and east. 

Applicable Noise Standards 

The Environmental Protection Element of the San Francisco General Plan cont~ Land Use Compatibility 

Guidelines for Community Noise. These guidelines, which are similar to state guidelines promulgated by 

the Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR), indicate maximum acceptable noise levels for 

various newly developed land uses. The proposed uses for this project most closely correspond to the 

"Residential - All Dwellings, Group Quarters" land use category in the Land Use Compatibility 

Guidelines.45 For this land use category, the maximum "satisfactory, with no special insulation 

requirements" exterior noise levels are approximately 60 dBA (Ldn). 46147 Where exterior noise levels exceed 

4-5 

46 

San Francisco General Plan. Environmental Protection Element, Land Use Compatibility Chart for Community 
Noise. Available online at http://www.sfplanning.org/ftp/general_plan/I6_Environmental_Frotection.htm. 
Accessed on May 13, 2013. 
The dBA, or A-weighted decibel, refers to a scale of noise measurement fuat approximates the range of 
sensitivity of the human ear to sounds of different frequencies. On this scale, the normal range of human hearing 
extends from about OdBA to about 140 dBA. A 10-dBA increase in fue level of a continuous noise represents a 
perceived doubling of loudness. 
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60 dBA (Ldn) for a new residential building, it is generally recommended that a detailed analysis of noise 

reduction requirements be conducted prior to final review and approval of the project, and that the needed 

noise insulation features be include in the project design. 

In addition, Appendix Chapter 12 of the California Building Code (CBC) contains acoustical requirements 

for interior sound levels in habitable rooms of multi-family developments. In summary, the CBC requires 

an interior noise level no higher than an Ldn of .115 dB. Projects exposed to an exterior Ldn of 60 dB, or 

greater, require an acoustical analysis showing that the proposed design will limit interior levels to the 

prescribed allowable interior level. Additionally, if windows must be in the closed position to meet the 

interior standard, the design must include a ventilation or air-conditioning system to provide fresh-air 

an_d therefore, a habitable interior environment. An Environmental Noise Feasibility Study was prepared 

for the proposed project by an acoustical consultant, and is discussed below.48 

Existing Noise in Project Site Vicinity 

Ambient noise levels in the project vicinity are typical of noise levels found in San Francisco, which are 

dominated by vehicular traffic, including, cars, Muni buses, and emergency vehicles. Both Hyde Street 

and Golden Gate Avenue along the project's eastern and southern fai;:ades, respectively, are fairly heavily 

traveled streets, and generate moderate to high levels of traffic noise. While land uses in the project site 

vicinity do not generate a substantial amount of noise, high traffic volumes along the surrounding roads 

results in a relatively loud noise envir9nrnent. 

Two long-term continuous (48-hour) noise monitor measurements were conducted in the project vicinity 

in order to quantify the existing noise environment in the project vicinity. The results. of the conducted 

noise measurements are provided in Table 3. 

TABLE3 
RESULTS OF NOISE MONITOR MEASUREMENTS IN PROJECT VICINITY 

Monitor Location Measured Ldn 

L1 Approximately 50 feet west of the Hyde Street centerline, approximately 70 feet north of 
74dB 

the Golden Gate Avenue centerline, 10 feet above the roof of the existing building. 

L2 Approximately 135 feet west of the Hyde Street centerline, approximately 40 feet north of 
72dB 

the Golden Gate Avenue centerline, 10 feet above the roofof the existing building. 

SOURCE: Charles M. Salter Associates, Inc., January 2013. 

47 The Lein or DNL is the Le<It or Energy Equivalent Level, of the A-weighted noise level over a 24-hour period 
with a IO dB p.enalty applied to noise levels between 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. Leq is the level of a steady noise 
which would have the same energy as the fluctuating noise level integrated over the time period of interest. 

Charles M Salter Associates, fuc., Environmental Noise Feasibilihj Study, 101 Hyde Street, January 29, 2013. This 
document is available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.0086E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

48 
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Project Noise Exposure 

The proposed project would include new sensitive receptors in the form of residences .. The proposed 

project would be required to incorporate Title 24 noise insulation features such as double-paned 

windows and insulated walls as part of its construction, which would reduce indoor noise levels by at 

least 25 decibels. Given the relatively high exterior noise levels in the project vicinity, the noise study 

included design recommendations to ensure that interior noise levels are in accordance with Title 24 

standards and the San Francisco Building Code. The noise study recommended that the project include 

sound rated assemblies at exterior building facades, with window and exterior door assembly Sound 

Transmissions Class (STC) ratings that meet the City standards. The noise study estimated that exterior 

doors and windows.along Golden Gate Avenue would require an STC rating of 40 for living rooms and 

an STC rating of 38 for bedrooms. Along Hyde Street, exteriors door and windows would require an STC 

rating of 41 for living rooms and an STC rating of 36 for bedrooms. The exterior windows of the units 

located at the corner of the building (at Golden Gate Avenue and Hyde Street) would likely necessitate an 

STC rating of 45. The noise study further recommended that a qualified acoustical engineer review the 

project design as it is further developed to refine the specific STC ratings once building design and site 

layout has been refined and to review the glazing and frame submittals, if non-tested assemblies are to be 

used, which may require the STC ratings of the recommended glass to be increased. Because windows 

must be closed to achieve the interior noise criteria (45 dBA, Ldn), the noise study also noted that an 

alternate means of providing outside air (e.g., fresh-air exchange units, HVAC, Z-ducts, etc.) to habitable 

spaces is required for building facades exposed to an exterior Ldn of 60 dB, or greater. The Department of 

Building fuspection would review the final building plans to ensure that the project meets the interior 

noise requirements of Title 24 and the San Francisco Building Code. Accordingly, the potential 

environmental impacts associated with locating residential uses in an area that currently exceeds 

acceptable ambient noise levels for such uses would be less than significant. 

Noise from Project Operations 

The proposed project would involve demolition of the existing building on-site and construction o{ an 80-

foot-tall, eight-storyr approximately 80,000-square-foot mixed-use building in its place. Vehicular traffic 

makes the greatest contribution to" ambient noise levels throughout most of San Francisco. Generally, 

traffic must double in volume to produce a noticeable increase in the ambient noise level in the project 

vicinity. The proposed project would generate approximately 218 daily vehicle trips, with 28 of. those 

trips occurring in the p.m. peak hour. This increase in vehicle trips would not cause traffic volume~ to 

double on nearby streets, and it would not have a noticeable effect on ambient noise levels in the project 

site vicinity. The proposed project would contain ground-floor retail with residential uses above and 

would not include features or uses that would generate substantial noise. Therefore, operational noise 

from the proposed project, including traffic-related noise, would not significantly increase the existing 

ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. 

fu addition to vehicle-related noise, building equipment and ventilation are also noise sources. Specifically, 

mechanical equipment produces operational noise, such as heating and ventilation systems. Mechanical 
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equipment would be subject to Section 2909 of fue Noise Ordinance. As amended in November 2008, this 

section of the Ordinance establishes a noise limit from mechanical sources such as building equipment, 

specified as a certain noise level in excess of fue ambient noise level at the property line. For noise generated 

by residential uses, fue limit is 5 dBA in excess of ambient; while for noise generated by commercial and 

industrial uses, fue limit is 8 dBA in excess of ambient; and for noise on public property, including streets, 

fue limit is 10 dBA in excess of ambient. In addition, the Noise Ordinance provides for a separate 

fixed-source noise limit for residential interiors of 45 dBA at night and 55 dBA during fue day and evening 

hours. 

Compliance wifu Section 2909, serves to minimize stationary source noise from building operations. 

Given that the proposed project's vehicle trips would not cause a doubling of traffic volumes on nearby 

streets, thereby resulting in a noticeable increase in ambient noise levels, and fuat any proposed 

mechanical equipment would be required to comply with the Noise Ordinance, the proposed project 

would not result in a noticeable increase in ambient noise levels. Thus, the project's impact related to 

project operations would be less fuan significant. 

Impact N0-2: During construction, the proposed project would result in a substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels and vibration in the ptoject vicinity above levels existing without the 
project. (Less than Significant) 

Demolition, excavation, and building construction would cause a temporary increase in noise levels 

within fue project vicinity. Construction equipment would generate noise and possibly vibrations that 

could be considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties. According to the project sponsor, 

the construction period would last approximately 18 months. Construction noise levels would fluctuate 

depending on construction phase, equipment type and duration of use, distance between noise source 

and affected receptor, and the presence (or absence) of barriers. Impacts would generally be limited to 

demolition and the periods during which new foundations and exterior structural and facade elements 

would be constructed. Interior construction noise would be substantially reduced by exterior walls. 

However, there would be times when noise could interfere wifu indoor activities in nearby residences 

and other businesses near the project site. 

As noted above, construction noise is regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the 

Police Code). The ordinance requires that noise levels from individual pieces of construction equipment, 

other than impact tools, not exceed 80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet from the source. Impact tools (e.g., 

jacl<ltammers, hoerams, impact wrenches) must have both intake and exhaust muffled to the satisfaction 

of the Director of Public Works. Section 2908 of the Ordinance prohibits construction work between 

8:00 p.m; and 7:00 a.m., if noise would exceed the ambient noise level by five dBA at the project property 

line, unless a special permit is authorized by the Director of Public Works or fue Director of Building 

Inspection. The project would be required to comply with regulations set forfu in the Noise Ordinap.ce. 

The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site are the res.idential· uses along Hyde Street and Golden 

Gate Avenue (the adjacent AIDS Housing Alliance and the Saint Anthony Foundation Madonna Senior 
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Housing facility are the closest such receptors, both located at 350 Golden Gate Avenue). These uses 

.would experience temporary and intermittent noise associated with site clearance and construction 

activities as well as the passage of construction trucks in and out of the project site. Site excavation would 

involve removal of approximately 5,200 cubic yards of soil for a below-grade garage. No pile driving is 

anticipated as part of the project and a mat foundation would be the preferred foundation type for the 

project. 

Noise impacts would be temporary in nature and would be limited to the 18-month period of demolition 

and construction. Moreover, the project demolition and construction activities would be required to 

comply with the Noise Ordinance requirements, which prohibit construction after 8:00 p.m. Although 

construction noise could be annoying at times, it would not be expected to exceed noise levels commonly 

experienced in this urban environment and would not be considered significant. 

hnpact C-N0-1: The proposed project would not make a considerable conbibuti.on to any cumulative 
significant noise impacts. (Less than Significant) 

Construction activities in the vicinity of the project site, such as excavation, grading, or construction of 

other buildings in the area, would occur on a temporary and intermittent basis, similar to the project. 

Project construction-related noise would not substantially increase ambient noise levels at locations 

greater than a few hundred feet from the project site, and there is only one future project identified (351V 

Turk Street and 145 Leavenworth Street project) that is close enough (within 0.15 miles) to result in any 

cumulative construction noise impact: However, the 351 V Turk Street and 145 Leavenworth Street Project 

is separated from the proposed project by multiple buildings and would be unlikely to noticeably 

combine with project construction noise, even ff the two were constructed simultaneously. As such, 

construction noise effects associated with the proposed project are not anticipated to combine With those 

associated with other proposed and ongoing projects located near the project site. Therefore, cumulative 

construction-related noise impacts would be less than significant. 

Localized traffic noise would increase in conjunction with foreseeable residential and commercial growth 

in the project vicinity. However, the proposed project's limited number of vehicle trips (218 vehicle trips) 

would not contribute considerably to any cumulative traffic-related increases in ambient :noise, and 

therefore cumulative traffic noise impacts would not be significant. Moreover, the proposed project's 

mechanical equipment would be required to comply with the Noise Ordinance and would therefore not 

be expected to contribute to any cumulative increases in ambient noise levels. 

In light of the above, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts 

related to noise. 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

6. AIR QUALITY-Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the D D ~ D D 
applicable air quality plan? 

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute D D ~ D D 
substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation? -

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase D D D D 
of any criteria pollutant for which the project 
region is non-attainment under an applicable 
federal, state, or regional ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial D [81 D D D 
pollutant concentrations? 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial D D ~ D D 
number of people? 

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is the regional agency with jurisdiction over 

the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB), which includes San Francisco, Alameda, 

Contra Costa, Marin, San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Napa Counties and portions of Sonoma and Solano 

Counties. The BAAQMD is responsible for attaining and maintaining air quality in the SFBAAB within 

federal and state air quality standards, as established by the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) and the 

California Clean Air Act (CCAA), respectively. Specifically, the BAAQMD has the responsibility to 

monitor ambient air pollutant levels throughout the SFBAAB and to develop and implement strategies to 

attain the applicable federal and state standards. The CAA and the CCAA require plans to be developed 

for areas that do not meet air quality standards, generally. The most recent air quality plan, the 2010 Clean 
' Air Plan, was adopted by the BAAQMD on September 15, 2010. The 2010 Clean Air Plan updates the Bay 

Area 2005 Ozone Strateglj in accordance with the requirements of the CCAA to implement all feasible 

measures to reduce ozone; provide a control strategy to reduce ozone, particulate matter, air toxics, and 

greenhouse gases in a single, integrated plan; and establish emission control measures to be adopted or 

implemented. The 2010 Clean Air Plan contains the following primary goals: 

• Attain air quality standards; 

• Reduce population exposure and protect public health in the San Francisco Bay Area; and 

• Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and protect the climate. 

The 2010 Clean Air Plan represents the most current applicable air quality plan for the SFBAAB. 

Consistency with this plan is the basis for determining whether the proposed project would conflict with 

or obstruct implementation of air quality plans. 
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Criteria Air Pollutants 

In accordance with the state and federal CAAs, air pollutant standards are identified for the following six 

criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), nitrogen dioxide (N02), 

sulfur dioxide (S02), and lead. These air pollutants are termed criteria air pollutants because they are 

regulated by developing specific public health- and welfare-based criteria as the basis for setting 

permissible levels. fu general, the SFBAAB experiences low concentrations of most pollutants when 

compared to federal or state · standards. The SFBAAB is designated as either in attainment49 or 

unclassified for most criteria pollutants with the exception of ozone, PM2.s, and PM10, for which these 

pollutants are designated as non-attainment for either the state or federal standards. By its very nature, 

regional air pollution is largely a cumulative impact in that no single project is sufficient in size to, by 

itself, result in non-attainment of air quality standards. Instead, a project's individual emissions 

contribute to existing cumulative air quality impacts. If a project's contribution to cumulative air quality 

impacts is considerable, then the project's impact on air quality would be considered significant. so 

Land use projects ·may contribute to regional criteria air pollutants during the construction and operational 

phases of a project. Table 4 identifies air quality significance thresholds followed by a discussion of each 

threshold. Projects that would result in criteria air pollutant emissions below these significance thresholds 

would not violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an air quality violation, or result in a 

cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria ail; pollutants within the SFBAAB. 

49 

TABLE4 
CRITERIA Ail POLLUTANT SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS 

Construction Thresholds Operational Thresholds 

Average Daily Maximum Annual 
Pollutant Average Daily Emissions (Ibs./day) Emissions (lbs./day) Emissions (tons/year) 

ROG 54 54 10 

NOx 54 54 10 

PM10 82 (exhaust) 82 15 

PM>.s 54 (exhaust) 54 10 

Fugitive Dust 
Construction Dust Ordinance or other Not Applicable 
Best Management Practices 

; 

11 Attainment" status refers to those regions that are meeting federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria 
pollutant. "Non-attainment" refers to regions that do not meet federal and/or state standards for a specified 

. criteria pollutant. "Unclassified" refers to regions where there is not enough data to determine the region's 
attainment status for a specified criteria air pollutant. 

50 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), California Environmental Quality Act Air Qualitlj 
Guidelines, May 2010, p. 2-1. Available on the internet at: 
http:Uwww.baaqrnd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/Draft BAAOMD CEQA Guidelin 
es May 2010 Final.ashx?la=en. Accessed November 12, 2014. 
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Ozone Precursors. As discussed previously, fue SFBAAB is currently designated as non-attainment for 

ozone and particulate matter. Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in fue atmosphere through a 

complex series of photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen 

(NOx). The potential for a project to result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air 

pollutants, which may contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, are based on the state 

and federal Clean Air Acts emissions limits for stationary sources. To ensure fuat new stationary sources 

do not cause or contribute to a violation of an air quality standard, BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 2 

requires that any new source fuat emits criteria air pollutants above a specified emissions limit must 

offset those emissions. For ozone precursors ROG and NOx, the offset emissions level is an annual 

average of 10 tons per year (or 54 pounds (lbs.) per day).51 These levels represent emissions by which new 

sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase 

in criteria air pollutants. 

Alfuough this regulation ·applies to new or modified stationary sources, land use development projects 

result :in ROG and NOx emissions as. a result of increases in vehicle trips, architectural coating and 

construction activities. Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to fue construction and operational 

phases of land use projects and those projects that result in emissions below fuese thresholds, would not 

be considered to contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation or result in a considerable net 

increase in ROG and NOx emissions. Due to the temporary nature of construction activities, only the 

average daily thresholds are applicable to construction phase emissions. 

Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.s)52• The BAAQMD has not established an offset limit for PM2.s. 

However, the emissions limit in fue federal NSR for stationary sources in nonattainment areas is an 

appropriate significance threshold. For PM10 and Plvh.s, the emissions limit under NSR is 15 tons per year 

(82 lbs. per day) and 10 tons per year (54 lbs. per day), respectively. These emissions limits represent 

levels below which a source is not expected to have an impact on air quality.53 Similar to ozone precursor 

thresholds identified above, land use development projects typically. result in particulate matter 

emissions as a result of increases in vehicle trips, space heating and natural gas combustion; landscape 

maintenance, and construction activities. Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the 

construction and operational phases of a land use project. Again, because conshuction activities are 

temporary :in nature, only the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction-phase emissions. 

Fugitive Dust. Fugitive dust emissions are typically generated during construction phases. Studies have 

shown ·that the application of best management practices (BMPs) at construction sites significantly control 

51 BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of 
Significance, October 2009, p. 17. Available on the internet at 
http:Uwww.baaqmd.gov/-/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEONRevised%20Draft%20CEOA%20Th 
resholds%20%20Justification%20Report%200ct%202009.ashx?fa=en. Accessed March 7, 2015. 

52 PM:to is often termed "coarse" particulate matter and is made of particulates that are 10 microns in diameter or 
smaller. PM2.s, termed "fine" particulate matter, is composed of particles that are 2.5 microns or less in diameter. 

53 BAAQMD, op. cit. (see footnote 51, p. 63), p. 16. 
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fugitive dust54 and individual measures have been shown to reduce fugitive dust by anywhere from 30 to 

90 percent.55 The BAAQMD has identified a number of BMPs to control fugitive dust emissions from 

construction activities.56 The City's Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08, effective 

July 30, 2008) requires a number of measures to control fugitive dust to ensure that construction projects 

do not result in visible dust. The B:tv.rPs employed in compliance with the City's Construction Dust 

Control Ordinance is an effective strategy for controlling construction-related fugitive dust. 

Other Criteria Pollutants. Regional concentrations of CO in the Bay Area have not exceeded the state 

standards iri the past 11 years and S02 concentrations have never exceeded the standards. The primary 

source of CO emissions from development projects is vehicle traffic. Construction-related SOi emissions 

represent a negligible portion of the total bas.in-wide emissions and construction-related CO emissions 

represent less than five percent of the Bay Area total bas.in-wide CO emissions. As discussed previously, 

the Bay Area is in attainment for both CO and S02. Furthermore, the BAAQMD has demonstrated, based 

on modeling, that in order to exceed the California ambient air quality standard of 9.0 ppm (8-hour 

average) or 20.0 ppm (1-hour average) for CO, project traffic in addition to existing traffic would need to 

exceed 44,000 vehicles per hour at affected intersections (or 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or 

horizontal mixing is limited). Therefore, given the Bay Area's attainment status and the limited CO and 

S02 emissions that could result from a development projects, development projects would not result in a 

cumulatively considerable net increase in CO or 502, and quantitative analysis is not required. 

Local Health Risks and Hazards 

In addition to criteria air pollutants, .individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs). TACs 

collectively refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of causing chronic (i.e., of long

duration) and acute (i.e., severe but short-term) adverse effects to human health, .including carcinogenic 

effects. Human health effects of TACs include birth defects, neurological damage, cancer, and mortality. 

There are hundreds of different types of TACs with varying degrees of toxicity. Individual TACs vary 

greatly in the health risk they present; at a given level of exposure, one fAC may pose a hazard that is 

many times greater than another. 

Unlike criteria air pollutants, TACs do not have ambient air quality standards but are regulated by the 

BAAQMD using a risk-based approach to determine which sources and pollutants to control as well as 

the degree of control. A health risk assessment is an analysis in which human health exposure to toxic 

54 Western Regional Air Partnership. 2006. WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook. September 7, 2006. This document is 
available online at http:!/www.wrapair.org!forums!dejf!Jdh/contentlFDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf, accessed February 16, 
2012. 

· 55 BAAQMD, op. cit. (see footnote 51, p. 63), p. 27. 

56 BAAQMD, CEQAAir Quality Guidelines, op. cit. (see footnote 50, p. 63). 
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substances is estimated, and considered together with information regarding the toxic potency of the 

substances, to provide quantitative estimates of health risks:57 

Air pollution does not affect every indiVidual ·in the population in the same way, and some groups are 

more sensitive to adverse health effects than others. Land uses such as residences, schools, children's day 

care (child ~are) centers, hospitals, and nursing and convalescent homes are considered to be the most 

sensitive to poor air quality because the population groups associated with these uses have increased 

susceptibility to respiratory distress or, as in the case of residential receptors, their exposure time is 

greater than that for other land uses. Therefore, these groups are referred to as sensitive receptors. 

Exposure assessment guidance typically assumes that residences would be exposed to air pollution 24 

hours per day, 350 days per year, for 70 years. Therefore, assessments of air pollutant exposure to 

residents typically result in the greatest adverse health outcomes of all population groups. 

Exposures to fine particulate matter (PM2.s) are strongly associated with mortality, respiratory diseases, 

and lung development in children, and other endpoints such as hospitalization for cardiopulmonary 

disease.58 In addition to PM2.s, diesel particulate matter (DPM) is also of concern. The California Air 

Resources Board (ARB) identified DPM as a TAC in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating 

cancer effects in humans. 59 The estimated cancer risk from exposure to diesel exhaust is much higher than 

the risk associated with any other TAC routinely measured in the region. 

Jn an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected by sources of TACs, San Francisco 

partnered with the. BAAQMD to conduct a citywide health risk assessment based on an inventory and 

assessment of air pollution and exposures from mobile, stationary, and area sources Within San Francisc~. 

Areas with poor air quality, termed the "Air Pollutant Exposure Zone," were identified based on health.

protective criteria that consider estimated cancer risk, exposure to fine particulate m~tter, proximity to 

freeways, and locations with particularly vulnerable populations. Each of these criteria is discussed 

below. The project site is located within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. 

Excess Cancer Risk. For cancer risk from all modeled sources, the criterion used is emissions from all 

modeled sources greater than 100 per one million population. The above 100 per one million persons 

(iOO excess cancer risk) criterion is based on United State Environmental Protection Agency (USEP A) 

guidance for conducting air toxic analyses and making risk management decisions at the facility and 

57 In general, a health risk assessment is required if the BAAQMD concludes that projected emissions of a specific 
air toxic compound from a proposed new or modified source suggest a potential public health risk. The 

applicant is then subject to a health risk assessment for the source.in question. Such an assessment generally 
evaluates chronic, long-term effects, estimating the increased risk of cancer as a result of exposµre to 'one or more 
TA Cs. . 

58 SFDPH, .Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effects from Intra-Urban Roadways: Guidance for Land Use 
Planning and Environmental Review, May 2008. 

59 California Air Resources Board (ARB), Fact Sheet, "The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification Process: Toxic Air 
Contaminant Emissions from Diesel-fueled Engines," October 1998. 
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community-scale leveI.60 As described by the BAAQMD, the USEP A considers a cancer risk of 100 per 

million to be within the "acceptable" range of cancer risk. Furthermore, in the 1989 preamble to the 

benzene National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) rulemaking,61 the 

USEPA states that it " ... strives to provide maximum feasible protection against risks to health from 

fo;izardous air pollutants by (1) protecting the greatest number of persons possible to an individual 

lifetime risk level no higher than approximately one in one million and (2) limiting to no higher than 

approximately one in ten thousand [100 in one m:il1ion] the estimated risk that a person living near a 

plant would have if he or she were exposed to the maximum pollutant concentrations for 70 years." The 

100 per one million excess cancer cases is also consistent with the ambient cancer risk in the most pristine 

portions of the Bay Area based on BAAQMD regional modeling. 62 

Fine Particulate Matter. For fine particulate matter, the criterion used is PMz.s concentrations from all 

modeled sources greater than 10 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/ms). In April 2011, the USEP A 

published Policy Assessment for the Particulate Matter Review of tlte National Ambient Air QualitlJ Standards, 

"Particulate Matter Policy Assessment" In. this document, USEP A staff concludes that the then-current 

federal annual PM2.s standard of 15 µg/m3 should be revised to a level within the range of 13 to 11 µg/ms, 

with evidence strongly supporting a standard within the range of 12 to 11 µg/ms. 63 The Air Pollutant 

Exposure Zone for San Francisco is based on the health protective PM2.5 standard of 11 µg/m3, as 

supported by the USEPA's Particulate Matter Policy Assessment, although lowered to 10 µg/ms to 

account for uncertainty in accurately predicting air polluting concentrations using emissions modeling 

programs. 

Proximity to Freeways. For proximity to freeways, the criterion used is a distance of 500 feet. According 

to the ARB, studies have shown an association between the proximity of sensitive land uses to freeways 

and a variety of respiratory symptoms, asthma exacerbations, and decreases in lung function in children. 

Siting sensitive uses in close proximity to freeways increases both exposure to air pollution and the 

potential for adverse health effects. As evidence shows that sensitive uses in an area within a 500-foot 

buffer of any freeway are at an increased health risk from air pollution, lots that are within 500 feet of 

freeways are included in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. 

Health Vulnerable Locations. Based on the BAAQMD's evaluation of health vulnerability in the Bay 

Area, those zip codes (94102, 94103, 94105, 94124, and 94130) in the worst quintile of Bay Area Health 

vulnerability scores as a result of air pollution-related causes were afforded additional protection by 

60 BAAQMD, op. cit. (see footnote 51, p. 63), p. 67. 

61 54 Federal Register 38044, September 14, 1989. 
62 BAAQMD, op. cit. (see footnote 51, p. 63), p. 67. 
63 United Stales Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). Policy Assessment for the Review of Particulate Matter 

National Ambient Air Qualihj Standards. April 2011. EPA 452/R-11-003. Available online at www.epa.gov. 
Accessed December 29,2014. · 
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lowering the standards for identifying lots in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone to: (1) an excess cancer risk 

greater than 90 per one million persons exposed, and/or (2) PM2.s concentrations in excess of 9 µ.g/m3. 64 

The above citywide health risk modeling was also used as the basis in approving a series of amendments to 

the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, generally referred to as the Enhanced Ventilation Required for 

Urban fufi.11 Sensitive Use Developments or Health Code, Article 38 (Ordinance 224-14, effective December 8, 

2014) (Article 38). The purpose of Article 38 is to protect the public health and welfare by establishing an Air 

Pollutant Exposure Zone and imposing an enhanced ventilation requirement for all urban infill sensitive 

use development within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. In addition, projects within the Air Pollutant 

Exposure Zone require special consideration to determine_ whether the project's activities would expose 

sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations or add emissions to areas already adversely 

affected by poor air quality. As noted above, the project site is within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. 

Construction Air Quality Impacts 

Project-related air quality impacts fall into two categories: short-term impacts from construction and 

long-term impacts from project operation. The following addresses construction-related air quality 

impacts resulting from the proposed project. 

Impact AQ-1: The proposed project's construction activities would generate fugitive dust and criteria air 
pollutants but would not violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected 
air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. (Less than 
Significant) 

·Construction activities (short-term) typically result in emissions of ozone precursors and PM in the form 

of dust (fugitive dust) and exhaust (e.g., vehicle tailpipe emissions). Emissions of ozone precursors and 

PM are primarily a result of the combustion of fuel from on-road and off-road vehicles. However, ROGs 

are also emitted from activities that involve painting, other types of architectural coatings, or asphalt 

paving. TI1e proposed project includes demolition of the existing building on the project site and 

construction of a new 80-foot-tall, 85-unit residential structure above ground-floor retail and basement 

parking. During the project's approximately 18-month construction period, construction activities would 

have the potential to result in emissions of ozone precu:rsors al1;d PM, as discussed below. 

Fugitive Dust 

Project-related demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities may cause wind-blown 

dust that could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere. Although there are federal 

standards for air pollutants and implementation of state and regional air quality control plans, air 

pollutants continue to have inlpacts on human health throughout the country. California has found that 

particulate matter exposure can cause health effects at lower levels than national standards. 'Ifte current . 

64 San Francisco Planning Department and San Francisco Department of Public Health, 2014 Air Pollutant Exposure 
Zone Map (Memo and Map), April 9, 2014. These documents are part of San Francisco Board of Supervisors File 
No. 14806, Ordinance No. 224-14 (Amendment to Health Code Article 38). · 
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health burden of particulate matter demands that, where possible, public agencies take feasible available 

actions to reduce sources of particulate matter exposure. According to the ARB, reducing PM2s 

concentrations to state and federal standards of 12 µg/m3 in the San Francisco Bay Area would prevent 

between 200 and 1,300 premature deaths annually. 65 

Dust can be an irritant causing watering eyes or irritation to the lungs, nose, and throat. Demolition, 

excavation, grading, and other construction activities can cause wind-blown dust that adds _particulate 

matter to the local atmosphere. Depending on exposure, adverse health effects can occur due to this 

particulate matter in general and also due to specific contaminants such as lead or asbestos that may be 

constituents of soil. 

Jn response, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to the San Francisco 

Building and Health Codes generally referred hereto as the Construction Dust Control Ordinance 

(Ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) with the intent of reducing the quantity of dust generated 

during site preparation, demolition and construction work in order to protect the health of the general 

public and of onsite workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and to avoid orders to stop work by 

the Department of Building Inspection (DBI). 

The Ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or other construction activities within 

San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 

500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control measures whether or not the activity requires a 

permit from DBI. The Director of DBI may waive this requirement for activities on sites less than one half

acre that are unlikely to result in any visible wind-blown dust. 

Jn compliance with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, the project sponsor and the contractor 

responsible for construction activities at the project site would be required to use the following practices 

to control construction dust on the site or other practices that result in equivalent dust control that are 

acceptable to the Director. Dust suppression activities may include watering all active construction areas 

sufficiently t? prevent dust from becoming airborne;, increased watering frequency may be necessary 

whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. During excavation and dirt-moving activities, 

contractors shall wet sweep or vacuum the streets, sidewalks, paths, and intersections where work is in 

progress at the end of the work day. Inactive stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for more than seven 

days) greater than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of excavated material, backfill material, import 

material, gravel, sand, road base, and soil shall be covered with a 10 mil (0.01 incl:i.) polyethylene plastic 

(or equivalent) tarp, braced down, or use other equivalent soil stabilization techniques. Article 21 

(Section 1100 et. seq.) of the San Francisco Public Works Code (added by Ordinance 175-91) restricts the use 

of potable water for soil compaction and dust control activities undertaken in conjunction with any 

construction or demolition project occurring within the boundari~s of San Francisco, unless permission is 

obtained from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC). Non-potable water must be used 

65 ARB, Methodology for Estimating Premature Deaths Associated with Long-term Exposure to Fine Airborne Particulate 
Matter in California, Staff Report, October 24, 2008; Table 4c. 
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for soil compaction and dust control activities during project construction and demolition. The SFPUC 

operates a recycle.d water truck-fill station at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant that provides 

recycled water for these activities at no charge. 

Compliance with _the regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance 

would ensure that potential dust-related air quality impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant 

level. 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

As discussed above, construction activities would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants from the 

use of off- and on-road vehicles and equipment. To assist lead agencies in determining whether short

term construction-related air pollutant emissions require further analysis as to whether the project may 

exceed the criteria air pollutant significance thresholds shown in Tab~e 4, above, the BAAQMD, in its 

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

screening criteria, then construction of the project would result in less-than-significant criteria air 

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

assessment to determine whether criteria air pollutant emissions would exceed significance thresholds. 

The CEQA Air Qualif:lj Guidelines note that the screening levels are generally representative of new 

development on greenfield66 sites without any form of mitigation measures taken into consideration. In 

addition, the screening criteria do not account for project design features, attributes~ or local development 

requirements that could also result in lower emissions. 

In general, according to the screening thresholds, for high-rise residential development, a project would 

have to exceed approximately 250 dwelling units to be expected to result in significant impacts from 

construction emissions of criteria pollutants. At 85 units plus ground-floor retail, the project would be 

less than half the screening threshold. size. Therefore, quantification of construction-related criteria air 

pollutant emissions is not required and the proposed project's construction activities would result in a 

less-than-significant criteria air pollutant impact. 

Impact AQ-2: The proposed project's construction activities would generate toxic air contaminants, 
including diesel particulate matter, which would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

The project site is within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, as described above, and would include new 

sensitive land uses in the form residential units. Existing sensitive land uses (primarily residences) are 

located on the project block along Golden Gate Avenue and Hyde Street, in close proximity to the project 

site, as well as elsewhere throughout the project vicinity, which largely comprises buildings with upper

story residential units, particularly to the north and east. There are also child care centers nearby at 

144 Leavenworth Street near Golden Gate Avenue (about 500 feet from the project site), at Golden Gate 

66 A greenfield site refers to agricultural or forest land or an undeveloped site earmarked for commercial, 
residential, or industrial projects. 
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Avenue and Larkin Street (about 500 feet from the site), on Turk Street near Leavenworth Street (about 

600 feet from the site), and at Golden Gate Avenue and Polk Street (about 1,000 feet from the site). 

Off-road equipment (which includes construction-related equipment) is a large contributor to DPM 

emissions in California, although since 2007, the ARB has found the emissions to be substantially lowe~ 

than previously _expected. 67 Newer and more refined emission inventories have substantially lowered the 

estimates of DPM emissions from off-road equipment such that off-road equipment is now considered 

the sixth largest source of DPM emissions in California. 68 For example, revised PM emission estimates f01; 

the year 2010, which DPM is a major component of total PM, have decreased by 83 percent from previous 

2010 emissions estimates for the SFBAAB.69 Approximately half of the reduction in emissions can be 

attributed to updated methodologies used to better assess construction emissions), while the remainder 

of the reduction was attributed to the economic recession then being experienced.7° 

Additionally, a number of federal and state regulations are requiring cleaner off-road equipment. 

Specifically, both the USEP A and California have set emissions standards for new off-road equipment 

engines, ranging from Tier 1 to Tier 4. Tier 1 emission standards were phased in between 1996 and 2000 

and Tier 4 Interim and Final emission standards for all new engines would be phased in between 2008 

and 2015. To meet the Tier 4 emission standards, engine manufacturers will be required to produce new 

engines with advanced emission-control technologies. Although the full benefits of these regulations will 
not be realized for several years, the USEP A estimates that by implementing the federal Tier 4 standards, 

NOx and PM emissions will be reduced by more than 90 percent. 71 

In addition, construction activities do not lend themselves to analysis of long-term health risks because of 

their temporary and variable nature. As explained in the BAAQMD' s CEQA Air Qualitlj Guidelines: 

Due to the variable nature of construction actiVity, the generation of TAC emissions in most cases 
would be temporary, especially considering the short amount of time such equipment is typically 
within an influential distance that would result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial 
concentrations. Concentrations of mobile-source diesel PM emissions are typically reduced by 
70 percent at a distance of approximately 500 feet (ARB 2005). In .addition, current models and 
methodologies for conducting health risk assessments are associated with longer-term exposure periods 
of 9, 40, and 70 years, which do not correlate well with the temporary and highly variable nature of 
construction activities. This results in difficulties with producing accurate estimates of health risk 72 

67 ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to tlte Regulation for In
Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and tlte Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, p.1 and p. 13 (Figure 4), 
October 2010. 

68 ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking;, Proposed Amendments to tlte Regulation for In
Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and tlte Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, October 2010. 

69 ARB, "In-Use Off-Road Equipment, 2011 · htventory Model," Query accessed online, April 2, 2012, . 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/categories.htm#inuse or category .. 
70 ARB, op. cit. (see footnote 68, p. 69). 
71 United State Environmental Protection Agency (USEP A), "Clean Air Nonroad Diesel Rule: Fact Sheet," May 

2004. 

72 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2012, page 8-6. 
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Therefore, project-level analyses of construction actiVities have a tendency to produce overestimated 

assessments of long-term health risks. However, within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, as discussed 

above, additional construction activity may adversely affect populations that are already at a higher risk 

for adverse long-term health risks from existing sources of air pollution. 

The proposed project would require construction activities for the approximate 18-month construction 

period. Project construction activities would result in short-term emissions of DPM and other TACs. The 

project site is located in an area that already experiences poor air quality and project construction 

activities would generate additional air pollution; affecting nearby sensitive receptors and resulting in a 

significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2, Construction Air Quality, would 

reduce the magnitude of this impact to a less-than-significant level. While emission reductions from 

limiting idling, educating workers and the public and properly maintaining equipment are difficult to 

quantify, other measures, specifically the requirement for equipment with Tier 2 engines and Level 3 

Verified Diesel Emission Control Strategy (VD ECS) can reduce construction emissions by 89 to 94 percent 

compared to equipment with engines meeting no emission standards and without a VDECS. 73 Emissions 

reductions from the combination of Tier 2 equipment with level 3 VDECS is almost equivalent to 

requiring only equipment with Tier 4 Final engines, which is not yet available for engine sizes subject to 

the mitigation. Therefore, compliance with Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2 would reduce construction 

emissions impacts on nearby sensitive receptors to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality 

The project sponsor or the project sponsor's Contractor shall comply with the following 

A. Engine 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 have engines that meet or exceed 
either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEP A) or California Air Resources Board 
(ARB) Tier 2 off-road emission standards, and have been retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 
Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy. Equipment with engines meeting Tier 4 
Interim or Tier 4 Final off-road emission standards automatically meet this requirement. 

73 PM emissions benefits are estimated by comparing off-road PM emission standards for Tier 2 with Tier 1 and 0. 
Tier 0 off-road engines do not have PM emission standards, but the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency's Exhaust and Crankcase Emissions Factors for Nonroad Engine Modeling- Compression Ignition has estimated 
Tier 0 engines between 50 hp and 100 hp to have a PM emission factor of 0.72 g/hp-hr and greater than 100 hp to 
have a PM emission factor of 0.40 g/hp-hr. Therefore, requiring off-road equipment to have at least a Tier 2 
engine would result in between a 25 percent and 63 percent reduction in PM emissions, as compared to off-road 
equipment with Tier 0 or Tier 1 engines. The 25 percent reduction comes from comparing. the PM emission 
standards for off-road engines between 25 hp and 50 hp for Tier 2 (0.45 g/bhp-hr) and Tier 1 (0.60 g/bhp-hr). The 
63 percent reduction comes from comparing the PM emission standards for off-road engines above 175 hp for 
Tier 2 (0.15 g/bhp-hr) and Tier 0 (0.40 g/bhp-hr). fu. addition to the Tier 2 requirement, ARB Level 3 VDECSs are 
required and would reduce PM by aii additional 85 percent Therefore, the mitigation measure would result in 
between an 89 percent (0.0675 g/bhp-hr) and 94 percent (0.0225 g/bhp-hr) reduction in PM emissions, as 
compared to equipment with Tier 1 (0.60 g/bhp-hr) or Tier 0 engines (0.40 g/bhp-hr). 
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2. Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel engines shall 
be prohibited. 

3. Diesel engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment, shall not be left idling for 
more than two minutes, at any location, except as provided in exceptions to the 
applicable state regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment {e.g., 
traffic conditions, safe operating conditions). The Contractor shall post legible and 
visible signs in English, Spanish, and Chinese, in designated queuing areas and at the 
constructio~ site to remind operators of the two minute idling limit. 

4. The Contractor shall instruct construction workers and equipment operators on the 
maintenance and tuning of construction equipment, and require that such workers and 
operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer 
specifications. 

B. Waivers. 

1. The Planning Department's Environmental Review Officer or designee (ERO) may waive 
the alternative source of power requirement of Subsection (A)(2) if an alternative source 
of power is limited or infeasible at the project site. If the ERO grants the waiver, the 
Contractor must submit documentation that the equipment used for onsite power 
generation meets the requirements of Subsection (A)(l). 

2. The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subsection (A)(l) if: a particular 
piece of off-road equipment with an ARB Level 3 VDECS is technically not feasible; the 
equipment would not produce desired emissions reduction due to expected operating 
modes; installation of the equipment would create a safety hazard or impaired visibility 
for the operator; or, there is a compelling emergency need to use off-road equipment that 
is not retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 VDECS. If the ERO grants the waiver, the 
Contractor must use the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment, according to Table 
below. 

Table - Off-Road Equipment Compliance Step-down Schedule 

Compliance Engine Emission Emissions Control 
Alternative Standard 

1 ller2 ARB Level 2 VDECS 

2 Tier2 ARB Level 1 VDECS 

3 ller 2 Alternative Fuel* 

How to use the table: If the ERO determines that the equipment requirements 
cannot be met, then the project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 
1. If the ERO determines that the Contractor cannot supply off-road equipment 

meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then the Contractor must meet Compliance 
Alternative 2. If the ERO determines that the Contractor cannot supply off-road 

equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then the Contractor must meet 
Compliance Alternative 3. 

** Alternative fuels are not a VDECS. 

C. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Before starting on-site construction activities, the 
Contractor shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the ERO for 
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review and approval. The Plan shall state, in reasonable detail, how the Contractor will meet 
the requirements of Section A. 

1. The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase, with a description 
of each piece of off-road equipment required for every construction phase. The 
d~scription 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, the description may include: technology type, serial number, mal<e, 
model, manufacturer, ARB verification number level, and installation date and hour 
meter reading on installation date. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, the 
description shall also specify the type of alternative fuel being used. 

2. The ERO shall ensure that all applicable requirements of the Plan have been 
incorporated into the contract specifications. The Plan shall include a certification 
statement that the Contractor agrees to comply fully with the Plan. 

3. The Contractor shall make the Plan available to the public for review on-site during 
working hours. The Contractor shall post at the construction site a legible and visible 
sign summarizing the Plan. The sign shall also state that the public may ask to inspect 
the Plan for the project at any time during working hours and shall explain how to 
request to inspect the Plan. The Contractor shall post at least one copy of the sign in a 
visible location on each side of the construction site facing a public right-of-way. 

D. Monitoring. After start of Construction Activities, the Contractor shall submit quarterly 
reports to the ERO documenting compliance with the Plan. After completion of construction 
activities and prior to receiving a final certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor shall 
submit to the ERO a final report summarizing construction activities, including the start and . 
end dates and duration of each construction phase, and the specific information required in 
the Plan. 

Operational Air Quality Impacts 

Land use projects typically result in emissions of criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants 

primarily from an increase in motor vehicle trips. However, lan:d use projects may also result in criteria 

air pollutants and toxic air contaminants from combustion of natural gas, landscape maintenance, use of 

consumer products, and architectural coating. The following addresses air quality impacts resulting from 

operation of the proposed project. 

Impact AQ-3: During project operations, the proposed project would result in emissions of criteria air 
pollutants but not at levels that 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. (Less than 
Significant) 

As discussed above in Impact AQ-1, the BAAQMD, in its CEQA Air Qualiti; Guidelines (May 2011), has 

developed screening criteria to determine whether a project requires an analysis of project-generated 
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criteria air pollutants. If all the screening criteria are met by a proposed project, then the lead agency or 

applicant does not need to perform a detailed air quality assessment. 

In general, because of lower vehicle trip generation rates in San Francisco than elsewhere in the Bay Area, 

San Francisco projects generating fewer than approximately 3,500 vehicle trips per day are not expected 

to generate operational emissions that would exceed the City's significance thresholds for operational 

emissions of criteria air pollutants. As noted in Section E.4, Transportation, the proposed project would 

generate approximately 218 daily vehicle trips, which is less than one-tenth of the number of trips that 

would trip the screening threshold. Thus, analysis of project-generated criteria air pollutant emissions 

would not be required. The proposed project would not exceed any of the significance thresholds for 

criteria air pollutants and would therefore result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to criteria 

air pollutants. 

Impact AQ-4: During project operations, the proposed project would generate toxic air contaminants, 
including diesel particulate matter, but would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial. air pollutant 
concentrations. (Less than Significant) 

The project site is within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, as described above, and would include new 

sensitive land uses in the form residential units. Existing sensitive land uses (primarily residences) are 

located on the project block along Golden Gate Avenue and Hyde Street, as well as elsewhere in the 

vicinity, and several child care centers are also within about 1,000 feet of the site. 

Sources of Toxic Air Contaminants. 

Vehicle Trips. Individual projects result in emissions of toxic air contaminants primarily as a result of an 

increase in vehicle trips. The BAAQMD considers roads with less than 10,000 vehicles per day "minor, 

low-impacf' sources that do not pose a significant health impact even in combination with other nearby 

sources and recommends that these sources be excluded from the environmental analysis. The proposed 

project's 218 vehicle trips would be well below this level and would be distributed among streets in the 

local roadway network; therefore an assessment of project-generated TA Cs resulting from vehicle trips is 

not required, and the proposed project would not generate a substantial amount of TAC emissions that 

could affect nearby sensitive receptors. 

Siting Sensitive Land Uses. The pro:Posed project would include development of residential units and is 

considered a sensitive land use for purposes of air quality evatuation. For sensitive use projects within the 

Air Pollutant Exposure Zone as defined by Health Code Article 38, such as the proposed project, Article 38 

requires that the project sponsor submit an Enhanced Ventilation Proposal for approval by the 

Department of Public Health (DPH) that achieves protection from PJvhs (fine particulate matter) 

equivalent to that associated with a Jvfinimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) 13 filtration. DBI will 

not issue a building permit without written notification from the Director of Public Health that the 

applicant has an approved Enhanced Ventilation Proposal. 
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In compliance Article 38, the project sponsor has submitted an initial application to DPK 74 The 

regwations and procedures set forth by Article 38 would ensure that exposure to sensitive receptors 

would not be significant. Therefore impacts related to siting new sensitive land uses would be less than 

significant through compliance with Article 38. 

Impact AQ-5: The proposed project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean 
Air Plan. (Less than Significant). 

The most recently adopted air quality plan for the SFBAAB is the 2010 Clean Air Plan. The 2010 Clean Air 

Plan is a road map that demonstrates how the San Francisco Bay Area will achieve compliance with .the 

state ozone standards as expeditiously as practicable and how the region will reduce the transport of 

ozone and o;wne precursors to neighboring air basins. In determining consistency with the 2010 Clean.Air 

Plan (CAP), this analysis considers whether the project would: (1) support the primary goals of the CAP, 

(2) include applicable control measures from the CAP, and (3) avoid disrupting or hindering 

implementation of control measures identified in the CAP. 

The primary goals of the CAP are to: (1) reduce emissions and decrease concentrations of harmful 

pollutants, (2) safeguard the public health by reducing exposure to air pollutants that pose the greatest 

health risk, and (3) reduce greenhouse gas ei;nissions. To meet the primary goals, the CAP recommends 

specific control measures and actions. These control measures are grouped into various categories and 

include stationary ari.d area source measures, mobile source measures, transportation control measures, 

land use measures, and energy and climate measures. The CAP recognizes that to a great extent, 

community design dictates individual travel mode, and that a key long-term control strategy to reduce 

emissions of criteria pollutants, air toxics, and greenhouse gases from motor vehicles is to channel future 

Bay Area growth into vibrant urban communities where goods and services are close at hand, and people 

have a range of viable transportation options. To this end, the 2010 Clean Air Plan includes 55 control 

measu,res aimed at reducing air pollution in the SFBAAB. 

The measures most applicable to the proposed project are transportation control measures and energy 

and climate control measures. The proposed project's impacts with respect to Greenhouse Gases are 

discussed in Section E.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which demonstrates that the proposed project 

would comply with the applicable provisions of the City's Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy. 

The compact development of the proposed project and high availability of viable transportation options 

ensure that residents could bicycle, walk, and ride transit to and from the project site instead of taldng 

trips via private automobile. These features ensure that the project would avoid substantial growth in 

automobile trips and vehicle miles traveled. The proposed project's anticipated 218 net new daily vehicle 

trips would result in a negligible increase in air pollutant emissions. Furthermore, the proposed project 

74 Application for Article 38 Compliance Assessment, 101 Hyde Street, March 18, 2015. This document is available 
for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File 
No. 2012.0086E. 
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would be generally consistent with the San Francisco General Plan, as discussed in Section C, Compatibility 

with Existing Zoning and Plans. Transportation control measures that are identified in the 2010 Clean Air 

Plan are implemented by the San Francisco General Plan and the Planning Code, for example, through the 

City's Transit First Policy, bicycle. parking requirements, and transit impact development fees. 

Compliance with these requirements would ensure that the project includes relevant transportation 

control measures specified by the 2010 Clean Air Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would include 

applicable control measures identified in the CAP to meet the CAP' s primary goals. 

Examples of a· project that could cause the disruption or delay of Clean Air Plan control measures are 

projects that would preclude the extension of a transit line or bike path, or projects that propose excessive 

parking beyond parking requirements. The proposed project would add approx4uately 4,923 square feet 

of retail uses and 85 residential units to a dense, walkable urban area and within one quarter mile of 

regional and local transit service. It would not preclude the extension of a transit line or a bike path or 

any other transit improvement, and thus would not disrupt or hinder implementation of . control 

measures identifiedin the CAP. 

For the reasons described above, the proposed project would not interfere with implementation of the 

2010 Clean Air Plan, and because the proposed project would be consistent with the. applicable air quality 

plan that demonstrates how the region will improve ambient air quality and achieve the state and federal 

ambient air quality standards, this impact would be less than significant. 

Impact AQ-6: The proposed project would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial 
number of people. (Less than Significant) 

Typical odor sources of concern include wastewater treatment plants, sanitary landfills, transfer stations, 

composting facilities, petroleum refineries, asphalt batch plants, chemical manufacturing facilities, 

fiberglass manufacturing facilities, auto body shops, rendering plants, and coffee roasting facilities. None 

of the odor sources are within the project vicinity. During construction, diesel exhaust from construction 

equipment would generate some odors. However, construction-related odors would be temporary and 

would not persist upon project completion. Observation indicates that the project site is not substantially 

affected by sources of odors. 75 As a residential and retail development, the proposed project would not 

create a significant source of new odors. Therefore, the proposed project would have less-than-significant 

impacts related to odors. 

Impact C-AQ-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
development in the project area would contribute to cumulative air quality impacts. (Less than Significant 
with Mitigation) 

As discussed above, regional air pollution is by its very nature largely a cumulative impact. Emissions 

from past, present, and future projects contribute to the region's adverse air quality on a cumulative 

basis. No single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in regional nonattainment of ambient 

75 ESA, site visit, February 15, 2013. 
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air quality standards. fustead, a project's individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative ad verse 

air quality impacts.76 The project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which 

new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net 

.increase in criteria air pollutants. Therefore, because the proposed project's construction (Impact AQ-1) 

and operational (Impact AQ-3) emissions would not exceed the project-level thresholds for criteria air 

pollutants, the proposed project would not be considered to result in a cumulatively considerable 

contribution lo regional air quality impacts. 

As discussed above, the project site is located in an area that already experiences poor air quality. The 

project would add new sources of TACs (e.g., construction emissions and new vehicle trips within an 

area already adversely affected by air quality, resulting in a considerable contribution to cumulative 

health risk impacts on nearby sensitive receptors. This would be a significant cumulative impact The 

proposed projec~ would be required to implement Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2, Construction Air 

Quality, p. 68, which could reduce construction period emissions by as much as 94 percent. Furthermore, 

compliance with Article 38 would ensure that new sensitive receptors are not exposed to cumulatively 

significant levels of air pollution. Implementation of this/these mitigation measure/s and/or adherence to 

Article 38 would reduce the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts to a less-than

signilicant level. 

Topics: 

7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS-
Would the project: 

a) Generate 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? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant No Not 

Impact Impact Applicable 

D D 

D D 

GHG emissions and global climate change represent cumulative impacts. GHG emissions cumulatively 

contribute to the significant adverse environmental impacts of global climate change. No single project 

could generate enough GHG emissions to noticeably change the global average temperature; instead, the 

combination of GHG emissions from past, present, and future projects have contributed and will 

contribute to global climate change and its associated environmental impacts. 

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) has prepared guidelines and methodologies 

for analyzing GHGs. These guidelines are consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.4 and 15183.5 

76 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011, page 2-1. 
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which address the analysis and determination of significant impacts from a proposed project's GHG 

emissions. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 allows lead agencies to rely on a qualitative analysis to 

describe GHG emissions resulting from a project CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 allows for public 

agencies to analyze and mitigate GHG emissions as part of a larger plan for the reduction of greenhouse 

gases and describes the required contents of such a plan Accordingly, San Francisco has prepared 

Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG Reduction Strategy)77 which presents a 

comprehensive assessment of policies, programs, and ordinances that collectively represent San 

Francisco's Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy in compliance with CEQA . guidelines. The actions 

outlined in the strategy have resulted in a 14.5 percent reduction in GHG emissions in 2010 compared to 

1990 levels, exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals outlined in the BAAQMD's 2010 Clean Air Plan, 

Executive Order S-3- 05,78 and Assembly Bill 32 (also known as the Global Warming Solutions Act.)79,80 

Given that the City's local greenhouse gas reduction targets are more aggressive than the State and 

Region's 2020 GHG reduction targets and consistent with the long-term 2050 reduction targets, the City's 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy is consistent with the goals of EO S-3-05, AB 32, and the Bay Area 

2010 Clean Air Plan. Therefore, proposed projects that are consistent with the City's Greenhouse Gas 

Reduction Strategy would be consistent with the goals of EO S-3-05, AB 32, and the Bay Area 2010 Clean 

Air Plan, would not conflict with these plans, and would therefore not exceed San Francisco's applicable 

GHG threshold of significance. 

The following analysis of the proposed project's impact on climate change focuses on the project's 

contribution to cumulatively significant GHG emissions. Given the analysis is in a cumulative context, 

. this section does not include an individual project-specific impact statement. 

Impact C-GG-1: The proposed project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but not at levels that 
would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. (Less than· Significant) 

Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by directly or indirectly 

emitting GHGs during construction and operational phases. Direct operational emissions include GHG 

emissions from new vehicle trips and area sources (natural gas combustion). Indirect emissions include 

77 San Francisco Planning Department, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco, 2010. The final 
document is available online at: htt:p:Uwww.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=2627. 

78 Executive Order S-3-05, sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs need to be 
progressively reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels (approximately 457 million 
MTC02E); by 2020, reduce emissions to 1990 levels (estimated at 427 million MTCOiE); and by 2050 reduce 
emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85 millionMTC02E). 

79 San Francisco Department of Environment (DOE), "San Francisco Community-Wide Carbon Emissions by 
Category." Excel spreadsheet provided via email between Pansy Gee, DOE and Wade Wietgrefe, San Francisco 
Plarming Department. June 7, 2013. 

so The Clean Air Plan, Executive Order S-3-05, and Assembly Bill 32 goals, among others, are to reduce GHGs in the 
year 2020 to 1990 levels. 
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emissions from electricity providers, energy required to pump, treat, and convey water, and emissions 

associated with waste removal, disposal, and landfill operations. 

The proposed project would increase the activity onsite by demolishing the existing one-story, 

commercial building on the project site and constructing in its place an eight-story building containing 

85 dwelling units and approximately_ 4,923 square feet of ground-floor retail space. Therefore, the 

proposed project would contribute to annual long-term increases in GHGs as a result of increased vehicle. 

trips (mobile sources) and residential and retail operations that result in an increase in energy use, water 

use and wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal. Construction activities would also result in 

temporary increases in GHG emissions. 

The proposed project would be subject to and required to comply with several regulations adopted to 

reduce GHG emissions as identified in the GHG l}eduction Strategy. The regulations that are applicable 

to the proposed project include the Emergency Ride Home Program, Bicycle Parking requirements, Street 

Tree Planting Requirements for New Construction, Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, 

and San Francisco Green Building Requirements for Energy Efficiency, and Stormwater Management. 

These regulations, as outlined in San Francisco's Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions, have 

proven effective as San Francisco's GHG emissions have measurably ·reduced when compared to 1990 

emissions levels, demonstrating that the City 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 

consistent with San Francisco's GHG Reduction Strategy.81 Other existing regulations, such as those 

implemented through AB 32, will continue to 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, and thus the proposed project's contribution to GHG emissions would 

. not be cumulatively considerable or generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that would 

have a significant impact on the environment. As such, the proposed project would result in a less-than

significant impact with respect to GHG emissions. No mitigation measures are necessary. 

Topics: 

8. 

a) 

WIND AND SHADOW-Would the project: 

Alter wind in a manner that substantially affects 
public areas? 

Potent/ally 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

D 

Less Than 
Significant No Not 

Impact Impact Appl/cable 

181 D D 

Bl Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist, May 6, 2014. This document is on file and available for public 
review as part of Case File No. 2012.0086E. 
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b) Create new shadow in a manner that substantially 
affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public 
areas? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

Less Than 
Slgnincant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

D 
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Less Than 
Signincant No Not 

Impact Impact Applicable 

D D 

Impact WS-1: The proposed project would not alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas. 
(Less than Significant) 

Average wind speeds in San Francisco are the highest in the summer and lowest in winter; however, the 

str1mgest peak winds occur in winter, under storm conditions. Throughout the year the highest typical 

wind speeds occur in mid-afternoon and the lowest in the early morning. Westerly to northwesterly 

winds are the most frequent and strongest winds during all seasons in San Francisco. Of the 16 primary 

wind directions, four wind directions (northwest, west-northwest, west, and west-southwest) have the 

greatest frequency of occurrence and also make up the majority of the strong winds that occur. 

The project site is in an area that is subject to San Francisco Planning Code Section 148, Reduction of 

Ground-level Wind Currents in C-3 Districts. The Planning Code outlines wind reduction criteria for 

projects in C-3 Districts, sets wind speed criteria for both pedestrian comfort and hazardous winds, and 

requires buildings to be shaped so as not to cause ground-level wind currents to exceed these criteria. The 

Planning Code specifies that new buildings and building additions be shaped so as not to cause ground

level wind currents to exceed, more than 10 percent of the time, 11 miles per hour (mph) in substantial 

pedestrian use areas, and 7 mph in public seating areas. When a project would result in exceedances of a 

comfort criterion, an exception may be granted, pursuant to Section 309 .of the Planning Code, if the 

building or addition cannot be designed to meet the comfort criteria. Section 148 also establishes a hazard 

criterion, which is an equivalent wind speed of 26 mph as averaged for a single full hour of the year. 82 

Under Section 148, new buildings and additions may not cause wind speeds that meet or exceed this 

hazard criterion and no exception may be granted for buildings that result in winds that exceed the 

hazard criterion. 

The proposed project would have a significant wind impact if it would cause the 36-mph wind hazard 

criterion to be exceeded for more than one hour per year. A project that would cause exceedances of the 

comfort criteria, but not the wind hazard criterion, would not be considered to have a significant impact 

82 The wind hazard criterion is derived from the 26 mph hourly average. wind speed that would generate a 3-
second gust of wind at 20 meters per second, a commonly used guideline for wind safety. Because the original 
wind data on which the testing is based was collected at one-minute averages (i.e., a measurement of sustained 
wind speed for one minute, collected once per hour), the 26 mph hourly average is converted to a one-minute 
average of 36 mph, which is used to determine compliance with the 26 mph one-hour hazard criterion in the 
Planning Code. (Arens, E. et al., "Developing the San Francisco Wind Ordinance and its Guidelines for 
Compliance," Building and Environment, Vol. 24, No. 4, p. 297-303, 1989.) 
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under CEQA; however, such a project wotild be required to obtain an exception from the provisions of 

Planning Code Section 148, pursuant to the procedures contained in Section 309. 

A building taller than its immediate surroundings will intercept winds and deflect them down towards 

the ground levet particular! y if it is oriented so that a large, unarticulated wall catches a prevailing wind. 

This can cause wind flow accelerations around building corners. When the gap between two buildings is 

aligned with the prevailing winds, high wind activity is expected along this gap. The project site 

currently contains a one-story buildin~ approximately 20 feet in height. The site is just downwind 

(located east) of an area known to be windy, largely due to the effects of the Philip Burton Federal 

Building at 450 Golden Gate Avenue and also the Hiram W. Johnson State Office Building at 455 Golden 

Gate Avenue (each one block west of the site). The proposed project would involve construction of an 80-

foot-tall, eight-story building. The project site is surrounded by buildings ranging from two to five 

stories. 

To evaluate the potential for wind effects on surrounding sidewalks, including those fronting the project 

site, wind tunnel testing, using a three-dimensional model of the proposed project, was conducted for the 

proposed project.83 The wind tunnel testing was conducted at 16 wind speed sensor locations under 

Existing Conditions and Existing plus Project Conditions.84 For the purposes of evaluating impacts under 

CEQA, the analysis uses the hazard criterion to deternrine whether the proposed project would alter 

wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas. The proposed project's effects related to the 

comfort criterion are presented below for informational purposes (and are also used in the Planning 

Department's separate determination of compliance with Section 148). 

The results of the wind tunnel testing indicate that two of the farthest upwind test points exceed the 

hazard criterion under ·Existing Conditions. These exceedances occur at the southeast corner of Larkin 

and Turk Streets (diagonally across the project block from the project site, or about 400 feet northwest of 

the site), and at the northeast corner of Larkin Street and _Golden Gate Avenue (one block, or about 

300 feet, west of the site). These two exceedances are each proximate to the federal and State office 

buildings. With the addition of the proposed project, each of these exceedances of the wind hazard 

criterion would be eliminated, and no new hazard exceedances would occur. The wind speed exceeded 

one hour per year would increase at seven points, decrease at seven points, and remain unchanged at two 

· locations. The average of wind speeds exceeded one hour per year would i.r).crease by about 0.5 mph; this 

is due largely to the fact that the one-hour-exceeded wind speed would increase by 8 mph, from 13 mph 

to 21 mph, at the northwest corner of Hyde Street and Golden Gate Avenue, adjacent to the proposed 

building. However, winds at this location would remain calmer than 13 of the other 15 points. 

83 ESA, Potential Planning Code Section 148 Wind Effects, 101 Hyde Street Project, April 2, 2015. This document is on 
file and available for public review as part of Case File No. 2012.0086E. 

84 No cumulative wind test was conducted, because there are no reasonably foreseeable project close enough to the 
project site to warrant consideration for wind effects. 
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Because the proposed project would eliminate two existing exceedances of the wind hazard criterion and 

would not result in any new increases of the hazard criterion, the proposed project would not alter wind 

in a manner that substantially affects public areas and wind impaets are considered less than significant. 

In terms· of the comfort criteria, all 16 test points were located on sid~walks and, accordingly, are 

considered areas of substantial pedestrian use; none of the test points is a public seating area. The results 

of the wind tunnel testing indicate that nine of the 16 test locations exceed the Planning Code's 11 mph 

pedestrian comfort criterion under Existing Conditions, including all four points west of the project site 

(and therefore closest to the federal and state office buildings); three of five other points on the south side 

of Golden Gate A venue; and two other points on Turk Street. There are no existing comfort criterion 

exceedances along the project site frontages. Wind speeds exceeded 10 percent of time average 11.4 mph. 

The highest wind speeds are on Larkin Street across from the Philip Burton Federal Building. 

According to the wind tunnel testing results, the proposed project would eliminate one existing 

pedestrian comfort criterion exceedance located one-half block east on the south side of Golden Gate 

Avenue, and would add one new exceedance, located across Golden Gate Avenue from the project site. 

Overall, under the Existing plus Project Conditions, wind speeds exceeded 10 percent of the time would 

exceed the Planning Code's 11 mph pedestrian comfort criterion at nine of the 16 test points, the same as 

under Existing Conditions. Wind speeds exceeded 10 percent of the time would increase at four locations, 

by 1 to 4 mph, and would decrease at two locations, by 1 to 2 mph; wind speeds would be unchanged (or 

vary by less than 0.5 mph) at 10 locations. Com.pared with Existing Conditions, the average of wind 

speeds exceeded 10 percent of the time would increase by 0.3 mph to 11.7 mph; this increase in average 

wind speed would not result in a perceptible change to pedestrians. The highest wind speeds would 

continue to occur along Larkin Street across from the federal building. Because the proposed project 

would not eliminate all existing exceedances of the comfort criteria, the project would require an 

exception from the provisions of Planning Code Section 148, in accordance with the procedures of Planning 

Code Section 309. 

In light of the foregoing, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts on wind in 

public areas. 

Impact WS-2: The proposed project would not result in new shadows in a manner that substantially affects 
outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. (Less than Significant) 

Planning Code Section 295, which was adopted in response to Proposition K (passed November 1984), 

mandates that new structures above 40 feet in height that would cast additional shadows on properties 

under the jurisdiction of, or designated to be acquired by, the San Francisco Recreation and Parks 

Department (SFRPD) can only be approved by the Planning Commission (based on recommendation 

from the Recreation and Parks Commission) if the shadow is determined to be insignificant or not 

adverse to the use of the park. The closest public open spaces protected under Planning Code Section 295 

in the vicinity of the project site are the Turk and Hyde Mini Park, located one block north of the project 

site, and Civic Center Plaza, located two blocks southwest of the project site. 
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The height of the proposed building would be 80 feet. Therefore, a shadow fan analysis was conducted 

by the Planning Department. The shadow fan analysis shows that, at its greatest extent, the project's 

shadow would extend approximately a block .in the north and south directions and approximately two 

blocks in the east and west directions. However, the parks protected by Section 295 would not be 

adversely affected by the proposed project due to their location; that is, shadow from the proposed 

project would not reach either the Turk and Hyde Mini Park or Civic Center Plaza. Project shadow also 

would not reach United Nations Plaza, a public ope;n space not subject to Section 295. There are no non

Section 295 open spaces (i.e. privately owned, publicly accessible open spaces) nearby that would be 

affected by shadow from the project.85 

The proposed project would add new shade to surrounding sidewalks and properties. However, because 

of the configuration of existing buildings in the vicinity, the net new shading that would result from the 

project's construction would be limited in scope, and would not increase the total a~ount of shading 

above levels that are common in urban areas, particularly in densely built out neighborhoods such as 

Tenderloin. Due to the dense urban fabric of the city, the loss of sunlight on private residences or 

property is rarely considered to be a significant environmental impact and the limited increase in shading 

as a result of the proposed project would not be considered a significant impact under CEQA. The 

proposed project would be taller than the adjacent Madonna Senior Residence to the west; as a result, the 

project would add a small amount of shade to the extreme northwest corner of the south-facing courtyard 

at the Madonna Residence, for up to about 30 minutes in mid-morning (between about 10:00 a.m. and 

10:30 a.m.) from approximately June 1 through mid-July. 86 Because this shadow would last for only a few 

minutes a day over a few weeks of t):le year and would never cover more than a few dozen square feet, 

the proposed project would not result in substantially significant shadow impacts. Therefore, the 

proposed project would not result in new shadows in a marmer that substantially affects outdoor 

recreation facilities or other public areas, and this impact would be less than significant. 

Impact C-WS-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
projects, would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to wind and shadow. (Less than 
Significant) 

Based on the discussion above, the proposed project's effects on wind and shadow would be limited. 

There are no nearby projects that are large enough (or of similar size to the proposed project) that their 

wind effects, in combination with wind effects of the proposed 101 Hyde Street project, could result in a 

cumulative significant effect on pedestrian-level winds. Wind tunnel testing conducted for the proposed 

project concluded that with the addition of the proposed project, no new wind hazard exceedances would 

occur under cumulative conditions. Additionally, wind effects of the proposed project would not be 

expected to substantially interact with those of the proposed 80-foot-tall project at 351 Turk Street & 145 

85 San Francisco Planning Department, Shadow fan analysis. Titls document on file and available for public review 
as part of Case File No. 2012.0086E. 

B6 ESA, Solar angle analysis, May 20, 2014. 1his document on file and available for public review as part of Case 
File No. 2012.0086E. 
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Leavenworth Street, which is generally crosswind from. the 101 Hyde Street site and separated by 

numerous buildings of generally com.parable height. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination 

with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively 

considerable wind impact. 

As previously described, the proposed project would not cast new shadow on parks protected by Section 

295 such as either. the Turk and Hyde Mini Park or Civic Center Plaza, or open space subject to 

Section 295. The proposed project would not be tall enough to cast new shadows that would interact with 

shadows of cumulative projects proposed nearby. Further, the proposed project would not contribute to a 

cumulative shadow impact on the public open spaces in the project vicinity. Other future projects, 

including the proposed 351 Turk Street and 145 Leavenworth Street projects, would be subject to Planning 

Code Section 295 and other applicable controls to avoid substantial net new shading of public parks. Thus 

the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects 

proposed in the vicinity, would not result in a cumulatively coru:;iderable shadow impact. 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

9. RECREATION_.:...Would the project: 

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and D D ~ D D 
regional parks or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facilities would occur or be accelerated? 

b) Include recreational facilities or require the D D D D 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities 
that might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

c) Physically degrade existing recreational resources? D D D D 

The proposed project would develop approximately 4,923 square feet of.retail uses and 85 residential 

units on a parcel that currently contains a one-story USPS facility. The new residents of the proposed 

project would be served by the SFRPD, which administers more than 220 parks, playgrounds, and open 

spaces throughout the City, as well as recreational facilities including recreation centers, swimming 

pools, golf courses, and athletic fields, tennis courts, and basketball courts. 87 The project site is in an 

intensely developed urban neighborhood, and does not contain _large regional park facilities, but includes 

a number of neighborhood parks and open spaces, as well as other recreational facilities. The 2009 Draft 

Recreation and Open Space Element Update of the San Francisco General Plan has identified high-need 

areas which are given highest priority for the construction of new parks and recreation improvements. 

87 San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department. Available online at: sfrecpark.org. Accessed May 7, 2013. 
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The project site is proximate to some medium- and higher- need areas but is located within one of the 

lower-need areas of the five categories presented. 

Impact RE-1: The proposed project would not result in substantial increase in the use of existing parks and 
recreational facilities, the deterioration of such facilities, include recreation facilities, or require the 
expansion of recreational facilities, or physically degrade existing recreational resources. (Less than 
Significant) 

There are two facilities managed by the SFRPD near the project site: 

• Turk and Hyde Mini Park (at the intersection of Turk and Hyde Streets): An approximately 0.11-
acre mini park containing play structures specifically for small children, located one block north 
of the project site. 

• Civic Center Plaza (at the intersection of Grove and Larkin Streets): An approximately 5.9-acre 
public open space containing lawn areas and two tot lots, located adjacent to the City Hall, two 
blocks southwest of the project site. 

In addition, U.N. Plaza, an approximately 2.6-acre pedestrian mall extending from Market Street to Hyde 

Street in the city's Civic Center area, is located two blocks southeast of the project site. It is not managed 

by the SFRPD. U.N. Plaza contains landscaped areas and limited seating and is used primarily for passive 

recreation, in addition to holding events such as seasonal farmer's markets and occasional art festivals. 

The proposed project would provide passive recreational uses onsite for the residents, including a 3,686-

square-foot roof deck with a sunscreen canopy element that would function as a partially enclosed 

indoor-outdoor space and a 1,764-square-foot courtyard located on the second story (the first residential 

level) along the western portion of the project site's northern boundary, open to the sky. Both of these 

common open spaces would be accessible only to building residents. In addition, residents of the 

proposed residential units would be within walking distance of the above-noted open spaces. 

Although the proposed project would introduce a new permanent population (approximately 

156 residents) to the project site,. the number of new residents projected would not be large enough so as 

to substantially increase demand for or use of either neighborhood parks and recreational facilities 

(discussed above) or citywide facilities such as Golden Gate Park, such that substantial physical 

deterioration would be expected. The permanent residential population on the site and the incremental 

on-site daytime population growth that would result from the proposed commercial use would not 

require the construction of new recreational facilities or the expansion of existing facilities. The project 

would have a .less-than-significant effect on existing recreational facilities, and would not contribute 

substantially to cumulative effects. 
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Impact C-RE-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable 
projects would result in less-than-significant impacts to recreational resources. (Less than Significant) 

Recreational facility use in the project area would likely increase with the development of the proposed 

project, especially in combination with other reasonably foreseeable residential and mixed-use 

development projects in the vicinity. However, each individual project would be subject to compliance 

with the City's open space requirements, as defined in the Planning Code. In addition, as described above, 

a number of public open space and recreational facilities exist in the vicinity of the project site. Thus, 

future impacts to recreational resources would be cumulatively less than significant 

Topics: 

10. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of 
the applicable Region.tl: Water Quality Control 
Board? 

b) Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facllities 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 facilities or expansion of 
existh1g 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 requhe new or expanded water 
supply resources or erttitlements? 

e) Result m 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 landfjll 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? 
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The project site is within an urban area that is served by utility service systems, including water, 

wastewater and storm water collection and treatment, and solid waste collection and disposal. The 

proposed project would add new daytime and nighttime population to the site that would increase the 
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demand for utilities and service systems on the site, but not in excess of amounts expected and provided 

for in the project area. 

Impact UT-1: The proposed project would not significantly affect wastewater collection and treabnent 
facilities and would not require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities, 
wastewater treabnent facilities, or expansion of existing facilities. (Less Ulan Significant) 

The project site is served by San Francisco's combined sewer system, which handles both sewage and 

stormwater runoff. The Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (Southeast Plant) provides wastewater 

and stormwater treatment and management for the east side of the city, including the project site. No 

new sewer or stormwater facilities or construction would be needed to serve the proposed project. The 

proposed project would meet the wastewater pre-treatment requirements of the San Francisco Public 

Utilities Commission (SFPUC), as required by the San Francisco Industrial Waste Ordinance in order to 

meet Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements. 88 The proposed project would add residential 

units and commercial uses to the project site, which would incrementally increase the demand for 

wastewater and stormwater treabnent services, but not in excess of amounts expected and provided for 

in the project area. 

The project site is currently covered with :impervious surfaces and the proposed project would not create 

any additional impervious surfaces, resulting in little effect on the total storm water volume discharged 

through the combined sewer system. While the proposed project would add to sewage flows in the area, 

it would not cause collection treatment capacity of the sewer system in the City to be exceeded. In light of 

the above, the proposed project would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the Regional 

Water Quality Control Board and would not require the construction of new wastewater/storm water 

treatment facilities or expansion of existing ones. Because the project is fully developed at present, new 

development could not result in an increase in stormwater runoff. However, the project would be 

required to comply ':"ith the City's Stormwater Design Guidelines, and thus would reduce the total 

stormwater runoff volume and peak stormwater runoff rate, compared to existing conditions, through 

the use of Low hnpact Design approaches and B:MPs such as rainwater reuse, landscape planters, rain 

gardens, and green roofs. The SFPUC would review and approve tl1e project's stormwater compliance 

strategy. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially increase the demand for wastewater and would 

result in a less-than-significant impact on wastewater treatment and storm drainage facilities. 

Impact UT-2: The proposed project would not require expansion or construction of new water supply or 
treatment facilities. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project would add residential units and commercial uses to the project site, which would 

increase the demand for water on the site, but not in excess of amounts expected and provided for in the 

88 City and Cotmty of San Francisco, Ordinance No. 19-92, San Francisco Public Works Code, Part II, Chapter X, 
Article 4.1 (amended), January 13, 1992. 
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project area. Although the proposed project would incrementally increase the demand for water in San 

Francisco, the estimated increase in demand could be accommodated within anticipated water use and 

supply for San Francisco. 89,90 The proposed project would also be designed to incorporate water

conserving measures, such as low-flush toilets and urinals, as required by the San Francisco Green 

Building Ordinance. The project site is not located within a designated recycled water use area, as defined 

in the Recycled Water Ordinance 390-91 and 393-94; thus, the project is not required to install a recycled 

water system. Since the proposed project's water demand could be accommodated by the existing and 

planned supply anticipated under the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission's (SFPUCs) 2010 Urban 

Water Management Plan (UWMP), as updated by the SFPUCs 2013 ~ater Availability Study, the 

proposed project would result in less-than-significant water service impacts. 

Impact UT-3: The proposed project would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs. (Less than Significant) 

Solid waste from the project site would be collected by Recology and hauled to the Recology transfer 

station near Candlestick Point, and recycled as feasible, with non-recyclables being disposed of at the 

. Altamont Landfill in Alameda County, where it is required to meet federal, state and local solid waste 

regulations. The Altamont Landfill has a permitted maximum disposal of 11,150 tons per day and is 

operating well below that capacity, at approximately 4,000 to 5,000 tons per day. In addition, the landfill 

has an annual solid waste capacity of 2,226,500 tons from the City and County of San Francisco. However, 

the landfill is well below its allowed capacity, receiving approximately 1.29 million tons of solid waste in 

2007, the most recent data year available. The total permitted capacity for the landfill is 62 million cubic 

yards; the remaining capacity is approximately 45.7 million cubic yards. 

Although the proposed project would incrementally increase total waste. generation from the City, the 

increasing rate of diversion through recycling and other methods would result in a decreasing share of 

total waste that requires deposition into the landfill. San Francisco Ordinance No. 27-06 requires a 

minimum. of 65 percent of all construction and demolition debris to be recycled and diverted from 

landfills. Furthermore, the project would be required to comply with City's Ordinance 100-09, the 

Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, which requires everyone in San Francisco to separate 

their refuse into recyclables, compostables, and trash. Given this, and given the long-term capacity 

available at the Altamont Landfill, the solid waste generated by project construction and operation would 

not result in the landfill exceeding its permitted capacity, and the project would result'in a less-than

significant solid waste generation impact. 

89 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUq, 2010 Urban Water Management Plan, which includes county
wide demand projections through the year 2035, and compares water supply and demand. Available online at: 
http://www.sfwater.org/Modules/ 
ShowDocument.aspx?documentID=1055, accessed May 7, 2013 

90 SFPUC, 2013 Water Availability Study for the City and County of San Francisco. Available online at: 
http://www.sfsewers.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=3589, accessed June 14, 2013. 
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Impact UT-4: The construction and operation of the proposed project would comply with all applicable 
statutes and regulations related to solid waste. (Less than Significant) 

The California Integrated Waste Management.Act of 1989 (AB 939) requires municipalities to adopt an 

Integrated Waste Management Plan (IWMP) to establish objectives, policies, and programs relative to 

waste disposal, management, source reduction, and recycling. Reports filed by the San Francisco 

Department of the Environment showed the City generated approximately 870,000 tons of waste material 

in 2000. By 2010, that figured decreased to approximately 455,000 tons. Waste diverted from landfills is 

defined as recycled or composted. San Francisco has a goal of 75 percent landfill diversion by 2010 and 

100 'percent by 2020. As of 2009, 78 percent of San Francisco's solid waste was being diverted from 

landfills, having met the 2010 diversion target. Since 2007, waste diversion increased by 6 percentage 

points.91 

San Francisco Ordinance No. 27-06 requires a minimum of 65 percent of all construction and demolition 

debris to be recycled and diverted from landfills. Furthermore, the project would be required to comply 

with City's Ordinance 100-09, the Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, which requires 

everyone in San Francisco to separate their refuse into recyclables, composfables, and trash. With waste 

diversion and e)cpai:i.sions that have occurred at the Altamont Landfill, there is adequate capacity to 

accommodate Sau Francisco's solid waste. The proposed project would meet both the construction and 

demolition debris diversion rate and the requirements of the Mandatory Recycling and Composting 

Ordinance, which requires all persons in San Francisco to separate recyclables, compostables and 

landfilled trash and participate in recycling and composting programs. 

Therefore, in light of the above, the construction and operation of the project would result in a less-than

significant impact regarding compliance with all applicable statutes and regulations related to solid 

waste. 

Impact C-UT-1: The proposed project would not make a considerable contribution to any cumulative 
significant effects related to utilities or service systems. (Less than Significant) 

Cumulative development in the project site vicinity would incrementally increase demand on citywide 

utilities and service sy~tems, but not beyond levels anticipated and planned for by public service 

providers. Given that the City's existing service management plans address anticipated growth in the 

region, the r.roposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on utility service provision or 

facilities under cumulative conditions. 

91 San Francisco Department 0£ Public Health, Environmental Health Section. Available on the internet at 
www.sustainablesf.org/inclicators/view/4. Accessed on May 7, 2013. 

Case No. 2012.0086E 86 101 Hyde Street Project 

765 



Top/cs: 

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 maintrun 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives for any public services 
such as fire protection, police protection, schools, 
parks, or other services? 
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Impact PS-1: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in the demand for police 
service, and would not result in substantial adverse impacts associated with the provision of such services. 
(Less than Significant) 

The proposed project, being a more intensive use of the project site than currently exists, would 

:incrementally :increase police service calls :in ·the project area. Police protection is provided by the 

Tenderloin Police Station located at 301 Eddy Street (on the corner of Eddy and Jones Streets, 

approximately four blocks northeast of the project site). Although the proposed project could increase the 

number of calls received from the· area or the level of regulatory oversight that must be provided as a 

result of the :increased concentration of activity on site, the increase in responsibilities would not be 

substantial in light of the existing demand for police and fire protection services. The Tenderlo:in Station 

would be able to provide the necessary police services and crime prevention :in the area Meeting this 

additional service demand would not require the construction of new police facilities. Hence, the 

proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on police services. 

Impact PS-2: The proposed project would not substantially increase demand for fire protection services, and 
would not result in substantial adverse impacts associated with the provision of such service. (Less than 
Significant) 

The project site receives fire protection services from the San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD). Fire 

stations located nearby :include Station 3, at 1067 Post Street (near the corner of Post and Polk Streets, 

approximately seven blocks north of the project site) and Station 36 at 109 Oak Street (at the corner of Oak 

and Franklin Streets, approximately ten blocks southwest of the project site). Although the proposed 

project would increase the number of calls received from the area or the level of regulatory oversight that 

must be provided as a result of the :increased concentration of activity on site, the :increase in 

responsibilities would not be substantial in light of existing demand for fire protection services. 

Furthermore, the proposed project would be required to comply with all applicable Building and Fire 

Codes, which establish requirements pertaining to fire protection systems, :includ:ing, but not limited to, 

the provision of state-mandated smoke alarms, fire alarm and sprinkler systems, fire extinguishers, 

. required number and location of egress with appropriate distance separation, and emergency .response 
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notification systems. Since the proposed project would be required to comply with all applicable Building 

and Fire Codes, and the proposed project would result in an incremental increase in demand, it would not 

result in the need for new fire protection facilities, and would not result in significant impacts to the 

physical environment. Hence, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on fire 

protection services. 

Impact PS-3: The proposed project would not cfuectly or incfuecUy generate a substantial number of school 
students and there would not be a substantial impact on existing school facilities. (Less than Significant) 

The Tenderloin Community School, at 627 Turk Street, is the nearest public school to the project site 

(about 950 feet west of the site). Nearby private schools include the following: DeMarillac Academy, at 

175 Golden Gate Avenue, about 700 feet southeast of the project site; and the San Francisco City 

Academy, at 230 Jones Street, or about 1,200 feet northeast of the project site. The proposed project, a 'mix 

of commercial and residential uses, would incrementally increase the number of school-aged children 

that would attend public ·schools in the project area. However, this increase would not exceed the 

projected .student capacities that are expected and provided for by the San Francisco Unified School 

District as well as private schools in the project area. Therefore, the implementation of the proposed 

project would not necessitate the need for new or physically altered schools. 

The San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) has experienced overall declines in emollment in the 

last decade. However, beginning in 2008, the SFUSD saw kindergarten enrollments begin to increase, and 

anticipates continued growth of SFUSD enrollment. SFUSD projections from 2009 indicate that 

elementary school enrollment will increase by about 11 percent from 2008 to 2013. Given a small decline 

in emollment from 2009 to 2010, and then continued enrollment growth after 2010, the SFUSD projects 

that enrollment levels in 2013 will still be lower than 2008 levels. 92 Thus, the SFUSD anticipates increases 

in students, and has adequate capacity for enrollment growth. 

In addition, the proposed project would be subject to a citywide development impact fee, which requires 

a payment of $2.24 per square foot of assessable space for residential development constructed within the 

SFUSD to be paid to the district.93 

In summary, the proposed project would not result in a substantially increased demand for school 

facilities, and would not require new or expanded school facilities. The proposed project would thus 

result in a less-than-significant impact on school facilities. 

92 San Francisco Unified School District, Capital Plan FY 2010-2019, September 2009. Available online at 
2http:llwww.sfusd.edu/enlassets/sfusd-stafflabout-SFUSD/fi/es/capital-plan-final-2010-2019.pdf. Accessed May 13, 2013. 

93 San Francisco·Unified School District, Developer hnpact Fee Annual and Five Year Reports for the Fiscal Year 
Ending June 30 2012, November 2013. Available online at http://www.sfusd.edu/enlassets/sfusd
stafflftles/SFUSD_AnnualFive Year Report ~FY1112_Final.pdf. Accessed May 13, 2013. 
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hnpact PS-4: The proposed project would not substantially increase demand for government services, and 
there would not be a substantial impact on government facilities. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project would incrementally increase demand for governmental services and facilities such 

as libraries; however, the project would not be of such a magnitude that the demand could not be easily 

accommodated without the need to construct or physically alter these existing facilities. Overall, the 

proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts on governmental services. 

hnpact C-PS-1: The proposed project, combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in the vicinity, would not have a substantial cumulative impact to public se~ces. (Less than 
Significant) 

The proposed project is not expected to significantly increase demand for public services, especially not 

beyond levels anticipated and planned for by public service providers. Cumulative development in the 

project area would incrementally increase demand for public services, but not beyond levels anticipated 

and planned for by public service providers. Thus, project would have a less-than-significant cumulative 

impact on public services. 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

12. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES-
Would the· project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly D D D D 
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. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian D q D D 
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. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally D D D D 
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 D D D D 
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? 
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e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

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? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

D 

D 

.. 
' 
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Less Than 
Significant No Not 

Impact Impact Applicable 

IZI D D 

D D 

The proposed project is located in a developed area completely covered by impervious surfaces. The 

project area does not include riparian habitat or othe1· sensitive natural communities as defined by the 

California Deparhnent of Fish and Wildlife and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service; therefore, 

Topic 12(b) is not applicable to the proposed project. In addition, the project area does not contain any 

wetlands as defined by Section404 of the Clean Water Act; therefore Topic 12(c) is not applicable to the 

proposed project. Moreover, the proposed project does not fall within any local, regional or state habitat 

conservation plans; therefore, Topic 12(£) is not applicable to the proposed project. 

Impact BI-1: The proposed project would have no substantial impact on special status species, avian species, 
riparian, wetland, or sensitive natural communities, and would not conflict with an approved local, regional, 
or state habitat conservation plan. (Less than Significant) 

The project site is entirely covered with impervious surfaces and does not provide habitat for any rare or 

endangered plant or animal species. Thus, the proposed project would not adversely affect or substantially 

diminish plant or animal habitats, including riparian or wetland habitat. The proposed project would not 

interfere with any resident or migratory species, nor affect any rare, threatened or endangered species. The 

proposed project would not interfere with species movement or migratory corridors. 

Migrating birds do pass through San Francisco, but the project site does not contain habitat to support 

migrating birds. Nesting birds, their nests, and eggs are fully protected by Fish and Game Code (Sections 

3503, 3503.5) and the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). Although the proposed project would be 

subject to the MBTA, the site does not contain habitat supporting migratory birds; therefore the project 

would have a less-than-significant impact to nesting birds. 

The proposed project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances directed at protecting 

biological resources. Therefore for the above reasons, the proposed project would have a l~ss-than

significant impact on special status species, avian species, riparian, wetland, and sensitive natural 

communities; and the project would result in a less-tl1an-significant impact on approved local, regional, 

and state habitat conservation plans. 
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Impact BI-2: The proposed project would not conflict with the City's local tree ordinance. (Less than 
Significant) 

The City's Urban Forestry Ordinance, Public Works Code Sections 801 et. seq., requires a permit from the 

Department of Public Works (DPW) to remove any protected trees. Protected trees include landmark 

trees, significant trees, or street trees located on private or public property anywhere within the territorial 

limits of the City and County of San Francisco. As discussed in the Project Description, there are currently 

three Carob trees (Ceratonia siliqua) located on the Golden Gate Avenue sidewalk adjacent to the project 

site. These trees are proposed to be removed as part of the proposed project, and removal would require 

a permit from DPW. However, the proposed project would include the installation of a total of 11 street 

trees to be ill compliance with Section 138.l(c)(l) of the Planning Code, which requires that one tree be 

planted every 20 feet .of property frontage. Because the proposed project would not conflict with the 

City's local tree ordinance, this impact would be less than significant 

Impact C-BI-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present or reasonably foreseeable 
projects, would not result in impacts to biological resources. (Lesti than Significant) 

As discussed above, the project site does not contain biological resources, and the project vicinity has few 

street trees, which do not provide a habitat for endangered or threatened plant or animal species. 

Therefore, the project could not impact such species. The proposed project would not have the potential 

to contribute to cumulative impacts on biological resources. 

In summary, as noted above, the proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts on special 

status species, avian species, riparian, wetland, or sensitive natural communities; would not conflict with 

an approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan or tree protection ordinance; and would 

have a less-than-significant cumulative impact on biological resources. 

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 earU1quake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent 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? 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially · with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Top/cs: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Appl/cable 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including D D IZI D D 
liquefaction? 

iv) Landslides? D D D IZI D 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of D D IZI D D 
topsoil? 

c) Be lo~ated on geologic unit or soil that is D D IZI D D 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on-
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in the D D D D 
California Building Code, creating substantial risks 
to life or property? 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting D D D D 
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 D D D D 
unique geologic or physical features of the site? 

The project site would be connected to the existing sewer system and would not require use of septic 

systems. Therefore, Topic 13(e) wouldnot be applicable to the project site. 

This section describes the geology, soils, and seismicity characteristics of the project area as they relate to 

the proposed project. Responses in this section rely on the information and findings provided in the 

Preliminary Geotechnical Study for the project site, unle.ss otherwise noted.94 The study relied on 

available geotechnical data from the surrounding area to develop preliminary conclusions and 

recommendations, including four borings conducted in 1997 on the lot adjacent to the project site to the 

west. 

Based on test borings conducted in the project vicinity, the site is likely underlain by 3 to 5 feet of fill 

(measured below existing grades). In general, fill encountered in this area consists mainly of loose sand 

with varying ~ounts of silt, although abandoned foundation elements and construction debris are also 

commonly found in the fill. The fill is underl'.11n by loose to very dense, fine-grained sand (Dune sand), to 

a depth of 20 to 30 feet below ground surface (bgs). The sand is generally loose to medium dense at the 

upper 10 to 15 feet and medium dense to very dense below 15 feet bgs. The Dune sand is underlain by the 

Colma formation, which consists of dense to very dense sand with varying amounts of clay and 

interbedding of stiff sandy clay lenses. The Colma formation, which is located at a depth of 30 feet bgs, is 

relatively incompressible and is a suitable bearing layer for foundation elements. The groundwater level 

94 Rockridge ,Geotechnical, op. cit. (see footnote 32, p. 38). 
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at the project site is estimated to be at about 20 feet bgs, although it varies somewhat with seasons and 

rainfall quantity. 

hnpact GE-1: The proposed project would not result in exposure of people and structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known 
earthquake fault, seismic ground-shaking, liquefaction, lateral spreading, or landslides. (Less than 
Significant) 

With respect to potential rupture of a known earthquake fault, published data indicate that neither 

known active faults nor extensions of active faults exist beneath the project site. Therefore, the potential of 

surface rupture occurring at the site is low. 

In terms of the potential for strong seismic ground shaking, the site is located within a 50-kilometer 

radius of several major active faults, including the San Andreas (11 km), San Gregorio (17 km), Hayward 

(18 km) and Calaveras (36 km). According to U.S. Geological Survey, the overall probability of moment 

magnitude 6.7 or greater earthquake to occur in the San Francisco Bay Region during the next thirty years 

is 63 percent. Therefore, there is potential that a strong to very strong earthquake would affect the project 

during its lifetime. 

ABAG has classified the Modified Mercalli Intensity Shaking Severity Level of ground shaking in the 

proposed project vicinity due to an earthquake on the North San Andreas Fault as "VIII-Very Strong.11
95 

Very strong shaking would result in damage to some masonry buildings, fall of stucco and some 

masonry walls, fall of chimneys and elevated tanks, and shifting of unbolted wood frame structures off 

their foundations. However, the San Francisco Building Code requires that the project applicant include 

analysis of the potential for strong seismic shaking as part of the final design-level geotechnical 

investigation. 

Liquefaction and lateral spreading of soils can occur when ground shaking causes saturated soils to lose 

strength due to an increase in pore pressure. In terms of seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction, the site is within a designated liquefaction hazard zone as shown on the California 

Geological Survey (CGS) seismic hazard zone map for the area titled State of California Seismic Hazard 

Zones, City and County of San Francisco, Official Map, dated November 17, 2000. CGS provided 

recommendations for the content of site investigation reports within seismic hazard zones in Special 

Publication 117 A, which recommends that at least one exploration point extend to a depth of at least 

50 feet to evaluate liquefaction potential. Review of nearby borings indicates that loose to medium dense 

sand is likely present both above and below the natill:al groundwater table in the site vicinity. Loose sand 

above the groundwater table may densify and loose to medium dense sand below the groundwater table 

may liquefy during strong ground shaking due to a seismic event on a nearby fault. San Francisco Building 

Code requirements ensure that the project applicant include analysis of the potential for liquefaction 

impacts as part of the design-level geotechnical investigation prepared for the proposed project, the 

95 Association of Bay Area Governments. Earthquake Hazard Map for San Francisco Scenario: Entire San Andreas 
Fault System, http://www.abag.ca.gov/cgi-bin/pickmapx.pl. Accessed on May 13, 2013. 
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recommendation of whldt would ensure that the impacts of seismic-related ground failure, inducting 

liquefaction, would be less than significant. 

With respect to landslides, based on the San Francisco General Plan, the project site is relatively lev~l and is 

not located within a mapped landslide zone.96 Therefore, in light of the above, the proposed project 

would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to potential substantial adverse effects, inducting 

risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a lmown earthquake fault, seismic ground-shaking, 

liquefaction, or lateral spreacting, '.fild no impact with respect to landslides. 

Impact GE-2: The proposed project would not result in substantial loss of topsoil or erosion. (Less than 
Significant) 

The project site is generally flat and entirely covered with impervious surfaces. The proposed project 

would not substantially dtange the general topography of the site or any unique geologic or physical 

features of the site. The project would reqillre excavation of the construction of the proposed building 

and removal of approximately 5,200 cubic yards of soil. The project site size of 10,632 square feet (0.25 

acre) would be under the one-acre threshold for a National Pollutant Disdtarge Elimination System 

(NPDES) General Construction Permit. 

The project sponsor and its contractor would be required to implement BJvlPs that include erosion and 

sedimentation control measures, as required by the City and/or resources agencies, whldt would ensure 

that short-term construction-related erosion impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact GE-3: The proposed project would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, nor 
would th~ project site become unstable as a result of the project, and thus would not result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. (Less than Significant) 

The area around the project site does not include hills or cut slopes likely to be subject to landslide. 

Improvements proposed as part of the project include a one-story basement below grade, which would 

require excavation to a maximum of approximately 13 feet bgs. According to the preliminary 

geotedtnical study, the site is underlain by 3 to 5 feet of fill (consisting mainly of loose sand with varying 

amounts of silt), with Dune sand extencting down to 20 to 30 feet bgs beneath the fill. Groundwater was 

measured at a depth of approximately 20 feet bgs.97 Therefore, excavation of the garage is unlikely to 

extend below the groundwater elevation. 

During construction, excavation of the fill materials and Dune sand will be necessary to construct the 

proposed basement level of the structure. ht order to prevent the Dune sands from caving and to protect 

neighboring structures, excavation activities will require the use of shoring and underpinning in 

96 San Francisco General Plan, Community Safety Element, Map 4. Available online 
planning.orglftp/General_Plan/Community_Safety_Element_2012.pdf. Accessed on May 13, 2013. 

97 Rockridge Geotecl:mical, op. cit.( see footnote 32, p. 38). 
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accordance with the recommendations of the geotechnical report and San Francisco Building Code 

requirements. 

San Francisco Bui1ding Code requirements will ensure that the project applicant include analysis of the 

potential for unstable soil impacts as part of the design-level geotechnical investigation prepared for the 

proposed project; therefore, potential impacts of unstable soils would be less than significant. 

Impact GE-4: The proposed project would not be located on expansive soil, as defined in the California 
Building Code, creating substantial risks to life or property. (Less than Significant) 

Expansiv~ soils expand and contract in response to changes in soil moisture, most notably when near 

surface soils change from saturated to a low-moisture content condition, and back again. The presence of 

expansive soils is typically determined on site specific data. Anticipated excavation of the basement 

garage is expected to remove the existing fill materials at the site, leaving only the underlying Dune 

sands. Due. to the low clay content within the Dune sands, they would have a low likelihood for 

expansion. However, areas not excavated, including sidewalks and other adjacent improvements, may be 

affected by expansive soils, if present. Due to the San Francisco Building Code requirement that the project 

applicant include analysis of the potential for soil expansion impacts as part of the design-level 

geotechnical investigation prepared for the proposed project, potential impacts related to expansive soils 

would be less than significant. 

Impact GE-5: The proposed project would not substantially change the topography or any unique geologic 
or physical features of the site. (No Impact) 

The existing project site is already developed. The proposed project would not substantially change the 

topography of the site, with the exception of excavation for the underground garage. There are no unique 

geologic or physical features of the site. Therefore, no impact would occur to topographic or unique 

geologic or physical features. 

Impact C-GE-1: The proposed project would not make a considerable contribution to any cumulative 
significant effects related to geology or soils. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project would not result in a large degree of excavation and there are no other foreseeable 

projects in the project vicinity that would combine with the proposed project's impacts in a considerable 

manner. Thus, the proposed project's cumulative impacts related to geology and soils would be less than 

significant. 
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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 w~uld drop to a level which would 
not support existing land uses or planned uses for 
which pennits have been granted)? 

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 
of 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 
st01mwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

£) 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? 

i) 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, injmy or death involving inundation by 
seiche, tsunami, or rnudflow? 
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The project site is not within a 100-year flood hazard area and the project does not propose housing or 

structures that would impede or redirect flood flows within a 100-year ·flood hazard area. Therefore, 

Topics 14(g) and 14(h) do not apply. The project is not located in an area identified as subject to seiche or 
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potential inundation in the event of a tsunami along the San Francisco coast, based on a 20-foot water 

level rise at the Golden Gate (Maps S;ix and Seven of the Community Safety Element of the San Francisco 

General Plan). In addition, the developed area of the project site would not be subject to mudflow. Thus, 

Topic 14(j) does not apply. 

Impact HY-1: The proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements and would result in less-than-significant impacts to water quality. (Less than Significant) 

As discussed in the Utilities and Services section E.10, wastewater and stormwater from the project site 

would continue to flow into the City's combined stormwater and sewer system and would be treated to 

the standards contained in the City's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)'Permit. 

for the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant, prior to discharge into the San Francisco Bay. Treatment 

would be provided pi.irsuant to the effluent discharge standards contained in the City's NPDES permit 

for the plant. Additionally, as new construction, the proposed project would be required to meet the 

standards for stormwater management identified in the San Francisco Stormwater Management 

Ordinance (SFSMO) and meet the SFPUC stormwater management requirements per the Stormwater 

Design Guidelines. The project sponsor would be required to submit and have approved by the SFPUC a 

Stormwater Control Plan (SCP) that complies with the City's Stormwater Design Guidelines using a 

variety of BMPs. As is required of projects disturbing over 5,000 square feet of ground· surface and 

located in the combined sewer system such as the proposed project the BMPs must meet the SFPUC 

performance requirements equivalent to LEED 6.1 and reduce the total stormwater runoff volume and 

peak runoff rate from the project site. The SFPUC emphasizes the use of low-cost, low impact BMPs to 

meet this requirement. Implementation of the SCP would ensure that the project meets performance 

measures set by the SFPUC related to stormwater runoff rate and volume. Therefore, the proposed 

project would not substantially degrade water quality and water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements would not be violated. Thus, the project would have a less-than-significant impact on water 

quality resources. 

Impact HY-2: The proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with 
groundwater recharge, or otherwise substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site resulting in 
erosion or flooding on- or off-site. (Less than Significant) . 

Construction of the proposed project would replace the existing impervious surface at the site with an 

· equal amount of impervious surface area; therefore, the project would not result in any change in 

infiltration or runoff. Groundwater beneath the site has been estimated at a depth of approximately 

20 feet below ground surface (bgs). However, the groundwater level would likely fluctuate with the 

season. Groundwater is not used as a drinking water supply in San Francisco. The proposed 

development would necessitate excavation to a maximum. depth of approximately 13 feet bgs. If 

groundwater were encountered on-site, then dewatering activities would be necessary. The Bureau of 

Systems Planning, Environment, and Compliance of the SFPUC must be notified of projects necessitating 

dewatering. The SFPUC may require water analysis before discharge. The project would be required to 

obtain a Batch Wastewater Discharge Permit from the SFPUC Wastewater Enterprise Collection System 
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Division (WWE/CSD) prior to any dewatering activities. Groundwater encountered during construction 

of the proposed project would be subject to requirements of the Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, 

Industrial Waste, requiring that groundwater meet specified water quality standards before it may be 

discharged· into the sewer system. These measures would ensure_ protection -of water quality during 

construction of the proposed project. Therefore, groundwater resources would not be substantially 

degraded or depleted, and the proposed project would not substantially interfere with groundwater 

recharge. Thus, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on groundwater. · 

Impact HY-3: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in risks from flooding. (Less 
than Significant) 

The ground surface elevation at the site and vicinity is appro~ately 56 feet San Francisco City Datum. 

The project site is not within a flood hazard area as mapped on federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 

Insurance Rate Maps. Therefore, potential flood hazard impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact C-HY-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable 
projects would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative hydrology 
and water quality impact (Less than Significant) 

As stated above, the proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts to groundwater levels 

and existing drainage patterns. Because other development projects would be required to follow dust 

control and dewatering water quality regulations, similar to the proposed project, no significant 

cumulative effects would be anticipated and, because the project would have litile effect, the proposed 

project would not contribute considerably to any such cumulative effects. Thus, cumulative hydrology 

and water quality impacts would be less than significant. 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

15. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS-
Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 0 D D D 
environment through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials? 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 0 D D D 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 0 D D D 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of D D D IZI 0 
hazardous materials site~ 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 0 0 D D 
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 vicinity of a private 0 0 D. D 
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 D D 0 0 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk D 0 0 0 
of loss, injury or death involving fires? 

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. 

Therefore, Topics lS(e) and 15(£) are not applicable. 

Impact HZ-1: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. (Less than Significant) 

The project would likely result in use of common types of hazardous materials typically associated with 

retail and residential uses, such as cleaning products and disinfectants. These products are labeled to 

inform users of their potential risks and to instruct them in appropriate handling procedures. Most of 

these materials are consumed through use, resulting in relatively little waste. Businesses are required by 

law to ensure employee safety by identifying hazardous materials in the workplace, providing safety 

information to workers who handle hazardous materials, and adequately training workers. For these 

reasons, hazardous materials used during project operation would not pose any substantial public health 

or safety hazards resulting · from hazardous materials. Thus, the project would result in 

less-than-significant impacts related to the use of hazardous materials. 

Impact HZ-2: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
·environment (Less than Significant) 

Potential Soil and Groundwater Contamination 

Because of historic land use on the project site, the project site is located in an area of San Francisco 

governed by Article '22.A of the Health Code, also known as the Maher Ordinance, which is administered 
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and overseen by the Department of Public Health (DPH).98 The project would disturb more than 50 cubic 

yards of soil and would involve excavation of approximately 5,200 cubic yards of soil. Therefore, the 

project is subject to the Maher Ordinance. The Maher Ordinance requires the project sponsor to retain the 

services of a qualified professional to prepare a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) that meets 

the requirements of Health Code Section 22.A.6. The Phase I would determine the potential for site 

contamination and level of exposure risk associated with the project. Based on that information, the 

project sponsor may be required to conduct soil and/or groundwater sampling and analysis. Where such 

analysis reveals the presence of hazardous substances in excess of state or federal standards, the project 

sponsor is required to submit a site mitigation plan (SMP) to DPH or other appropriate state or federal 

agency(ies), and to remediate any site contamination in accordance with an approved SMP prior to the 

issuance of any building permit. In compliance with the Maher Ordinance, the project sponsor has 

submitted a Maher Application to DPH and a Phase I ESA has been prepared to assess the potential for 

site contamination.99 The Phase I ESA included: (1) a reconnaissance-level site visit to look for evidence of 

the release(s) of hazardous materials and petroleum products and to assess the potential for onsite 

releases of hazardous materials and petroleum products; (2) observations of adjacent properties and the 

project site vicinity; (3) interviews with people familiar with the project site; (4) review of regulatory 

agency files; and (5) review of historical documents including aerial photographs and topographical 

maps. The following surrunarizes the findings of the Phase I ESA. 

According to historic sou~ces, the project site was used as a location of a horse stable and a carriage house 

in the late 1800s. At some point a tin shop was also located on the project site. A wood and coal storage 

yard was located at 312 Golden Gate Avenue, which may have historically been partially or wholly 

contained within the present-day boundaries of the project site. The uses of the project site vicinity 

appeared to have been dominated by residences and boarding houses in the late 1800s. Accordlng to 

historical maps, fires from the 1906 earthquake likely destroyed the structures at the project site and the 

surrounding area. As a result, burned debris from the fires is likely present in the subsurface at the 

project site. It appears that the project site was redeveloped sometime around 1920, at which point it 

contained an auto supply store. Later in the 1920s, it was redeveloped for use as a gasoline station by 

Standard Oil Co., a use that continued until the 1950s. The existing building on the site was constructed in 

1960, and was the location of a bank. In 1991 the building underwent renovations and the U.S. Postal 

Service began its operations at the site. 

As noted in the Phase I ESA, the project site vicinity has been an active residential and commercial area 

since at least the late 1800s. A regulatory agency database report (EDR Report) indicates that hundreds of 

facilities of environmental concern are located in the vicinity of the project site including: 221 leaking 

underground storage tank (LUST) sites within Vz mile of the site, 139 historical auto stations within one 
·! 

98 San Francisco Planning Deparhnent, "Expanded Maher Area" Map, February 2014. Available on the internet at: 
http:Uwww.sf-planning.org/f!p/files/publications reports/library of cartography/Maher%20Map.pdf. 

99 Terraphase Engineering, Draft Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 101 Hyde Street, San Francisco, CA, October 
12, 2012. Tills document is available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.0086E at the San Francisco Planning 
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
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quarter mile of the Site, and 247 historical cleaners within one quarter mile of the site. The majority of the 

LUST sites appear to be related to former heating oil USTs that were associated with commercial and 

residential properties in the area and have since been granted case closure. 

fu addition to the ED~ Report, both Envirostor and GeoTracker onlille databases were reviewed. The 

Envirostor database did locate additional cleanup sites within one mile of the project site; however, these 

sites are listed as "referred to another agency," "no further action," or "certified operation and 

maintenance" and many of these sites appear to be duplicates of the LUST cases discussed above. 

The Phase I ESA identified several Recognized Environmental Conditions associated with the project site 

that indicate a potential for residual contamination to be present at the site: (1) former use of the project 

site as a gasoline service station from the late 1920.s until at least the 1950s; (2) reports of numerous 

leaking USTs, many of which have received "soils only" closure from the Local Oversight Program 

within DPH (groundwater in the vicinity of the Site is likely to have been affected with petroleum 

hydrocarbons from one or more of the leaking USTs); (3) identification of several historical dry cleaners in 

the vicinity of the project site, including a dry cleaner immediately east of the project site (at 116 Hyde 

Street), which has operated since at least the 1940s; (4) the likely presence of burned debris (associated 

with polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons [P AHsJ) in the soil from the fires that occurred following the 1906 

earthquake; and (5) the potential presence of naturally occurring asbestos in the soil at the project site. 

The Phase I ESA recommended that soil samples from beneath the site .be collected to assess for P AHs, 

naturally occurring asbestos, and petroleum hydrocarbons and lead in the vicinity· of the former gasoline 

service station. Shallow groundwater sampling was also recommended to assess impacts to groundwater 

from the former gasoline service station as well as impacts from other leaking USTs that have· operated in 

the vicinity of the project site. Pending results from these samples, the Phase I recommended the 

collection of soil gas samples to assess potential impacts to indoor air from volatile organic compounds, 

BTEX (benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylenes), and methane in the subsurface. 

DPH reviewed and approved the Phase I ESA. Based on the results reported in the Phase I ESA, DPH 

determined that additional site investigation is warranted, and requested preparation of a Phase II Site 

fuvestigation and Work Plan. The.proposed Work Plan was approved by DPH in November 2014,100 and 

was implemented in December 2014.101 The Work Plan undertook four soils borings at the project site. Two 

would be advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet, which is approximately the depth of excavation 

proposed for the project basement, while the other two borings-one at the site of the proposed 15-foot-

100 Roux Associates Inc., Phase II Site Characterization and Work Plan, 101 Hyde Street, San Francisco California, 
September 16, 2014; and San Francisco Department of Public Health, Approval to Work for Phase II Site 
Characterization & Work Plan, Property Development, 101 Hyde Street, San Francisco, CA 94102; EHB-SAM 
No.: 1045. These documents are available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, 
San Francisco, in File No. 2012:0086E. 

101 Roux Associates Inc., Subsurface Investigation Report, 101 Hyde Street, San Francisco California, February 2, 2015. 
This document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, 
in File No. 2012.0086E. . . 
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deep elevator pit and the second at the location of the former service station-would be advanced to 

approximately 16 feet in depth. Soil sampling was taken at depths of 2 feet and 6 feet, and also at depths of 

10 feet and 14 feet in the two deeper borings. The soil samples were analyzed for total. petroleum 

hydrocarbons (TPH) as gasoline, TPH as diesel, TPH as motor oil, volatile organic compounds (VOCs), 

semi-volatile organic compounds, polychlorinated biphenyls, and metals. Groundwater was not 

encountered in any of the borings; therefore, no groundwater sampling was conducted. 

The results of the soil sampling indicate that concentrations of TPH as gasoline were below the laboratory 

reporting limit, while TPH as motor oil was identified in three shallow samples. At the de!'!per samples, 

all three compounds were below laboratory detection limits and the San Francisco Bay Regional Water 

Quality Control Board's (RWQCB) Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs). Concentrations of semi

volatile organic compounds were detected above laboratory reporting limits in two samples, but 

appeared to be isolated; the concentrations were below the ESLs. Concentrations of volatile organic 

compounds. and polychlorinated biphenyls were below laboratory reporting limits. Three shallow 

samples also revealed the presence of lead, at concentrations ranging from 140 to 180 mg/kg, exceeding 

the California soluble threshold limit concentration for hazardous waste. However, subsequent soluble 

lead testing revealed that concentrations of lead did not exceed federal hazardous criteria. The remaining 

detections of lead in soil samples were at low concentrations, indicating that the elevated concentration of 

lead detected in the shallow is not widespread. 

Based on the test results, the soil sampling consultant estimated that up to approximately 1,900 cubic 

yards of soil to be excavated from the project site would have to be disposed of as hazardous waste, while 

the remaining soil excavated would likely be suitable for reuse. 

DPH will review and comment on the soil sampling report. The proposed project would be required to 

remediate soil contamination described above in accordance with Article 22A of the Health Code. Thus, 

the proposed project would not result in a significant hazard to the public or environment from 

contaminated soil .and the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

Hazardous Building Materials 

Given its age, the existing building may contain hazardous building materials, including asbestos

containing materials, lead-based paint, and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), bis (2-ethylhexyl) 

phthalate (DEHP), and mercury. Electrical equipment may contain PCBs, while fluorescent light ballasts 

may contain PCBs or DEHP, and fluorescent light tubes generally contain mercury vapors. All of these 

materials were commonly employed until the second half of the 20th century, and were still in use at the 

time the building was constructed. During building demolition, workers and the public could be exposed 

to. hazardous building materials if they were not abated prior to demolition. However, as discussed 

below, there is a well-established regulatory framework for the abatement of asbestos-containing 

materials and lead-based paint, and impacts related to exposure to these hazardous building materials 

would be less than significant with compliance with regulatory requirements. Impacts related to 
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exposure to other hazardous building materials would be potentially significant but could be mitigated to 

a less-than-significant level. 

Asbestos Containing Materials. Section 19827.5 of the California Health and Safeti; Code requires that local 

agencies not issue demolition or alteration permits until an applicant has demonstrated compliance with 

notification requirements under applicable federal regulations regarding hazardous air pollutants, 

including asbestos. The BAAQMD is vested by the California legislature with authority to regulate airborne 

pollutants, including asbestos, through both inspection and law enforcement, and must be notified ten days 

in advance of any proposed demolition or abatement work Notification includes the following: 

• the names and addresses of operations and persons responsible; 

• a description and location of the structure to be demolished/altered including size, age and prior 
use; 

• the approximate amount of friable asbestos that would be removed or disturbed; 

• the scheduled starting and completion dates of demolition or abatement; 

• the nature of the planned work and methods to be employed; 

• the procedures to be employed to meet BAAQMD requirements; and 

• the name and location of the waste disposal site to be used. 

The District randomly inspects asbestos removal operations. In addition, the BAAQMD will inspect any 

removal operation when a complaint has been received. 

The local office of the State ·occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal-OSHA) must be notified 

of asbestos abatement to be carried out. Asbestos abatement contractors must follow state regulations 

contained in 8CCR1529 and 8CCR341.6 through 341.17 where there is asbestos-related work involving 

100 square feet or more of asbestos-containing material. Asbestos removal contractors must be certified as 

such by the Contractors Licensing Board of the State of California The owner of the property where 

abatement is to occur must have a Hazardous Waste Generator Number assigned by and registered with 

the Office of the California Department of Health Services in Sacramento. The contractor and hauler of 

the material are required to file a Hazardous Waste Manifest which details the hauling of the material 

from the site and the disposal of it. Pursuant to California law, DBI would not issue the required permit 

until the applicant has complied with the notice and abatement requirements described above. 

These regulations and implementation of the required procedures during the development process 

would ensure that any potential impacts due demolition or renovation of structures with asbestos

containing materials would be less than significant. 

Lead-based Paint. Work that could result in disturbance of lead paint must comply with Section 3425 of 

the San Francisco Building Code, Work Practices for Lead-Based Paint on Pre-1979 Buildings and Steel 

Structures. Where there is any work that may disturb or remove lead paint on the exterior of any building 

built prior to 1979, Section 3425 requires specific notification and work standards, and identifies 
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prohibited work methods and penalties. (The reader may be familiar with notices commonly placed on 

residential and other buildings in San Francisco that are undergoing re-painting. These notices are 

generally affixed to a drape that covers all or portions of a building and are a required part of the 

Section 3425 notification procedure.) 

Section 3425 applies to the exterior of all buildings or steel structures on which original construction was 

completed prior to 1979 (which are assumed to have lead-based paint on their surfaces, unless 

demonstrated otherwise through laboratory analysis), and to the interior of residential buildings, hotels, 

and child care centers. The ordinance contains performance standards, including establishment of 

containment barriers, at least as effective at protecting human health and the environment as those in the 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Guidelines (the most recent Guidelines for 

Evaluation and Control of Lead-Based Paint Hazards) and identifies prohibited practices that may not be 

used in disturbances or rem.oval of lead-based paint. Any person performing work subject to the 

ordinance shall, to the maximum extent possible, protect the ground from contamination during exterior 

work; protect floors and other horizontal surfaces from work debris during interior work; and make all 

reasonable efforts to prevent migration of lead.paint contaminants beyond containment barriers during 

the course of the work. Oean-up standards require the removal of visible work debris, including the use 

of a High Efficiency Particulate Air Filter (HEP A) vacuum following interior work 

The ordinance also includes notification requirements and requirements for signs. Prior to the 

commencement of work, the responsible party must provide written notice to. the Director of DBI, of the 

address and location of the project; the scope of work, including specilic location.within the site; methods 
. . 

and tools to be used; the approximate age of the structure; anticipated job start and completion dates for 

the work; whether the building is residential or nonresidential, owner-occupied or rental property; the 

dates by which the responsible party has fulfilled or will fulfill any tenant or adjacent property 

notification requirements; and the name, address, telephone number, and pager number of the party who 

will perform the work Further notice requirements include a Posted Sign notifying the public of 

restricted access to the work area, a Notice to Residential Occupants, Availability of Pamphlet related to 

protection from. lead in the home, and Notice of Early Commencement of Work (by Owner, Requested by 

Tenant), and Notice of Lead Contaminated Dust or Soil, if applicable. Section 3425 contains provisions 

regarding inspection and sampling for compliance by DBI, as well as enforcement, and describes 

penalties for non-compliance With the requirements of the ordinance. 

Demolition would also be subject to the Cal/OSHA Lead in Construction Standard (8 CCR Section 1532.1). 

This standard requires development and implementation of a lead compliance plan when materials 

containing lead would be disturbed during construction. The plan must describe activities that could emit 

lead, methods that will be used to comply with the standard, safe work practi~es, and a plan to protect 

workers from exposure to lead during construction activities. Cal/OSHA would require 24-hour notification 

if more than 100 square feet of materials containing lead would be disturbed. 
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Implementation of procedures required by Section 3425 of the Building Code. and the Lead :in Construction 

Standard would ensure that potential impacts-of demolition or renovation of structmes with lead-based 

paint would be less than significant. 

Other Hazardous Building Materials. Other hazardous building materials that could be present include 

electrical transformers that could contain PCBs, fluorescent light ballasts that could contain PCBs or 

DEHP, and fluorescent light tubes that could contain mercury vapors. Disruption of these materials could 

pose health threats for construction workers if not properly disposed of, a potentially significant impact. 

However, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2, Hazardous Building Materials Abatement, 

would require that the presence of such materials be evaluated prior to demolition or renovation and, if 

such materials were present, that they be properly handled during removal and building demolition or 

renovation. This would reduce the potential impacts of exposure to these hazardous building materials to 

a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2-Hazardous Building Materials Abatement 

The project sponsor shall ensure that, prior to demolition, the building is surveyed for hazardous 
building materials including, electrical equipment containing polychlorinated biphenyl (PCBs), 
fluorescent light ballasts containing PCBs or bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), and fluorescent light 
tubes containing mercury vapors. These materials shall be removed and properly disposed of prior to 
the start of demolition or renovation. Light ballasts that are proposed to be removed during 
renovation shall be evaluated for the presence. of PCBs and in the case wl:tere the presence of PCBs :in . 
the light ballast cannot be verified, they shall be assumed to contain PCBs, and handled and disposed 
of as such, according to applicable laws and regulations. Any other hazardous building ~terials 
identified either before or during demolition or renovation shall be abated according to federal, state, 
and local laws and regulations. 

Implementation of l'v.fitigation MeaSUl'e M-HZ-2 would reduce impacts related to exposure to hazardous 

building materials during demolition to a less-than-significant level. 

HZ-3: The proposed project could emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within a quarter-mile of an existing or proposed school. (Less than 
Significant) 

Several schools are located within a quarter-mile of the project site, :including the following: Tenderlo:in 

Community School, at 627 Turk Street, about 950 feet west of the project site; DeMarillac Academy, at 

175 Golden Gate A venue, about 700 feet southeast of the project site; and the San Francisco City 

Academy, at 230 Jones Street, or about 1,200 feet northeast of the project site. 

The proposed project would not store, ·handle, or dispose of significant quantities of hazardous materials 

and would not otherwise include any uses that would include emissions of hazardous substances. In 

addition, any hazardous materials on the site, such as soil to be excavated during project construction, 

would be handled in compliance with the SMP discussed above. Thus, the proposed project would have a 

less-than-significant :impact related to hazardous emissions or materials within-a quarter-mile of a school. 
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Impact HZ-4: The proposed project is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant 
to Government Code Section 65962.5. (No Impact) 

The project site is not on any available environmental databases as compiled by lhe California 

Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) or lhe State Water Resources Control Board pursuant to 

Government Code Section 65962.5. The project site is not listed in database reports from state and federal 

regulatory agencies that identify businesses and properties that handle or have released hazardous 

materials or waste. The proposed project would have no impact related to this criterion. 

Impact HZ-5: The proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury 
or death involving fires, nor interfere with the implementation of an emergency response plan. (Less than 
Significant) 

San Francisco ensures fire safety primarily lhrough provisions of the Building and Fire Codes. Final 

building plans are reviewed by the San Francisco Fire Department (as well as fue Department of Building 

Inspection), to ensure conformance with lhese provisions. In !his way, potential fire hazards, including 

those associated with hydrant water pressures and emergency access, would be mitigated dming the 

permit review process. 

The :iillplementation of lhe proposed project could add incrementally to congested traffic conditions in 

the immediate area in the event of an emergency evacuation. However, the proposed project would be 

relativ~ly insignificant within lhe dense mban setting of the project site and it is expected that traffic 

would be dispersed witliin the existing street grid such !hat there would be no significant adverse effects 

on nearby traffic conditions. Therefore, lhe proposed project would not impair implementation of, or 

physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan and !his 

impact would be less than significant. 

Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed project would not make a considerable conbibution to any CUtilulative 
significant effects related to hazardous materials. (Less than Significant) 

Impacts from hazardous materials are generally site-specific and typically do not result in cumulative 

impacts. Any hazards at nearby sites would be subject to the same safety or remediation requirements 

discussed for the proposed project above, which would reduce any hazard effects to less-than-significant 

levels. As such, the proposed project's cumulative impacts related to hazardous materials would be less 

than significant. 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Sign/ff cant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

16. MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES-
Would the project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known D D D D 
minetal 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 D 
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 D 
large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use 
these in a wasteful manner? 

Impact ME-1: The proposed project would have no impact on mineral resources. (No Impact) 

All land in the City of San Francisco, including the project site, is designated by the CGS as Mineral 

. Resource Zone {MRZ) Four under the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975. The MRZ-4 

designation indicates that adequate information does not exist to assign the area to any other MRZ; thus, 

the area is not one designated to have significant mineral deposits. The project site has previously ·been 

developed, and future evaluations of the presence of minerals at this site would therefore not be affected 

by the proposed project. Further, the development and operation of the proposed project would not have 

an impact on any off-site operational mineral resource recovery sites. 

fu addition, because the site has been designated as having no known mineral deposits, the proposed 

project would not result in the loss of availability of a locally- or regionally- important mineral resource, 

and would have no impact on mineral resources. 

Impact ME-2: The proposed project would result in increased energy consumption, but not in large amounts 
or in a wasteful manner. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project would add new retail and residential uses, and an increased intensity of use, to the 

project site, although, not to an extent that exceeds anticipated growth in the area. As a new building in 

San Francisco, the proposed project would be subject to the energy conservation standards included in 

the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance (SFGBO), which would require the project to meet a number 

of conservation standards. Documentation showing compliance with the SFGBO would be submitted 

with the application of the building permit, and would be enforced by the Department of Building 

fuspection. 

fu summary, the proposed project would not cause a wasteful use of energy, and effects related to use of 

fuel, water, or energy would be less than significant. 
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Impact C-ME-1: The proposed projed in combination with other past, present or reasonably foreseeable 
projects would result in less-than significant impacts to mineral and energy resources. (Less than 
Significant) 

No known minerals exist in the project site or in the vicinity, as all of the City of San Francisco falls within 

MRZ-4, as described above. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to any cumulative 

impact on mineral resources. 

While statewide efforts are being made to increase power supply and to encourage energy conservation, 

the demand for energy created by the proposed project would be insubstantial in the context of the total 

demand within San Francisco and the state, and would not require a major expansion of power facilities. 

Thus, the energy demand that would be created by the proposed project would not contribute to a 

cumulative impact, and in cumulative conditions the proposed project would result in less-than

significant impacts on mineral and energy resources. 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

17. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model 
(1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and 
farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state's 
inventory of forest land, inch1ding the Forest and Range Ass~ssment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and 
forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. 
-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 fue 
C<tlifornia Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract? 

c) Conflict wifu existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning 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 location or nature, could result 
in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use 
or forest land to non-forest use? 
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Impact AF-1: The proposed project would not convert farmland, conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural uses or forest land, and would not r~sult in the loss or conversion of forest land. (No Impact) 

The project site is located within an urbanized area of San Francisco. No land in San Francisco County has 

been designated by the California Department of Conservation's Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 

Program as agricultural land. Because the project site does not contain agricultural uses and is not zoned 

for such uses, the proposed project would not require the conversion of any land designated as prime 

farmland, unique farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use. The proposed 

project would not conflict with any existing agricultural zoning or Williamson Act contracts.102 No land 

in San Francisco is designated as forest land or timberland by the State Public Resource Code. Therefore, 

the proposed project would not conflict with zoning for forest land, cause a loss of forest land, or convert 

forest land to a different use. The proposed project would therefore have no impact on agricultural and 

forest resources .. 

Impact C-AF-1: The proposed' project in combination with other past, present or reasonably foreseeable 
projects would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact to 
agricultural and forest resources. (No Impacp 

As described above, the proposed project would have no impact with respect to agriculture and forestry 

resources; therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to any cumulatively considerable impact 

to agricultural and forest resources. 

Topics: 

18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Would the project: 

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of 
a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the 
range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or 
eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant No Not 

Impact Impact Applicable 

D D D 

1o2 San Francisco is identified as "Urban and Built-Up Land" on the California Department of Conservation 
Important Farmland in California Map, 2008. Available online at www.consru.ca.gov. Accessed on April 30, 2013. 
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b) Have impacts that would be individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the 
incremental effects of a project are considerable 
when viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current projects, 
and U1e effects of probable future projects.) 

c) Have environmental effects that would cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

D 
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Less Than 
Significant No Not 

Impact Impact Applicable 

l8l D D 

D D D 

The foregoing analysis identifies potentially significant impacts to noise and hazards and hazardous 

materials, which would all be mitigated through illlplementation of mitigation measures identified below 

and described within Section E. 

a) As discussed in the various topics in this Initial Study, the proposed project is anticipated to have 
less-than-significant illlpacts on the environmental topics discussed. The project, however, could 
have potentially significant illlpacts resulting from disturbance to archeological resources, 
emissions from construction equipment, or exposure to hazardous building materials during 
demolition. These illlpacts would be mitigated. through illlplementation of Mitigation Measures 
M-CP-2 (Atcheological Resources (Testing)), M-AQ-2 (Construction Air Quality), and M-HZ-2 
(Hazardous Building Materials Abatement), to less-than-significant levels, as described within 
SectionE. 

b) The proposed project in combination with the past, present and foreseeable projects as described 
in Section E, would not result in cumulative illlpacts t.o land use, aesthetics, population and 
housing, transportation and circulation, noise, air quality, GHG emissions, wind and shadow, 
recreation, utilities and service systems, public services, biological resources, geology and soils, 
hydrology and water quality, hazards and hazardous materials, mineral and energy resources, 
and agricultural and.forest resources. 

c) The proposed project, as discussed in Section C (Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans) 
and Topic E.1 (Land Use and Land Use Planning) would be generally consistent with local and 
zoning requirements. Mitigation Measures M-CP-2 (Archeological Resources (Testing)), M-AQ-2 
(Construction Air Quality), and M-HZ-2 (Hazardou,s Building Materials Abatement) would 
address cultural resources, air quality, and hazardous materials illlpacts. Implementation of these 
mitigation measures would reduce any direct and indirect illlpact to humans from construction 
and operation noise and the release of hazardous materials to less-than-significant levels. 

F. Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures 
The following mitigation measures have been identified to reduce potentially significant illlpacts 

resulting from the proposed project to less-than-significant levels. Accordingly, the project sponsor has 

Case No. 2012.0086E 110 101 Hyde Street Project 

789 



r. 

Initial Study 

agreed to implement all mitigation measures described below. No improvement measures have been 

identified for this project. 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2: Archeological Resources (Testing) 

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within the project 
site, the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect 
from the proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. The project sponsor shall 
retain the services of an archeological consultant from the pool of qualified archeological 
consultants maintained by the Planning Department archeologist. The archeological consultant 
shall undertake an archeological testing program as specified herein. In addition, the consultant 
shall be available to conduct an archeological monitoring and/or data recovery program if required 
pursuant to this measure. The archeological consultant's work shall be conducted in accordance 
with this measure at the direction of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). All plans and 
reports prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the 
ERO for review and comment, and shall be consider.ed draft reports subject to revision until final 
approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by this 
measure could suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the 
direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if 
such a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less-than-significant level potential 
effects on a significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a)( c). 

Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an archeological site103 associated with 
descendant Native Americans or the Overseas Chinese an appropriate representative104 of the. 
descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted. The representative of the descendant ·group 
shall be given the opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of the site and to 
consult with ERO regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the site, of recovered data from 
the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the associated archeological site. A copy 
of the Final Archeological Resources Report shall be provided to the representative of the 
descendant group. 

Archeological Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for 
re~ew and approval an archeological testing plan (ATI'). The archeological testing program. shall 
be conducted in accordance with the approved ATP. The ATI' shall identify the property types of 
the expected archeological resource(s) that potentially could be adversely affected by the proposed 
project, the testing method to be used, and the locations recommended for testing. The purpose of the 
archeological testing program will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or absence of 
archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate whether any archeological resource 
encountered on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA. 

103 By the term "archeological site" is intended here to min:imally included any archeological deposit, feature, 
burial, or evidence of burial. . 

104 An "appropriate representative" of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native 
Americans, any individual listed in the current Native American Contact List for the City and County of San 
Francisco maintained by the California Native American Heritage Commission and in the case of the Overseas 
Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of America. 
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At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant shall submit a 
written report of the findings to the ERO. If based on the archeological testing program the 
archeological consultant finds that significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO in 
consultation with the archeological consultant shall determine if additional measures are 
warranted: Additional measures that may be undertaken include additional archeologicitl testing, 
archeological monitoring, and/or an archeological data recovery program. If the ERO determines 
that a significant archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected 
by the proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either: 

A) The proposed project shall be· re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on the 
significant archeological resource; or 

B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that the 
archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research significance and that 
interpretive use of the resource is feasible. 

Archeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant 
determines that an archeological monitoring program shall be :implemented the archeological 
monitoring program shall minimally include the following provisions: 

• The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope 
of the AMP reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing activities commencing. 
The ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant. shall determine what project 
activities shall be archeologically monitored .. m most cases, any soils- disturbing activities, 
such as demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation, foundation 
work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require. 
archeological monitoring because of the risk these activities pose to potential archeological 
resources and to their depositional context; 

• The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the alert for evidence 
of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of the expected 
resource(s), and of the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an 
archeological resource; 

• The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule 
agreed upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, ~ consultation · 
with project archeological consultant, determined that project construction activities could 
have no effects on significant archeological deposits; 

• The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples and 
artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis; 

• If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity 
of the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily 
redirect demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction activities_and equipment until the 
deposit is evaluated. If in the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the 
archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity may affect an 
archeological resource, the pile driving activity shall be terminated until an appropriate 
evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation with the ERO. The archeological 
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consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the encountered archeological deposit. The 
archeological consultant shall make a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and 
significance of the encountered archeological deposit, and present the findings of this 
assessment to the ERO. 

Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the archeological consultant 
shall submit a written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the ERO. 

Arclieological Data RecO-VenJ Program. The archeological data recovery program shall be conducted in 
accord with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP). The archeological consultant, project 
sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on _the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft 
ADRP. The archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shall identify 
how the proposed data recovery program will preserve the significant information the 
archeological resource is expected to contain. That is, the ADRP will identify what 
scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the expected resource, what data classes the 
resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would address the applicable 
research questions. Data recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of the historical 
property that could be adversely affected by the proposed project. Destructive data recovery 
methods shall not be applied to portions of the archeological resources if nondestructive methods 
are practical. 

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

• Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and 
operations. 

• Cataloguing and LaboratonJ Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact 
analysis procedures. 

• Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post-field discard and 
deaccession policies. 

• Interptetive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive program during 
the course of the aicl].eological data recovery program. 

• Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the archeological resource 
from vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally damaging activities. 

• Final Repott. Description of proposed report format and distribution of results. 

• Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the curation of any 
recovered data having potential _research value, identification of appropriate curation 
facilities, and a summary of the accession policies of the curation facilities. 

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human remains 
and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity 
shall comply With applicable State and Federal laws. This shall include immediate notification of 
the Coroner of the City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner's 
determination that the human remains are Native American remains, notification of the California 
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State Native American Heritage Commission (NARC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant 
(MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and MLD shall 
make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of, with appropriate dignity, 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 
15064.S(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, 
recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the human remams and 
associated or unassociated funerary objects. 

Final Archeological Resounes Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final 
Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any 
discovered archeological resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods 
employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. 
Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate 
removable insert within the final report. 

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California 
Archeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the 
ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental .Planning 
division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, 
searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms 
(CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic 
Places/ California Register of Historical Resources. Jn instances of high public interest in or the high 
interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and 
distribution than that presented above. 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality 

The project sponsor or the project sponsor's Contractor shall comply with the following 

E.Engine Requirements. 

5. All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for more than 20 total hours 
over the entire duration of construction activities shall have engines that meet or exceed 
either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEP A) or California Ai~ Resources Board 
(ARB) Tier 2 off-road emission standards, and.have been retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 
Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy. Equipment with engines meeting Tier 4 
Interim or Tier 4 Final off-road emission standards automatically meet this requirement. 

6. Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel engines shall 
be prohibited. 

7. Diesel engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment, shall not be left idling for 
more than two minutes, at any location, except as provided in exceptions to the 
applicable state regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment (e.g., 
traffic conditions, safe operating conditions). The Contractor shall post legible and 
visible signs in English, Spanish, and Chinese, in designated queuing areas and at the 
construction site to remind operators of the two minute idling limit. 
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8. The Contractor shall instruct construction workers and equipment operators on the 
mamtenance and tuning of construction equipment, and require that such workers and 
operators properly mamtam and tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer 

specifications. 

F. Waivers. 

3. The Planning Department's Environmental Review Officer or designee (ERO) may waive 
the alternative source of power requirement of Subsection (A)(2) if an alternative source 
of power is limited or infeasible at the project site. If the ERO grants the waiver, the 
Contractor must submit documentation that the equipment used for onsite power 
generation meets the requirements of Subsection (A)(1). 

4. The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subsection (A)(l) if: a particular 
piece of off-road equipment with an ARB Level 3 VDECS is technically not feasible; the 
equipment would not produce desired emissions reduction due to expected operating 
modes; installation of the equipment would create a safety hazard or impaired --?-sibility 
for the operator; or, there is a compelling emergency need to use off-road equipment that 
is not retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 VDECS. If the ERO grants the waiver, the 
Contractor must use the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment, according to Table 
below. 

Table - 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 Tier 2 Alternative Fuel* 

How to use the table: If the ERO determines that the equipment requirements 
cannot be met, then the project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 
1. If the ERO determines that the Contractor cannot supply off-road equipment 
meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then the Contractor must meet Compliance 
Alternative 2. If the ERO determines that the Contractor cannot supply off-road 
equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then the Contractor must meet 

Compllance Alternative 3. 

**Alternative fuels are not a VDECS • 

. G. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Before starting on-site construction activities, the 
Contractor shall submit a Construction Emissions M:inimization Plan (Plan) to the ERO for 
review and approval. The Plan shall state, in reasonable detail, how the Contractor will meet 
the requirements of Section A. 

4. The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase, with a description 
of each piece of off-road equipment required for every construction phase. The 
description 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 
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VDECS installed, the description may include: 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, the 
description shall also specify the type of alternative fuel being used. 

5. The ERO shall ensi.Ire that all applicable requirements of the Plan have been 
incorporated into the contract specifications. The . Plan shall include a certification 
statement that the Contractor agrees to comply fully with the Plan. 

6. The Contractor shall make the Plan available to the public for review on-site during 
working hours. The Contractor shall post at the construction site a legible and visible 
sign summarizing the Plan. The sign shall also state that the public may ask to inspect 
the Plan for the project at any time during working hours and shall explain how to 
request to inspect the Plan. The Contractor shall post at least one copy of the sign in a 
visible location on each side of the construction site facing a public right-of-way. 

H. Mcmitoring. After start of Construction Activities, the Contractor shall submit quarterly 
reports to the ERO documenting compliance with the Plan. After completion of construction 
activities and prior to receiving a final certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor shall 
submit to the ERO a final report summarizing construction activities, including the start and 
end dates and duration of each construction phase, and the specific information required in 
the Plan. 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2-Hazardous Building Materials Abatement 

The project sponsor shall ensure that, prior to demolition,· the building is surveyed for hazardous 
building materials including, electrical equipment containing polychlorinated biphenyl (PCBs), 
fluorescent light ballasts containing PCBs or bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), and fluorescent light 
tubes containing mercury vapors. These materials shall be removed and properly disposed of prior to 
the start of demolition or renovation. Light ballasts that are proposed to be removed during 
renovation shall be evaluated for the presence of PCBs and in the case where the presence of PcBs in 
the light ballast cannot be verified, they shall be assumed to contain PCBs, and handled and disposed 
of as such, according to applicable laws and regulations. Any other hazardous building materials 
identified either before or during demolition or renovation shall be abated according to federal, state, 
and local laws and regulations. 

G. Public Notice and Comment 
On January 7, 2013, the Planning Department mailed a Notice of Project Receiving Environmental Review 

to property owners within 300 feet of the project site, adjacent tenants, and other potentially interested 

parties. No comments were received. 
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H. Comments Received in Response to the PMND 
A "Revised Notice of Availability of and Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration" was 
mailed on Anril 20. 2014. to owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site. adjacent occupants. 
and neighborhood groups. Several comment letters were received. Comments regarding physical 
environmental effects were related to: (1) population and housing: (2) construction-related noise and 
air quality: and (3) land use impacts. All of these comments have been addressed under the topics in 
Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects under the following topics: comment (1) under Topic 2. 
Population and Housing. Comment (2) and comment (3) are addressed below. Additionally. comments 
that were. not related to physical environmental effects were received. and are addressed in this 
section. 

Comment (2): 
Comments were received expressing specific concerns for. the environmental impacts on senior 
residents of the area. Comments assert that the proposed project is adiacent to the Madonna 
Residence, which is housing for senior women. Many seniors have health concerns which make them 
particularly susceptible to noise and air quality during construction. and mobility concerns which 
make it difficult for them to leave their rooms. The commenter expressed a need to examine and 
exceed the standard best practices when controlling for dust and noise during the 18-month 
construction of the proposed vrgj ect. 

As described in Topic 5. Noise (Impact N0-2). the nearest sensitive receptors <including the adfacent 
AIDS Housing Alliance and the Saint Anthony Foundation Madonna Senior Housing facility) would 
experience temporarv and intermittent noise associated with site clearance and construction activities 
as well as the passage of construction trucks in and out of the project site. The project demolition and 
construction activities would be required to comply with the Noise Ordinance requirements. which 
prohibit construction after 8:00 p.m. Additionally. as described in Topic 6, Air Quality (Impact A0-1) 
the proposed project would require compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth by the 
San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance. which would ensure that potential dust-related air quality 
impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Further. the health needs of seniors are 
taken into account in their recognition as "sensitive receptors.'' thus compliance with requirements 
under both the Noise Ordinance and San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance are considered sufficient 

Although some comments may disagree with the conclusions of the MND. such comments present no 
substantial evidence that environmental impacts of the proposed project would be considered 
significant under CEOA. Analysis of the impacts of the proposed proiect specifically related to special 
concerns of the seniors as a seuarate ponulation are not part of the MND analvses under San 
Francisco's EIR significance criteria. Nonetheless. the concerns expressed in these comments are 
included to inform the decision-makers (the San Francisco Planning Commission and the San 
Francisco Board of Suvervisors) of the environmental consequences of their actions and to inform the 
decision-makers in their deliberations in reaching their decision to approve. modify, or disapprove the 
proposed project. The decision-makers will weigh the benefits and risks of the proposed proiect and 
balance the interests of neighbors. the project sponsor. and the City and recion as a whole; 
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Comment (3): 
Comments were received exvressing concern for housing affordability. More specifically. commenters 
contend that market-rate developments within the vicinity. including as the proposed project would 
only be affordable to households earning well above $100.000 annually. By comparison. many 
Tenderloin households earn under $30.000 annually. The commenter contends that it is likely that this 
massive influx of wealthy households will change the character of the vicinity. 

As noted in Section C. Compatibility With Existing Zoning and Plans (Priority Policies) the proposed 
project would comply with the Citv's Residential Inclusionarv Affordable Housing Program 
requirements (San Francisco Planning Code Section 415, et seq.>. either by including 10 below-market
rate (BMR) units on-site. by making an in-lieu pavment. or by constructing 17 units off-site. The 
primarv puroose of an MND is to address whether and how a proposed mgject could result in adverse 
physical impacts to the enVironment. The comments do not present any' evidence that the creation of 
new market-rate housing on the proiect site. together with a Code-required contribution to the 
creation of affordable housing units. would result in any significant environmental impacts or lead to 
any economic or social changes that would in tum result in a significant adverse phvsical 
environmental impact The issue of housing affordability may be considered by the decision-makers 
as part of their decision to approve. modify. or disapprove the proposed prgject. This consideration is 
carried out independent of the environmental review process. 

A comment was received regarding the removal of the mural encompassing both Golden Gate Street 
and Hyde Street facades of the existing building. The conunenter contends that there would be 
adverse nhvsical impacts due to the destruction of the building and consequently. the mural. 

As discussed in Section E. Evaluation of Environmental Effects. the proposed project is subject to 
Public Resources Code § 21099(d). That provision applies to certain mojects. such as the proposed 
project. that meet the defined criteria for a mixed-use residential project on an infill site within a 
transit priority area. It eliminates the environmental topic of Aesthetics las well as the Transportation 
subtopic of parking) from impacts that can be considered in determining the significance of physical 
environmental effects of such projects under CEOA. Accordingly. this MND does not include a 
discussion and analvsis of the environmental issues under the topic of Aesthetics. 

To the extent that the existing mural may hold an intrinsic value to the community. the loss of the 
mural at 101 Hyde Street does not constitute a physical environmental effect. Although Aesthetics 
impacts are not part of the analysis under Public Resources Code § 21099(d), comments about the 
impact of the proposed project related to Aesthetics continue to be politicaUpolicv issues that mav be 
considered bv the decision-makers as part of their decision to avprove. modify. or disapprove the 
pronosed project. This consideration is carried out independent of the environmental review urocess. 

Finally. several comments were received regarding the demolition of the existing one-story USPS . 
facility on-the project site. Concerns raised by the public were related to the effects on mail delivery 
services and availability of post office boxes in the vicinity. Comments noted the importance of clear 
and open communication with the users of the USPS facility at 101 Hyde Street and the plans for the 
post office boxes, prior to the demolition. 
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As previously discussed in page 27 <Impact PH-1), implementation of the proposed project would not 
affect USPS services and general mail deliverv services to the vicinity would remain. Instead of the 
USPS facility at 101 Hyde Street. the USPS would provide services through a nearby branch. more 
specifically the post office located at 1390 Market Street <Fox Plaza). approximately 4¥2 blocks (a 

walking distance of approximately 0.5 miles) southwest of the project site. While the proposed project 
would not result in significant impacts on Public Services. the following response is provided for 
informational purposes. 

Based on more detailed information obtained from the uspstos, the USPS is currently pursuing an 
expansion of the existing Fox Plaza post office in anticipation of the closure of the USPS facility at 101 
Hyde Street The anticipated expansion of the Fox Plaza post office space would be completed by 
August 1. 2015. According to the USPS. the new space would take approximately 60 days to build out 
the expanded space and would open approximately around October 1. 2015. Furthermore. the 
expanded Fox Plaza facility would be designed to facilitate all the Gvic Center Boxes (including those 
from 101 Hyde Street>. Lastly. the USPS noted that General Deliverv mail service for customers would 
be accommodated through a 500- to 800-sq. ft. location within the vicinity of 101 Hyde Street. 

105 Email Correspondence (RE: Civic Center P.O. Box Unit) betWeen Karl Heisler (ESA) and Dean Cameron, USPS 
Real Estate Specialist, May 21, 20i5. This document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, in File No. 2012.0086E. 
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I. Determination 
On the basis of this Initial Study: 

D I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and 
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

~ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
wfll be prepared. 

D I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, 

D r find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially 
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the 
effects that remain to be addressed. 

D I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the pror, project o further environmental 
documentation is required. 

Environmental Review Officer 
for 

John Rahaim 
Director of Planning 

----------------·-·--~·-----·. ---·-------
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EXHIBIT 1: 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

Archeological Resources 

M-CP-2: Archeo/ogica/ Resources (resting). 

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be 
present within the project site, the following measures shall be undertaken to 
avoid any potentially significant adverse effuct from the proposed project on 
buried or submerged historical resources. The project sponsor shall retain 
the services of an archeological consultant from the pool of qualified 
archeological consultants maintained by the Planning Department 
archeologist The archeological consultant shall undertake an·archeological 
testing program as specified herein. In addition, the consultant shall be 
available to conduct an archeological monitoring and/or data recovery 
program if required pursuant to this measure, The archeological consultanfs 
work shall be conducted in accordance with this measure at the direction of 
the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). All plans and reports prepared by 
the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the 
ERO for review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject 
to revision until final approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring andfor 
data recovery programs required by this measure could suspend 
construction of the project for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the 
direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended 
beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the only feasible means to 
reduce to a less-than-significant level potential effects on a significant 
archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect 15064.5 (a:)(c). 

Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an 
archeological site 1 associated with descendant Native Americans or the 
Overseas Chinese an appropriate representative2 of the descendant group 
and the ERO shall be contacted. The representative of the descendant group 
shall be given the opportunily to monitor archeological field investigations of 

Responsibility for 
Implementation 

Project sponsor and 
project archeologist 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to any 
ground-

disturbing 
activities. 

1 By the term uarcheological site" is intended here to minimally included any archeological deposit, feature, burial,. or evidence of burial 

Monitoring/Report 
Responsibility 

ERO to review and 
approve Archeological 

Testing Program. 

File No. 2012.0086E 

101 Hyde Street 

Motion No. 
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EXHIBIT1: 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources (continued) 

the site and to consult with ERO regarding appropriate archeological 
treatment of the site, of recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, any 
interpretative treatment of the associated archeologicaJ site. A copy of the 
Anal Archeological Resources Report shall be provided to the representative 
of the descendant group. 

Archeologica/ Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare 
and submit to the ERO for review and approval an archeological testing plan 
(ATP). The archeological testing program shall be conducted in accordance 
with the approved ATP. The ATP shall identify the property types of the 
expected archeological resource(s) that potentially could be adversely affected 
by the proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the locations 
recommended for testing. The purpose of the archeological testing program 
will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or absence of 
archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate whether any 
archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes an historical 
resource under CEQA 

At the completion of the archeologiCl!I testing program, the archeological 
consultant shall submit a written report of !he findings to the ERO. If based 
on the archeological testing program the archeological consultant finds that 
significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO in consultation 
with the archeological consultant shall determine if additional measures are 
warranted. Additional measures that may be undertaken include additional 
archeological testing, archeological monitoring, and/or an archeological data 
recovery program. If the ERO determines that a significant archeological 
resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected by the 
proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either. 
A) The proposed project shall be re-<lesigned so as to avoid any adverse. 

effect on the significant archeological resource; or 
BJ A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO 

determines that the archeological resource is of greater interpretive than 
research significance and that interpretive use of the resource is feasible. 
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EXHIBIT1; 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources (continued) 

• Archeo/ogical Monitoring Program. If the ERO in consultation with the 
archeological consultant determines that an archeologlcal monitoring 
program shall be implemented the archeological monitoring program 
shall minimally include the following provisions: 

• The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and 
consult on the scope of the AMP reasonably prior to any project-related 
soils disturbing activities commencing. The ERO in consultation with the 
archeological consultant shall determine what project activities shall be 
archeologically monitored. In most cases, any soils- disturbing activities, 
such as demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities 
installation, foundation work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), 
site remediation, etc., shall require archeological monitoring because of 
the risk these activities pose to potential archeological resouR:es and to 
their depositional context; 

• The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on 
the alert for evidence of the presence of the expected resource(s), of 
how to identify the evidence of the expected resouR:e(s), and of the 
appropriate protocol in the event of apparent discovery of'an 
archeological resource; 

• The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site 
according to a schedule agreed upon by the archeological consultant 
and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with project 
archeological consultant, determined that project construction activities 
could have no effects on significant archeological deposits; 

• The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to ccllect soil 
samples and artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis; 

• If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing 
activities in the vicinity of the deposit shall cease. The archeological 
monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect 
demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction activitie5_and equipment 
until the deposit is evaluated. If in the case of pile driving activity 
(foundation, shoring, etc.). the archeological monitor has cause to 
believe that the pile driving activity may affect an archeological resource, 
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EXHIBIT 1: 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources (continued) 

the pile driving activity shall be terminated until an appropriate 
evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation with the ERO. 
The archeological consultant shal.1 immediately notify the ERO of the 
encountered archeological deposit· The archeological consultant shall 
make a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and 
significance of the encountered archeological deposit, and present the 
findings of this assessment to the ERO. 

Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the 
archeological consultant shall submit a written report of the findings of the 
monitoring program to the ERO. 
Archeological Data Recovery Program. The archeological data recovery 
program shall be conducted in accord with an archeological data recovery plan 
(ADRP). The archeological consultan~ project sponsor, and ERO shall meet 
and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft ADRP. 
The archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The 
ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery program will preserve 
the significant information the archeological resource is expected to contain. 
That is, the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research questions 
are applicable to the expected resource, what data classes the resource is 
expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would address the 
applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, should be limited to 
the portions of the historical property that could be adversely affected by the 
proposed project Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to 
portions of the archeological resources if nondestructive methods are 
practical. 
The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

• Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field 
strategies, procedures, and operations. 

• Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected 
cataloguing system and artifact analysis procedures. 

• Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field 
and post-field discard and deaccession policies. 

• Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public 
interpretive program during the course of the archeological data 
recovery program. 
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EXHIBIT1: 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources (continued) . Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the 
archeological resource from vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally 
damaging activities. . Final Report Description of proposed report fonnat and distnbution of 
results. . Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the 
cu ration of any recovered data having potential research value, identification 
of appropriate curation facilities, and a summary of the accession policies of 
the curation facilities. 

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The 
treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary 
objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with 
applicable State and Federal laws. This shall include immediate notification 
of the Coroner of the City and County of San Francisco and in the event of 
the Coroner's determination that the human remains are Native American 
remains, notification of the California State Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) 

. (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The archeological consultant, project 
sponsor, and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement 
for the treatment of, with appropriate dignity, human remains and associated 
or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)). The 
agreement should take into consideration the appropriate excavation, 
removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition 
of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. 
Final Archeo/ogica/ Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall 
submit a Draft Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that 
evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource 
and describes the archeological and historical research methods employed 
in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. 
lnfonnation that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided 
in a separate removable insert within the final report. 
Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as 
follows: California Archeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center 
(NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the 
transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of 
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EXHIBJT1: 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

D. Cultural and Paleontological Resources (continued} 

the Planning Deparbnent shall receive one bound, one unbound and one 
unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with copies of any 
formal site recordation forms {CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for 
nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of 
Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest in or the high 
interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a different final 
report content, format, and distribution than that presented above. 

G. Air Quality 

M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality. 

The project sponsor or the project sponsor's Contractor shall comply with the 
following: 

A. Engine 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 
have engines that meet or exceed either U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA) or California Air Resources Board (ARB) lier 2 off-
road emission standards, and have been retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 
Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy. Equipment with engines 
meeting lier 4 Interim or lier 4 Final off-road emission standards 
automatically meet this requirement 

2. Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable 
diesel engines shall be prohibited. 

3. Diesel engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment, shall not be 
left idling for more than two minutes, at any location, except as provided 
in exceptions to the applicable state regulations regarding idling for off-
road and on-road equipment (e.g., traffic conditions, safe operating 
conditions). The Contractor shall post legible and visible signs in 
English, Spanish, and Chinese, in designated queuing areas and at the 
construction site to remind operators of the two minute idling limit 
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EXHIBIT1: 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

G. Air Quality (continued) 

4. The Contractor shall instruct construction wori<eJS and equipment 
operators on the maintenance and tuning of construction equipment, 
and require that such workers and operators properly maintain and tune 
equipment in accordance with manufacturer·specifications. 

B. Waivers. 
1. The Planning Departmenfs Environmental Review Officer or designee 

(ERO) may waive the alternative source of power requirement of 
Subsection (A)(2) if an alternative source of power is limited or infeasible 
at the project site. If the ERO grants the waiver, the Contractor must 
submit documentation that the equipment used for onsite power 
generation meets the requirements of Subsection (A)(1). 

2. The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subsection (A)(1) if: 
a particular piece ofoff-road equipment with an ARB Level 3 VDECS is 
technically not feasible; the equipment would not produce desired 
emissions reduction due to expected operating modes; installation of the 
equipment would create a safety hazard or impaired visibility for the 
operator, or, there is a compelling emergency need to use off-road 
equipment that is not retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 VDECS. If the ERO 
grants the waiver, the Contractor must use the next cleanest piece of 
off-road equipment, according to Table below. 

Table -Off-Road Equipment Compliance Step-down Schedule 

Compliance Engine Emission 
Emissions Control 

Alternative Standard 

1 11er2 ARB Level 2 VDECS 

2 11er2 ARB Level 1 VDECS 

3 11er2 Alternative Fuel* 
How to use the table: tfthe ERO determines that the equipment ~quirements cannot be met. 
then the project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1. If the ERO detennlnes 
ihat the Conbador cannot su~y off-road equipment meeting Compliance Altem;:itive 1, then 
the Contractor must meet Compliance-Alternative 2. If the ERO determines that the Contractor 
cannot supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Afternative 2, then the Contractor must 
meet CompUance Alternative 3. 
- Alternative fuels are not a VDECS. 
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EXHIBIT1: 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

C. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Before starting on-site 
construction activities, the Contractor shall submit a Construction Emissions 
Minimization Plan (Plan) to the ERO for review and approval. The Plan shall 
state, in reasonable detail, how the Contractor will meet the requirements of 
Section A ' 

1. The Plan shall include estimates of the construction iimeline by phase, 
with a description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every 
ccnstruction phase. The description 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, the description may include: 
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, the 
description shall also specify the type of alternative fuel being used. 

2. The ERO shall ensure that all applicable requirements of the Plan have 
been inccrporated into the contract specifications. The Plan shall include 
a certification statement that the Contractor agrees to comply fully with 
the Plan. 

3. The Contractor shall make the Plan available to the public for review on
site during working hours. The Contractor shall post at the construction 
site a legible and visible sign summarizing the Plan. The sign shall also 
state that the public may ask to inspect the Plan for the project at any 
time during working hours and shall explain how to request to inspect 
the Plan. The Contractor shall post at least one copy of the sign in a 
visible location on each side of the construction site facing a public right
of-way. 

D. Monitoring. After start of Construction Activities, the Contractor shall 
submit quarterly reports to the ERO documenting compliance with the Plan. 
After ccmpletion of construction activities and prior to receiving a final 
certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final 
report summarizing ccnstruction activities, including the start and end dates 
and duration of each construction phase, and the specific information 
required in the Plan. 
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EXHIBIT1: 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Q. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

M-HZ-2: Hazardous Building Materials. .· 
The project sponsor shall ensure that, prior to demolition, the building is 
surveyed for hazardous building materials including, electrical equipment 
containing polychlorinated biphenyl (PCBs), fluorescent light ballasts 
containing PCBs or bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), and fluorescent light 
tubes containing mercury vapors. These materials shall be removed and 
property disposed of prior to the start of demolition or renovation. Light ballasts 
ttiat are proposed lo be removed during renovation shall be evaluated for the 
presence of PCBs and in the case where the presence of PCBs in the light 
ballast cannot be verified, they shall be assumed to contain PCBs, and 
handled and disposed of as such, acccrding to applicable laws and 
regulations. Any other hazardous building materials identified either before or 
during demolition or renovation shall be abated according to federal, state, and 
local laws and regulations. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Subject to: (Select only1f applicable) 

0 lnclusionary Housing (Sec. 415) !ti First Source Hiring (Admln. Code) 

D Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414) 

!ti Other 

D Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) 

D Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) 

Planning Commission Motion 19389 
HEARING DATE: JUNE 11, 2015 

Date: 
Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

BlocldLots: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

May28,2015 
2012.0086EVX 
101 HYDE STREET 
C-3-G (Downtown, General Commercial) District 
80-X Height and Bulk District 
0346/003A 
Costa Brown Architecture, Inc. 
1620 Montgomery Street, Suite 300 
.San Francisco, CA 94111 
Kate Conner - (415) 575-6914 
kate.conner@sfgov.org 

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

Reception:. 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS AUTHORIZING A DETERMINATION OF COMPLIANCE PURSUANT TO 
PLANNING CODE SECTION 309, WITH EXCEPTIONS TO THE REQUIREMENTS FOR REAR 
YARD PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 134 AND REDUCTION OF GROUND-LEVEL 
WIND CURRENTS IN C-3 DISTRICTS PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 148. THE 
PROPOSED PROJECT IS TO· CONSTRUCT AN EIGHT-STORY 85-UNIT BUILDING WITH 
APPROXIMATELY 4,923 GROSS SQUARE FEET (GSF) OF GROUND FLOOR RETAIL AND 
DEMOLITION OF A ONE-STORY STRUCTURE, WHICH IS CURRENTLY LEASED TO THE 
UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE AS A LIMITED USE POST BOX FACILITY. THE PROJECT 
SITE IS LOCATED WITHIN THE C-3-G (DOWNTOWN GENERAL) ZONING DISTRICT AND 80-X 
HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER. THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT. 

PREAMBLE 

On May 20, 2013, Costa Brown Architecture (hereinafter "Applicant") filed an application (Case No. 
2012.0086EVX) with the Planning Department (hereinafter "Department") seeking authorization for new 
construction of a residential building, eight stories and approximately 80 feet in height, containing 85 
dwelling units, 4,923 square feet of ground floor retail space, and 15 off-street parking spaces at 101 Hyde 
Street, northwest of the intersection with Golden Gate Avenue, within the C-3-G (Downtown General 
Commercial) District and a 80-X Height and Bulk District. 

On April 15, 2015, the Planning Department determined that the proposed Project could not have a 
significant effect on the environment and published a Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Motion No. 19389 
June 11, 2015 

CASE NO. 2012.0086EV~ 
101 Hyde Street 

(PMND) in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA 
Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

The Draft IS/PMND was available for public comment until May 5, 2015; and 

On June 4, 2015, the Planning Department reviewed and considered the Final Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (FMND) and found that the contents of said report and the procedures through which the 
FMND was prepared, publicized, and reviewed complied with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.) (CEQA), Title 14 California Code of Regulations 
Sections 15000 et seq. (the "CEQA Guidelines") and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code 
("Chapter 31"); and 

The Planning Department found the FMND was adequate, accurate and objective, reflected the 
independent analysis and judgment of .the Planning Department, [and that the summary of comments 
and responses contained no significant revisions to the Draft IS/MND,] and approved the FMND for the 
Project in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31. 

Planning Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) as part of 
the Environmental Determination made for 2012.0086EVX, which remains applicable to the current 
·application, and this material was made available to the public and this Commission for this 
Commission's review, consideration m;td action. 

The Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records, located in the File for Case No. 
2012.0086EVX at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California. 

On June 11, 2015, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled 
meeting on Case No. 2012.0086EVX. 

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, Department 
staff, and other interested parties. 

MOVED, ihat the Commission hereby approves the Determination of Compliance and Exceptions to 
Section 309 requested in Application No. 2012.0086EVX, subject to ihe conditions contained in "EXHIBIT 
A" of this motion, based on ihe following findings: 

FINDINGS 

Having reviewed the materials identified in ihe recitals 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 is developed wiih a United States Postal 
Service Facility located on the northwest corner of the intersection with Golden Gate Avenue, Lot 

SAfl FRANCISCO 
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CASE NO. 2012.00BGEV~ 
101 Hyde Street 

003A in Assessor's Block 0346 (hereinafter "Subject Property''). The property is in a C-3-G 
(Downtown General Commercial) District and an 80-X Height and Bulk District and has a lot 
area of approximately 10,633 square feet. The property is currently used as a United States Postal 
Service Facility and contains an easement from Golden Gate Avenue along the western property 
line. There are four street parking and one handicapped street parking space on Golden Gate 
Avenue and three street parking spaces on Hyde Street The United States Postal Service Facility 
is open Monday through Friday 9:00AM to 5:00PM and is considered a "limited" facility since it 
only has boxes with general delivery. A customer cannot mail anything from this facility, nor can 
they buy stamps. The United States Postal Service Facility is on the public published closure list 
and of the 5,000 boxes, only approximately 1,000 boxes are currently rented to customers (20% 
utilized). 

The subject block is bounded by Hyde Street to the east, Turk Street to the north, Larkin Street to 
the west, and Golden Gate Avenue to the south. There is approximately 138 feet of frontage on 
Golden Gate Avenue and 77 feet of frontage on Hyde Street. 

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The Project Site is located in the Downtown/Civic 
Center neighborhood. To the west one block is the Phillip Burton US Courthouse. Approximately 
one block west and one block south is the Civic Center Plaza. City Hall is adjacent to the Civic 
Center Plaza. The subject property is one block north of the Civic Center Historic District and is 
adjacent to two historic resources on Hyde Street, one of which was originally occupied by Ruffs 
Film Exchange. Properties to the south are zoned P (Public) Zonmg District and contain such 
civic structures as the Asian Art Museum, the San Francisco Public Library and Hastings College 
of Law. To the north is the Upper Tenderloin Historic District and the zoning changes to RC-4 
(Residential Commercial, High Density) District and supports high-density residential uses. 
Many of these buildings have ground floor commercial uses. On Hyde Street, ground floor uses 
include dry cleaners, an All Stars Donuts, and a corner market. The site is two blocks north of 
Market Street and about three blocks from the Civic Center Station serving BART and MUNI. The 
Project is well served by transit of all varieties. 

The Project Site is located in the C-3-G District: Downtown General Commercial Zoning District. 
This District covers the western portions of downtown and is composed of a variety of uses: 
retail, offices, hotels, entertainment, clubs and institutions, and high-density residential. Many of 
these uses have a Citywide or regional function, although the intensity of development is lower 
here than in the downtown core area. As in the case of other downtown districts, no off-street 
parking is required for individual commercial buildings. In the vicinity of Market Street, the 
configuration of this district reflects easy accessibility by rapid transit. 

4. Project Description. The Project Sponsor proposes to construct an eight-story 85-unit housing 
project with approximately 4,923 square feet of ground floor retail space, and 15 off-street 
parking spaces at 101 Hyde Street at a property developed with a one-story structure that is 
currently leased to the United States Postal Service for a limited use facility. The Project Site is 
located within the C-3-G (Downtown General) Zoning District and 80-X Height and Bulk District. 
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The Project consists of approximately 62,865 gs£ consisting of 4,923 gsf of retail uses, 48,605 gs£ of 
residential uses, and approximately 7,612 gsf of access and parking. The 85 units are comprised of 
16 studio units, 13 junior one-bedroom units, 43 one-bedroom units, seven two-bedroom units, 
and six three-bedroom units. The project also includes common open space in the form of a roof 
deck and second story courtyard. The Project will also include 96 bicycle spaces. There will be 15 
on-site automobile parking spaces. 

The Project includes exceptions pursuant to Planning Code Section 309 and two Variances. The 
309 exceptions include an exception to Reduction of Ground-Level Wind Currents in C-3 Districts 
and a reduction in Rear Yard requirements. The Variance is for permitted obstructions, and 
exposure requirements. 

The retail use is divided into three tenant spaces; all accessed from Golden Gate A venue, and are 
intended to be neighborhood-serving retail. 

5. Design. The design of 101 Hyde Street is a mix of contemporary and vernacular architecture. The 
concrete structure is set in an L-shaped plan, with one level of below-grade parking, ground level 
retail, and above-grade residential units. The units are double loaded around an L-shaped 
corridor. The fac;ade is broken down into several different massings at various planes and 
heights. Each distinct area is separated by its fac;:ade' s geometry and different exterior materials. 
Vertical bay projections, which flank each side of the central comer element, are scaled to similar 
bay windows in the area, yet are triangular in plan and have a modem window shape and size. 
The bay projections will have aluminum windows set into a white panelized rain screen system. 

The central comer element is a rectangular projection and is distinguished by its glass fac;:ade and 
set inside a thick perimeter concrete frame. The floor-to-ceiling curtain-wall window system will 
have random opaque panels, which will provide wall space for the residential interiors and 
provide a larger pixelated appearance from the exterior. Passive sun shade louvers are set at the 
top of these aluminum windows and will create horizontal bands. The lower horizontal earth
tone section located at the 2nd and 3rd floors will be a high-density, laminate panel system which 
will resemble Cor-Ten steel which is corrosion-resistant steel that forms a rust-like appearance. 
The scale of this element, with the punc1ied window openings, relate to the surrounding historic 
fabric and windows in the area. 

The ground-level retail spaces will have large, contemporary, glass and aluminum storefront 
windows set upon a historic-type bulkhead element found in the general Tenderloin area. fu 
summary, the overall design is a unique mixed-use building, with varying planes, bay windows, 
and rain screen exterior cladding. The central comer element appears to float over a scaled down 
Cor-Ten-style element, and prominently stands out from the flanking white bay projections. The 
design proportionately meets its neighbors on each side, and the overall building composition 
creates a wrap-around frontage that fits well into the fabric of the citj block. 

6. Public Comment. The Project Sponsor has participated in seven community group meetings with 
the Tenderloin Futures Collaboration Group and the Alliance for a Better District 6. In addition 
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the sponsor has engaged in five separate conversations with neighboring residents and 
· community leaders. To date, there has been unanimous support of the proposal. 

7_. Planning Code Compliance: The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the 
relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

a. Floor Area Ratio (Section 124). The floor area ratio (FAR) limit as defined by Planning 
Code Section 124 for the Downtown General Commercial District is 6.0 to 1. 

In the C-3-G District, the maximum floor area ratio (FAR) is 6.0:1. TI1e proposed gsf subject to 
FAR is 62,865 sf on a 10,633 sf lot, thereby yielding a FAR of 5.91 to 1.0. 'Die 4,923 gsf of retail 
on the ground floor is exempt from FAR calculations pursuant to Planning Code Section 102.9. 

b. Rear Yard (Section 134). Planning Code Section 134 requires that a project's minimum 
rear yard depth be equal to 25 percent of the total depth of the lot on which the building 
is situated at all residential levels. 

TI1e Project would not meet the Planning Code's minimum rear yard requirement in that the· 
required 25% rear yard at all resrdential levels is not provided. Tlie Planning Code makes no 
provision for the proposed courtyard configurations as a method of complying with rear yard 
requirements. However, Section 134(d) allows for an exception from the strict application of these 
requirements through the Section 309 review process, provided that tlie bui1ding location and 
configuration assure adequate light and air to all residential units and to the usable open space 
areas. As such, the project is seeldng an exception from the rear yard requirements of Planning 
Code Section 134. A second ston11,764 sf courtt1ard is provided which accounts for approximately 
17% of the lot area. 

c. Residential Open Space (Section 135). Planning Code Section 135 requires 36 sf per 
dwelling unit of residential open space requirement if the open space is private and 48 sf 
per dwelling unit if it is provided through common open space. 

The Project meets the open space requirements of Planning Code Section 135. Of the proposed 85 
units, four units provide 496 sf of private balcomJ space, exceeding the code requirement for 
private open space. Tiierefore the Project must provide 3,888 sf of common open space. Included 
in the proposal are a 3,946 sf roof deck and a 1,764 sf second level courtt1ard. Even though the 
second level courtyard does not meet the exposure requirements for open space, the roof deck 
satisfies the residential open space requirements. · 

. . 

d. Permitted Obstructions - Bay Windows (Section 136). Planning Code Section 136 
requires that a bay window project no more than three feet over the side walk and the 
maximum length of each bay window or balcony shall be 15 feet at the line establishing 
the required open area, and shall be reduced in proportion to the distance from such line 
by means of 45 degree angles drawn inward from the ends of such 15-foot dimension, 
reaching a maximum of nine feet along a line parallel to and at a distance of three feet 
from the line establishing the required open area. 

PLANNINO PEPARTl\llENT 5 

814 



Motion No.19389 
June 11, 2015 · 

CASE NO. 2012.00BGEV~ 
101 Hyde Street 

SAH FRANCISCO 

The Project includes a corner element that exceeds these requirements. Tite projection is 
approximately four feet and the length is approximately 29 feet on Golden Gate Avenue and 22 

feet on Hyde Street. The corner element is an architectural feahrre of the Project. As such, the 
Project is seeking a Variance far permitted obstructions of Planning Code Section 136. 

e. Public Open Space (Section 138). New buildings :in the C-3-G Zoning District must 
provide public open space at a ratio of one sf per 50 gsf of all uses, except residential 
uses, :institutional uses, and uses in a predom:inantly retail/personal services buildillg. 

The project includes approximately 4,923 sf of ground floor retail space, which is excluded from 
the gross floor area of the building, pursuant to Planning Code Section 102.9(b)(14). As such, 
there is no public open space requirement. 

f. Exposure (Section 140). Planning Code Section 140 requires that all dwelling units face 
directly onto 25 feet of open area· (a public street, alley, or side yard) or onto an :inner 
courtyard that is 25 feet :in every horizontal dimension for the floor at which the dwelling 
unit in question is located and the floor immediately above it, with an :increase :in five feet 
:in every horizontal dimension at each subsequent floor. 

The majoritlj of dwelling-units would comply fully with Section 140, by either facing one of the 
abutting streets (Golden Gate Avenue or Hyde Street). Tiie courti1ard measures a depth of 18'6" 
tliereby not meeting the minimum of 25 feet. Titere are 28 units on levels 2-8 that do not comply 
with this requirement. As such, the project is seeking a Variance from the exposure requirements 
of Planning Code Section 140 . 

. ,. g. Street Frontage in Commercial Districts: Active Uses (145.1(c) (3)). Planning Code 
Section 145.l(c) (3) requires that with:in Downtown Commercial Districts, space for 
,,active uses" shall be provided within the first 25 feet of building depth on the ground 
floor. Spaces accessory to residential uses, such as fitness or community rooms, are 
considered active uses only if they meet the :intent of this section and have access directly 
to the public sidewalk or street. Building systems :includ:ing mechanical, electrical, and 
plumb:ing features may be exempted from this requirement by the Zoning Adm:inistrator 
only in :instances where those features are provided :in such a fashion as to not negatively 

impact the quality of the ground floor space. 

"' 
The ground floor along Hyde Street and Golden Gate Avenue have "active uses" with direct 
access to the sidewalk within the first 25 feet' of building depth and are thus compliant with this 
Code Section. Along Golden Gate Avenue, the Project includes a lobby, retail spaces, and 
vehicular entn} from an existing 20'-51h"ctl1'b cut. Titere is an existing easement on the properf:lJ 
which must remain thereby restricting the Project Sponsor from further reducing tlie vehicular 
entnJ. Egress stairs and one retail space occupy the Hyde Street frontage. Building Sljstems 
including mechanical, electrical, and plumbing feahires do not occt(py street frontages. Tiie 
Project meets this section of the Code in that both frontages are completely devoted to active uses, 
residential entry, and spaces accessonj to residential uses. 
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h. Street Frontage in Commercial Districts: Ground Floor Transparency (Section 145.1(c) 
(6)). Planning Code Section 145.l(c)(6) requires that within Downtown Commercial 
Districts, frontages with active uses that are not residential or PDR must be fenestrated 
with transparent windows and doorways for no less than 60 percent of the street frontage 
at the ground level and allow visibility to the inside of the building. 

' 
The Project has two street frontages with Active Uses: Hyde Street and Golden Gate Avemie. The 
Hyde Street frontage measures approximately 77 feet and the Golden Gate Avenue frontage 
measures approximately 138 feet. Both measure 95 feet and meet the transparenCJJ requirement for 
the active uses on each frontage. The residential entnJ and retail tenant space will meet the glazing 
requirements by being 100% glazed and transparent. 

i. Shadows on Public Sidewalks (Section 146). Planning Code Section 146(a) establishes 
design requirements for buildings on certain streets in order to maintain direct sunlight 
on public sidewalks in certain downtown areas during critical use periods. Section 146(c) 
requires that other buildings, not located on the specific streets identified in Section 
146(a), shall be shaped to reduce substantial shadow impacts on public sidewalks, if it 
can be done without unduly creating an unattractive design and without unduly 
restricting development potential. 

Section 146(a) does not apply to construction on Hyde Street or Golden Gate Avenue, and 
therefore does not apply to the Project. 

As it relates to Section 146(c), tlte Project would replace a one-stonJ United States Postal Services 
Facilittj. Although there would be new shadows on sidewalks and pedestrian areas adjacent to the 
site, the project's shadow effects would be limited in scope and would not increase the total 
amount of shading above levels tbat are commonly and generally accepted in urban areas. The 
Project is proposed at a height that is zoned for the properf:tJ and cannot be further shaped to 
reduce substantial shadow impacts on public sidewalks without creating an unattractive design 
and without unduly restricting development potential. Therefore, the Project will not create 
substantial shadow impacts to public sidewalks. 

j. Shadows on Public. Open Spaces (Section 147). Planning Code Section 147 seeks to 
reduce substantial shadow impacts on public plazas and other publicly accessible open 
spaces other than those protected under Section 295. Consistent with the dictates of good 
design and without unduly restricting development potential, buildings taller than 50 
feet should be shaped to reduce substantial shadow impacts on open spaces subject to 
Section 147. In determining whether a shadow is substantial, the following factors shall 
be taken into account: the area shaded the shadow's duration, and the importance of 
sunlight to the area in question. 

A shadow analysis determined that the Project would not cast net new shadow on Civic Center 
Plaza or any other open space under the jurisdiction of, or designated to be acquired by the 
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Recreation and Parle Commission. No other significant public or private open spaces - including 
those not protected by Section 295 -would be affected by shadows from the Project. 

k. Ground Level Wind (Section 148). Pursuant to Section 148, in C-3 Districts, buildings_ 
and additions to existing buildings shall be shaped, or other wind-baffling measures 
shall be adopted, so that the developments will not cause ground-level wind currents to 
exceed more than 10 percent of the ti.me year round, between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., the 
comfort level of 11 miles per hour equivalent wind speed in areas of substantial 
pedestrian use and seven miles per hour equivalent wind speed in public seating areas. 

When preexisting ambient wind speeds exceed the comfort level, or when a proposed 
building or addition may cause ambient wind speeds to exceed the comfort level, the 
building shall be designed to reduce the ambient wind speeds to meet the requirements. 
An exception may be granted, in accordance with the provisions of Section 309, allowing 
the building or addition to add. to the amount of ti.me that the comfort level is exceeded 
by the least practical amount if (1) it can be shown that a building or addition cannot be 
shaped and other wind-baffling measures cannot be adopted to meet the foregoing 
requirements without creating an unattractive and ungarruy building form and without 
unduly restricting the development potential of the building site in question, and (2) it is 
concluded that, because of the limited amount by which the comfort level is exceeded, 
the limited location in which the comfort level is exceeded, or the limited ti.me during 
which the comfort level is exceeded, the addition is insubstantial. 

No exception shall be granted and no building or addition shall be permitted that causes 
equivale!l.t wind speeds to reach or exceed the hazard level of 26 miles per hour for a 
single hour of the year. 

T11e PMND associated with 2012.0086EVX refers to a wind study prepa~ed in Januan; 2015 that 
tested existing, existing plus project, and cumulative conditions. 11te wind study found that 9 of 
the 16 test point locations exceed the pedestrian comfort criterion of 11mph (more than 10 percent 
of the time) under existing conditions. T11e wind study concluded that the proposed Project would 
eliminate one existing exceedance and add one new exceedance of the pedestrian-comfort criterion, 
while eight existing exceedances would remain. Overall, nine of the 16 test points would exceed 
the Planning Code's pedestrian-comfort criterion of 11 mph. The proposed Project would not 
result in any net new exceedances of the 11 mph pedestrian· comfort criterion; nonetheless, because 
tJ1e project would not reduce the ambient wind speeds to meet the pedestrian comfort criteria at all 
test points; a Section 309 exception is requested. 

1. Parking (Section 151.1). Planning Code Section 151.1 does not require off-street parking 
for the project, but it allows .25 spaces per dwelling-unit as-of-right, and up to 7% of the 
gross floor area for non--residential uses. 

T11e Project proposes 15 off-street parking, below the .25 space per dwelling unit maximum 
requirement. Two spaces are handicapped accessible and 1 space is for a car share vehicle. 
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m. Loading (Section 152.1). Section 152.1 establishes minimum requirements for off-street 
loading. ht C-3 Districts, the loading requirement is based on the total gross floor area of 
fue structure or use. Residential uses exceeding 100,000 square feet are required to 
provide one off-street loading spaces. Retail uses less fuan 10,000 square feet are not 
required to provide any loading spaces. Two service-vehicle spaces may be provided in 
place of one full-sized loading space. 

T71e Project is not providing any off-street loading spaces. With a floor area of approximately 
62,865 gsf, the residential component of the Project is not required to provide off-street loading 
spaces. No off-street loading is required for the approximately 4,923-squarefeet devoted to retail 
uses. 

n. Bicycle Parking (Section 155.5). Planning Code Section 155.2 requires one Class 1 space 
for every dwelling unit and one Class 2 space per 20 units. 

The Project requires a minimum of 85 indoor secure Class 1 bicycle parking spaces. T7te Class 1 
biCJjcle spaces would be provided at garage level and accessed from the main residential entnJ. T71e 
Project is ·required to provide four Class 2 spaces on the sidewalk. For the retail component, an 
additional two Class 2 spaces are required bringing the bicycle requirement total to 85 Class 1 

spaces and 6 Class 2 spaces. T7te Project is providing 86 Class 1 spaces and 10 Class 2 spaces, 
thereby meeting this requirement. 

o. Car Share (Section 166). Planning Code Section 166 requires one car-share space when a 
residential project includes between 50 and 200 residential units. 

T7ie Project proposes 15 off-street parldng and therefore is required to provide one car-share 
parldng space which is shown on the plans. 

p. Density (Section 210.2). Planning Code Section 210.2 states fuat the C-3 districts do not 
have a density limit. Density is regulated by the permitted height and bulk, and required 
setbacks, exposure, and open space of each development lot. 

The proposed residential density is 85 dwelling units on a property C-3-G Zoning District. T7ie 
Project Site is 10,633 square feet in size and the density is 11125. There is no maximum density 
requirenien t. 

q. Use (Sections 210.2, 208, 102). The Project Site is located in a Downtown General (C-3-G) 
District wherein residential and commercial uses are permitted. Areas in the City 
identified as Downtown General include a variety of different uses, such as retail, offices, 
hotels, entertainment, clubs and institutions, and high-density residential. Many of fuese 
uses have a Citywide or regional function, althougJ;i. fue intensity of development is 
lower here fuan in fue downtown core area. 

The residential and retail uses of the proposed Project at the densii:JJ proposed would be consistent 
with the permitted Downtown General uses, pursuant to Planning Code Section 210.2. 
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r. Height (Section 260). The property is located in the 80-X Height and Bulk District, thus 
permitting structures up to a height of 80 feet. 

The Project would reach a height of approximately 80'-0" confonning in its entiref:tJ to the Height 
and Bulk District. The building includes various features, such as elevator/stair penthouses, 
mechanical structures, an enclosed space related to the recreational use of the roof, and wind 
screens that extend above the BO-foot proposed height; however, these features meet the Planning 
Code for exemptions to the height calculation. T1ie Project would therefore comply with the 
Planning Code's B.O-X Height and Bulk District. 

s. Shadows on Parks (Section 295). Planning Code Section 295 requires any project 
proposing a structure exceeding a height of 40 feet to undergo a shadow analysis in order 
to determine if the project will result in the net addition of shadow to properties under 
the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department. 

T1ie Project's PMND refers to a shadow analysis perfo1med by Department staff for the 96-foot
tall Project (Case No. 2012.0086EVX) which concludes that the Project would not cast new 
shadows on any properties under the Recreation and Parle Commission's jurisdiction protected by 
Section 295 (a finding of "no significance", Aprz1 22, 2009). The shadows to be produced by the 
proposed Project would not exceed levels commonly expected in urban areas and would have no 
significant or adverse shadow effects. 

t. Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Section 415). Inclusionary Affordable 
Housing Program. Pfanning Code Section415 sets forth the requirements and procedures 
for the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program. Under Planning Code Section 415.3, 
these requirements would apply to projects that consist of 10 or more units, where the 
first. application (EE or BP A) was applied for on or after July 18, 2006. Pursuant to 
Planning Code Section 415.5 and 415.6, the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program 
requirement for the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative is to provide 12% of the 
proposed dwelling units as affordable. 

T1ie Project Sponsor has demonstrated that it is eligible for the On-Site Affordable Housing 
Alternative under Planning Code Section 415.5 and 415.6, and has submitted a 'Affidavit of 
Compliance with the InclusionanJ Affordable Housing Program: Planning Code Section 415,' to 
satisfiJ the requirements of the InclusionanJ Affordable Housing Program by providing the 
affordable.housing on-site instead of through payment of the Affordable Housing Fee. In order for 
the Project Sponsor to be eligible for the On-Site Affordable Housing Alternative, the Project 
Sponsor must submit an 'Affidavit of Compliance with the InclusionanJ Affordable Housing 
Program: Planning Code Section 415,' to the Planning Department stating that any affordable 
units designated as on-site units shall be sold as ownership units· and will remain as ownership 
units for the life of the project or submit to the Department a contract demonstrating that the 
project's on- or off-site units are not subject to the Costa Hawldns Rental Housing Act, California 
Civil Code Section 1954.50 because, under Section 1954.52(b), the Project Sponsor has entered 
into an agreement with a public entif:tJ in cqnsideration for a direct financial contribution or any 
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other fonn of assistance specified in California Government Cade Sections 65915 et seq. and 
submits an Affidavit of such to the Department. All such contracts entered into with the CihJ and 
CaunhJ of San Francisca must be reviewed and approved by the Mayor's Office Housing and the 
Cihj Attorney's Office. TI1e Project Sponsor has indicated the intention ta enter into an 
agreement with the Cihj ta qualifij far a waiver from the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act 
based upon the proposed densihj bonus and concessions provided VtJ the Cihj and approved herein. 
'Die Project Sponsor submitted such Affidavit an May 14, 2015 and a draft of the Costa Hawkins 
agreement. 11ie E~ application was submitted on August 15, 2012. Pursuant to Planning Code 

· Section 415.3 and 415.6 the an-site requirement is 12%. Ten units (2 studios, 1 junior one
bedroam, 5 one-bedroom, 1 two-bedroom, and 1 three-bedroom) of the 85 units provided will be 
affordable units. If the Project becomes ineligible ta meet its Inclusionan1 Affordable Housing 
·Program obligation through the On-site Affardab.Ie Housing Alternative, it must pmJ the 
Affordable Housing Fee with interest, if applicable. 

u. Street Trees (Sections 138.1 and 428). Plaruring Code Section 138.1 requires the 
installation of street trees in the case of the construction of a new building. One 24-inch 
box tree is required for every 20 feet of property frontage along each street or alley, with 
any remaining fraction of ten feet or more of frontage requiring an additional tree. The 
species and locations of trees installed in the public right-of-way shall be subject to 
approval by the Department of Public Works (DPW). The requirements of Section 138.1 
may be waived or modified by the Zoning Administrator, pursuant to Section 428, where 
_DPW cannot grant approval due to practical difficulties. There are additional 
requirements for street trees in C-Districts. Street trees must have a minimum 2 inch 
caliper (measured at breast height); must maintain branches a minimum of 80 inches 
above sidewalk grade; must be planted in a sidewalk opening at least 16 square feet, and 
have a minimum soil depth of 3 feet 6 inches; and include street tree basins edged with 
decorative treatment, such as pavers or cobbles. Edging features may be counted toward 
the minimum sidewalk opening per (cc) if they are permeable surfaces per Section 102.33. 

11ie Project includes a total of approximately 215 feet of street frontage, along the Hyde Street and 
Golden Gate Avenue frontages, which results in a requirement for 11 street trees. Conditions of 
approval have to be or have been added to require the project to plant i1 street trees as part of the 
Project's streetscape·plan, along the Hyde Street and Golden Gate Avenue frontages, unless DPW 
cannot grant approval far installation of any of the required trees an the basis of inadequate 
sidewalk width, intetference with uh1ities, or other teasons regarding the public welfare. In any 
such case, the requirements of Section 138.1 may be modified or waived by the Zoning 
Administrator. 17iere are three existing trees located an Golden Gate Avenue which are proposed 
to be removed. Eleven street trees are required ta be planted as part of the Project. 

v. Public Art (S~ction 429). In the case of construction of a new building or addition of floor 
area in excess of 25,000 gsf to an existing building in a C-3 District, Section 429 requires a 
project to include works of art costing an amount equal to one percent of the construction 
cost of the building. 
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T11e Project would comply by dedicating one percent of construction cost to works of art, as 
required through the Conditions of Approval. Prior to issuance of first construction document, the 
sponsor shall elect to use 100% of Public Art Fee to provide on-site public artwork, contribute 
100% of the Public Art Fee amount to the Public Artwork Tntst Fund, or expend a portion of the 
Public Art Fee amount to on~site public artwork and the remainder to the Public Artwork Tntst 
Fund. If tlte Project Sponsor chooses to provide the art on-site, the public art concept and location 
will be subsequently presented to the Planning Commission at an informational presentation. 

8. Exceptions Request Pursuant to Planning Code Section 309. The Planning Commission has 
considered the following exceptions to the Planning Code, makes the following findings and 
grants each exception as further described below: 

SAil fRAllGISGO 

a. Section 134: Rear Yard. Section 134(a)(1) of the Planning Cod~ requires a rear yard equal 
to 25 percent of the lot depth to be provided at the first level containing a dwelling unit, 
and at every subsequent level. Per Section l34(d), exceptions to the rear yar~ 

requirements may be granted provided that the building location and configuration 
assure that adequate light and air to the residential units and the open space is provided. 

T11e proposed project would not meet the Planning Code's minimum rear yard requirement in that 
the 25% rear yard does not span the full width of the lot. Although open space is provided in a 
courtyard fashion at the second level, the building volume holds the street wall on the entiref:I; of 
the Hyde Street fai;ade and the Golden Gate Avenue fai;ade, thereby not allowing for a rear yard 
that spans the full width of the lot. All dwelling units face onto either this courtJ;ard at the second 
level, or onto Golden Gate Avenue or Hyde Street. Open space at the roof deck and the_ courf:l;ard 
have access to light and air; therefore, ample separation for light and air is provided for the 
residential units within the Project, and light and air is provided to the usable open space. 
11terefore, it is appropriate to grant an exception from the rear yard requirements of Planning 
Code Section 134. 

b. Section 148: Ground-Level Wind Currents. In C-3 Districts, buildings and additions to 
existing buildings shall be shaped, or other wind-baffling measures shall be adopted, so 
that the developments will rn;it cause ground-level wind currents to exceed more than 10 
percent of the time year round, between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., the comfort level of 11 
miles per hour equivalent wind speed in areas of substantial pedestrian use and seven 
miles per hour equivalent wind speed in public seating areas. 

When preexisting ambient wind speeds exceed the comfort level, or when a proposed 
building or addition may cause ambient wind speeds to exceed the comfort level, the 
building shall be designed to reduce the ambient wind speeds to meet the requirements. 
An exception may be granted, in accordance with the provisions of Section 309, allowing 
the building or addition to add to the amount of time that the comfort level is exceeded 
by the least practical amount if (1) it can be shown that a building or addition cannot be 
shaped and other wind-baffling measures cannot be adopted to meet the foregoing 
requirements without creating an unattractive and ungainly builc;ling form and without 
unduly restricting the development potential of the building site in question, and (2) it is 
concluded that, because of the limited amount by which the comfort level is exceeded, .. 
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the limited location in which the comfort level is exceeded, or the limited time during 
which the comfort level is exceeded, the addition is insubstantial. 

Section 309(a) (2) permits exceptions from the Section 148 ground-level wind current 
requirements. No exception shall be granted and no building or addition shall be 
permitted that causes equivalent wind speeds to reach or exceed the hazard level of 26 
miles per hour for a single hour of the year. 

Comfort Criterion 
The PMND associated with 2012.0086EVX refers to a wind study prepared in Januan; 2015 that 
tested existing, existing plus project, and cumulative conditions. Tiie wind study found that 9 of 
the 16 test point locations exceed the pedestrian comfort criterion of 11mph (more than 10 percent 
of the time) under _existing conditions. 'Die wind study concluded that the proposed Project would 
eliminate one existing exceedance and add one new exceedance of the pedestrian-comfort criterion, 
whz1e eight existing exceedances would remain. Overall, nine of the 16 test points would exceed 
the Planning Code's pedestrian-comfort criterion of 11 mph. The proposed Project would not 
result in any net new exceedances of the 11 mph pedestrian comfort criterion; non~theless, because 
the project would not reduce the ambient wind speeds to meet the pedestrian comfort criteria at all 
test points; a Sectinn 309 exception is requested. 

An exception is wan-anted because the project will not add to the amount of time that the comfort 
level is exceeded. In addition, because the current exceedances are primarily attributable to the 
existing conditions, the project cannot be shaped and other wind-baffling measures cannot be 
adopted to meet the comfort criteria without creating an unattractive and ungainly building Jann 
and without unduly restricting the development potential of the project site. 

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

HOUSING ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE 
CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

Policy1.1: 
Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, especially 
affordable housing. 

Tite proposed mixed-use Project responds to the need for new affordable housing by providing 10 affordable 
dwelling units. 

OBJECTIVE 4: 
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FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS 
LIFECYCLES. 

Policy4.5: 
Ensure that new permanently affordable housing is located in all of the City's neighborhoods, 
and encourage mtegrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types provided at a range of 
income levels. 

'Die Project would provide 10 affordable housing for low income households. There will be approximately 
16 studio units, 13 junior one-bedroom units, 43 one-bedroom units, seven two-bedroom units, and six 
three-bedroom units, constituting a diverse unit mix. 

OBJECTIVE 11: 
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN 
FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS. 

Policy 11.1: . 
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, 
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character. 

Policy 11.6: 
Foster a sense of community through architectural design, using features that promote 
community interaction. 

The Project is well designed and compatible with. the scale and proportions of buildings in the area, and will 
be built with high qualihj materials. The design is coinpatible with design elements in the neighborhood and 
would add to the image and mixed-use orientation of the downtown district. The design of the building 
incorporates contemporan; design and detailing that responds appropriately to the variehj of heights, 
scales, sh;les and periods found in the area. The design and proportions feature clean lines with 
appropriately scaled massing coupled with qualih; materials and fixtures that will add to the evolving rich 
and varied pedestrian experience in this neighborhood. 

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE 
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKINIG 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. 
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Assure that all commercial and industrial uses meet minimum, reasonable performance 
standards. 

Policy 1.3: 
Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial 
land use plan. 

The Project would add approximately 4,923 sf of new commercial space that is intended to serve residents 
in the building and likely draw a wider range of new neighborhood-serving retail businesses than it does 
today. Retail is encouraged and principally permitted on the ground floor of buildings in the Downtown 
General District, and is thus consistent with activities in the commercial land use plan. 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE 2: 
USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND 
IMPROVING THE ENVJRONMENT. 

Policy2.1: 
Use rapid transit and other transportation improvements in the city and region as the catalyst for 
desirable development, and coordinate new facilities with public and private development. 

OBJECTIVE 11: 
ESTABLISH PUBLIC TRANSIT AS TIIE PRIMARY MODE OF TRANSPORTATION IN SAN 
FRANCISCO AND AS A MEANS THROUGH WHICH TO GUIDE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 
AND IMPROVE REGIONAL MOBILITY AND AIR QUALITY. 

Policy 11.3: 
Encourage development that efficiently coordinates land use with transit service, requiring that 
developers address transit concerns as well as mitigate traffic problems. 

The Project is located within a neighborhood rich with public transportation and the people occuptjing the 
building are expected to rely heavily on public transit, biCIJcling, or walldng for the majority of their dm1y 
trips. Die project includes biCijcle parldng for 96 bicycles (86 Class 1, 10 Class 2 bike parking spaces). 
Within a few blocks of the project site, there is an abundance of local and regional transit lines, including 
MUNI bus lines 5, 6X, 19, 31, 38, 47, 49, all six MUNI Metro rail lines, BART, and by SAMTrans. 
Additionally such transit lines also provide access to AC Transit (TransbmJ Terminal) and CalTrain. The 
site is two blocks north of Market Street and approximately three blocks from the Civic Cente1· Station 
serving BART and MUNI. Die Project is well served by transit of all varieties. 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE 1: 
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EMPHASIS OF TIIE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WIIlCH GNES TO THE CITY AND ITS 
NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF ORIENTATION. 

Policy1.3: 
Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that characterizes the city 
and its districts. · 

The height, massing, and shape of the proposed building would ensure its compatibilif:rJ with the other 
buildings in the vicinif:rj by transitioning apptopriately with the context of the sun·ounding neighborhood. 

OBJECTIVE 3: 

MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO COMPLE¥ENT THE CITY PATTERN, 
TIIE RESOURq:s TO BE CONSERVED, AND THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT. 

Policy3.1: 
Promote harmony in the visual relationships and transitions between new and older buildings. 

Policy3.2: 
Avoid extreme contrasts in color, shape and other characteristics which will cause.new buildings 
to stand out in excess of fueir public importance. 

Policy3.5: 
Relate the height of buildings to important attributes of fue city pattern and to fue height and 
.character of existing development. 

Policy3.6: 
Relate fue bulk of buildings to fue prevailing scale of development to avoid an overwhelming or · 
dominating appearance in new construction. 

The Project would be compatible with the visual relationship and transitions between new and older 
buildings in the neighborhood. The design and ptoportions of the building would be compatible with the 
van1ing sizes of the buildings in the vicinity. TI1e design of the building incorporates contemporary design 
that responds appropriately to the variehJ of styles and periods of this Downtown General District. 
Accordingly, the Project would reflect the design elements of nearlnj existing buildings and would avoid 
extreme contrasts in color, shape and other characteristics that would make it stand out in excess of its civic 
importance. The Project's height and bulk would be consistent with the surrounding streetscape and would 
be visually compatible with the surrounding buildings. 

OBJECTIVE 4: 
IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE PERSONAL 
SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY. 

Policy 4.12: 
Install, promote and maintain landscaping in public and private areas. . 
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The Project includes a landscaped second stonJ court1Jard, a roof deck and is required to provide 11 street 
trees. 

DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE 
TOTAL CTIY LIVING AND WORKINIG ENVIRONMENT. 

Policy1.1: 
Encourage development which produces substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable 
consequences. Discourage development which has substantial undesirable consequences which 
cannot be mitigated. 

The Project waz bring additional housing with 15 off-street parking spaces and an abundance of bicycle 
parking into a neighborhood that is well served by public transit on the outskirts of Downtmvn. The Project 
will create substantial net benefits for the Citi; without any undesirable consequences that cannot be 
mitigated. 

OBJECTIVE 7: 
EXP AND THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING IN AND ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN. 

Policy7.1: 
Promote the inclusion of housing in downtown commercial developments. 

Policy7.2: 
Facilitate conversion of underused industrial and commercial areas to residential use. 

'Die Project would construct a eight-stonJ, 85-unit residential building, with 10 affordable housing units 
on-site, thereby increasing the Cittj's limited supply of affordable housing. 

The Project also includes approximately 4,923 sf of ground floor commercial space, which will provide 
services to the immediate neighborhood. 

10. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review 
of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project does comply with said 
policies in that: 

. A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced. 
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The Project will displace an existing neighborhood-serving retail use (United States Postal Service 
Facilittj) that is used in a limited fashion. T1te proposed project would enhance neighborhood-serving 
retail uses lnj providing approximately 4,923 square feet of neighborhood-serving retail space. 

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

T1ie Project would not remove any existing housing, and would create 85 ·new dwelling units. T1ie 
Project Site is located within a dense, urban-infill neighborlwod on Hyde Street at the intersection 
with Golden Gate Avenue and within a C-3-G Downtown General Commercial District. Existing 
properties within the vicinitlj of the project site include high-densihj residential, government and 
educational buildings (Asian Art Museum, the San Francisco Public Libran1 and Hastings College of 
Law), and retail uses of var.ying intensities. The Project would enhance the character of the 
neighborhood by replacing an under-utilized one-story building with housing and retail uses. The 
design relates to the mass and vertical articulation of the existing government buildings in the 
neighborhood, while incorporating bays with detailing related to the more modern structures in the 
area. T1te Project adds to the continuous ground level streetscape on Hyde Street and Golden. Gate 
Avenue by providing active uses which will animate the street level. The Project would add to the 
cultural and economic diversihJ of the area by providing 85 new housing units, which would be 
affordable to a variehj of income levels and household sizes. 

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

T1tere is currently no housing on the site; therefore, no affordable housing will be lost as part of this 
project. The Project would, however, significantly enhance the Cif:Jj's supply of affordable housing 
serving moderate income households. T1te Project would provide 10 affordable housing units on-site. 

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

Commuter traffic would be extremely limited, consisting primarily of support staff and retm1 space 
employees. T1te site is two blocks north of Market Street and approximately three blocks from the Civic 
Center Station serving BART and MUNI. T1te Project is well served by transit of all varieties. 

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

SAfl FRANCISCO 

No industrial or service sector business would be displaced by tlie proposed project, and there is no 
commercial office space in the development. T1te Project includes only residential dwelling units and 
neighborhood-serving retail. Many of the building's new residents will support the existing industrial 
or service sector businesses in the neighborhood, prompting tlie creation of more employment 
opportunities. 
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F. That the City achieves the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of 
life in an earthquake. 

Tite Project would be constructed to meet all of the most current arid rigorous seismic and life-safef:IJ 
reqiiirements of the San Francisco Building Code. Tiiis proposal will not adversely affect the properf:lj's 
abilif:IJ to withstand an earthquake; rather, it will result in the production of seismically safe affordable 
housing. 

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

No landmarks or historic buildings would be demolished, and the properf:IJ is not part of a historic or 
conservation district. 

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

Tire Project will have not have any negative impact on existing parks and open spaces. Existing public 
parks and open space areas in the project vicinity include tire Civic Center Plaza and the United 
Nations Plaza, which are all at least two blocks away. The project would not shade any of these parks. 

11. 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. 

12. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Determination of Compliance with exceptions 
would promote the health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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Based upon the whole record, the submissions by the Project Sponsor, the staff of the Department, and 
other interested parties, the oral testimony presented to the Commission at the public hearing, and all 
other written materials submitted by all parties, in accordance with the standards specified in the Code, 
the Commission hereby APPROVES Application No. 2012.0086EVX and grants exceptions to Sections 
134(d) and 148, pursuant to Section 309, subject to the following conditions attached hereto as Exhibit A 
which are incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth, in general conformance with the 
plans stamped Exhibit B and on file in Case Docket No. 2012.0086EVX. 

The Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the IS/MND and the record as a whole and finds 
that there is no substantial evidence that the Project will have a significant effect on the environment with 
the adoption of the mitigation measures contained in the MMRP to avoid potentially significant 
environmental effects associated with the Project, and hereby adopts the FMND. 

The Planning Commission hereby adopts the JvIIvlRP as prepared under 2012.0086EVX attached hereto as 
Exhibit C and incorporated herein as part of this Motion by this reference thereto. All required mitigation 
measures contained in the MMRP are included as conditions of approval. 

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Section 309 
Determination of Compliance and Request for Exceptions 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 in person at 1650 Mission Street, 3n1 Floor (Room 304) or call 575-6880. 

I hereby certify that the Planning Commissi~n ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on June 11, 2015. 

Jonas P. Ionin . 
Acting Commission Secretary 

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

NAYS: None 

ABSENT: Commissioners Moore and Wu 

ADOPTED: June 11, 2015 
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EXHIBIT A 
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101 Hyde Street 

This authorization is to grant a Planning Code Section 309 Determination of Compliance and Request for 
Exceptions, in connection with a proposal to construct a eight-story, 85-unit building with approximately 
4,923 gross square feet (gsf) of ground floor retail on a site that currently contains a one-story United States Postal 
Services Facility within the C-3-G Zoning District and the 80-X Height and Bulk District, in general 
conformance with plans dated June 11, 2015, and stamped "EXHIBIT B" included in the docl<et for Case 
No. 2012.0086EVX and subject to conditions. of approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on 
Jtine 11, 2015 under Motion No. 19389. Tiris authorization and the conditions contained her$ 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. Tiris Notice shall state that the project is 
subject to the . conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Commission on June 11, 2015 under Motion No. 19389. 

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 19389 shall be 
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit 
application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Determination 
of Compliance and Request for Exceptions and any subsequent amendments or modifications. 

SEVERABILITY 

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirem~nts; 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. Tiris 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 mo.difications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a 
new Determination of Compliance and Request for Exceptions. . 
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Conditions of approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting 

PERFORMANCE 

1. Validity and Expiration. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for 
three years from the effective date of the Motion. A building permit from the Department of 
Building Inspection to construct the project and/or commence the approved use must be issued 
as this Determination of Compliance and Request for Exceptions is only an approval of the 
proposed project and conveys no independent right to construct the project or to commence the 
approved use. The Planning Commission may, in a public hearing, consider the revocation of the 

·approvals granted if a site or building permit has not been obtained within three (3) years of the 
date of the Motion approving the Project. Once a site or building permit has been issued, 
construction must coµrrnence within the timeframe required by the Department of Building 
Inspection and be continued diligently to completion. The Commission may atso consider 
revoking the approvals if a permit for the Project has been issued but is allowed to expire and 
more than three (3) years have passed since the Motion was approved. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplanning.org 

2. Extension. This authorization may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning Administrator 
only where failure to issue a permit by the Department of Building Inspection to construct the 
project and/or commence the approved use is caused by a delay by a local, State or Federal 
agency or by any appeal of. the issuance of such permit(s). 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

3. Additional Project Authorizations. The Project Sponsor must obtain Variances pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 305, 136, and 140 to provide 28 units that do not meet exposure 
requirements and permitted obstructions which do meet Planning Code Section 136. The 
conditions set forth below are additional conditions required in connection with the Project. If 
these conditions overlap with any other requirement imposed on the Project, the more restrictive 
or protective condition or requirement, as determined by the Zoning Administrator, shall apply. 
For infomiation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplanning.org 

4. Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures described in the MMRP associated with 
2012.0086EVX attached as Exhibit C are necessary to avoid potential significant effects of the 
proposed project and have been agreed to by the Project Sponsor. The implementation of the 
mitigation measures is a condition of approval. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

DESIGN- COMPLl~CE AT PLAN STAGE 

5. Final Materials. The Project' Sponsor shall continue to work with Planning Department on the 
building design. Final materials, glazing, color, texture, landscaping, ground floor, open spaces, 
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and detailing shall be subject to Department staff review and approval. The architectural 
addenda shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Department prior to issuance. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-575-9078, 
www.sfplanning.org 

6. Garbage, composting and recycling storage. Space for the collection and storage of garbage, 
composting, and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the property and clearly 
labeled and illustrated on the building permit plans. Space for the collection and storage of 
recyclable and compostable materials that meets the size, location, accessibility and other 
standards specified by the San Francisco.Recycling Progra;m shall be provided at the ground level 
of the buildings. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-575-9078, 
www.sfplanning.org 

7. Rooftop Mechanical Equipment. Pursuant to Planning Code 141, the Project Sponsor shall 
submit a roof plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the architectural 
addendum to the permit Rooftop mechanical equipment, if any is proposed as part of the Project, 
is required to be screened so as not to be visible from any point at or below the roof level of the 
subject building. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-575-9078, 
www.sfplanning.org 

8. Signage. The Project Sponsor shall develop a signage program for the Project which shall be 
subject to review and approval by Planning Department staff prior to Planning approval of the 
architectural addendum to the site permit All subsequent sign permits shall conform to the 
approved signage program. Once approved by the Department, the signage program/plan 
information shall be submitted and approved as part of the site permit for the Project. All .exterior 
signage shall be designed to complement, not compete with, the existing architectural character 
and architectural features of the building. · 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-575-9078, 
www.sfplanning.org 

9. Transformer Vault. The location of individual project PG&E Transformer Vault installations has 
significant effects to San Francisco streetscapes when improperly located. However, they may not 
have any impact if they are installed in preferred locations. Therefore, the Planning Department 
recommends the following preference schedule in locating new .transformer vaults, in order of 
most to least desirable: 
1. On-site, in a basement area accessed via a garage or other access point without use of 

separate doors on a ground floor fas;ade facing a public right-of-way; 
2. On-site, in a driveway, underground; 
3. On-site, above ground, screened from view, other than a ground floor fas;ade facing a public 

right-of-way; 
4. Public right-of-way, underground, under sidewall<s with a minimum width of 12 feet, 

avoiding effects on streetscape elements, such as street trees; and based on Better Streets Plan 
guidelines; 
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5. Public right-of-way, underground; and based on Better Streets Plan guidelines; 
6. · Public right-of-way, above ground, screened from view; and based on Better Streets Plan 

gllidelines; 
7. On-site, in a ground floor fac;ade (the least desirable location). 
Unless otherwise specified by the Planning Deparhnent, Department of Public Work's Bureau of 
Street Use and Mapping (DPW BSM) should use this preference schedule for all new transformer 
vault installation requests. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works at 415-554-5810, http://sfdpw.org 

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

11. Noise, Ambient Interior occupiable spaces shall be insulated from ambient noise levels. 
Specifically, in areas identified by the Environmental Protectiol). Element, Mapl, "Background 
Noise Levels," of the General Plan that exceed the thresholds of Article 29 in the Police Code, 
new developments shall install and maintain glazing rated to a level that insulate interior 
occupiable areas from Background Noise and comply with.Title 24. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Environmental Health Section, Department of Public 
Health at (415) 252-3800, www.sfdplt.org 

12. Street Trees. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138.1, the Project Sponsor shall submit a site 
plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit application 
indicating that street trees, at a ratio of one street tree of an approved species for every 20 feet of 
street frontage along public or private streets bounding the Project, with any remaining fraction 
of 10 feet or more of frontage requiring an extra tree, shall be provided. A total of 11 trees are 
required: four on Hyde Street and seven on Golden Gate A venue. This total is the final required 
amount of street trees and does not take into account existing trees. The street trees shall be 
evenly spaced along the street frontage except where proposed driveways or other street 
obstructions do not permit. The exact location, size .and species of tree shall be as approved by the 
Department of Public Works (DPW). ht any case in which DPW cannot grant approval for 
installation of a tree in the public right-of-way, on the basis of inadequate sidewalk width, 
interference with utilities or other reasons regarding the public welfare, and where installation of 
such tree on the lot itself is also impractical, the requirements of this Section 428 may be modified 
or waived by the Zonfug Administrator to the extent necessary. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-575-9078; 
www.sf-planning.org 
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13. Bicycle Parking. The Project shall provide no fewer than 85 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and 
six Class 2 bicycle parking spaces as required by Planning Code Sections 155.2. [Does 155.5 need 
to be mentioned for retail requirements of one Class 1 and six Class 2 spaces, per PMND?] 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

14. Managing Traffic During Construction. The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s) shall 
coordinate with the Traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of the San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency (SFMTA), the Police Department, the Fire Department, the Planning 
Department, and other construction contractor(s) for any· concurrent nearby Projects to manage 
traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the Project. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning_.org 

15. Parking for Affordable Units. ·All off-street parking spaces shall be made available to Project 
residents only as a separate "add-on" option for purchase or rent and shall not be bundled with 
any Project dwelling unit for the life of the dwelling units. The required parking spaces may be 
made available to residents within a quarter mile of the project. All affordable dwelling units 
pursuant to Planning Code Section 415 shall have equal access to use of the parking as the _market 
rate units, with parking spaces priced commensurate with the affordability of the dwelling unit. 
Each unit within the Project shall have the first right of refusal to rent or purchase a parking 
space until the number of residential parking spaces are no longer available. No conditions may 
be placed on the purchase or rental of dwelling units, nor may homeowner' s rules be established, 
which prevent or preclude the separation of parking spaces from dwelling units. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplanning.org 

16. Car Share. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 166, no fewer than one (1) car share space shall be 
made available, at no cost, to a certified car share organization for the purposes of providing car 
share services for its service subscribers. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.~f-planning_.org_ 

17. Parking Maximum. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151.1, the Project shall provide no more 
than twenty one (21) off-street parking spaces. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

PROVISIONS 

18. Affordable Units 
a. Number of Required Units. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.6, the Project is required 

to 'provide 12% of the proposed dwelling units as affordable to qualifying households. The 
Project contains 85 units; therefore, 10 affordable units are required. The Project Sponsor will 
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fulfill this requirement by providing the 10 affordable units on-site. If the number of market
rate units change, the number of required affordable units shall be modified accordIDgly with 
written approval from Planning Department staff in consultation with the Mayor's Office of 
Housing and Community Development ("MOHCD"). 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplanning.org or the Mmjor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-
5500, imvw.sfmoh.org. 

b. Unit Mix. The Project contains 16 studios, 13 junior one-bedroom, 43 one-bedroom, 7 two
bedroom, and 6 three-bedroom units; therefore, the required affordable unit mix is 2 studios( 
1 junior one-bedroom, 5 one-bedroom, 1 two-bedroom, and 1 three-bedroom units. If the 
market-rate unit mix changes, the affordable unit mix will be modified accordingly with 
written approval from Planning Department staff in consultation with MOH CD. 
For infomiation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Communif:IJ Development at 415-701-
5500, wimv.~(--moh.org. 

c. Unit Location. The affordable units shall be designated on a reduced set of plans recorded as 
a Notice of Special Restrictions on the property prior to the issuance of the first construction 
permit. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf--planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-
5500, wimv.~(--moh.org. 

d. Phasing. If any building permit is issued for partial phasing of the Project, the Project 
Sponsor shall have designated not less than twelve percent (12%) of the each phase's total 
number of dwelling units as on-site affordable units. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.~(--planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Communitij Development at 415-701-
5500, www.~(--moh.org. 

e. Duration. Under Planning Code Section 415.8, all units constructed pursuant to Section 415.6, 
must remain affordable to qualifying households for the life of the project. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
wimv.s{--planning.org 01· the Mayor's Office of Housing and Communitij Development at 415-701-
5500, www.sfmoh.org. 

f. Other Conditions. The Project is subject to the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable 
Housing Program under Section 415 et seq. of the Planning Code and City and County of San 
Francisco Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Monitoring and Procedures Manual 
("Procedures Manual"). The Procedures Manual, as amended from time to time, is 
incorporated herein by reference, as published and adopted by the Plaruring Commission, 
and as required by Planning Code Section 415. Terms used in these conditions of approval 
and not otherwise defined shall have the meanings set forth in the Procedures Manual. A 
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copy of the Procedures Manual can be obtained at the MOHCD at 1 South Van Ness Avenue 
or on the Planning Department or MOHCD websites, including on the internet at 
http:Usf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4451. As provided in the 
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, the applicable Procedures Manual is the manual 
in effect at the time the subject units are made available for rent. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf..planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Communif:IJ Development at 415-701-
5500, www.~f-moh.org. 

i. The affordable unit(s) shall be design~ted on the building plans prior to the issuance of 
the first construction permit by the Department of Building Inspection ("DBI"). The 
affordable unit(s) shall (1) reflect the unit size mix in number of bedrooms of the market. 
rate units, (2) be constructed, completed, ready for occupancy and marketed no later than 
the market rate units, and (3) be evenly distributed throughout the building; and (4) be of 
comparable overall quality, construction and exterior appearance as the market rate units 
in the principal project. The interior features in affordable units should be generally the 
same as those of the market units in the principal project, but need not be the same make, 
model or type of such item as long they are of good and new quality and are consistent 
with then-current standards for new housing. Other specific standards for on-site units 
are outlined in the Procedures Manual. 

ii. If the units in the building are offered for rent, the affordable unit(s) shall be rented to 
qualifying households, as defined in the Procedures Manual, whose gross annual 
income, adjusted for household size, does not exceed an average fifty-five (55) percent of 
Area Median Income under the income table called "Maximum Income by Household 
Size derived from the Unadjusted Area Median Income for HUD. Metro Fair Market Rent 
Area that contains San Francisco." The initial and subsequent rent level of such units 
shall be calculated according to the Procedures Manual. Limitations on (i) occupancy; (ii) 
lease changes; (iii) subleasing, and; are set forth in the Inclusionary Affordable Housing 
Program and the Procedures Manual. . 

iii. The Project Sponsor is responsible for following the marketing, reporting, and 
monitoring requirements and procedures as set forth in the Procedures Manual. 
MOHCD shall be responsible for overseeing and monitoring the marketing of affordable 
units. The Project Sponsor must contact MOHCD at .least six months prior to the 
beginning of marketing for any unit in the building. 

iv. Required parking spaces shall be made available to initial buyers or renters of affordable 
units according to the Procedures Manual. 

v. Prior fo the issuance of the first construction permit by DBI for the Project, the Project 
Sponsor shall record a Notice of Special Restriction on the property that contains these 
conditions of appr,oval and a reduced set of plans that identify the affordable units 
satisfying the requirements of this approval The Project Sponsor shall promptly provide 
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a copy of the recorded Notice of Special Restriction to the Department and to MOHCD or 
its successor. 

vi. The Project Sponsor has demonstrated that it is eligible for the On-site Affordable 
Housing Alternative under Planning Code Section 415.6 instead of payment of the 
Affordable Housing Fee, and has submitted the Affidavit of Compliance with the 
InclusionanJ Affordable Housing Program; Planning Code Section 415 to the Planning 
·Department stating the intention to enter_into an agreement with the City to qualify for a 
waiver from the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act based upon the proposed density 
bonus and concessions (as defined in California Government Code Section 65915 et seq.) 
provided herein. The Project Sponsor has executed the Costa Hawkins agreement and 
will record a Memorandum of Agreement prior to issuance of the first construction 
document or must revert payment of the Affordable Housing Fee. 

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

viii. If the Project becomes ineligible at any time for the On-site Affordable Housing 
Alternative, the Project Sponsor or its successor shall pay the Affordable Housing Fee 
prior to issuance of the first construction permit or may seek a fee deferral as permitted 
under Ordinances 0107-10 and 0108-10. If the Project becomes ineligible after issuance of 
its first construction permit, the Project Sponsor shall notify the Department and 
MOHCD and pay interest on the Affordable Housing Fee and penalties, if ap~licable. 

19. First Source Hiring. The Project shall adhere to the requirements of the First Source Hiring 
Construction and End-Use Employment Program approved by the First Source Hiring 
Administrator, pursuant to Section 83.4(m) of the Administrative Code. The Project Sponsor shall 
comply with the requirements of this Program regarding construction work and on-going 
employment required for the Project. 
For information about compliance, contact the First Soutce Hiring Manager at 415-581-2335, 
www.onestopSF.org. 

20. Art - C-3 District. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429, the Project shall pay the Public Art Fee 
in an amount equal to one percent of the hard construction costs for ilie Project as determined by 
the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Prior to issuance of first construction 
document, the sponsor shall elect to use 100% of Public Art Fee to provide on-site public artwork, 
contribute 100% of the Public Art Fee amount to the Public Artwork Trust Fund, or expend a 
portion of the Public Art Fee amount to on-site public artwork and the remainder to the Public 
Artwork Trust Fund. 
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For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplanning.org 

21. Art Plaques - C-3 District. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429(b) provided that the Project 
Sponsor provide the public art on-site, the Project Sponsor shall provide a plaque or cornerstone 
identifying the architect, the artwork creator and the Project completion date in a publicly 
conspicuous location on the Project Site. The design and content of the plaque shall be approved 
by.Department staff prior to its installation. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplanning.org 

22. Art - C-3 District. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429, provided that the Project Sponsor 
provide the public art on-site the Project Sponsor and the Project artist shall consult with ·the 
Planning Department during design development regarding the height, size, and final type of the 
art. The final art concept shall be submitted for review for consistency with this Motion by, and 
shall be satisfactory to, the Director of the Planning Department in consultation with the 
Commission. The Project Sponsor and the Director shall report to the Commission on the 
progress of the development and design of the art concept prior to the submittal of the first 
building or site permit application . 

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

23. Art - C-3 District. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429, prior to issuance of any certificate of 
occupancy, the Project Sponsor shall install the public art generally as described in this Motion 
and make it available to the public. If the Zoning Administrator concludes that it is not feasible to 
install the work(s) of art within the time herein specified and the Project Sponsor provides 
adequate assurances that such works will be installed in a timely manner, the Zoning 
Administr"tor may extend the time for installation for a period of not more than twelve (12) 
months. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplanning.org ' 

MONITORING • AFTER ENTITLEMENT 

24. 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 
o.ther city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplanning.org 

25. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in 
complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not 
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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 infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplanning.org. 

OPERATION 

26. Garbage, Recycling, and Composting Receptacles. Garbage, recycling, and compost containers 
shall be kept within the premises and hidden from public view, and placed outside only when 
being serviced by the disposal company. Trash shall be contained and disposed of pursuant to 
garbage and recycling receptacles guidelines set forth by the Department of Public Works. 
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Worlcs at 415-554-.5810, http://sfdpw.org 

27. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building 
and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance 
with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works, 415-695-2017, http://sfdpw.org 

28. Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and 
implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to 
deal with the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project 
Sponsor shall provide the Zoning Administrator with written notice of the name, business 
address, and telephone number of the community liaison. Should the contact information change, 
the Zoning Administrator shall be made aware of such change. The community liaison shall 
report to the Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and 
what issues have not been resolved by the Project Sponsor. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-
6863, www.sf-planning.org 

29. Lighting Plan. The Project Sponsor shall submit an exterior lighting plan to the Planning 
Department prior to Planning Department approval of the architectural addendum to the site 

permit. . 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-575-9078, 
www.sf-planning.org 
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IBl Street Tree (Sec. 138.1; 428) r8J Transit Impact Dev't Fee (Sec. 411) 

D Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) 181 Public Art (Sec. 429) 

Planning Commission Motion No .. 19593 
HEARING DATE: MARCH 17, 2016 

Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

2013.1753C,XV 
1066 Market Street 
C-3-G (Downtown General) 
120-X Height and Bulk District 
0350/003 
Julie Burdick- (415) 772.7142 
Multifamily Inveshnents 
Shorenstein Properties 
235·Montgornery Street, 161h Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94104, 
_iburdick@shorentstein.com 
Tina Chang-:- (415) 575-9197 
Tina.Chang@sfgov.org 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.550.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE APPROVAL OF A SECTION 309 DETERMINATION OF 
COMPLIANCE AND REQUEST FOR EXCEPTIONS FOR REAR YARD PER PLANNING CODE 
SECTION 134, REDUCTION OF GROUND-LEVEL WIND CURRENTS PER PLANNING CODE 
SECTION 148, AND FREIGHT LOADING PER PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 161, TO 
CONSTRUCT A 14-STORY-OVER·BASEMENT, APPROXIMATELY 120-FOOT TALL BUILDING 
WITH UP TO 304 DWELLING UNITS AND APPROXIMATELY 4,540 SQUARE FEET OF GROUND 
FLOOR COMMERCIAL SPACE, AND 102 OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES AT 1066 MARKET 
STREET WITHIN THE C-3-G (DOWNTOWN GENERAL) DISTRICT AND A 120-X HEIGHT AND 
BULK DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY ACT. . , 

PREAMBLE 

On February 12, 2014; Julie Burdick of Shorenstein Residential LLC, on behalf of 1066 Market. LLC 
(hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter 
"Department"). for Environmental Review, to allow the demolition of an existing two-story, 5,066 gross 

. square foot (gsf) vacant commercial building and adjoining 23,419 gsf surface parking lot and the new 
construction of a 14-level, 12-story mixed-use building containing approximately 330 dwelling units, wi!:h 
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ground floor retail, bicycle parking and two levels of subterranean parking with 102 spaces (hereinafter 
"the Project") at 1066 Market Street (hereinafter "Project Site"). 

On June 18, 2014, Julie Burdick of Shorenstein Residential LLC, on behalf of the Project Sponsor filed 1) an 
application with the Department for Compliance with Planning Code Section 309 with exceptions for 
Rear Year requirements (Section 134), parking requirements, to provide parkillg at a ratio exceeding 0.25 
to 1 (Section 151.1) and freight loading, to provide one off--street freight loading space instead of two 
(Sections 161), and exception from ground level wind current (Section 148) within the C-3-G (Downtown 
General) Zoning and 120-X Height and Bulk District to demolish the existing structure and surface 
parking lot, and construction of the Project; 2) an application with the Department for Conditional Use 
Authorization (CUA) to a) allow a higher density of residential units, at one unit per 90 square feet 
instead of one unit per 125 square feet as permitted by Planning Code Section 215(a), and b) to exempt 
on-site inclusionary units from FAR calculations per Section 124(£); 3) an application for Variance from 
Section 135(G)(2), use of inner as usable open space. 

On December 26, 2014, the "Uses, Conformity of Uses, Parking Requirements for Uses, and Special Use 
Districts" Ordinance became effective, amending Section 309 such that parking requirements were no 
longer modifiable per Section 309, Additionally, Section 151.1 was amended by the same Ordinance to 
permit up to one parking space .for each two dwelling units. Therefore, the requested amount of parking 
no longer required an exception per Section 309. Accordingly, On November 19, 2015, Julie Burdick of 
Shorenstein Residential LLC, on behalf of the Project Sponsor submitted an amended application to the 
Department for Compliance with Planning Code Section 309 removing the request for exception to 
parking requirements. Updated applications for Conditional Use Authorization and a Variance was also 
submitted to the Department, however, there were no changes to the authorization and variance requests. 

On January 13, 2016 Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Project was 
prepared and published for public review; and 

The Draft IS/MND was available for public comment until February 2, 2016; and 

On February 2, 2016, an appeal of the Mitigated Negative Declaration was filed with the Department. 

On March 17, 2016, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled 
meeting on Downtown Project Authorization Application No. 2013.1753.XCV and the Appeal of the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration, 2013.1753E. 

On March 17, 2016, the Commission upheld the PMND and approved the issuance of the Final Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (FMND) as prepared by the Planning Department in compliance with CEQA, the 
State CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31. 

On March 17, 2016, the Planning Department/Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final 
Mitigated Negative Declaration {FMND) and found that the contents of said report and the procedures 
through which the FMND was prepared, publicized, and reviewed complied with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.) (CEQA), Title 14 
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California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq. (the "CEQA Guidelines") and Chapter 31 of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31"): and 

The Planning Department/Planning Commission found the FMND was adequate, accurate and objective, 
reflected the independent analysis and judgment of the Department of City Planning and the Planning 
Commission, arid that the summary of comments and responses contained no significant revisions to the 
Draft IS/MND, and approved the FMND for the Project in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines 
and Chapter 31. 

The Planning Department, Jonas P. lonin, is the custodian of records; all pertinent documents are located 
in the File for Case No. 2013.1753CXV, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, .California. 

Planning Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting program (MMRP), which 
ID!lterial was made available to the public and this Commission for this Commission's review, 
consideratic.m and action. 

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, Department 
staff, and other interested patties. 

MOVED, that the Commission hereby approves the Downtown Project Authorization requested in 
Application No. 2013.1753XCV, 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 0£ this Commission. 

2. Site Description and Present Use. The "L" shaped, 27,310 square foot (sf) project site has 
approximately 55-feet of frontage on Market Street, where it is sandwiched by a three-story 
commercial building to the west and. two-story commercial building to the east The Project also 
has frontage on Jones Street to the west, north of the aforementioned three-story commercial 
building, and Golden Gate Avenue to the north of the project site. A 5,066 gross square foot (gsf) 
vacant commercial building and adjoining 23,419 gsf surface parking lot currently occupies the 
project site. The commercial building, which was construction in 1966, fronts Market Street on the 
south side of the properly. The privately owned parking lot holds approximately 102 vehicles. 
Existing vehicle and pedestrian access to the surface parking lot is provided on Golden Gate 
Avenue and jones Street. Two curb cuts I driveways currently exist on the project site, including 
one on Golden Gate Avenue and one on Jones Street. Pedestrian access to the commercial 
building is provided on Market Street. There are no trees on the project site; five street trees are 
located along the sidewalks surrounding the site. The site slopes down gradually from the 
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northwest to the southeast, with an elevation change of approximately 10 feet. The project site is 
located in C-3--G (Downtown General) Zoning District and a 120-X Height and Bulk District. 

3. Slll'rounding Properties and Neighborhood. The project site is located within the Downtown 
Plan Area at 1066 Market Street in the Downtown/ Civic Center neighborhood of San Francisco. 
Within the Downtown I Civic Center neighborhood are smaller districts and micro
neighborhoods, such as the Market Sh'eet Theater and Loft Historic District, of which this Project 
is a part. Land uses in the surrounding area include a mix of low- and mid-rise mixed-use 
commercial buildings, tourist and residential hotels, multifamily housing, entertainment uses 
and government institutions. Properties in the immediate vicinity of the project site include a 
three-story commercial/ retail building. to the south at 1072-1098 Market Street; a 10-story, low
income and senior housing development to the west at 129 Golden Gate Avenue; a seven-story, 
82 unit homeless housing facility at 41 Jones Street; a nine-story, 108-unit apartment a two-story 
commercial/ retail building at 1028-1056 Market to the east, which is currently occupied by a 
"pop-up" food and beverage court ("The Hall"). The Hall is temporarily occupying the space. 
while the property's project sponsor finalizes the entitlement 0£ the proposed project which 
includes the demolition of the existing building and the new construction of a 12-story, mixed
use residential-over-ground-floor retail development. 

. 4. Project Description. The Project includes the demolition of an existing two-story, vacant, 
commercial building and adjoining 23,419 square foot surface parking lot, and the new 
construction of a 12-story, 14-level, mixed-used building containing approximately 304 dwelling 
units, with commercial retail on the ground floor, bicycle parking and two levels of subterranean 
parking with 102 parking spaces. The building's height ranges from approximately 113 to 120 feet 
tall .. The proposed dwelling unit mix consists of approximately 61 studios (approximately 20 
percent of total units), 76 junior one-bedroom units (approximately 25 percent of total units), 56 
one-bedroom units (about 18 percent of total units) and 111 two-bedroom units (about 37 
percent). Residential amenities include a lounge, lobby, fitness center, leasing office and bicycle 
parking. The Project will provide 304 Class 1 and 18 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. 

Approximately 4,540 square feet of commercial retail space provides· active street frontage along 
Market Street, Golden Gate Avenue and Jones Street. Due to a grade change of approximately 13 
feet between the northwest corner and southeast comer of the project site, street access to the 
building occurs from two separate ground floors: one with access from Market Street (Level 1) 
and another from Jones Street and Golden Gate Avenue (Level 2). A 6,333 square-foot open-air 
courtyard is located in the center of the proposed Project at Level 1, with an elevated walkway 
through the courtyard providing access to the at-grade lobby amenity and lounge area on Level 
2. A patio intended for the 1,684 square foot commercial space fronting Market Street is located 
at the southeast comer of the' open-air courtyard. The roof includes two terraces· totaling 

approximately 6,000 square feet. 

The Market Street far;ade has been designed with a tripartite vertical expression of a .base, shaft 
and capital - typical of buildings within the Market Street Theater and Loft Historic District. The 
three· sections of the building are delineated by a horizontal reveal. The height of the tall base 
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references similar features on adjacent buildings that are also characterized by tall bases, and will 
be defined by use of a textured masonry cladding at the piers, multi-level recessed window wall 
and horizontal reveal. The top of the building on the Market Street fac;ade rests above a 
horizontal reveal and is characterized by stucco-dad vertical piers that align with piers at the 
base of the building as well as double-height recessed window groupings. The middle of the 
building is designed with punched openings in a "basket weave" composition that suggests both 
the vertically expressed double-hung windows and the slightly more horizontally expressed 
Chicago-style windows found in the district, which are three-part windows with a large fixed 
center panel flanked by two smaller windows. · 

The Golden Gate Avenue and Jones Street facades have also been designed with the basket 
weave composition found on the Market Street fac;ade. The upper stories of the building would 
be clad in a panelized system of integrally colored pre-cast concrete units in graded color 
variations with a light, intermediate and dark shade, as well as an accent color. The base of these 
facades is characterized by double-height storefront windows, except for a small portion on 
Golden Gate Avenue, where the double-height windows could not be achieved due to on-site 
elevation changes, While a tripartite pattern can be found on these frontages, the expression of 
the three-part fai;ade is more loosely implemented on the designs of the Golden Gate Avenue and 
Jones Street facades. 

5. Community ·outreach and Public Comment. As summarized in the enclosed letter from the 
Project Sponsor, community outreach has included meetings with the Project's neighbors, local 
businesses, community groups, individual residents, schools, religious organizations, and non~ 
profits, including the Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation, Tenderloin Housing 
Clinic, Tenderloin Economic Development Project, UC Hastings, Community Housing 
Partnerships, Urban Solutions, SF Bike Coalition, CounterPulse, St. Francis Foundation / 
Tenderloin Help Improvement Project, Central Market Community Benefit District, Housing 
Action Coalition, SPUR Design Review. Committee, Golden Gate Theatre, Building Trades 
Commission, Draussalem Mosque, Market Street for the Ma13ses, Mid-Market Business 
Association, as well as project sponsors~ property owners, resident coordinators and tenants of 
neighboring properties, including but not' limited to those at 950 Market Street, 1007 Market 
Street, 1019 Market Street, 1072 Market Street, 1029 Market Street, 1075 Market, 111 Jones Street, 
205 Jones Street, 50 Golden Gate, 129 Golden Gate Avenue, 180 Golden Gate Avenue, 25 Taylor, 
and 55 Taylor. At times, the Project Sponsor has met with the aforementioned stakeholders 
multiple times throughout the past 2.5 years. 

To date, the Department has not received any correspondence expressing opposition to the 
Project; however, an appeal was filed on the Preliminary Negative Declaration. Twenty letters of 
support from the following organizations, business owners, residents and tenants have been 
received: 

SAN FRAflCISCO 

• Draussalem Mosque - Mosque at 20 Jones Street 
• Encore Capital - property owner in Tenderloin I Mid-Market neighborhood and 

neighbor 
• Group I - owner of 950-974 Market Street 
• The Housing Action Coalition 
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• Hibernia Bank - Owner at 1 Jones Street 
• International Art Museum of America - tenant at 1025 Market Street 
• Marinello Schools of Beauty- tenant at 1035 Market Street 
• Molly Jans - Tenderloin Resident 
• I<hadija Eddkhissi- Resident at 317 Leavenworth Street 
• Zohra Araq - Resident at 55 96• Street 
• I<hadija Arif - Resident at 940 Washington 
• Zainaba Boudlim - Resident at 141 Eddy Street 
• Mosser Companies - Property Owner of 50 Golden Gate Avenue 
• Pam Coates - Resident at 41 Jones Street 
• PianoFight- Business owner at 144 Taylor Street 
• Thanh Nguyen - Resident at 145 Taylor Street 
• Tidewater Capital - Property owner at 1028 Market 
• UC Hastings 
• Wann Planet Bikes-tenant at 1098a Market Street 
• We Work-Tenderloin business 

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

A. Maximum Floor Area Ratio (Section 124). The floor area ratio (FAR) limit as defined by 
Planning Code Section 124 for the C~3-G District is 6.0:1. Under Sections 123 and 128 of the 
Planning Code, the FAR can be increased to 9.0 to 1 with the purchase of transferable 
development rights ("TDR"). 

The Project Site has a lot area of approximately 27,312 square feet. Therefore, up to 163,872 square 
feet of Gross Floor Area ("GFA") is allowed under the basic FAR limit, and up to 245,808 square feet 
of GPA is permitted with the purchase of TDR. As shown in the conceptual plans for the Project, the 
building would inciude 298,278 square feet of GPA, of which 227,956 would count towards FAR. 
Conditions of approval are included to require the Project Sponsor to purchase TDR for the increment 
of development betwee1t 6.0 to 1 FAR and 9.0 to 1 FAR, for approximately 64,084 (227,956-
163,872=64,084) square feet of floor area. 

Additionally, the Project Sponsor seeks approval of Conditional Use Authorization to exempt floor 
area dedicated to the 36 below market rate unitsi or approximately 21,422 square feet, per Section 
124(j). Therefore the Project complies with Section i24. 

B. Rear Yard Requirement. Planning Code Section 134 requires that any building containing a 
dwelling unit in a Downtown Commercial District must provide a rear yard equal to 25 
percent of the total lot depth. at all residential levels. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

The Project does not provide a rear yard that complies with this Code requirement, and as such, 
requires a rear yard exception under Planning Code Section 309. A 309 exception may be granted so 
long as the "building location and configuration assure adequate light and air to windows within the 
residential units and to the usable open space provided." See Section 7, below, for 309 findings. 
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C. Residential Open Space (Section 135). Planning Code Section 135 requires that private 
usable open space be provided at a ratio of 36 square feet per dwelling unit or that 48 square 
feet of common usable open be provided per dwelling unit. 

The Project includes 304 units. The Project would provide at least 36 square feet of private open space 
for 50 of the dwelling units through private balconies or terraces. A total of 12,192 square feet of 
commonly accessible open space would be required for the remaining 254 units without balconies or 
terraces, which would be provided in the form of a 6,333 square~foot inner courtyard at grade and two 
roof decks anwunting to 6,000 square feet. In all, 12,333 square feet of common open space would be 
provided, exceeding the common open space requirement. 

Section 135(g)(2) allows the use of inner courts to be counted as usable open space, provided that the 
enclosed space is (1) at least 20 feet in every horizontal dimension, (2) at least 400 square feet in area, 
and (3) the height of the walls above the court on at least three sides is such that no point on any wall 
is higher than one foot for each foot that such point is horizontally distant from the opposite side of the 
court. The proposed inner court meets two of tlie three criteria;· the dimensions of the itirier court are 
approximately 65 feet wide by 100 feet long amounting to approximately 6,333 square feet. However, 
the height of the walls surrounding the inner court exceeds the permitted dimension. Therefore, a 
variance from Section 135 is required. 

D. Public Open Space (Section 138). New buildings in the C-3 Zoning District must provide 
public open space at a ratio of one square feet per 50 gross square feet 0£ all uses, except 
residential uses, institutional uses, and uses in a predominantly retail/personal services · 
building. This public open space must be located on the same site as the building or within 
900 feet of it within a C-3 district. 

Ground floor retail space in the C-3 Districts that is less than 5,000 square feet and less than 75 
percent of the ground floor area is excluded from gross floor area and is therefore not required to 
provide the associated publically accessible open space. The Project includes approximately 4,578 
square feet of ground floor retail space, which is exempt from the requirement. 

E. Street Trees (Sections 138.1 ). Section 138.1 requires the installation of street trees in the case 
of the construction of a new building. One 24-inch box tree is required for every 20 feet of 
property frontage along each street or alley, with any remaining fraction of ten feet or more 
of frontage reqtlm.ng an additional tree. The species and locations of trees installed in the 
public right-of-way shall be subject to approval by the Department of Public Works (DP.W). 
The requirements of Section 138.1 may be waived or modified by the Zoning Administrator, 
pursuant to Section 428, where DPW cannot grant appro'.'al due to practical difficulties. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

The Project includes a total of approximately 370 feet of street frontage along Market Street 
(apptoximately 55 feet), Jones Street (approximately 152 feet) and Golden Gate Avenue (163 feet), 
resulting in a requirement of nineteen street trees. Thirteen (13) new street trees are proposed and five 
exist, resulting in a total of 18 trees. Conditjons of approval have to been added to l'equire the Project 
to plant (13) street trees and pay an in-lieu fee for the remaining one (1) tree, thereby complying with 
Section 138.1 and 428. 
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Per Public Works Code, Article 16, Section 806, all street trees would be planted within the public 
right-of-way adjacent to the subject property, be of a species suitable for the site conditions; be a 
minimum of 24-inch box size; have a minimum 1 * inch caliper, measured 6-inches above ground; be 
planted no higher than the adjacent sidewalk and provide a below-grade environment ·with nutrient
rich soils, free from overly-compacted soils and generally conducive to tree root development and be 
watered, maintained and replaced if necessary by the property owner in accordance with Article 16 of 
the Public Works Code and be in compliance with applicable water use requirements of Administrative 
Code Chapter 63. 

F. Streetscape Improvements (Section 138.1). Planning Code Section 138.1 requires that when'a 
new building is constructed in the C-3 District, street trees and sidewalk paving must be 
provided, Under Section 138.l(c), the Commission may also require the Project Sponsor to 
install additional sidewalk improvements such as lighting, special paving, seating and 

· landscaping in accordance with the guidelines of the Downtown Streetscape Plan if it finds 
that these improvements are necessary to meet the goals and objectives of the General Plan. 

In addition to the street trees mentioned above, the Project proposes sidewalk widening along the 
Project's Golden Gate Avenue frontage, from 121ee,t to 16-feet and a 6foot bulb-out at the southeast 
corner of the Golden Gate Avenue and Jones Street intersection. These streetscape improvements have 
been vetted by the Street Design Action Team, an interagency body including the Planning 
Department, Municipal Transportation Authority and the Department of Public Works. 

G. Exposure (Section 140). Planning Code Section 140 requires all dwelling units in al use 
districts to face onto a public street at least 20 feet in width, side yard at least 25 feet in width 
or.open area which is unobstructed and is no less than 25 feet in every horizontal dimension 
for the floor at which the dwelling unit is located and the floor immediately above it, with an 
increase of five feet in every horizontal dimension at each subsequent floor. 

The Project complies with Section 140. All units facing public rights-of-way open onto streets greater 
than 20feet wide. Units at the upper most levels of the building along Market Street and Golden Gate 
Avenue must expose onto an inner courtyard at least 75 feet in length. Since the north-south length of 
the courtyard is 100feet wide, the Project's courtyard meets exposure requirements. Units along the 
Jones Street Frontage facing east meet exposure requirements, as the east-west width of the courtyard 
is 65 feet, and the units at the 111h and 12"' floors are setback 10 feet from the edge closest to the inner 
court, for a total of 75 feet of open area at the 11pper most levels. 

H. Active Frontages - Loading and Driveway Entry Width (Section 145.1(c)(2)). Section 
145.1(c)(2) limits the width of parking and loading entrances to no more than .one-third the 
width of the street frontage of a structure, or 20 feet, whichever is less. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

The Project includes 20foot entry for parking along Jones Street and one off-street loading with 
immediately adjacent elevator access along Golden Gate Avenue: The Project complies with Section 
145.1(c)(2). . 
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I. Street Frontage in Commercial Districts: Active Uses (145.l(c)(3)), Planning Code Section 
145.1( c)(3) requires that within Downtown Commercial Districts, space for "active uses" shall 
be provided within the first 25 feet of building depth on the ground floor. 

The ground floor space along Market Street, Jones Street and Golden Gate Avenue have active uses 
with direct access to the sidewalk within the first 25 feet of building depth and are thus compliant with 
this Code Section. The only non-active uses along public frontages are the parkittg access and off-street 
loading space, and mechanical spaces, and building ingress and egress which are specifically exempt 
from the active uses requirement. T1te building lobby is considered an active use because it does not 
exceed 40 feet per 145.1(b)(2)(C). 

J. Street Frontage in Commercial Districts: Ground Floor Transparency (Section 145.1(c)(6)). 
Planning Code Section 145.1(c)(6) requires that within Downtown Commercial Districts, 
frontages with active uses that are not residential or PDR must be fenestrated with 
transparent windows and doorways for no less than 60 percent of the street frontage at the 
ground level and allow visibility to the inside of the building. 

The Project complies ·with the Ground Floor Transparency requirements of the Planning Code. 
Approximately 66 per~ent of t11e Project's Golden Gate Avenue non~residential far;ade is fenestrated 
with transparent windows and doorways, approximately 64 percent of the Jones Street non~residential 
far;ade contains transparent windows and doorways and approximately 83 percent of the Project's 
Market Street frontage meets transparency requirements with fenestration of windows and doorways. 

K. Shadows on Public Sidewalks (Section 146). Planning Code Section 146(a) establishes 
~esign requirements for buildings on certain streets in order to maintain direct sunlight on 
public sidewalks in certain downtown areas during critical use periods. Section 146(c) 
requires that other buildings, not located on the specific streets identified in Section 146(a), 
shall be shaped to reduce substantial shadow impacts on .public sidewalks, if it can be done 
without unduly creating an unattractive design and without unduly restricting development 
potential. · 

Section 146(a) does not apply to construction on the north side of Market Street, Jones Street or 
Golden Gate Avenue, and therefore does not apply to the Project. With respect to Section 146(c), the 
Ptoject would replace an undemtilized, vacant, 3-story commercial building and surface parking lot 
with a 12-stonJ, 14-level residential over ground-floor retail structure. Although the Project would 
create new shadows on sidewalks and pedestrian areas adjacent to the site, the Project's shadows would 
not increase the total amo1mt of shading above levels that are commonly accepted in urban areas. The 
Project is proposed at a height that is consistent with the zoned height far the property and could not_ 
be jutther shaped to reduce substantial shadow effects 011 public sidewalks without creating an 
unattractive design and without unduly restricting development potential. T1ierefore, the Project 
complies with Section 146. 

L. Shadows on Public Open Spaces (Section 147). Planning Code Section 147 seeks to reduce 
substantial shadow impacts on public plazas and other publicly accessible open spaces other 
than those protected under Section 295. Consistent with the dictates of good design and 
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- without unduly restricting development potential, buildings taller tha11 50 feet should be 
shaped to reduce substantial shadow impacts on open spaces subject to Section 147. In 
determining whether a shadow is substantial, the following factors shall be taken into 
account: the area shaded, the shadow's duration, and the importance of sunlight to the area 
in question. 

A shadow analysis determined that the Project would not cast shadow on the nearest public open 
spaces including United Nations Plaza located 50'0 feet southwest of the project site, which does not 
fall. under the Recreation and Park Department (RFD) jurisdiction, or Boeddeker Park located 
appro~imately 800 feet north, which does fall under RFD jurisdiction. _ 

Therefore, the Project complies with Section 147. 

M. Ground Level Wind (Section 148). Planning Code Section 148 requires that new construction 
in Downtown Commercial Districts will not cause ground~level wind currents to exceed 
pedestrian .comfort levels. This standard requires that wind speeds not exceed 11 miles per 
hour in areas of substantial pedestrian use for more than 10 percent of the time- year round, 
between 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM. The requirements of this Section apply either when 
preexisting ambient wind speeds at a si~e exceed the comfort level and are not being 
eliminated as a result of the project, or when the project may result- in wind conditions 
exceeding the comfort criterion. 

The existing conditions at the Project Site indicate that 12 of the 55 test points exceed the Planning 
Code's comfort criterion at grade level. With the Project, an additional 5 conifort exceedances are 
created at grade level for a total of 17. At above grade levels, 4 comfort exceedances would exist. 
According to the wind tunnel text reports, any trees at grade would help improve localized wind 
speeds around public areas and building entrances. To improve comfort at above grade levels, porous 
wind scre!Jns and furniture are recommended and will be provided. The Project includes eight new 

·street trees along Golde11 Gate Avenue and five new street trees along Jones Street for a total of 15 new 
streets (t1iere are two existing streets on Jones which will be removed and replaced). A Section 309 
exception is being sought because the Project would not eliminate the existing locations meeting or 
exceeding the Planning Code's comfort criterion. Exceptions from the comfort criterion may be 
granted through the 309 process, but no exception may be granted where a project would cause wind 
speeds at the site to reach or exceed the hazard level of 26 mph for a single hour of the year. There are 
no hazardous wind speeds caused by the Project. 

N. Parking _(Sec.151.1). Planning Section 151.1 allows up to one car for ead. tWo dwelling units 
as-of-right, and up to three cars for each four dwelling units as a conditional use. For non
residential uses, the Code does not provide a total number of permitted spaces, but instead 
limits parking to an area equivalent to 7% of the total gross floor area of such uses. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

The Project contains 304 dwelling units. Per Planning Section 151.1, 152 parking spaces are 
principally permitted (30412 = 152) for residential uses. The Project proposes, as a total of 102 parked 
cars, which is less than the principally permitted amount and thus complies with this requirement. The 
Project does not propose any parking for the retail uses. 
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0. Off-Street Freight Loading (Sec. 152.1). Planning Code Section 152.1 requires that projects in 
the C-3 District that include the addition of 200,001-500,000 sq. ft. of residential space must 
provide two off-street freight loading spaces within the project. 

The Project includes 298,278 gross square feet of development (227,956 square feet that counts 
· towards Floor Area ·Ratio), requiring two off-street loading spaces. One off-street loading space is 

provided, therefore a Section 309 exception is being sought. 

P. Bicycle Parking (Section 155.2). For buildings with more than 100 dwelling units, Planning 

Code Section 155.2 requires 100 Class 1 spaces plus one Class l space for every four dwelling 

units over 100, and one Class 2 space per 20 units. For the retail space, Section 155.2 requires 
a minimum of two spaces. 

The Projed complies with Section 155.2 because it provides 304 Class 1 parking spaces, ~xceeding tlte 
Planning Code requirement to provide 152 Class 1 spaces (100 + 20414 = 51(for residential uses)+ 1 
(for commercial use)== 152 spaces required) and 17 Class 2 spaces·(304 units/20= 15.2 (for residential 
uses) + 2 (for coriimercial uses) "" 17 spaces required) for the residential units. The project will provide 
304 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and 18 Class 2 spaces. All Class 1 spaces are located at the first 
level, accessible b)/ elevator from the Jones Street mtrance, and Class 2 spaces are located on each of the 
Projects street frontages; Market Street includes 10 Class 2 spaces, Jones Street provides 4 spaces and 
Golden Gate Avenue provides another 4 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for a total of 18. 

Q. Car Share (Section 166). Planning Code Section 166 requires two car share parking spaces fo1· 
residential projects with between 201 or more dwelling units plus an additional parking 
space for every 200 dwelling units over 200. 

The Project complies with Section 166 because it provides two off street car share parking space within 
the below-grade garage. 

R. Density (Section 210.2). Planning Code Sections 210.2 establishes no density limit in the C-3 

Districts. Density is regulated by the permitted height and bulk, and required setbacks, 

exposure, and open space of each development lot. 

The Project contains 304 dwelling units, which is allowed in the C-3-G District. The elimination of 
density controls in the C-3 Districts was recently approved through Ordinance No. 22-15 (Board File 
No. 141253); previously, density was principally permitted at a ratia of 1 unit per 125 sf of lot area 
and conditionally permitted above that amount. 

S. Height (Section 260). The property is located in a 120-X Height and Bulk District, thus 
permitting structures up to a height of 120 feet. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

The Project would reach a height of approximately 120 feet to the roof of the building, with various 
features such as elevator/stair penthouses, mechanical structures, an enclosed recreation space, and 
parapets extending above the 1201oot height limit in accordance with tlte height exemptions allowed 
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through Planning Code Section 260(b). The Project's Market Street fai;ade reaches a height of 113-feet, 
119-feet -11-inches along Jones Street, and 1201eet on Golden Gate Avenue. 

T. Shadows on Parks (Section 295). Section 295 requires any project proposing a structure 
exceeding a height of 40 feet to undergo a shadow analysis in order to determine if the 
project would result in the net addition of shadow to properties under the jurisdiction of the 
Recreation and Park Department. 

A shadow analysis was conducted and determined that the Project would not shade any properties 
under the jurisdiction of, or designated for acquisition by, the Recreation and Park Department. 

U. Inclusionary Affordable H~using Program (Section 415). Planning Code Section 415 sets · 
forth the requirements and procedures for the lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program. 
Under Planning Code Section 41~.3, the current percentage requirements apply to projects 
that consist of ten or more units, where the first application (EE or BPA) was applied for on 
or after July 18, 2006. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.5 and 415.6, the Inclusionary 
Affordable Housing Program requirement for the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative is 
to provide 12% of the proposed dwelling units as affordable. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

The Project Sponsor has demonstrated that it is eligible for the On-Site Affordable Housing 
Alternati_ve under Planning Code Section 415.5 and 415.6, and. has submittea a 'Affidavit of 
Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program: Planning Code Section 415,' to 
satisfiJ the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program by providing the affordable 
housing on-site instead of through pmJment of the Affordable Housing Fee. 

In order for the Project Sponsor to be eligible for the On-Site Affordable Housing Alternative, the 
Project Sponsor must submit a contract, in addition to the affordable housing affidavit, demonstrating 
that the project's on- or off-site units are not subject to the Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act, 
California Civil Code Sectio1t 1954.50 because, under Section 1954.52(b), the Project Sponsor has 
entered into an agreement with a public entity in consideration for a direct financial contn'bution or 
any other form of assistance specified in California Government Code Sections 65915 et seq. and 
submits an Affidavit of such to the Department. All such contracts entered into with the. City and 
County of San Francisco must be reviewed and approved by the Mayor's Office Housing and. the City 
Attorney's Office. 

The Project Sponsor has indicated the intention to enter into an agreement with the City to qualify for 
a waiver from the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act based upon the proposed density bonus and 
concessions provided by the City and approved herein. The Project Sponsor submitted such Affidavit 
on December 12, 2014 'and a draft of the Costa Hawkins agreement on March 23, 2015. The EE 
application was submitted on February 12, 2014. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.3 and 415,6 
the on-site requirement is 12 percent. Thirty six units (13 two-bedroom, 16 one-bedroom, and 7 studio 
units) of the 304 units provided will be affordable rental units. If the Project becomes ineligible to meet 
its Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program obligation through the On-site Affordable- Housing 
Alternative, it must pay the Affordable Housing Fee with interest, if applicable. The Project must 
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execute the Costa Hawkins agreement prior to Planning Commission approval or must revert to 
pmJment of the Affordable Housing Fee. 

V. Public Art (Section 429). In the case of construction of a new building or addition of floor 
area in excess of 25,000 sf to an existing building in a C-3 District, Section 429 requires a 
project to include works of art costing an amount equal to one percent of the construction 
cost of the building. 

The Project would comply with this Section by. dedicating one percent of the Project's construction 
cost to works of art. The public art concept and location will be subsequently presented to the Planning 
Commission at an informational presentation. 

W. Signage (Section 607). Currently, there is not a proposed sign program on file with the 
Planning Department. Any proposed signage will be subject to the review and approval of 
the Planning Department pursuant to the provisions of Article 6 of the Planning Code. 

7. Exceptions Request Pursuant to Planning Code Section 309. The Planning Commission has 
considered the following exceptions to the Planning Code, makes the following findings and 
grants each exception to the entire Project (including that portion located within the Rincon Point 
South Beach Redevelopment Plan Area) as furU1er described below: 

SAN FRANGISGO 

a. Section 134: Rear Yard. Section 134(a)(1) of the Planning Code requires a rear yard equal 
to 25 percent of the lot depth to be provided at the first level containing a dwelling unit, 
and at every subsequent level. Per Section 134(d), exceptions to the rear yard 
requirements may be granted provided that the building location and configuration 
assure adequate light and air to the residential units and the open sp_ace provided. 

Tite Project does not meet the Code's rear year requirement, and requests an exception in order to 
provide an inner court amounting to 6,333 square feet of open space on the ground floor. Section 
134(d) allows for an exception to the rear yard requirement pursuant to the Section 309 
Downtown Project Authorization process so long as the "building location and configuration 
assure adequate light and air to windows within the residential units and to the usable open space 
provided." The proposed inner court is adequate to allow significant glazing per the Building Code 
on all units facing the inner court. Further, the Project is located in the downtown area, where a 
pattern of rear yards does not exist, Providing a Code-compliant rear yard would dismpt the 
prevailing street wall on Jones Street and/or Golden Gate Avenue. Titerefore, it is appropriate to 
grant an exception from the rear yard requirements of Planning Code Section 134 to allow for the 
provision of an inner court on the subject properhJ. Rear yard exceptions are commonly granted 
and appropriate in downtown locations given the lot configurations and urban design 
considerations informing the architecture of downtown buildings. 

b.. Section 148: Ground-Level Wind Currents, In C-3 Districts, buildings and additions to 
existing buildings shall be shaped, or other wind-baffling measures shall be adopted, so 
that the developments will not cause ground-level wind currents to exceed more than 10 
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percent of the time year round, between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., the comfort level of 11 
miles per hour equivalent wind speed in areas of substantial pedestrian use and seven 
miles per hour equivalent wind speed in public seating areas. 

When preexisting· ambient wind speeds exceed the co¢ort level, cir when a proposed 
building or addition may cause ambient wind speeds to exceed the comfort level, the 
building shall be designed to reduce the ambient wind speeds to meet the requirements. 
An exception may be granted, in accordance with the provisions of Section 309, allowing 
the building or addition to add to the amount of time that the comfort level is exceeded 
by the least practical amount if (1) it can be shown that a building or addition cannot be 
shaped and other wind-baffling measures cannot be adopted to meet the foregoing 
requirements without creating an unattractive and ungainly building form and without 
unduly restricting the development potential of the building site in question, and (2) it is 
concluded that, because of 

0

the limited amount by which the comfort level is exceeded, 
the limited location in which the comfort level is exceeded, or the limited time during 
which the comfort level is exceeded, the addition is insubstantial. 

Section 309(a)(2) permits exceptions from the Section 148 ground-level wind current 
requirements. No exception shall be granted and no building or addition shall be 
permitted that causes equivalent wind speeds to reach or exceed the hazard level of 26 
miles pei:- hour (mph) for a single hour of the year. 

Independent consultants analyzed ground~level wind.currents in the vicinity of the Project Site, A 
wind tmmel analysis, the results of which are included in a technical menwrandum prepared by 
RWDI Consulting Engineers & Scientists, was conducted using a scale model of the Project Site 
and its immediate vicinity. 

Com.fort Criterion 

Based on existing conditions, 12 of the 55 sidewalk locations tested currently exceed the pedestrian 
comfort level of 11 mph at grade level, with wind speeds ranging from 12 to 15 mph, however 
average wind speeds generally remain below 11 mph. No above grade exceedances exist under 
current conditions. 

With the Project, there are five additional comfort exceedances at grade, ranging from 12 to 16 
mph, increasing the average wind speeds to approximately 11mph. Additionally~ four exceedances 
above grade would be created with an average wind speed of 12mph. The range of wind speeds 

1 
with the Project would be similar to existing conditions, with wind speeds in sidewalk pedestrian 
areas ranging from 5 mph to 16 mph. With implementation of the Project, there would be localized 
changes throughout the Project vicinittj; average wind speeds at grade and above grade increase by 
2-3 mplt. The increase in wind speeds is largely a result of the exposure to the prevailing winds 
from the west-southwest, west, west-northwest and northwest, which are being intercepted by the 
building, causing down-washing off the building fa9ade and chan.neling between buildings along 
Jones Street. The majority of winds that exceed the 11mp threshold are concentrated along the 
sidewalks of Market Street and the east side of Jones Street. 
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Because the number of exceedances increases with the Ptoject at grade, an exception is required 
under Planning Code Section 309. The Project implements recommendations stated in the wind 
study which would help reduce localized wind speeds, such as the addition of five new street trees 
along Jones Street (for a total of 7) and eight new street trees alo_ng Golden Gate Avenue. At 
above-grade terraces, reduced wind speeds can be achieved by implementing a porous parapet, 
porous furniture and soft landscaping. The Project could not be designed in a manner that would 
affect wind conditions substantially enough to eliminate all 11 of the existing comfort exceedances, 
without unduly restricting the site's development potential. 

Hazard Criterion 

· The Wind Study indicated that all test points currently meet the wind hazard criterion, and that 
the Project would not cause wind speeds to reach or exceed the hazard level. Therefore, tlte Project 
would comply with the hazard criterion of Section 148. 

c. .Off-Street Freight Loading (Section 161(£)). Section 152.1 requires that projects in the C-
3 District that include the addition of 200,001~500,000 sq. ft. of residential space provide 
two off-street freight loading spaces within the project. However, Section 161(£) 
recognizes that' site constraints in C-3 Districts may make provision of required freight 
loading and service vehicle spaces impractical or undesirable, and permits a reduction of 
the provision of freight loading and service vehicle spaces in accordance with Section 309 
provisions, provided that provision of freight loading and se.rvice vehicle spaces cannot 
be accomplished due to site constraints, would result in the use of an unreasonable 
percentage of ground-floor area precluding more desirable uses for retail, pedestrian 
circulation or open space, and/or or delivery functions can be provided at the adjacent 
curb without adverse effect on pedestrian circulation, transit operations or general traffic 
circulation, off-street space permanently reserved for service vehicles .is provided either 
on-site or in the immediate vicinity of the building. 

Site conditions do not allow loading and· service vehicle spaces underground because site 
constraints make sufficient vertical clearance impractical. Additionally, providing loading and 
service vehicle spaces at-grade would preclude valuable ground floor square footage from being 
used for more desirable uses, including retail and pedestrian cfrculatiort. The proposed freight 
loading space on Golden Gate Avenue takes up approximately 161eet of street frontage; and 
additional space would increase street frontage occupied by freight loading to 321eet, which is 
undesirable and counter to both urban and sfreet design principles. Finally, delivery functions can 
be provided at the adjacent curb along ·Golden Gate Avenue east of the project site. The 
transportation analysis conducted as part of environmental review concluded that the Project only 
generated demand for one off-street loading sp(Jce. Additionally, the Project Sponsor is pursuing a 
"color curb" application with the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) to ensure that 
the adjacent loading space can be permanently reserved for service vehicles. 

8.. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives 
and Policies of the General Plan: ! 
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IDENTIFY AND MAKE Av AILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET nm 
CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

Policy 1.8 
Promote mixed use development, and include housing, particularly permanently affordable 
housing, in new commercial, institutional or other single use development projects. 

The Project supports this Policy. The proposed Project would construct a significant amount of new. 
housing units within an existing urban environment that is in need of more access to housing. The Project 
proposes to demolish an underutilized three-story commercial garage and surface parking lot and construct 
a mixed-use residential building above ground floor retail that contains 268 market rate units, 36 011-site 
affordable units compliant with Section 415 of the Planning Code, and approximately 4,578 gsf of retail 
use. The Propertt; is an ideal site for new housing due to its central, downtown location, and proximity to 
public transportation. The current development of this location, with a surface parking lot and 
imderutilized commercial building, represents an under-utilized site withill the downtown core. By 
developing and maintaining space dedicated ta retail use within the building, the Project will continue the 
pattern of active ground floor' retail along the Market Street, Jones Street and Golden Gate Avenue 
frontages. 

Policy1.10 
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households can easily rely 
on public transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips. 

The Project supports this Policy. It is anticipated that because of the central downtown location of the 
Project, most residents would either walk, bike, or use public transportation for daily tmvel. The Project is 
two blocks from Market Street, a major rail and bus-transit corridor that provides convenient access from 
the Property to neighborhoods throughout the City, the East Bay, and the Peninsula. It is also 1.5 blocks 
from the Civic Center BART and MUNI stations, and is within 'one block of at least 6 MUNI bus lines. 
The Project provides 304 Class 1 . bicycle parking spaces with a convenient and separate entrance 
designated for bicyclists, encouraging the use of bikes as a mode of transportation. · 

OBJECTIVE 5: 
ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS HA VE EQUAL ACCESS TO AVAILABLE UNITS. 

Policy 5.4 

SAN fHANCISCO 
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Provide a range of unit types for all segments of need, and work to move residents between unit 
types as their needs change. 

The Project supports this PoliClj. The Project would create 304 dwelling units, of which 61 (20%) are 
studios, 132 (43%) are one-bedroom units and 111 (37%) are two-bedroom units. The Project provides a 
range of unit types to serve a variety of needs, and will provide 12 percent on-site affordable units 
comprising of the similar dwelling unit mix, namely 22% studios, 43% one-bedrooms and 35% two
bedroom units. 

OBJECTIVE 7: 

SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING, 
I. 

INCLUDING INNOVATIVE' PROGRAMS THAT ARE NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON 
TRADITIONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL. 

fo _compliance with this policy, the Project would provide permanently affordable on-site housing by 
allocating 12% of units as affordable, in accordance with the City's Affordable InclusionanJ Housing 
Ordinance, thereby enhandng the City's affordable housi1tg. 

OBJECTIVE 11: 

SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN 
FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS. 

Policy11.1 
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, 
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character. 

Policy11.2 
Ensure implementation 0£ accepted design standards in project approvals 

Policy11.3 
Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing 
residential neighborhood character. 

Policy11.4 
Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and 
density plan and the General Plan. 

Policy11.6 
Foster a sense of community through architectural design, using features that promote 
community interaction. 

Policy11.7 
Respect San Francisco's historic fabric, by preserving landmark buildings and ensuring 
consistency with historic districts. 
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The Project supports these Policies. The Project would create 304 dwelling units in the immediate vicinitlJ 
of existing residential and office buildings, and complies with the existing zoning in terms of land use, 
height, and density. The Project's design respect's the architectural design of adjacent historic resources, 
with a traditional tripartite far;ade containing de.fitted base, shaft and top, while remaining modern in 
expression. This new development will greatly' enhance the character of the existing neighborhood and is an 
ideal site for nll'lf housing due to its central, downtown location, and proximity to public transportation. 
The' current development of this locatian, with a surface parking lot and underutilized commercial 
building, represents an under-utilized site within the downtown core. By developing and maintaining 
space dedicated to retail use within the building, the Project will continue the pattern of active ground floor 
retail along the Market Street, Jones Street and Golden Gate Avenue frontages. 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 3: 
MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO COMPLEMENT THE CITY 
PATTERN, THE RESORUCES TO BE CONSERVED, AND THE NEIGHOBRHOOD 
ENVIRONMENT. 

Policy3.1 
Promote harmony in the visual relationships and transitions between new. and older buildings. 

Policy3.2 
A void extreme contrasts in color, shape and other characteristics which will cause new buildings 
to stand out in excess of their public importance. 

Policy3.6 
Relate the bulk of buildings to the prevailing scale of development to avoid an overwhelming or 
dominating appearance in new consb:uction. 

The Project employs design to relate to existing development in the neighborhood, which is characterized by 
mid- to high-rise, mixed-use buildings that help compose a district of Renaissance Revival-style buildings. 
Renaissance Revfrlal-style buildings are typically expressed by tripartite design, vertical expression, 
punched windows, decorative brickwork and modillicn cornices. The proposed project would replace an 
underutilized 3-story commerdal building and surface parking lot that respects its context by providing a 
high-rise, mixed-used building of tripartite design, separated with horizontal reveals and punched 
openings. The proposed structure complies with land use and dev~lopment controls of the Planning Code 
and the surrounding development. 

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 

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

Policy1.1 
Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes· undesirable 
consequences. Discourage development that has substantial undesirable consequences that 
cannot be mitigated. 

Policyl.2 
Assure that all commercial and industrial uses meet minimum, reasonable performance 
standards. 

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

The Project would add approximately 4,578 square feet of new commercial space - divided between two 
tenant spaces - that is intended to serve residents in the building and surrounding neighborhood. Retail is 
encouraged and principally permitted on the ground floor of buildings in the Downtown General District, 
and is thus consistent with activities in the commercial land use plan. 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 
MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT, AND 
INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITIIIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN ffiE CITY AND OTHER 
PARTS OF ffiE REGION WHILE MAINTAINING THE HIGH QUALITY LIVING 
ENVIRONMENT OF THE BAY AREA. 

Policyl.2: 
Ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians throughout the city. 

A primanJ objective of the proposed Project is to create a pedestrian-oriented environment at the Project 
Site that encourages walking as a prindpal means of transportation. Proposed improvements to the 
sidewalks would improve pedestrian safety, including the wide11ing of the sidewalk along the Project's 
Golden Gate Avenue frontage and a 6-foot bulb-out at the Golden Gate Avenue and Jones Street 
intersection, intended to reduce vehicular speed and provide greater refuge for pedestrians, The Project 
would also plant a consistent row of street trees along Jones Street and Golden Gate Avenue, along with 
bicycle racks enhance the pedestrian experience and provide convenience to biCljclists. 

Palicyl.3: 
Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private automobile as the means of 
meeting San Francisco's transportation needs particularly those of commuters. 

SAN fllANCISCO 
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Ensure choices among modes of travel and accommodate each mode when and where it is most 
appropriate. 

The Project would promote Objective 1 and its associated policies by providing for an amount of parking 
which is sufficient to meet the needs of the future residents so as to not QVerburden the surrounding 
neighbor1wod parking. However, the parking that is being provided is not expected to generate substantial 
traffic that would adversely impact pedestrian, transit, or bicycle movement. Given the proximity of the 
Project site to the employment opportunities and retail services of the Downtown Core, it is expected that 
residents will opt to prioritize walking, bicycle travel, or transit use over private automobile travel. 111e 
Project would provide a merely sufficient rather than excessive amount of parking in order to accommodate 
the parking needs of the future residents of the Project and the neighborhood, while still supporting and 
encouraging walking, bicycle travel and public transit use. 

OBJECTIVE 2: 
USE 1HE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND 
IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT. 

Policy2.1: 
Use rapid transit and other transportation improvements in the city and region as the catalyst for 
desirable development, and coor.dinate new facilities with public and private development. 

The Project would promote Objective 2 and its associated policies by constructing a residential building 
with ground Jlo.or retail in the Downtown Core, which is the most transit rich area of the City. The Project 
would provide only 0.5 parking spaces per dwelling and will no~ provide any parking for the proposed 
retail uses. All of these parking spaces would be located underground, and thus be less intrusive from an 
urban ·design standpoint. 

OBJECTIVE 11: 
ESTABLISH PUBLIC TRANSIT AS_ THE PRIMARY MODE ·OF TRANSPORTATION IN SAN 
FRANCISCO AND AS A MEANS THROUGH WIDCH TO GUIDE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 
AND IMPROVE REGIONAL MOBILITY AND AIR QUALITY. 

Policy 11.3: 
Encourage development that efficiently coordinates land use with transit service, req?iring that 
developers address transit concerns as well as mitigate traffic problems. 

The Project is located within a neighborhood rich with public transportation and the people occupying the 
building are expected to rely heavily on public transit, bicycling, or walking for the majority of thefr daily 
trips. The project includes bicycle parking for 322 bicycles (304 Class 1, 18 Class 2). Within a few blocks 
of the Project Site, there is an abundance of local and regional transit lines, including MUNI bus lines, 
MUNI Metro rail lines and BART. Additionally such transit lines also provide acces~ to AC Transit 
(Transbay Te.rminal) and Cal Train. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTII AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE 
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT. 

Policy1.1 
Encourage development which produces substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable 
consequences. Discourage development which has substantial undesirable consequences which 
cannot be mitigated. 

The Project would bring additional housing into a neighborhood that is well served by public transit on the 
edge of Downtown. The Project would not displace any housing becau~e the existing structure at 1066 
Market Street is a vacant 2-story commercial space and suiface parking lot. The Project would improve the 
existing character of the neighborhood by removing the surface parking lot and vacant structure. The 
proposed retail space, which includes ground floor retail space, is consistent and compatible with the 
existing retail uses in tlte neighborhood and is also consistent with the pedestrfmt-Jriendly uses in the 
immediate neighborhood and the downtown core. 

The Project therefore creates substantial net benefits for the City with minimal undesirable consequences. 

OBJECTIVE 7: 
ExP AND THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING IN AND ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN. 

Policy 7.1.1 
Promote the inclusion of housing in downtown commercial developments. 

Policy7.2 
Facilitate conver~ion of underused industrial and commercial areas to residential use. 

The Project would demolish an underutilized commercial space and surface parking lot, constructing a 
120-foot tall, 12-story-over-basement (14 levels), 304-unit residential building .over ground floor retail, 
within easy commuting distance of downtown jobs. 

The Project includes approximately 4,578 square feet of ground floor commercial space, with tenant spaces 
on Market Street and the comer of Jones Street arid Golden Gate Avenue; these spaces would provide 
serrifces to the immediate neighborhood, and would create pedestri'an-oriented1 active uses on each of tfle 
three frontages. 

OBJECTIVE 16: 
CREATE AND MAINTAIN ATIRACTIVE, INTERESTING URBAN STREETSCAPES. 

Policy 16.4 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Use designs and materials and include amenities at the ground floor to create pedestrian interest. 

The Project would promote Objective 16 by including a ground floor retail use which would promote 
pedestrian traffic in the vicinity. The Project would provide floor-ta-ceiling, transparent windows in retail 
spaces, inviting pedestrians, and landscape the sidewalk area surrounding the Project Site with street trees 
and bike racks. This space would increase the usefulness of the vicinity surrounding the Project Site to 
pedestrians and serve to calm the speed of traffic on the street. 

9. Planning Code Section 101.l(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review 
of permits fot consistency with said policies. On balance, the Project complies with said policies 

in that: 

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

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

The Project would not displace existing neighborhood-serving retail uses because no retail uses 
currently exist at the Project Site. In addition to 304 residential units, the Project would include 
approximately 4,578 square feet of retail space in two separate commercial spaces. The Project would 
have a positive effect vn existing neighborhood-serving retail uses because it would bring additional 
residents to the neighborhood, thus increasing the customer base of existing neighborhood-serving 
retail. Moreover, the Project would not displace any existing neighborhood-serving retail uses. 
Instead, the Project would enhance neighborhood-serving retail by adding new retail space, which 
could ·strengthen nearby neighborhood retail uses by attracting pedestrians and passersby and 
broadening the consumer base and demand for exisHng neighborhood-serving retail services. The 
addition of this new space would also complement the pedestrian-friendly Downtown care and would 
continue the pattern of active ground floor retail along the Market Street, Jones Street and Golden 
.Gate Avenue frontages'. 

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

The Project would not negatively affect the existing housing and neighborhood character. The Project 
would not di~place any housing because the existing structure at 1066 Market Street is an 
underutilized, vacant commercial building and surface parking lot. The Project would improve the 
exisHng character of the neighborhood by removing the vacant structure and suiface parking lot. The 
proposed retail space is consistent and compatible with the existing retail uses in the neighborhood and 
is also consistent with the pedestrian-friendly uses in the immediate neighborhood and the downtown 
care. 

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

SAN FRANQl~CO 

There is currently no housing an the site; therefore1 no affordable housing will be last as part of this 
Project. The Project would enhance the City's supply of affordable housing by providing 36 on-site 
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affordable dwelling units, in compliance with the affordable housing requirements of Plnnning Code 
Section 415 . . 

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

The Project would not impede MUNI transit service or overburden local streets or pal'kittg. The 
Project is at.a location well-served by transit as it is located in a major transit corridor and would 
promote rat1ter than impede the use of MUNI transit service. Future residents and employees of the 
Project could access both the existing MUNI rail and bus services and the BART system. The Project 
also provides a sufficient amount of off-street parking for future residents so tltat neighborhood parking 
will not be overburdened by the addition of new. residents. 

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

The Project would not negatively affect the industrial and service sectors because it is largely 
residential in nature and would not displace any existing industrial uses. The Project would also be 
consistent with the character of existing development in the neighborhood, which is charactel'ized by 
commercial office buildings and residential high-rise buildings. 

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

The Project will be consistent with the Cihj's goal to achieve the greatest possible preparedness to 
protect dgainst injury and loss of life in an earthquake. The building will be constructed in compliance 
with all current building codes to ensure a high level of seismic safety. 

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

The Planning Department has deternn'ned that the 1066 Market Street a two-story, vacant commercial 
space and surface.parking lot, is not individually eligible for listing on the Caliform'a Register, but is 
located in an historic distri'ct. Accordingly, the building has been designed to respect the character 
defining features of the district. As such, the Project would f!Ot have an indirect impact on historic 
resources by negatively altering the existing visual setting of these resources. 

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

SAN FRANCISCO 

The Project would not cast any new shadows on parks under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco 
Parks and Recreation Department. 
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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 Downtown Project Authorization and Request 
for Exceptions would promote the health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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That based upon the Record, U1e submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at fue public hearings, and all other 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Downtown Project 
Authorization Application No. 2013.1753XCV subject to fue following conditions attached hereto as 
"EXHIBIT A''· in general conformance with plans on file, dated February 23, 2016 and stamped "EXHIBIT 
B", which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth. 

The Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and 
the record as a whole and finds that there is no substantial evidence that the Project would have a 
significant effect on the environment with the adoption of the mitigation measures contained in the 
MMRP to avoid potentially significant environmental effects associated with the Project, and hereby 
adopts the MND. 

The Planning Commission hereby adopts the MND and the MMRP, attached to the CEQA Findings 
Motion No. 19593. All reqtlired improvement and mitigation measures identified in the MND and 
contained in the MMRP are included as conditions of approval. 

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Section 309 
Determination of Compliance and Request for Exceptions 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 this Motion if 
not appealed 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 in person at 1650 Mission Street, Room 
304, San Francisco, CA 94103, or call (415) 575-6880. 

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 chailenged 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 proj.ect, the 
Planning Commission's adoption of this Motion constitutes conditional approval of the development and 
the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest perkid 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-commen~e the 90-day approval period. 

I ~ereb~-~ftify th1~t th~lanning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on March 17, 2016. 

~ I . ' 
........ -..... _,_,_,_~~'·(f:).,i:.........._. f ... tt.,. t....,._J 

Jonas P. Ionin '. · 
Commission Secretary 
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AYES: 
NAYS: 

Fong, Richards, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, 
Moore, Wu 

ABSENT: None 
ADOPTED: March 17, 2016 
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Subject to: (Se/eat only if applior;ible-) 

lg] Affordable Housing·(See..415) €i First ·Source Hlrlng (Admln. Code} 

IBJ Streetlree (Sec. 13lt 1) ~ Trani;it hnpact Dev't Fee (Sec. 411) 

. D Downtown P.a.rk foe (Sec.412) ill PublicArt(Sec. 429) 

P'lanning co·mmission Motion No .. 19594 
HEARING DATE: MARCH 17, 2016 

Case Na.: 
Project Address:: 
Zonitig:; 

Block!Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contad:: 

2013.175,3~XV 
1066 Market Street 
C-3-G (Downtow~ General) 
120-X Height and Bulk District 
0350(003 
Julie Burdick-(415) 772.7142 
Multifamily fuveshnents 

Shoreustein Pi:operlies 
235 Montgomery Street, 16th Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94104 
jburdick@shorentstein.tom 

Tina Chang-(415)575-9197 

Tina.Chanri1sfr;ov.o:r~ 

1 e1m Mission st 
Suite400 
San A"anclsco, 
Cl\ 94103-2479 

Recep!lan: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.~409 

Plannln[I 
Momration: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE APPROVAL OF A CONDITIONAL USE 
AUTHORIZATION UNDER PLANNING CODE SECTION 124(F) AND 303, TO ALLOW 
ADDITIONAL SQUARE FOOTAGE .ABOvE THE :BASE :FLOOR AREA RATIO~ .FOR DWELLING 
UNITS THAT WILL BE AFFORDABLE FOR THE LiFE OF THE PROJECT 1'0 :aouSEHOLDS 
WHOSE INCOMES ARE WlTHIN .90 l'ERCENT OF THE AREA. MEDIAN INCOl\IB AT 1066 
MARKET S1'REE1' WlTIIIN THE C-3-G (DOWNTOWN ·GENERAL} ZONING AND THE 120"-X 
BE!GET AND BULK DISTRICT. 

PREAMBLE 

On F.ebruary 12, 2-014, Julie Burdick of Shorenstem Residential LLC, on behalf of 1:066 Market LLC 

(hereinafter "l?:toject Sponso:i:'') filed an application with ~ Planning Departf/lent {hereinafter 
"Department:") for F.nvimmnentfa.l 'Review, to allow the demolition of an existing two-story, 51066 gross 
square. £oot (gsf) vae:mt commercial building and adjoining 23,419 gsf surfaa;? pa:d<5t1g lot and the new 
construction -0f: a 14-level, 1i-story mixed-use building rnntain.ing approxhnafely 304 dwelling units, with 
ground floor retail, bicycle parking and two levels of subtertane.an parkfilg ·with 102 spaces (hereinafter 
"the Project") at 1066 Market Street (he:tcinatter "l?rofei;;t Site"), 

www.sf.planning.or~ 
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·Mati:ori No, 19594 
~arch.11; zo1a,· 

CASB-NO;,Z01.3;1753CX\1 
· 106.$' Market ~treet 

On June 18, 2014, Julie Burdick of Shorenstein Residential LLC, on 'behalf of the Project Sponsor filed.1} an 
applicati-on with the Department for Compliance with Planning Cod.e Se.ction ·309 wiih :exceptions for 
R-ear Year requirements (Section 134:}, parking requ:ii;ements, to pmvid~ padcing at a ratio exceeding 0.25 

to 1 (Section 151.1} and freight loading, ro p.toviQ.e one off-street freight loading space instead 0£ two 

{Sections 161), and exception from ground l~vel w.ind current {Section 148) within the: C-3-G (Downtown 

General) Zoning and 120-X Height and Bulk I:?istrict to d-emplish the ex:isfing structure and. stnface 

. parking lot, and. consi:ructi-0n of the Pi:ojec!; 2) an application. with the Department for ·Conditi-Onal Use 

Authorization (CUA) to a}. ~ow a higher density of residential units, at one unit per 90 square feet 

instead of one unit per 125 square :feet as pemritted by Planning Code Section 215(a), and b) to exempt 

on-site :indusionary units from FAR calculations .per Section 1i4{f); 3} an application for Variance from 

Section 135(G)(2),. use of :inner as usable open.apace;. 

On December 46, 2014, the "Uses, c;'.onformity of Use8i Parking Requii'ea;i.ents for Uses, and Special Use 

Districts" Ord:inance became effective, amending Section 309 such that parking requirements were n.O 

longer modmable per Section 309; Additionally, Section 151.1 was amended by the same Ordinance to 

permJ.t up to one parkirtg space for each two dwell:ing units. Therefore, the requested amount of parking 

no longer required an exception per Section 309. Accordingly, On November 19, 2015, Julie Burdick of 

Shm::enstein Residential LLC, on behalf of the .Proj_e~t Sponsor submitted an amended application to the 

Department for Compliance with Planning Cod~ Section 309 removing the request for exception to 
parking- requir~ents. Updated. applications· for Conditional Use Authorization and a Variance was also 
submitted to the Depai:tment, lu;>wevei:, thei;e were no Changes to f:9.e authorization an:d variance requests. 

On January i3, 2016 Draft fuitial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/.M:NO) for the Project was 
prel?ared and published for public review; and 

The Draft IS/MND was available for public comment until February 2, 2016; and· 

On February 2,.2016, an. appeal 0£ the Mitigated Negative Peclaraf:ion was filed with the Department. 

On March 17, 2.016, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly schedUied. 

meeting on Conditional Q'se Authorizatioh Applicati<m No. 2013.1753X,hV and the Appeal of the 

Mitigated N€gative Declaratien, 2013.1753E. 

On March 17, 2011'.i, the Commission upheld the PMND and approved the issuance of the Fm.al :tv.fitigated 

Negative Declaration (FMND) af! ·prepared by th~ Planning Department in compliance with. CEQ~ the 

State CEQA Gtridel:ines and Chapt~ 31. 

On March, 17, 2-016, the Planning Department/Planning Commission reviewed and considered the l'linal 
Mitigateq N.e,gati.v.e Oeclm:ati.on (FMND} and found that .the contents of said report and the procedur~s 

through which the FMNQ was prepared, publicized, and reviewed complied! with the Callio:mia 

En\Ti:ronmental Quaiity·Act (California Public Resour-ces Code Sections 21000 et seq.) (CEQA); Title 14 

Califotrria Code of R-egu1ations .Sections 15000 et seq. (the uCEQA Guidel:ines'') and Chapter 31 of fue :San 

· Francisco. Administrativ~ Code e'Chapt~ 31"):· and 

S~N FllANOIS.GD . 
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The Plamring Department/Planning Commission :found the FMND was adequate, accurate and objecti.'V'e, 

reflected the independent analysis and judgment of the Department of City Planning and the Planning 

Commission, and that the summary of comments and responses contained no significant revisions to the· 

Dra£1; IS/MND, and approved the FMND for the Project in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines 

and Chapter 31. 

The Planning Department, Jonas P. lonin, is the custodian of records; all pertinent documents are located 

in the File for Case No. 2013.1753CX:V, af: 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California. 

Planning Deparl:Ittent staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting program (MMRP), which 

material was made available to the public and this Commission for this Commission's review, 

consideration and action. 

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, Department 

staff, and other interested parties. 

MOVED, that the Commission hereby approves the Conditional Use Authorization requested in 

Application No. 2013.1753X.C.V, subject to the conditions contained in "EXHIBIT A" of this motion, based 

on the following findings; · 

flNDINGS 

Having :reviewed the materials identified in the preamble abo-v-e, and having heard all testimony and 

arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 

1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute futdings of this Co~sion. 

2. Site Description and Present Use. The "L" shaped, 27,310 square foot (sf) project site has 
approximately S~feet of frontage on Market Street, where it is sandwiched by a tbree-sfory 

comm~cial building to the west and two-story commercial building to the eas~ The Project also 

has frontage on Jones Street to the west, north of the aforementioned tbree-stocy cotnmercial 

building, and Golden Gate Avenue to the north of the project site. A 5,066 gross square foot (gsf) . 

vacant commercial building and adjoining 23,419 gsf surface parking lot currently occupies the 

project site. The commercial building, which was constructed in 1966, fronts Market Street on the 

south side of the property. The privately owned parking lot holds approximately 102 vehicles. 

Existing vehicle and pedestrian access to the surface parking lot is provided on Golden Gate 

Avenue and jones Street. Two curb cuts I driveways currently exist on the project site, including 

one on Golden Gate Avenue and one on Jones Street Pedestrian access to the com:rnercial 

bm1din.g is provided on Market Street. There are no trees on the project site; five str.eet trees are 

located along the sidewalks surrounding the site. The site slopes down gradually from the 

northwest to the southeast,. with an elevation change of approximately 10 feet. The project site is 

located in C-3-G (Downtown General) Zoning District and a 120..XHeight and Bulk District. 
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3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The project site is located vd.thln fhe Downt-Own 
Plan Area· at·l0~6 Market Street. in the Downtown/ .Civic Center neighbothood-0£ San Francisco. 

Witlrin the Do:w.ntown I Civic Center neigbborb.-ood ate smaller districts and micro

neigbborli.oods; .such as the Market.Street Theater and Loft Historic District, of which 1his Project 

is a part La;nd uses .in the surrounding area include a mix of fow- and. mid-rise mixed-use 
commercial buildings, tourist and residenfial hotels< multifamily housing, entertainment uses 

(!nd g..overnment ms!].tutions: :froperf:ies in· the immediate vicinity of the project site include a 
· three..:story commercial/ ·retail bllildin.g to the south at 1072-1098 Market Street; a 10-story, low

income and s~or housing development to -the west af 129 Golden Gate Avenue; a seven-story,. 

82 unit homeless housing facility at 41 Jones Street a nine--s·tory, 108-urtlt apartment a two-story 

commer~alf retail building at:l028-1056 Market.to the east, which is currently occupied by a 

"pop-up" food and beve.rage court ("The- Hall"). The Hall is temporarily occupying fue space 
while the pmperty's project sponsor finalizes the entitlement of the proposed project which 
indqdes·the-demolition of the existing building and the new construction of a 12-story_,_ mixed-

use residential--over-ground~floor retail development · 

4. Project Description. ·The Project includes the demolition of an existing two-story, vacant, 

comm€!ci.al building and adjoining 23,419 .square foot surface parking lot, and the new 
ctm.struction·of a 12-story, 14-level,. mixed-used building contalning approximately 304 dwelling 
units, wifh commercial retail on the ground floor, bicycle parking and two ievcls of subterranean 

parking wifh 102 parking spates. The building's· height ranges from approximately 113 to 120 feet 

tall. The proposed, dwelling unit mix consj.lits o~ approximately 61 studimr L<:pproximately 20 
percent of total units), 76 junior. one-bedroom units (approximately 25 percent of total units), 56. 
one--bedroom units (about 18. percent of total units) .and. 111 two-bedroom units (about 37 
percent), Residential amenities include a fotn1ge,, lobby, fifness center, leasing .office and bicycle 

·parking. The Project w.ill pmvide 304 Oass 1 and 18 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. 

Approximately 4,540 square feet of commercial retail space provides active street frontage ·along 

Mar~et Stree~ Golden Gate ,Avep.ue and Jones Street. Due t9 fl. gi:adE; <;hange of approximately 13 
feet between the norfuwest comer and southeast comer of the project site, street access to fue 
building occurs from two separate ground.floors: one with access from Market Street (Level 1) 
and another frum Jones Street and Golden .Gate Avenue (Level 2). A 6,333 square-foot open-air 

courtyard is located in the center of the proposed Project at Level· 1, with :m elevated walkway 
thro:qgh .the courtyard providing access to the at-grade lobby amenity and lounge area on tevel 
2. A patio intended for the 1,684 square foot commercial space fronting Market Street is iocated 

at the southeast comer of the· qpen-air· mtµ:fy'a:rd. The roof includes two terraces totaling 

?-pproximately (i~OO.O s.quare feet. 

The Market Sb:~t fagade has been designed wifu a friparlite verticai expression -of a base, shaft 

and capital - typical of buildings within fhe Market Street Theater and Lo.ft Historic District. The 
three sections of the building are delineated by a horizon.tat reveal The height o.£. the tall base 
references similar features on adjacent buildings that are also ch~acterized by tall hru:;es; and will 
be. defiD.ed by use of a textured masonry dad.d.ir\g at the piers, multi-level recessed window wall 
and horizontal reveal, The top of the buildirl.g on the Market Street fm;~d.e :rests· above a 

horizontal reveal and iB characterized. by stucco..-clad vertical piers fuat align v.i.th piers at the 
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base of the building as well as double-height recessed window groupings. The :middle of the 
building is deSigned with punched openings :in a "basket weave" composition that suggests both 
the vertically expressed double-hung windows and the slightly more horizontally expressed 

O:tlcago-style windows found in the district, which are three-part windows with a large fixed 
center panel flanked by two smaller windows. 

The Golden Gate Avenue and Jones Street facades have also been designed with the basket 
weave composition found on the Market Street fac;ade. The upper stories of the buildmg would 
be clad in a panelized system of :integrally colored pre-cast concrete units in graded color 

variations with a light,. intermediate and dark shade, as well as an accent color. The base of these 
facades is characterized by double-height storefront windows, except for a small portion on 

Golden Gate Avenue, where the double-height windows could not be achieved due to on-site 

elevation changes. While a tripartite pattern can be found on these frontages, :!he expression of 
the three-partfar;ade is more loosely implemented on the designs of the Golden Gate Avenue and 
Jones Street facades. 

5. Community Outrea.clt and Public Comment. As summarized in the enclosed letter from the 
Project Sponsor, community outreach has included meetings with the Projecfs neighbors, local 
businesses, community groups, individual residents, schools, religious organizalioris, and non

profits, including the Tenderlo~ Neighborhood Development Corporation; Tenderloin Housing 
·-, Oinic, Tenderloin Economic Development Project, UC Hastings, Community Housing 

Partnerships, Urban Solutions, SF Bike Coalition, CounterPulse, St Francis Foundation / 
Tenderloin Help Improvement Project, Central Market Community Benefit District, Housing 

Action Coalition, SPUR Design Revievi Conunittee, Colden Gate Theatre., Building Trades 
Commission, Draussalem Mosque, Market Street for· the MasSes, Mid-Market Business 
Association, as well as project sponsors, property owners, resident coordinators and tenants of 

neighboring properties, including but not limited to those at 950 Market Street, 1007 Market 

Street, 1019 Market Street, 1072 Market Street, 1029 Market Street, 1075 Market, 111 Jones Street, 
205 Jones Street, 50 Golden Gate, 129 Golden Gate Avenue, 180 Golden Gate Avenue, 25 Taylor, 

iffid 55 Taylor. At times,. the Project Sponsor has met with the aforementioned stakeholders 
multiple times throughout the past 2.5 years. 

To date, the Department ha:s not received any correspondence expressing 0ppositi.on to the 
Project; however, an appeal was filed on the Preliminary Negative Declaration. Twenty letters of 
support from the following organizations, business owners, residents and tenants have been 
received.; 

• Draussalem Mosque - Mosque at 20 Jones Street 

• Encore Capital - property ovmer in Tenderloin I Mip-Market neighborhood .and 
nei,ghbor 

• Group I- owner af 95D-974 Market Street 
• The Housing Action Coalition 

• Hibemia Bank-Owner at 1 Jones Street 
• International Art Museum of America- tenant at 1025 Market Street 
• Marinello Sch0ols of Beauty- tenant at 1035 Market Street 

• Molly Jans - Tenderloin Resident 
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• . Khadija Eddkhissi :-- Resident at317 Leavenworlh Street 
• Zoltra.Araq - Resident at 55 9th Street -

• KhadijaArif-.Resident at940 Washington 
• Zainaba :Soudfun-Resident at 141.Eddy Street 

CASE NO. 2013,1753CX\' 
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• Mos~er Companies - Property Owner of 50 Golden Gate Avame 

• Pam Coates - Rmdent at 41 Jones Si;r_eet 
• Piano'.fliglµ:- 'Business owner at 144 Taylor Stre~t 
• Thanh Nguyen - Resident at 145 Taylor Street 

• Tidewater Capital- Property owner at 1028 Market 

• UC Hasf:i.r\gs 
• Warm Planet Bikes - tenant at 1D98a Market Str.eet 

• We Work- Tenderloin business 

6. Plapiµng Code CQmpli?Jlce! The Conunission: finds that the Project is consistent with the 

relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner: 

A. Maximlim Floor Area Ratio (Section 124). The floor area ratio (FAR) limit .as defined by 

Planning Code Section 124 foJJ the C-3-G District is 6.{H. Under Sections· 123 and 128 of the 
Planning Code, the FAR can be increased to -9.0 to 1 with the purchase of transferable 

development rights ("TDR"). 

The Project Site has a lot area of approximirtely 27,311 squflte feet. Thel'efare, up to 163,872 square 
feet of Gross Floor /l.rea ("GFA") is allowed under the basic FAR limit, and up to 245,~08 square feet 
vf GF A is permitted with the purchase of TDR As shown in the conceptuil plans far the Project, the 
building would include 298,278 square feet o.f GPA, of which 127,956 would count towards FAR 
Conditions of approval ar~ included to require the Projei;:t Sponsor to purchase TDR for the increment 
of development between 6.0 to 1 FAR and 9.0 to 1 FAR, for approximately 64,084 (227,956-
163,872=°64,084) square feet af jf.oop area:. 

Additionally, the Project Sponsor seeks approwd of Conditional Use Autlwrizatkm to exempt flour 
area. dedicated to the 36 below market rate units, or approximately 21,422 square feet, per Section 
l1..4f.j). Therefore· the. Project. c~mpUes with Section 124. 

B.. Rear Yara Requirement. Planning Cbde Section 134 requires fl:tat any building containin,g a 

dwelling unit in a Downtown Commercial District must provide a rear yard equal to 25 
per.cent of the total lot depth at.all residential levels. 

The Project doea not provide a rear yard thaf: camplies with th.is C(Jde requirement, and as imch, 
requires a rear yard exception under Planning Code Section 309. A 309 excep#cm may be granted so 
long as the "building focation. and configuration. assure adequate light and air to windows within the 
residential units and ta the usable ope:n space provided." See Bectitm 7, below, for 309 findings; 

C. Residential Open Space (Section 135). Planning Code Section 135 requires that private 

usal:!le open space be provided at a ratio of 36 square feet per dwelling unit or that 48 square 
feef of common usable open be provided per dwelling unit. 
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The Project includes 304 units. The Project would provide .ttt least 36 square fed of private open space 
for 50 of the dwelling units through private balconies or terraces. A t-otal of 12,192 square feet of 
commonly accessible open space would be required for the remaining 254 units without bal.conies or 
terraces, which would be promded in the form of a 6,333 square-foot inner coortyard at grade and two 
roof decks amounting to 6,000 square feet In ml, 12,333 square feet_ of common open space would be 
provided, exceeding the common open space requirement. 

Section 135(g)(2) allows the use of inner. courts to be counted as usable open space, provided that the 
enclosed space is (1) at least 20 feet in every horizontal dimension, (2) at least 400 square feet in area, 
and (3) the height -0f the walls above the court cm at least three sides is such that no point an any wall 
is higher than one foot for each foot that such point is horizontally distant from the apposite side of the 
cautf:. T1te propos84 inner court meets two of the three criteria; the dimensions- of the inner court are 
approximately 65 feet wide by 100 feet long amounting to approxima:tely 6,333 squ«re feet: However, 
the height of the walls surrounding the inner court exceeds the pennitted dimension. Therefore, a 
variance from Section 135 is required. 

D. Public Open Space (Section 138). New buildings in the C-3 Zoning District must provide 
public open space at a ratio of one square feet per 50 gross square feet of all uses, except 
residential uses, institutional uses, and uses in a predominantly retail/personal services 
building. This public open space must be located on the same site as the building or within 
900 feet ofitwithin. a C-3 district. 

Ground finor retail space in fbe C-3 Districts that is less than 5,000 square feet and less fhau 75 
percent of the ground floor area is excluded from gross floor area and is therefore not required ta 

provide the associated publical.ly accessible open space.. The Project includes approximately 4,578 
square feet of ground floor retaz1 space, which is exempt from the requirement. Ftowever, 315 square 
feet of the inner courtyard would be available to tenants of the propo;ed retail space fronting Market 
Stred. The patio space adjacent to the Market Stred-fronting retm1 space would be available for 
residents to use at any time. 

E. St:teef Trees (Sections 138.1). Section 13B.1 and Section 8-06 of the Public Works Code 

reqa¥es the installation o.f street trees in the case of the construction of a new building. One 
24-inch box tree is required for every.20 feet of property frontage along each street or alley, 

~'V:i.th any remaining fraclion of ten feet or more of frontage requir.iilg an ad<litional tree. The 

species and. locations of trees installed in the public right-of-way shall be subject to approval 
·by the Depar!ment of Public Works (DPW). The requirements of Section 806 may be waived 
or modified by the Director of Public Works, pursuant to Section 806, where DPW cannot 

grant approval due to practical difficulties. 

SAii FRANGiSGO 

The Project includes a total of approximately 370 feet of street frontage along Market Street 
(approximately 55 feet), Jones Street (approximately 152 fed) and Golden. Gate Avenue (163 feet), 
resulting i:n a requirement of nineteen street trees. Thirteen (13) new street trees are proposed and five 
exist, resulting in a total of 18 trees. Conditions of approval have to been added to require the Project 
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ta plant (13) street trees and pay an in-lieu fee-for the remaining one (1) ttee, thereby com.plying with 
Section 1.38.1. · 

Per Public· Wo.rks Code, Article 161 Section 806r all street trees would be planted within the public 
right-ofway adjacent to the subject property, be of- a species suitable for the site conditions; be a 
mmim:am of24-inch box size:; have a minimum 1 * i71.ch caliper, measured 6-inches ab1JVe gromid; be 
planted no higher than the adjtµ;ent sidewalk and provide a below-grade env.iromnent with nutrient
rich soils, fret from overly-i:oin.pacted soils and .generally conducive ta fri1B f.dot development and be 
watered, maintained and replaced if necessary by the property owner in acc-orda.n.ce wi.J:h Article 16 of 
the Public Works Code and be bt c-ompliance w"ith applicable water use tequittml?Jtts of Adntinfstra.ti:ve 
Code Chapter 63. 

F. Sfreetscapelmprovements (Sedinn 138.1). Planning Code Section 138.1 requires that when a 

new buildi,ng is com;tructed in the C-3 District, street trees _and sidewalk paving must be 

provided. Under Section 138.l(c), the Commission may also- requite the Project Sponsor to 

install additional sidewalk improvements such as lighting, special paving1 seating and 

landscaping in accordance ·with the guidelines of the Downtown Streetsc<i.pe Plah if it finds 
fuat these improvements are necessary fo .. meet the goals and objectives of the General Plan. 

• I- • • 

In. addition to the street trees mentioned above, the Project proposes side:wallc widening along the 
Project's Golden Gate Avenue frontage, from 12-feet ta 16-feet and a 6foot bulb-out at the southeast 
corner of the Golden Gate Avenue and J01res Street intersection. These s.treetscapdmprovements have 
been vetted by the Street Design Action Team, an interagency body including the Planning 
Departm:er.it, Municipal Transportation Authority and the Department of Public Works. 

G. Exposme (Section 140.). Plannlp.g Code 'Section 140 requires all dwelling units in al use 

districts to face onto a public street at least 20 feet iri. width, side yard at least 25 feet m width 

or open area wbiclt is unobstructed and is no less than 25 feet in every horizontal dimensfon 

fot the floor at which the dwelling unit is located and the floor immediately above it, .with an 

increase -0£ five feet in every- :horizontai dime11$ion at eadi. subsequent floo.t. 

The Project complies with Secf:Wn 140. All units facing J?Ublic rights-of way open onto streets greater 
than 20.feet wide. Units at the upper nwst levels of the buildin~ a.Ion.ff Market Street and Golden Gate 
Auenue must expose onto -an inner courtyard at least 75 fBd in length. Since. the north-south length of 
the co-urtya:rd is 100feet wide, the Project's caurty.ard meets exposurerequirements. Units along the 
Jones Street Fnmtage facing east meet expns.ure requirements, us fhe east-west ww.tlt ;()f the cou:rtyar.d 
is 65 feet, and the_ units at the 11th and 12th floors are· setback 10 feet from the edge closest to the i~r 
court, for a total of 75 feet af open area at the upper most levels. 

H. Active Frontages ~ Loading .an.d Driveway Entry Wi.dth (Section 145.1(c)(2)). Section 

145.1(c)(2) limits the width of parking. and loading entrances to no mote than one-third the 

width of the street .frontage of a strucl:uie, or 2-0 feet,. whichever is less. 

SAll l'AAJWISC{} . . .. 
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The Project includes 20-foot entry for parking alting Jones Street and one off-street loading with 
immediately adjacent elevator access along Golden Gate Avenue. The Project complies with Section . 
145.1(c)(2). 

L Street Fronf:age in Commercial Districts: Aclive Uses (145.l(c)(3)). Planning Code Section 
145.l(c}(3) requires that within Downtown Commercial Districts, space for "active uses'' shall 
be provided. within the first 25 feet of building depth -0n the ground floor. 

The ground floor space along Market Street, Jones Street and Golden Gate Avenue have active uses 
with direct access tv the sidewalk within the first 25 feet of building depth and are thus compliant with 
this Code Section. The only non-active uses along public frontages are the parking access and off-street 
loading space, and mechanical spv.ces, and building ingress and egress which are specifically exempt 
from the v.ctive uses requirement. Tlie but1dbtg lobby is tonsfdered an active use because it does not 
exceed 40 feet per 145.1(b)(2)(C). 

J. Street Frontage in Commercial Districts: Ground Floo:r Transparency {Section 145.l(c)(6)). 
Planning Code Section 145.1(c)(6) requires that within Downtown Commercial Districts, 
frontages V\.>ith active uses that are not residential or PDR must be fenestrated with 
transparent windows and doorways for no less than 60 percent of the street frontage at the 
ground level and allow visibility to the :inside of the building. 

The Project complies with tlte Ground Fwar Transparency requirements of the Planning Code. 
Approximately 66 percent of the Project's Golden Gate Avenue twn-residential far;ade is fenestrated 
with transparent windows and doorways, approximately 64 percent of the Jones Street non-residential 
f~de contains transparent windows and: doorways and approximately 8.3 percent of the Project's 
Market Street frontage meets transpctrency requirements with fenestration of wi:ltdows and doorways. 

K. Shadows on Public Sidewalks (Section 146). Planning Code Section 146(a) establishes 
design requirements for buildings on ceitain streets in order to maintain direct sunlight on 
public sidewalks in certain downtown areas during critical use periods. Section 146(c) 
requires that other buildings, not located on the specific streets identified .in Section 146(a), 
shall be shaped to reduce substantial shadow.impacts on public sidewalks, if it ·can be done 
v.ithout unduly ci;eating an unattractive design and without unduly restricting development 
potential. 

Section 146(a) does not apply to construction on the nnrth side of Market Street, Jones Street ar 
Golden Gate Avenue, and therefore does not apply to the Project. With respect to Section 146(c), the 
Project would replace an underutllized, vacant, 2-story commercial bui1ding and surface parking lot 
with a 12-story, 14-1evel residential DVer grotmd-fl.oor retat1 structure. Although the Project would 
create new shadows on sidewalks and pedestrian areas adjacent to the site, the Project's shadDws wo:uld 
not increase the total amount of shading v.bove levels that are commonly accepted in urban areas. The 
Project is proposed at a height that is consistent with the zo.ned height for the property and cau.ld not 
be further shaped to reduce substantial shadow effects on public sidewalks without creating an 
unattractive design and without unduly restricting rleoelapment potential. Therefore, the Project 
complies with Section 146. 
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L Shadows ll1l Public Open Spaces (Section 147). Planning Co.de Section 147 seeks to reduce 
substantial shadow impac.l:s on publk plil.Zas and other publicly accessible open spaces other 
than those protected under Section 29.5. Consistent with the dictat~s- of good design and 
without unduly restricting devel<;JfHi).ent potential, buildings taller fhan 50 feet should be 
shaped to- reduce substantial shadow impacts on open spaces subject to Section 147. In 
defe~g whether a shadow is substantial, the following factors shall be taken into 
accoilnt the .area shaded, the shadows duration,. and the importanc~ of sunli~ht to the area 

in questloIL 

A shadow -analysis determined that the Project 1fOUld not cast shadnw an the nearest public open 
spaces including United Nations· Plaza located 500 feet southwest of the project site, which does nvf 
frill under the Recreation and Park Department (RPD) jurisdiction, or Boeddeker Park located 

l • 

llpproximately 800 feet north, which does fall under RPD jurisdictfon. 

Thereforl!r the Project complies with Section 147. 

M. Ground Level Wind (Section 14S). Planning ~ode Section 148 reqilires that new construction 
in Dewntown Commercial Districts will not ·canse ground-level wind currents to exceed 
pedestrian comfort levels. This standard. requires that wind siJeeds not exceed 11 miles per 
hour ih areas of substantial pedestrian use for more -than 10. percent of the time year round, 
between 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM. The requirements of this Section apply either when 
preexisting ambient ·wmd speeds at a site exceed the comfort level and ate not beihg 
elimjnakd as a result of -the project; or when the project may result in wind conditions. 
exceeding the comfort criterion. 

The existi.ng conditions at the· Project Site indicate that 12 of the 55 test points· exceed the Planning 
Code's comfort criterion at grade level. With the Project, .an additional 5 comfort exceedances are 
created at grade level for a tqtal of 17. At above gt.ade levels, 4 comfort exceedanaes would -exist. 
According to tlie wind tunnel. text reports, -any trees at grade woutd help improve localized wi.ttd 
·spe-eds around public areas llnd building entrances. Tu. improve f;!Jmfort at 1lbove grade levels, pafoulJ 
wind screens and furniture are recommended and will be provided.. The Profetl: indudes eight m;W 
.street trees alang Golden Gate Avenue llnd five ne:w street trees along Jones Street for a total of 15 new 
streets (there are two existing streets on Jones which wi1l be removed llnd. repl1ZCed). A Section 309 
exception is being saught because the Project would not eliminate the existing locations meeting or 
exceeding the Planning Code's comfort criterion. Exceptions from f:Jt.e .comfo1t criterion may be 
granted through the 309 process, but 1W excepfiim may be gt-anted where a po}ectwould -cause .,;ind 
speeds at the site to reach; or exceed the hazard level of 26 mph for a single hour of the year. There are 
no hazardous wind speeds caused.by the:Project. 

N. Parking (Sec.15Ll). Planning Section 151.1 allows up ro o:ne car fbr each two d.Wellingunits 
as-of-right, and up to three cars for each four dwelling units as a conditional "use. For non
residential uses, fue Code does not p:i:o:vide a total number 0£ permitted spaces, but instead 
limits parking to an area equivalent to 7% of the total gross floor area of such uses. 
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The Project amtains 304 dwelling units. Per Pl.anning Section 151.1, 152 parking. spaces are 
prindpally permitted (30412 = 152) far residential uses. The Project proposes, as a total of 1fl2 parked 
cars, which is less than the principally permitted amount mu!. thus complies with this·requirement. The 
Project does not propose any parking far the retail uses. 

0. Off-Street Freight Loading (Sec. 152.1). Planning Code Section 152.1 requires that projects in 
the C-3 District that include the addition of 200,001-500,000 sq. ft. of residential space must . 
provide two off-street freight loading spaces within the project. 

The Project includes 298,278 gross square feet of development (227,956 square feet that counts 
towards Floor Area Ratio), requiring two off-street loading spaces. One off-street loading space is 
provided, therefore a· Section 309 exception is being sought. 

P. Bicycle Pa:tldng (Section 155.2). For buildings with more than 100 dwelling units, Planning 
Code Section 155.2 requires 100 Oass 1 spaces plus one Class I space for every four dw~g 
units over 100, and one Oass 2 space per 20 units. For the ret~ space, Section 155.2 require$ 
a minimum of two spaces. 

111e Project complies with Section 155.2 because it provides 304 Class i parking spaces, exceeding the 
Planning Code requirement to provide 152 Class 1 spaces. (100 + 20414 = 51lfor residential uses) + 1 
(far commercial use) "' 152 spaces required) and 17 Class 2 spaces (304 un{ts/2°""' 15.2 (for residential 
uses) + 2 (for commercial uses) = 17 spaces required) for the residential units. The project will provide 
304 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and 18 Class 2 spaces. All Class 1 spaces are located at the first 
level, accessible by elevator from the Jones Street entrance, and Claf?5 2 spaces a:re located on each of the 
Projects street frontages; Market. Street includes 10 Class 2 spaces, Janes Street provides 4 spaces and 
Golden Gate Avenue provides another 4 dass 2 bicycle parking spaces for a total. of 18, 

Q. Car Share. (Section 166), Planning Code -~eclion 166 requires two car share parking spaces for 
residential projects with between 201 or more dwelling units plus an additional parking 
space for every 200 dwelling units over 200. 

The Project camplies with Sectian 166 because it: provides two off-street car share parking space within 
the below-grade garage. 

R. Density (Section 210.2). Planning Code Sections 210.2 establishes no density limit in the C-3 
·Districts. Density is regulated by the permitted height and bulk,, and required setbacks, 
exposure, and open space of each development lot. 

The Project C01ttains 304 dw~lling units, which is allowed in the C-3-G District. The elimination of 
density controls in tlte C-3 Districts was. recently approved through Ordinance No. 22-15 (Board Fil.e 
No. 141253); previously, density-was principally permitted at a ratio of 1 unit per 125 sf of lat area 
and conditionally permitted above that amount. 

S. Height (Section 260). The property is located in a 120-X Height and Bulk District, thus 
permitting structures up to a height of 120 feet. 
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The Project would reach a hdght of approximatel.y 120 feet to the roof of the building, wit:h vari.o.us 
f.eatu:res sw::h as elevator/stair pent1wuses, mechanical structures., an enclosed recreatian space, and 
para.pets extending above the 220joat height limit in accordance witk the height exemptions allowed 
fhrough Planning Code Section 26D(b), The Project's Mitrket Street fa.~e reaches a heigh~ -of 113jeet., 
119-feet -11-inches rilang Janes Street, ·and 120-feet on Golden Gate Avenue. 

T_ Shadows on Parks (Section 295.). SecfiOn. 295 requires any project proposing a structure 

exceeding a height of 40 feet to undergo a shadow analysis in order to determine if the 
project would result in the net addition of shadow to proJ;>erties tinder the jttrisdiction of the 
Recreation and Park Department 

A shailaw analysis was conducted and detennined that the Project would not shade any pr6perties 
.-under tlte Jurisdiction 0£ or designated for acquisition by, the &creation-and. Park Department. 

U. Jnclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Section 415), Planning Code Section 415 sets 
for~ the reguirements and procedures for the In.dusiortary Affordable Housing Program. · 
Unde:r Plal)ning Code Section 415.3~ the -current percentage requirements apply to projects 
that consist of ten or more units, where the first application (EE or BP A) was applied for on 
or after July 18, 20_06. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.5 and 415.u, the Inclusionary 
Affor~able Housing Pmgram requirement for~ On-site Affordable Housing Alternative is 
to provide 12% of .!11e propo.sed dwclling units as affordable. 

The Project Sponsor has denwnstrn.ted that it is eligible for the On-Site Affordable Housing 
Altemative under Planning Code Section 415.5 a;nd 415.6, and has submitted a 'Affid@it of 
Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program: Planning Code Sedion 41'5,' to 
satisfy the requirements of the Inclusionury Affordable Housing Program by providing £he affordable 
housing on-site instead of through payment of the Affordable Housing Fee. 

In order for the Project Sponsor to be eligible for the O.n-Site Affordable Housing Aiternaiive, the 
Project Sponsor must .submit a contract, in .addition to. the affordable housing affidwit, demo.mtrating 
that the project's an- or off-site units are not subject to the Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act, 
California Civil Code Section 1954:.50 because; under Section 1954.52(b), the Project Sponsor has 
entered into an agreemenf with a public entity in consideralwn far a direct financial cantn1JUtion or 
any other Jo.rm of assistance sped fled in' Calif.arnia Grmernmimt Code Secl:ians 65915 et seq. and 
submits an Affidavit ef such to the Department. All such contracts entered intv with the City and 
County of San Francisco must be reviewed imd approved by the Mayor's Office Hilusing and the City 
Attorney's Office .. 

Tiu; Project Sponsor~ indicated ihe intention to enter intq tm agr?~t with the t;;ity to qualify far 
IZ waiver from the· Costa,-Hawkins Rental Housing Act based upon the pYoposed density botius and 
concessions prav.ided by the City wtd approved herein.. The Project Sp.onsar submitted such Affidavit 
on December 12, 2014 and a draft of the Costa Hawkins agreement an March 23, 2015. The. EE 
applicatinn was submitted on February 12, 2014. Pursuwt to Planning Coile Section 415.3 and 415.6 
the an-site requirement is 12 percent Thirty six units (13 two-hedroam,_ 16 one-bedroom, and 7 studio 
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units) of the 304 units provided will be affordable rental ttnits. If the Project becomes ineligi'ble to. meet 
its Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program obligation through the On-site Affordable Housing 
Aitemative, it must pay the Affordable Housing Fee with interest, if applicable. The Project must 
execute the Costa Hawkins agreement prior to Planning Commission approva.l ur must reveJt to 
payment of the Affordable Housing Fee. 

V. Public Arl (Section 429). In the case of construction of a new building or addition of floor 
area in excess of 25,000 sf to an existing buikling in a C-3 District, Section 429 requires a 

project ta include works of art costing ~ amount equal to one percent of the construction 

cosf: of the building. 

The Project would comply w#h this Section by dedicating one percent of the Project's construdwn 
~ost to works of art. The public art concept and location will be subsequently presented to the Planning 
Commission at an informational presentation. 

W. Signage (Section·607). Currently, there is not a proposed sign program on file 1'\Ti.th the 

Planning Department. Any pmposed signage will be subject to the review and approval of 

the Plamrlng Department pursuant to the provisiors of Article 6 of the Planning Code. 

7. Planning Code Section 303(c) establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider· 

reviewing applications for Condiliortal Use approval. On balance, the project dbes comply with 

said criteria in that: 

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

The ConditWnal Use Autharization to exempt floor area dedicated ta below market rate units would be 
desirable and compat{ble with the neighborhood for se:veral reasons. The Project proposes a total of 304 

dwelling f!nits, of which 36 will be designated as below mlfl'ket rate units. The Project not only 
incrw;ing the City's housing stock, but also provides affordable units for houselwlds whose fncome are 
within 120 percent Area Medi1111. Income,. for the life of the project. 

The Project is desirable because it would replace an underutilized commercial building and surface 
pllfking lot with a 12-story, l!l:-Ievel mixed use, reside1ltia1. above ground floor retail building. The 
Project includes approximiltely 4,540 square feet of grau1td floor retail and approximately 12,300 

square feet of common open space. 

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

a. Nature 0£ proposed site, incl~ding its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and 
arrangement of structures; 
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The Prnject wvuld be consttucted within. existing height and bulk limits. The structure has been 
arranged on the site to be- consfs-tent with the surrounding s.treetscape ai¢ compatible with the 
surrounding buildings. AJ.ong Golden Gate Avimue frontage, the Project would be sandwiched by 
two s.tructures of similar heights and bulks: the recently comtruded building at 121 Golden Gate 
Avenue, which is 10 stories and the proposed sf;ructure at 1D28 Market St.reet1 which will be 
approximately 12 stories. The Project proriides active uses along e:IJery street frontage cmd includes 
an inner court amounting to approximately 6,333 square feet at the ground floor. 

The Projecf: includes approximately 227,956 floor areq. sqw;.re feet of residential. uses, of which, 
approximately 178,515 is rentable. The Project seeks to exempt 21,422 fiquare feet (12 pircent of 
178,515), which would be dedicated to below mm:ket rate units, pursuant to Planning Code 
Section 124(j), which ril:T.ows the jloor area devoted to affordable housing c;onstructed on-site in a 
c~s District to ·e:xceed base jloor area permissicns. The units must be made affordablll to 
households whor>e. irµ:omes are 'µJifhin 90% AMI for ownenrhip· u.nits and 55% AMI for rental 
units. Since the Project would contain rental units, the units must be made affordable to 
households within 55% AMI. 

b. The accessibility .and traffic patterns for personp and vehicles, the fype and volume of 
such traffic, an~ the adequacy of proposed off-street park1ng and loading; 

The proposed project has been designed to minimize curb cuts along Jones Sfreef and Golden Cafe 
Aven~, These curb cuts far off-street parking and loading haue been separated to allow for 
mtfximum active US? exposure along each street,. especially at the corner of Jones and Golden Gate. 
Pedestrian access to the building is located on Market Street Clnd Jones Street and pedestrian 
commercial access is provided on.all three bounding streets. 

c. The safeguards afforded to prevent rtoxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare1 

dust~dodo;r; 

The residential and ground.floor commercial uses will not PJ'Dduce 1ioxious at' offensive dust ar 
odar. Ventilation considerations comply with current California Mechanical. Codes and have been 
taken to reduce adv.erse effects to the .neighboring community, such as minimal interior court 
garage exhaust and use of merv~13 .filters for the building inhabitants. The interior court and 
amenity-spaces on the 13th level in.dude landscaping to reduce noise. 

d. Treatment given,. as appropriate, to such aspecls as landscaping, screening, open spaces, 
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting am§! signs; 

Piirlcing and loading areas are enclosed and will include sign:age fo safeguard pedestrians and I or 
cyclists from approaching vehtdes. Tl1e landscapt;d interior courtyp.rd and amenity spacee at the 
13th leoel wi1J include egress lighting and visual scr~ting tu create privacy while providtng 
interaction with other residents and users,.Sf:rei:t impr01Jement will include street ttees as tequired 
by the City and Couniy of San Francisco. Li'ghting and signage wilJ be per -governing codes for 
this location. · 
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C~ Such use or feature as proposed will comply with the applicable p:wvis~ons of this Code and 
will not adversely affect the General Plan. 

The square footage to be dedicated to Below Market Rate units complies with applicable provisions of 
the Plamiing Code and wi/.l not adversely affect the General Plan. The residential and retail uses 
contemplated for the Project are pennitted. within the C-3-G District. The Project complies with use 
.and density requirements and is well served by transit and commercial services, allowing residents to 
commute, shop and reach· (lmen.ities by wal.king, taking transit and bicycling. The Project conforms to 
multiple goals and policies of tlu; General Plan, as described in further detail in Item #8. 

&, General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent •vith the following Objectives 
and Policies of the General Plan: 

HOUSING ELEMENT 

Obj~ctives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE 
CITY'S HOUSING ~EDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

Policyt.8 
Promote mixed use development, and include housing, particularly permanently affordable 
housing, in new commercial, institutional or other single use development projects. 

The Project supports this Policy. The proposed Project would. construct a significant amount of new 
housing units within an existing urban environnumt that is in need of more access to hov..sing. The Project 
proposes to demolish an underutflized three-story commercial garage and surface pMking lot and crmstruct 
a mixed-use residential building above. ground floor retai1 that contains 268 market rate units, 36 on-site 
affordable units compliant with Section 415 of the Planning Code, and approximately 4,578 gsf of retai1 
use. The Property is an ideal site for new housing due to its central, downtown location, and proximity to 
puhlic transportatinn. Thi current development of this location, with a surface parki.ng lot and 
u111Jeruti1ized a1mmercial building, rep.resents an under-utilized site within the downtown core. By 
developing and maintaining space dedicated. tO retail use within the building,. the Project will continue the 
pattern of active ground floor rtttail along the Market Street, Jones Street and Golden Gate Avenue 
frontages. 

Policyl.10 
Support new housing projects, espedally affordable housing, where households can easily rely 
on public transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips. 

The Project supports this Policy. It is anticipated that becllUse of the central downtown location of fhe 
Project, most residents would either walk, bike, or use public transpcrtatfon for dm1y travel. The Project is 
two bl.ocks from Market Street, a major rail and bus-transit corridor that provides convenient access from 
the Properi':f to neighborhoods throughout the City, the East Bay, and the Peninsula. It is also 1.5 blocks 
from the Civic Center BART and MUNI stations, and is within one block of at least 6 MUNI bv.s littes. 
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The Project ptovides 3-04 Class l bicgdi!. patklr.1.g spaces with a tcmven.ient fmd 'St:pamte <Jtrtrance 
designated for 'bqtlists~ .en.cou.ragilig the use ofbikes .as a mvde oj transpbrbttfon. 

OBJECTIVE 5; 

ENSURE"fHAT ALL RESIDENTS EAVE_ EQUAL ACCESS TO AV Ah.ABLE U1'UTS. 

Poiicy5.4 

Ptovi:de a. r.ange of ttrtit types tor all.sl'gmet:tts or need, and w-0rk to move resid~nf:& betwe~ unit 
types as theitneed.s cbangfi. 

The 'J?r()f ect suppotts this Policy. The Project would crl!llte 304 dwe1ii:ng units, of which 61 (20%) are. 
s.tudfos, 132 · (43%) tire one-bedt'dom .units and 111 (37%) are two.-bedtoom units-, The 'Project pro.videi; a 
range of unit types to. serve 11- -'ti11,rfo.ty of needs~ ®d wilf provide 12 percent on~site .affordable unfts. 
comprlstng of the .sitnitat dw_e./lif!Jt. _unit mix, natnel.y 2.t'lo -$f'udie11, '/:3% on~-'heiirnams and, 35% trp_a
bearoom units. 

OBJECTIVE7i 

SECURE. rrDNDING AND RESOURCES FQR PERMAN"'EI\'TLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING1 

fNCLUDWG lNNOVATIVE PROGRAM;S THAT ARE NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON 
'TRA.DrtIONAL MECHANISMS OR CAP.rt AL 

In. r;ompiitince with this polfc:.y, the Prajed wo:u.fil provid.e perint.m1mtl.y affarduble cm~site housing by 
-alfo~atin~ 12% of J;ttiits· as «ffordlibie,. i'rt ttccordam:.~ with the Cii:g'fiJ Affordable Jndusiona,ry Hnusfrrg 
Dtdinance, tlWreby enhancfrig tht Cif:j/s-affotdable housing. 

OBJECTIVE 1l: 
.SUPPORT AND- RESPECT TBE DIVERSE AND DJSTRINT CHARACTER OF S.N'{ 
~1\ANCISCQ'S NEICRBORHQOb/3. 

Policy 11.'1 

Fro:inute tlie tol1$tttJ.cti.on and r-ehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beau.tyr 
ilexfuili!:y,. artd. hm.ovative deslg.n, and respects existing n.eighboth.o0d ~der . 

.P.olley 11.'2 
Ensttte-.implemen.J;ation cl accepf$:i desi~ stat\datds in project approvals: 

PoI1cy11.3 

Etis.U.:r:e ~>v1:h is. a,c.comrn.odated without Si,i.bstanlia.lly and adv-et.."ely impacting· eiisting 
residerrl;ial nclgbborhood clia,tii:ct:~. 

Policyl.1.4 
Conf:inile to utilize zoning clis:ti:kt<; whidi .confu.:rm to a :gener~cl residential fand use 'illld 
dets.ily plan and the Genei:al Plan. 
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Foster a sense of comm.unity through arclri~ectural design, using teatures that prnmote 
commtrrrlty interaction. 

Policy11.7 
Respect San Francisco's historic fabric, by preserving landmark buildings and ensuring 
consistency with historic districts. 

The Project supports these Policies. The Project would create 304 dwelling units in the immediate vic&tity 
of existing residential and office buildings, and complies with the existing zoning in terms of land use, 
height, and denSity. The Project's design respect's the architectural design of adjacent historic resources, 
with a. traditional tripartite fai;ade co1riainiltg defined base, shaft and top, while remainiltg modern in 
expression. This new development will greatly enhance the character of the existing neighborhood and is an 
ideal site for ne:w housing due to its central, downtown location, and proximity ta public transportation. 
The current development of this wcation, with a surface parking lot and underutilized commercial 
building, represents an under-uti1ized site within the downtown care. By deuelaping and maintaining 
space dedicated ta retail use within the building, the Project will continue the pattern of active ground finor 
retat1 along the Market Street, ]ones Street and Golden Gate A-oenue frontages. 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

Objectives and Polides 

OBJECTIVE 3: 
MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO COMPLEMENT THE CITY 
PATTERN1 THE RESORUCES TO BE CONSERVED, AND THE NEIGHOBRHOOD 
ENVIRONMENT. 

Policy3.1 
Promote harmony in the visual relationships and transitions between new and older buiklings. 

Policy3.2 
Avoid extreme contrasts in color, shape and other characteristics which will cause new buildings 
to stand out in excess of their public importance. 

Policy3.6 
Relate the bulk of buildings to the prevailing scale of de'\Telopment fo avo1d lilil overwhelming or 
dominating appearance in new construction. 

The Project et[iploys design to relate to existing development in the neighborhood, which is characterized by· 
mid- to high-rise, mixed-use buildings that help compose a district of Renaissattce Reoival-s.tyle buildings. 
Renaissance Revival-style buildings are typically expressed ·by tripartite design, vertictil expression, 
punched windows, declJl'ative brickwork and modillion. cornices. The proposed project would replace an 
underutt1ized 2-story cammercial building and suiface parking lot that respects its context by providing a 
high-rise, mixed-used building of tripartite design, separated with horizontal reveals and punched 
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apenings. 111e proposed structure complies With lafUl. use and development controls of the Plantting Code 
and the surrounding de:oelopmertt. 

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1:. 
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROW'l'H AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT ,OP THE 

· TOTAL CITY LIViNG ANb WOR:KlNG ENVIRONMENT. 

Policy1.1 
Encourage development· whim provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable 
consequences. Discourage development fhat has substantial undesirable consequences that 
cannot be mitigated. 

Policy1.2. 
Assure fhat all collµI!,ercial !ITld in9:usf)';ia1; '[):~ meet rajl:rlwµIi;l, reasoi:iaP~ perfqr~ce· 

standards. 

Policy1.~ 

Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial a.nd industrial 
land use plan. 

The .Prpject would add approximately 4,EilB square feet of new commercial. space - divided between two 
tenant spaces - that is intended ta serve residents in the bui1ding and surrounding neighbarlwad. Retail 'is 
encouraged·and principally pennitted on the ground floor of buildings irt the Downtown General District, 
and is thus consistent with activities in the commercial lantI use plan. 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

Obj ecti'ves and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 
MEET Tiffi NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS' FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT, AND 
INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITBIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN TIIB CITY AND OTHER 
PART~ OF THE REGION WHIL~ MAINTAINJ;NG TilE HIGH QQALITY LIVING 
ENVIRO'NMENT OF THE BAY AREA. 

Policy1.2: 
Ensure the safety an,d 1:omfort of pedesl;rians, tl;u:oughout the city. 

A primary abje,ctioe of the proposed Project is- to .create a pedestrian-oriented ewuironment ut the Project 
Site that encourages walking as a principal m.ea.n.s of transportation. Proposed improvements tp the 
sidewalks would improve pedestrian safety, including the widening of the sidewalk along the Project's 
·Golden Gate Avenue frontage and a 6--faot 'bulb-out at the Golden Gate Avenue and Jones Street 
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intersection, intended fo reduce vehicular speed and pruoide greater refuge far pedestrians. The Project 
would also plant a consistent row of street trees along ]ones Street mtd Golden Gate Avenue, along with 
bicycle racks enhance the pedestrian. experience and provide convenience to bicyclists. 

Policyl.3: 
Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private automobile as the means of 
meeting San Francisco's transportation needs particularly those of commuters. 

Pollcyl.6: 
Ensure choices among modes of travel and acconunodate t'!?-dt mt>de when ?rtd where· it is most 
appropriate. 

The Project would promote Objective 1 and its associated polides by providing for an amount of parking 
which is sufficient to meet the needs of the future residents so as to not overburden. the surrounding 
neighborhood parking. Howe'ller, the parking that is being provided is not expected to generate substantial 
traffic that would adversily impact pedestrian, transit, or bicycle move:ment. Given the proximity of the 
Project site to the employment opportunities and retm1 services of the Downtown Core, it is expected that 
residents will opt to prioritize walking, bicycle travel, or transit use over private automobile traveL In 
addition, the plru:eme:nt of parking in stacker configuratiotl$ will disct>_urage frequent use of vehicles for 
shorter trips and increase the -use of public transit. Thus, the Project would pr01.Jide a merely sufficient 
.rather than excessive amount of purking in order to ac.commodate the parking needs of the fature residents 
of the Project and the neighborhood, wht?e still supporting and enc.ouraging walking, bicycle ttavd and 
public transit use. 

OBJECTIVE 2: 
USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND 
IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT. 

Policy2.1: 
Use rapid transit and other transportation improvements in the city and region as the catalyst for 
desirable development,. and coordinate new facilities with public and private development. 

The Project would promote Objective 2 and its associated policies by constructing a residential bui1ding 
with ground floor retail in the Downtown Core, which is the mo~t transit rich area of the City. The Project 
would provide only 0.5 parking spaces per dwelling and wt1l not provide any parking for the proposed 
retail uses. All of these parking spaces would be located underground, and thus be less intrusive from an 
urban design. standpoint. 

OBJECTIVE 11: 
ESTABLISH PUBUC TRANSIT AB THE PRIMARY MODE OF TRANSPORTATION IN S.fu"\l 
FRANCISCO AND AS A 11EANS 1HROUGH WHICH TO GlITI)E FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 
AND J:MFROVE REGIONAL MOBILITY AND AIR QUALITY. 

Policy 11.3~ 
Encourage development that efficiently coordinates land use ""1th transit service, requiring that 
developers address transit concerns as well as mitigate traffic problems. 
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The Project i:s lncaied within a. neighborhood Pith with public transportatilm and the peapltt -occupying the 
b:ut.1ding are expected to rely heavily on public transit, b:i.cycTi:ng, or wa.lldngfar the majority of their dai1y 
trips. the project inchl~ bicycle pJJrkingfor 322 bicycles (.304 Clasq 1, TB Claps 2). Within a few Ulocks 
of the Pro.feet Site, thete is an a1mndance of local and regional ttansit lines, including MUNI bus lines, 
MUNI Metta rail lines artd BART. Additionally such transit lines also provide access to AC Transit 
(Transba.y Terminal) and CalTraln. 

DOWNTOWN AREA. PLAN 

Obj ecti.ves and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1.! 
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSUltE ENHANCEMENT OF THE 
TOTAL OTYIJVING AND WORKING ENVJR.ONMENT. 

Policyi.1 
Encourage development which. produces substantial net benents and minimizes undesir:.able 
consequences. Discourage developmmt which has substantial undesirable consequences wbid:t 

. cannot be mitigated. 

The Project would bring addition.al housfng into a neighborhood that is well serut'A by public transit on the 
edge of Downtown. The Project would not displace any hausing because the existing structure at 1066 
Market Street is a vacant-2-story commercial space and surface parking lot. The Project would improve the 
existing cha.ractet of the n.eighbbrhood by removing the s.urface parking lot arid vacar.it structure. The 
proposed -retail space, which includes ground ff.oar retail space, is consistent and compatib.le with the 

existing retail uses in thit neighboi'hood and is also consistent with· tlie pedeSttian-friwdly uses in the 
immediate ndghborhood and the downtown core. 

/ 

The Proje.ct therefore creates substantial net benefits for the City with minimal undesirable consequences. 

OBJECTIVE 7~ 
EXPAND THE SUPPLY OF I{OusIN'G IN· AND AOTACENI'TO DbVV'N!OWN. 

Policy 7.1.l 
Promote the inclusion of housing in downtown commercial developm;eni:$, 

Policy7.2 
Facilitate conversion of underused industrial and .commercial areas f:o residential use. 

The Proje-ct would demolish art underutilized commercial space and surface parking lot, constructing a 
12.6-foot tall, 12-stary-over-basement (14 1evel), 304-unit residential. building over graund floor retail, 

·within easy commuting distance of d'OW11town. jobs, 
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The Project inclutJ.es approximately 4,578 square feet of ground floor commercial space, with tenant spaces 
on Market Street: miri the earner of Jones Street (l.nd Golden Gate Avenue; these spaces would provide 
se17Jices to the immediate neighborhood, and would create pedestrian-oriented, active uses on each of the 
three frcn?tages. 

OBJECTIVE 16: 

CREATE AND MAINTAIN ATTRACTIVE, INTERESTING URBAN STREETSCAPES. 

Policy16.4 
Use designs and materials and mclude amenities at the ground floor to create pedestrian interest. 

The Project would promote Objective 16 by including a ground floor retail use which would promote 
pedestrian traffic in the vidnity. The Project would provide ftoor~to-ceiling, trans.parent windows in retail 
spaces, inviting pedestrians, and landscape the sidewalk area surrounding the Project Site with street irees 
and bike racks. This space would increase the useftdness of the vicinity surrounding the Project Site to 
pedestrians and serve to calm the speed of traffic on the street. 

9. Planning Code Section 101.l{b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review 
of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the Project complies wilh said policies 
in tha,t: 

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

The Project would not displace existing neighborhood-serving retail -uses because no reta11 uses 
currently exist at the Project Site. In widition to 304 resi.dential units, the Project would iuclude 
f{jJproximntely 4,578 square feet of retail space in two separate commercial spaces. The Project would 
have a positive effect on existing neighborhood-serving retail uses because it would bring addi.tional 
residents to the neighborhood, thus increasing the customer base of existing neighborhood-serving 
retail. Moreover, the Project would not displace any existing neighborhood-serving retm1 uses. 
Instead, the Project would enhance neighborhood-serving retail by adding new retail spacf!, which 
could strengthen nearby neighborho.od retail uses by al:ttacting pedestrians and passersby and 
broadening the censumer base and demand for existing neighborhood-serving retat1 services. The 
ilddition of this new space would also compkment fhe pedestrian-friendly Downtown core and would 
eontinue the pattern of active ground floor retail along the Market Street, Jones Street and Golden 
Gate Avenue frontages. 

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

preserve the culturhl and economic diversity of our neighborhoods~ 

The Project would not negatively affect the existing housing and neighborhood character. The Pmject 
would not displace any· housing because the existing ·structure at 1066 M.arket Street is an 
underutz1ized, vacant commercial building and surface parking lot. The Project would improve the . 
existing character of the neighborhood J;y removing the vacant structure a:nd suiface parking lot. The 
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proposed rdrn.1 :;pace is consistent and compatible with the existing retail. uses fo the neighborhood and 
is ak;o consistent with 'the pedestrian-frie:ndl:y uses in the immediate neighborhood and the down.town 
core. 

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

There is cutrently no housing on the site; therefore, no affordable housing will be lost as part of this 
Project The Project would enhance the City's .supply of affordable housing by pr01Jiding 36 on-site 
affardab.le dwelling units, in complirmce with the affordable housing require.menis of Planning Code 
Sectfon 41.5, 

D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit· servlce -or overburden 01:\l' streets ot 
neighborhood parking. 

The Project would nat impede MUNI transit service or overburden local streets or parking. The 
Project is at a location well-served by transit as it is 1.Qcated in a major transit corridor, and would 
promote rnfher than impede. the use of MUNI transit service. Fut:are tesident!t and e1ftployees of the 
Project could access both the existing MUNI rail and bus services and the BART system. The Prof ect 
also provides a sufficient amount of off-street: parking for future residents so th!lt neighbarhoodparking 
will not be overburdened by the addition of new residents. 

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

The Project would not negatively .affect the industrial and service sectors because it is largely 
residential in nature and would not displace any existing industrial uses; The Project would also be 
consistent with the character of existing development in the neighborhood, which is characterized by 

. tommerdal-Ojjice buildings and residential high-rise buildings . 
.J 

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

The Project will be consistent w.fth the City''s geal to achieve the greatest possible preparedness to 
protect agairwt injury and loss of life in an earthquake. The'lmilding will be crmstructed in compliance 
with «11 current building codes to ensure a high level of seismic safety. 

G. That ~dmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

Tfie Planning Department has determined that the 1066 Market Street a three--ptory, vacant 
commerciil space and su.tface parking lot, is not iruii:oidually eligt"ble for listing :0n the California 
Register, but is. lacat-ed in an historic district. Accordingly, the building has been designed ta respect 
th# character defining features of the .tiistricl:. As such, the Projf!.ct would nnt have 11.n indirect impact 
on historic r,,sources by negatively altering the existing visu«l setting of these resources. 
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H. That our parks and ope.n space and thefr access to sunlight and vistas be protected fiom 
develbpment. 

The Pr{)Ject would not cast any new shadows on parks under the jurisdiction of the San Fr-andsoo 
Parks and R.ec_reatian Department. · 

10, The Project is consll;tent with and would promote the general and specific purposes .of the Code 
provided under Section 101.1{b) in that., as .designed; the Project would contribute to the character 
and stability :of the :neighbm:hood and would constitute a beneficial d~velopment. 

11. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use Authorization would 
promote the health, 1>afoty a:nd.welf;rre of the City. 
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DECISION 

CASE NO, 21H3.U53G.XV: 
106Q Market Street 

That ba$ed µpon Ure. RJ=c-0td,. :{;he submissi-011$ by the Applicant, the sfuff of the_Depm:bnent aru:l:·{)ther 
irtteresfed par.ties; the oral tes!J.mony. presented -to. this Comnrissfo.n at the public hearings, and all other 
w:dtten materials snbln:itted :by al{ parties; rh.e. C-ofnmlssii:In. ·hereby .APPR.bVES Con.dl,.tfoiral Use· 
Authorizatit!U Applicatio;i;t. No. 20W.1153!d(V subject tQ ~ follo-v-.tl:tig oondiltons attached heret-o .as 
"ID.CHIB:rr A'' ln. general cor:f-otµmnce 1'\>ith plan& on file, dated Feb"rna:ty 23, 2016 and stamped "'EXfllBIT 
B"'~ which iS in.cotpo:ta!ed herein J;>y· :rcl.erenw. as thottg'h fo.Uy sef forth a:tu:i-mcltrd'es that portion of the 
Project described on the plam; atfu.ched hereto as Exhibit B that 1-s.located within ihe Rlncbn :Point Sou.th 
Beach Redevelopment Plan Area, 

API1"fyil AND EFFECllvE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved pet'st\rt may appeal t'I:Us: Co:n9-itional. 
Uf!e Authorization to the B'ciard of Supervl.sors within f.hirly {30} days after fhe dale of this. Mol:ion. 
The effective ~lite of thiS. Motion it not-appealed (A.£tei:. tlie 3.0~ day period has expired). OR the dafo Qr 
l:he decision of the Board. of Superv:i:mrs: if appealed lo the ·Board of Supervism:s. For further 
informa{fon, pleru;e contact the "Board of SupeNisors at (415)· 554,-. 5184, ~ity Hail, Room 244, 1 Dt
Carlfon lt Goodlett Pla!'e;. S;µi Francisl'.'.o; CA 9~102. 

Protest of Fee. or. Exactiop: You may proteshmy fee Qr ·exaction. subject to Government C<>de Section 
6:6000 that is impos.ed a:s a condition {)f approval by f~Uowing the procedures set forth in Government 

CoQ,e Sectio:n -66020. ~ prot~st must aq:tis.fy the :req~ematts of Govemni.~nt Code Sei;.tl:on 66{)'20(~)-and 
must be filed wil:hin 90 days., of the date of the fulit approval or condition<il a-ppr.oval of the; developm~t 
referencing. the challenged :fee or exaclion. For purposes of Government Code Section 66D2D, the datff of 
imposition of the (~e shall be the date tf'i:he earli~t dlscrelionaty approvq.i by the City ti£ the sul;>ject 
develop;ment, 

If the Qty has not previously given Notice of 411 earlier disc:reti:ona:cy approV'al of the p.roJ~ the 
Plj'inning C01.ruuission( s..adopiion of thfs Mo ti oh coIJBtihiles conditional approval of f:he development and 
the City hereby gives NOTICE that the.90-da.y protest pe:ciod under Goven.:u:nen.t Code :Section-66020 has 
begun. If .the City has already given N~ti<:e that the 90--day approval period has begun fo~ the subject 
4evelopme1-1t then this- docUment does not re-commence the: 90-day approval period. 

f"-;. 
• °"'t 

T~re~~-r. fhpfue Planning Commission ADOPTED the £oregoin$Motion on March 17; 2016, 

( ,,,,,......,,, ..... . ' . . . "'- .~ .. ----
Jo~aS-P"'fonm · · 
Commission Setretary 

AYES: 
NAYS~ 

ABSEN'f:: 
ADOPT-ED~ 

Fong, Ricllirtds, Anronlni, B1lli'i, Johtison,. 
Moore, Wu. 
NoM 

Marro 11; 2016 
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AfJTHORIZA TI.ON. 

EXHIBIT A 

CA$E NO. 2-013.fl53CxV 
1066 Market Street 

This authorization :is for a Conditional Use Authorization relating to a Project that would demolli>h an 
existing three-story, vacant commercial stru.cture <l!ld surface parking lot and construct a new, 12-story
over-basement, 14-level approximately 120-foot tall, 298,278 gross square foot building {of which 2274956 
counts towards Floor Area Ratio (FAR)) containing approxirnat:ely 4,518 gross square feet of ground floor 
corrunercial space, ~nd 304 dwelling-units located at 1066 Market Street, Assessor's Block "0350, Lot 003 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 124(£) within the C-3-G Zoning District and a 120-X Height 
and Bulk District; in general conformance with plans, dated February .23, 2016, and. stamped "EXHIBIT 
B" included in the docket for Case No. 2013.1753X£V and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and 
approved by the Commission on March 17, 2016 under Motion No. 19594. 1his authorization and the 
conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business; or 
operator. 

COMPLIANCE WITH 9THER REQUIREMENTS 

The Conditions of Approval set forth in Exhibit A of Motion No. 19593, Case No. 2013.1753QV 
(Downtown Project Authorization under Planning Code Section 309) apply to this approval, 
and are incorporated herein as though fully set forth, except as modified herein. Further the 
Project requites variances from .Section 135(g)(2), use of inner courts, that requires approval 
from the Zoning Adrrrinistrator. · 

RECORDATION OF CONDfflONS OF APPROVAL 

Prior to the issuance. 0£ 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 Rec:order 
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 March.17, 2016 under Motion No. 19594. 

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 19594: shall be 
reproduced on the Index Sheet of oonstructi.on plans submitted with fhe Site or Building permit 
application for the Project The Index Sheet of the constntction plans shall reference to th~ Downtown 
Project 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. Tirls decision conveys 

no right to construct, or to receive a building pennit "Pxoject Spons01:'' shall include any subsequent 
responsible party. 
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CHANGEs AND MODrFICATIONS 

·cASENO. 20'13.1153CXV 
1oss. M:arke.t Street 

Changes to the app.TI;lved plat:lS may 'Q~ approved adnihU.&f:r.alively by th~ Zq.rrln.g A~i:rator. 
Slgnifl.amt clta,nges tq;td roo.difkalirms. of mnditions shill :requh~ Pll'll'1:tiiti:g Coll1In,ission approva1 of a 

new Dow'11to'i1Yn Project Atl.fho;rizBtlun.. 

S/IN l'liAllC{$Cll' 
PLANNINd; PEPARTM5NT 
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CASE NO. :Z-01·3.11SjCXV 
1066 MarketStreet 

Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitofing1 and Reporting 

PERFORMANCE 

1. Validity. The authbrizati.on 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 !nspection shall have issued a 
Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the Project and/or commence the appr-oved use witltjn 

this tlu:ee-yea;r period. 
For information about compliance, contact Cade Enforcement, Planning DepMtment at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplan1:1mg.org 

2. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after !:he tlu:ee (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 Autho#zation. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of 
the public l;>.earing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued 
validity of the Authorization. 
Far information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplanning.org 

3. Diligent pursuit. Once a Site or Building Perruit 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, 
vrt.17W.sf-planning.org 

4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding l:hree paragraphs shall; at the Project Sponsor's 
request, be extended by the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the Project is 
delayed by a public agency; an appeal ~r 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.sfplanning.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. 
Far i.nformatum about compliance; contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sj-plannini.org 

6. Additional Project Authorization. The Project Sponsor must obtain a Variance from Section 
135(g}{2), which does not provide the one-to-one ratio of dep.th to building height required by 
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·cAsE NO. ZQ1'$: •. 1753CXV 
· 1os6 Ma.r'ketstr.e:et 

Secl:ion 135(g)(2) of the Planning Code. The Project Sporisor :must alSo obtain a DowiitoWn. 
Project Authorization; purstiant to Planning Code Sections 309, and request exceptions for rear 

yard per Section 134, reduction. of gr01md~level wind Ci.J.t'I'erlts pet Section 148 and reduction 0£ 
freight foading requirements per Semon 161. The c-0nditions set forth are additional conditions 

required in cQnD.ection with fue. J'roject. If these conditions ovedap with any ofue;r requirement 
imposed Dn the Project, the more restrictive or protective condition or requirement, as 

determined.by the Zpning Ad.rµinistrator, shall apply. 
For information aHot1.t conipliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-'6863, 
www.sf-planning.org. 

. 7. Transferable Develop:rnenl: Rights. Pursuant to Section 128, th~ 'Project Sponsor shall purchase 

the required number of units of Transferrable Development Ri,ghts (TOR) and secure a Notice of 
Use of IDR prior to the issuance of an architectural addendum for all development wl;ri.ch 
e;.q::~ds f:he base FAR of .6.0 to 1, up to a maximum FAR of 9 .0. to 1. The net addition of gross floor 
area subject to the fee shall be determined based on drawings submitted with fue Builditig Permit 

Application. 
For iriformatfon about compliance, cantiicf the Planning Department at 415-558-6378, WWY}.sf: 

planning.ors; 

' 
8~ Improvement and Mitigation Measures. Improvement and Mitigation. measures described in 

the MMRP attached as Exlu'bit C to i:he CEQA Findings Motion associated with the Subj-ect 

Project are necessary to avoid potential significant impacts of the Project and have beeh agreed to 

by the Project Spo:osor. Their impleJX\entation is a condition of Project appwval. 
For· infannation abmit compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplanning.org, 

DESIGN - COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE 

9. Final Materials. The Project Sponsor sh,a)l continue to work with Pla:nning Deparbn.e;i.t on ~e 

building design. Final materials, glazing, color, texture, landscap.inl?j (including roof deck 
landseaping}, an:d detailing shall be subject to Department staff review and approval. The 
architectural addenda shall be ;i;evfowed and. a'pp:t6Ved by tlte Platt:ping Department prior tn 
issuance, 

For information tibout complUmcl!, ttinf:rd the 'Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-ff5S.,fi378, 
TIJ't/JW.ef--plrm.ning.org 

10. Street Trees. Pursuant: to Plapnin.g Code Section 138.1, fue Project Sponsor shall submit a site 

plan to the Planrrlng Depa:ttment prlor to Planning approval of !he Site Permit application 
indicating that street trees, at a ratfo of one street tree of an approved species for ev-ery: 20 £~et of 

sh:eet. £rontage along pl,lblii:; or priv;ite streets bounding th~ :t,:'roject, With :m:r remaining fraction 
of 10 feet or more of frontage requiring an extra tree, shall be provided. The street trees shall be 
everity spaced itlong fue street frontage ~cept whete proposed drlv-eways M ofuet street 
obs.tn.tctions do not pennit. The.exact location, size and species of tree shall be as app:roved by 
the Department of Public W.o:rks {DPW). In any case in whiclt DPW .cannot grant approval for 

installation. of a tree in the public right-of.-way, on the basis of inadequate sidewalk width, 
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interference with utilities or other reasorui regarding the public weI£are,. and where installation of 
SLtch tree on the lot itself is also impractical, the requirements 0£ this Section 806 of the Public 
Works Code may be modified or waived by the Department of Public Works. The Project 
cunently shows the installation of ten of the fifteen required street trees, with an in-lieti fee 
requirement applicable for £.ve street trees. The Project shall install the thirteen (13) stre~t trees 
and pay the in-lieu tee for the one (1) tree as set forth in Condition Number 23 below, unless the 
installation of the 13 trees proves infeasible, .in which case the. Project shall pay an in-lieu fee for 
any of the 13 trees not so installed. Also, all street trees must meet· the standards per Article 16 of 
the l'ublic Works Code, Section 806. 

For ~formation about compliance, contact the Department of Urban Forestry at 415-554-6700, ~ 
~~~ . 

11. St.reetscape Elements. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138.1, the Project Sponsor shall 
continue to work with Planning Department staff, in consultation with other City agencies, to 
refine the design and programmfug of the required Streetscape features so that it generally meets 
the standards of the Better Streets and Dowrttown Pla:ns1 as well as all applicable City standards. 
This includes, but is nqt limited to the widening of the sidewalk to 16-feet along the Project's 
Golden Gate A venue frontage, and a the provision of a 6-foot bulbouf: at the southeast co:rner of 
the Jones Street and Golden Gate Avenue .intersection. The Project Sponsor shall complete final 
design of all required street improvements, including procurement of relevant City permits, prior 
to issuance of the atchitectural addenda, and shall complete construction of all required street 
iinprovements prior to issuance of first temporary certificate of occupancy. 
Far inftmiiatian about compliance, contact the Case Plan.ner, Pfrmning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplrqming.org 

12. Garbage,. composting and recycling storage. Space for the collection and storage of garbage, 
composting, and recycling shall be provided within. enclosed areas on the property and clearly 
labeled and illustrated on the Site Permit plans. Space for the collection and storage of recyclable 
and compostable materials that meets the size, location, accessi"bility and other standards 
specified by the San Francisco Recycling Program shall be provided at the ground level of the 
buildings. 
Far information about compliance, cont.act the CtzSe Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplanning.org 

13. Rooftop Mechanical Equipment. Pursuant to Pla:nrUng Code 141, the Project Sponsor shall 
submit a .roof plan to the Plru:rii.ing Department prior to Planning approval of the architectural 
addendum to the Site Permit application. Rooftop mechanical equipment, if any is proposed as 

part 0£ the Project, is requir:ed to be screened so as not to be visible from any point at or below the 
roo£Ievel of the subject building. 
For lnformation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.~f-.planning.org · 

14. Lighting Plan. The Project Sponsor sh.all submit an exterior lighting plan to the Planning 
Department prior to Planning Department approval of the architectural addendum to the site 
permit application. 
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Foi information about tompliimce, co.nJ:cid the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.~f-plannin-g.org · . 

15. Transformer Vault. The kication cl individual project PG&E Transformer V a:ult installatioos b.as 
significant effects to San Francisco streetscapes when improperly located. However, they may 
not have any impact if they are installed in preferred. locations. Therefore,, the Planning 

Department recommends the following preference schedule in locating new transformer vaults, 

in order of inost t6 least desirable: 
a. On-site, in a basement area accessed via a garage or other ac.cess poW without use uf 

separate doors on a ground floor fa~ade facing a public right-of-way; 
b. On-sue, in a driveway, underground; 

c. On-site, above ground, screened from view, other than a ground floor fa;:ade facing a 

public .right~of-way; 
d. Public right-of-way, undergroun4 under sidewalks with a minimru;n width of 12 feet, 

avoiding effects on streetscape elements, such as street trees; and based on Better Streets 

Plan guideliD.es; 
e. Public right-of-way, underground; and based on Better Streets Plan guidelines; 

f. Public right~of-way, above grmmd, screened from view; and based on Betf:e:r Streets Plan 

guidelines; 
g. On-site, in a ground floor fa\:ade (the least desirable location). 

h. Unless otherwise specified by the Planning Department, Department of Public Work's 
Bur-eau of Street Use and Mapping (DPW BSM) should use this preference schedule for 

all new transformer vault installation requests. 
For information dbout campliance, contact liureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works at 415-554-5810, http://sfdpw.or¥ 

16. Overhead Wiring. The Property o·wner will allow MUNI to install eyebolts in the building 

adjacent to its electric streetcar line to support its overhead wire system i£ requ.ested by MUNI or 

MIA. 
For informal:ion about cmnpliance, contact San Francisco Munidpal Rai1way (Muni), San Francisco 
Municipal Transit Agency (SFMfA), at 415-l0145DOr www..sfmta..org 

PARKING AND TRAFFIC 

17. :Farki.ng Maximum. Pursl:tant In Planning Code Section 151.1, the Project shall provide no more 

than. one parking space pe.r two ·dwelling units as of righf:. With 304 dwelling UIJits proposed., 
there is .a maximum of 102 off.-.slreet parking spaces allowed as-of-ri.ght. With 102 off-street 

.Parldng spaces total included, the Project Sponsor must design and designate 4 off-street parking 

spaces for persons with disabilities. 

Far injonruJtfan about compliance, contact Cade Enforcemenl;, Plannbtg Department at 415-575-E853, 
www.sf-planning:org 

18. Offwstreef: Loading. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 152.1, the Project shall provide one off

street loading space and. atta1n one dedicated on-street loading space with the Metropolitan 

Transporlal:ion Authority. 
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For information about compliance, contact Code. Enfotcemmt, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplanning.org 

19. Cat Share. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 166, no less than two car share space shall be 
made available, at no cost, to a certified car share organization for the purposes of providini? car 
share services for its service subscribers. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enfotcemen.t, Planning Department at 415-575--6863, 
www.sfplanning.org 

20, Bicycle Parking (Mixed-Use: New Commercial/Major Renovation and Residential). Pursuant 
to Planning Code Sections 155.1, 155.4, and 155.5, the Project shall provide no fewer than 152 
Class 1 bicycle parking spaces (151 for the· residential portion of the Project and 1 for the retail 
portion) and 17 Class 2 spaces - fifteen for residential and 7 for commercial). 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575--6863, 
www.sfplanning.org 

' 21. Managing Traffic During Construction. Th.e Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s) 
· shall coordinate with the traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of fue San Francisco 

Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), the Police Dep .. ent, the Fire Deparlment, the 
Planning Department, and other construction contract~r(s) for any concurrent nearby Projects to 
manage traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the Project. 
For information about compli.ance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplanning.org-

PROVISIONS 

22. Street Trees. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138.1 (formerly 143), the Project Sponsor shall 
submit a site plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit 
application indicating that street trees, at a ratio of one street tree of an approved species for 
every 20 feet of street frontage along public or private streets bounding the Proje;ct, with any 
remaining fraction o~ 10 feet or m<?re of frontage requiring an extta tree, shall be provided.. The 
street trees shall be evenly spaced along the street frontage except where proposed driveways or 
other street obstructions do not permit. The exact location, size and species of tree shall be as 
approved by the Department of Public Works {DPVY"). Jn any case m which DPW cannot grant 
approval for insl:allation of a tree in. the public right-of-way, on the basis of inadeqnate sidewalk 
width, interference with utilities or other reasons regarding the public welfare, and where 
installation of such tree on the lot itself is also impractical, the requirements of Section 806 of the 
Planning Department Code may be modified or waived by the Director or the Public Works 

Deparhnent. 
For informatimi about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Plamiing Department at 415-558-6378, 
wr.JJw.~f--pla.nning.org. 

23. Transportation Sustainability Fee. The project is subject to the Transportation Sustain.ability Fee 
(fSF)., as applicable, pursuant to Plannmg Code Section 411A 
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For infonnatfon about compli.a11Cf!t contact the Case Planner, Planning Depfl!'tm.en1 a.t 415-558-6378, 
www.~f-plamiing.org 

24. Art - Residential Projects. Pursuant to Plan:oing Code Section 429, the Proj~ Sponsor mu5t 
provid,e on-site artwork, pay into the PubP.ci Artworks Fund,, or fulfill the req1*eme:ot with any 
combination of on-site artwork or fee payment as long as it equals. one percent of the hard 
conshuction costs for ·the Project as determined by the Direcl'0r of ~e f?epartment of Building 
Inspeciion. The Project Sponsor shall provide to the Director necessary informatiort to make the 

. determination ·of construction -cost hereunder. Payment into th.e Public Artworks '.Fund is due 
prior to issuance of the first construction document. If the Project Sponsor elects to provide the 
artwork on-site, the Conditions set forth in Conditions Numbers 28-30 below shall govern. 
For information about cpmpliance1 contact the Case Planner, _Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplanning.or$ 

25. Art Plaques. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 42.9(b), the Project Sponsor shall pmvide a 
plaque or cornerstone identifying the architect, the irrf:Work creator and the Project completion 
date in a publicly conspicuous location ott the Project Site. The design and content of th.e plaque 
shall be appro~'ed. by Department staff prior to its installation. 
For ·in.formation about -co.mplianee, rontact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfpianning:org 

~e?- Art - Concept Development. Pu:i:suant to Planrti:hg Code Section 429, the Project Sponsor and 
the Project artist shall consult with the Pliinning Department dtiring design development 
regarding the height, size, and final type of the art The final art concept shall be submitted for 
review for ctJnsistency with thiS Motion by, and shall be satisfactory to, the Director of the 
Planning Department.in consultation with the-Commission. The Project Sponsor and the Director 
shall report to the Commission on the progress of the development. and design of the art· concept 
prior to the approval of the .first building or site permit application. 
For infonnali01t about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplanning.org 

XI. Art - Installation. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429, prior to issuance of any certificate or 
occupancy, the Projecl Sponsor sball install the publk art generally as described in this Motion 
and make it available ±0 the public. If the Zotring Administrator concludes that it is not feasible to 
install the work(s) of art within the time herell:t specified and the Project Sponsor pro-\rides 

adequate assurances that such works will be installed in a timely manner, the Zoning 

.Admitristrator may extend the time for installation for ~ period of not more than twelve (12) 
monthS. For .information ab.aut com.pliii.nce, contact t'he Case Planner, Plaiming Department at 415-558:. 
E378, www,sj--plu:m'linvrrg. 

Affordable Units 
28. Nru:nber 0£ Required Uni.ts. Pursuant to: Planning Code Section 415.6, the Project is required to 

p:t-ovide 12% of the proposed dwelling units·as affordable i:o ci,ualifying households. The Project 
contains 304 units; .therefore, 37 affordable· units are required. The Project· Sponsor will fulfill 1:his 
requirement by providing the: 37 affordable uni.ts on-site. If the number of market-rate imits 
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change, the number of required affordable units shall be modified accordlngly with written 
approval from Planning Department staff in consultation with the Mayor's Office of Housing and 
Community Development {"MOHCD''). 
Far infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplatming.org or the Mayar's Office of Housing and Community Development 4t 415-701~5500, 
www.sf-moh.org. 

2.9. Unit l\1ix. The Project contains til studios, 132 one-bedroom and 111 two-bedroom units; 
therefore, fue requhed affordable unit mix is 7 studios, 16 one-bedroom and 14 two-bedroom 
units. If the market-rate unit mix changes, the affordable unit mix will be modified accordingly 
Vvith written approval from Planning Deparhnent staff in consultation. with MOHCD. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplanning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500, 
www.s[-.11Wh.org. 

30. Unit Location. The affordable units shall be designated OU a reduced set or plans recorded as a 
Notice of Special :R.estrictions on the property prior to. the issuance of the first construction 

permit. 
For infontudion about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.~f-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500, 
www.sfmoh.org. 

31. Phasing. If any buildiii.g permit is issued for partial phasing of the Project, the Project Spons9r 
shall have designated not less 1han twelve percent (12%) of the each phase's total number of 
dwelling units as on-site affordable units. · 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-637.S, 
urww.sf-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500, 
u1ww.sf.moh.org. 

32. Duration. Under Planning Code Section 415.8, all units constructed pursuant to Section 415.6, 
must remain afforcJable to qualifying householdS for the life ofthe project. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 41~558-6378, 
www.~f-planning.org.or the Mayor's Office of Housing mid Community Development at 415-701-5500, 
www.ef-moh.org. 

33. Other Conditions. The Project is subject to the requirements 0£ the Indusionary Affordable 
Housing Program under Section 415 et seq. of the Planning Code and City and County of San 
Franqsco· Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Monitoring and Procedures Manual 
("Proced:ures Manual"). The Procedures Manual, as amended £rom time to time, is incorporated. 
herein by reference, as published and adopted by the Planning Commission, and as required by 
Planning Code Section 415. Terms used, in these conditi~ns of.approval and not othetwise 

· defined shall have the meanings set forth irt the Procedures Manual. A copy of the Procedures 

Manual can be obtained at the MOHCD at 1 South Van Ness Avenue or on the Planning 
Deparlment or MOHCD websites, including on the internet at 
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_htt:p:l/sf-planirln~.otg!Modules/ShowDoctimerit.aspx?documentid=4451.~ As provided in the· 
fuclusionary Affordabfo HouSing Program, the applira.ble Procedures ·Ma:nUal is 'the manual iR 
etfect at the time the subject units are made available for. sale. 

For inforlnaJi.o.n· about compliance, con.fact the Cl1Se Planner~ Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf:.planning.org or the Mayor's Office.of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500, 
wtvw.sfmoh.org. 

a, The affordable uiiit(s) <Shall be designated on the buildlng plans prior to the issilance of the 

first construction permit by the Department o.f Buildlng JJ:mpection ("DBI"). The affordable 

unit(s) shall (1) reflect the ttnit size mix in number of bedrooms of the rni'jrket rate units, (2) 
be constructed, completed, ready for occupancy. and marketed no later than the market rate 
units, and (3) be evenly distributed throughout the building; and ( 4) be of comparable overall 

quality, construction and exferior appearance as the market rate units in the principal project 
The interior features in affordable units should be generally the same as those of the market 
units in the principal project, but need not be the same make, model or type of such item as 

long they are of good and new quality and are consistent with then-current standards for 
new housing. Other specific standards for on-site units a:te ·outlined in the Procedures 

Manual. 

b. if the units in the building are offered for sale, the affordable unit(s) shall be sold to first time 
home buyer households, as defined in the Procedures Manual, whose gross·annual income, 

adjusted for household size, does not exceed an average of ninety (90) percent of Area 
Median Income under the income table called ;'Maximuin. Income by Household. Size derived 

from the Unadjusted Area Median Income for HUD Metro Fair Market Rent Area that 
contains San Francisco." The initial sales price of such units shall be calculated according to 

the Procedures Manual. Limitations on (i) reselling; (ii) renting; (fu) recouping capital 
improvements; (iv) .refinancing; and (v) procedures for inheritance apply and are set forth in 
the Indusionary Affordable Housing Program and the.Procedures Manual. 

c. The P:i:oject Sponsor is responsible for following the marketing,. reporting, and nmnitoring 
requirements and procedures as set forth in the Procedures Manual. MOHCD shall be 
responsible for -overseeing and monitoring the marketing of affordable units. The Project 

Sponsor must contact MOHCD at least six months prior to the beginning of marketing for 
any unit in the building. 

cL Required paridng spaces shall be made available to initial buyers or renters of affordable 

units ac<:ording i:o the Procedures Manual. 

e. Prior to fhe issuance of the first conslrucl:ion permit by DBI for the Project, the Project 

Sponsor shall record a No!ice. of Spetj:al l,{e$trlction oµ the property that contains these 
condifioris of approval and a reduced set of plans that identify the affcirdab!e units satisfying 

the requirements of this approval The Project Sponsor shall promptly provide a copy of the 

recorded Notice of Special Restriction to the Department and to MOHCD or its successor. 
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£, '.rhe Project Sponsor has demonstrated that it is eliglble for the On-site Affordable Housing 
Alternative under Planning Code Section 415.6 instead of payment of the Affordable Housing 
Fee, and has submitted the Affidavit of Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable ·Housing 
Program: Planning Code Section 415 to the Planning Department stating that any affordable 
units designated as pn-site units shall be 11old as ownership units and will remam as 
ownership units for the life of the Project. 

g. If the Project Sponsor fails to comply ·with the Jnclusionary Affordable Housing Program 
requirement, the Director of DBI shall deny any and all site or building permits ot certificates 
of occupancy for the development project until the Planning Department notifies the Director 
of compliance. A Project Sponsor's failure to comply with the requirements -of Planning 
Code Section 415 et seq. shall constitute· cause for the Gty to record a lien against the 
development project and to pursue any and all available remedies at Jaw. 

h. If the Project becomes ineiigi.ble at any time for the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative, 
the Project Sponsor or its successor shall pay the Affordable Housing Fee prior to issuance of 
the first construdion permit. If the Project becomes ineligible after issuance of :its first 
construction perµiit, the Project Sponsor shall notify the Department and MOHCD .and pay 
interest on the Affordable Housing Fee and penalties, if applicable. 

OPERATION · 

34. Colll.tnunity Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the Project and 
implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison 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 coJ?llllunity liaison. Should the contact information change, the Zoning 
Administrator shall be made aware of such change. The community liaison shall repaxt to the 
Zoning Administrator what issues; if any, are of concern to the community and what issues have 
not be~ resolved by the Project Sponsor. 
F~r injofmation about compliance, contact Cade Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.~f-planning.org. · 

35. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entran~e 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. 
Fvr information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works, 415-695-2017, http:llefdpw.arg 

MONITORING 

36. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in 
complaints from interested property o·wners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not 

resolved by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Plaanfng Code and/or the 
specific conditious of appro"Val for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this' Motion, the Zoning 

-' 
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Ad.ritinisfratcir Sh.all refer such romplaints to the C-mmrtlssion, after which it tnay hold a public 
hearing on the matter to collsider revocation of this authorizatlon. · 
for informalian about compliance, contact Code .Enfo.rcem.ent, Planning Department· at. 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplamcing.org 

37. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions 0£ approval contained in 
this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be s1;1bject 
to the enforcement proeedilres and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code 
Section 176 or Section 176.1. The Planning Depar.tmentmay also :i:efer the violation complaints to 
other city" depart:rrtents and agencies for a:f>ptopriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. 
For information about compliance, contact O:ide Enforcement,. Planning_ Department at 41.5-575-6863, 
www.sf-pfanning.org, 
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SAN FRANClSCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning. Commission Motion No. 19592 

Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lat: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Cnntact: · 

HEARING DATE: March 17, 2016 

2013.1753E 
1066 Market Street 
Downtown General Cqmmerda1 (C-3-G) Zoning District 
120-X Height and Bulk District 
0350/003 

Julie Burdick-: (415) 772~7142 
Shorenstein Residential, LLC 
San Francisco, CA 94XXX 
Chelsea Fordham- (415) 575-9071 

Chelsea.Fordham@sfgov.org 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 4fl0 
San ffancisco, 
CA 94103-2:479 

ReceptioO: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.5$8.6409 

Planning 
lnfonnallon: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDtNGS RELATED TO THE APPEAL OF lHE PRELIMINARY MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
0£CLARATtoN, P:1U: NUMBER 2013.1753E f:OR THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT {"PROJECli') AT 1066 
MARKET STREET. 

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission'') hereby AFFmMs the 
decision to issue a Mitigated Negative Declaration, based on the following finding$: 

1. On February ,J.2, 2.014, pursuant to the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act 
("CEQA"), the State CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the Sart Francisco Administrative Code, the 
Planning Department.("Department") received an Environmental Evaluation Application form for 
the Project, in order that it might conduct an initial evaluation to determine whether the Project might 
have a significant impact on the environment. 

2. On January 13, 2016, the Deparf:ment determined that the Project, as ptoposed, could not have a 
significant effect on tht! environment. 

3. On January 13, 2016, a notice of determination that a Mitigated Negative Declaration would be issued 
for the Project was duly published in a newspaper of general circulation in the City~ and the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration posted in the Department offices, and distributed all in accordance 
with law. 

4. On February 2, 2016, an appeal of the decision to issue a Mitig~ted Negative Dedatation was timely 
filed by Sue Hestor for San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth. 

5. A staff memorandum, dated March 10, 2016, addresses and responds to all points raised by appellant 
in the appeal letter. That memorandum is attached as Exhibit A and staffs findings as to those points 
are incorporated by reference herein as the Commission's own findings. Copies pf that memorandum 

www.sfplanning.org 
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have been deliv.ered to the City Planning Commission, and a copy of that memorandum is on file and 

available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street, Suite 500. 

6, On Match 17, 2016, the Commission held a duly noticed and advertised public hearing on the appeal 
of the Prelinumuy Mitigated Negative Declaration, at which testimony on the merifs of the appeal, 

both in favt>r of and in opposition to, was received. 

7. All points raised in the appeal of the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration at the February 2, 
2016 City Planning Commission heating have been responded to either in the Memotandutn or orally 

at the public hearing. 

K Aftel'. consideration of the points raised by appellant, both in writing and at the March 17, 2016 

hearing. the San Francisco Planning DeparbtJ.ent reaffirms its condu:sion that the proposed project 

could not have a significant effect upon the environment. 

9. In reviewing the Preliminary :Mitigated Negative beclaration issued"for the P'roject, the Planning 
Commission has. had.available for its. review and consideration all Information pertaming to the 
Project iri the Planning Deparbnent' .s case file. · 

rn; The Platrtri:ilg Commission finds that Planning DeparttnenY s-determinalion on, the M~tigated 

Negative Declaration reflects the Departrh.e.nf·s independent jttdgmen.t and analysis._ 

The San Franicsco Planning Cotiiinfosion HEREBY DOES FIND that the proposed Ptoje\:t, cottld 
not pave a significant effect on the envirorunent, as shown in the analysis of the Mitigated 
Negative peclaraf:ion, and HEREBY DOES· AFFIRM the decision to issue a Mitigated Negative 

Declaration, as prepared by the S~ Francis€p Plannfrtg Department. 

r hereby certify. that the. foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission Oii 

March 17, 2016. t 

AYES: 

NOE& 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

Jonas P. Ionin 

Commission Secr~ta:ty 

Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Fong, Moore, Richards and Wu 

None 

None 

March 17, 2016 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

Thursday, March 17, 2016 
12:00 p.in. 

Regular Meeting 

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Fong, Richards, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Wu 

THE MEETING WAS CALLED TO ORDER BY PRESIDENT FONG AT 12:09 P.M. 

STAFF IN ATTENDANCE: John Rahaim - Planning Director, Claudia Flores, Omar Masry, Mary Woods, 
AnMarie Rodgers, Marcelle Boudreaux, Chelsea Fordham, Tina Chang, Wayne Farrens, Laura Ajello, and 
Jonas P. lonin -Commission Secretary 

SPEAKER KEY: 
+indicates a speaker in support of an item; 
- indicates a speaker in opposition to an item; and 
= indicates a neutral speaker or a speaker who did not indicate support or opposition 

A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE 

The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date. The Commission may 
choose to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or 
to hear the item on this calendar. 

1. 2015-010755CUA (C. GROB: (415) 575-9138) 
447 BUSH STREET - south side of Bush Street, between Grant Avenue and Mark Lane; Lot 
020 in Assessor's Block 0287 (District 3} - Request for Conditional Use Authorization to 
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convert 37 of 38 existing residential hotel rooms to tourist hotel rooms and to establish 
one new tourist hotel room pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303, as well as 
Chapter 41 of the Administrative Code. There are currently 51 total rooms at the subject 
property, d.b.a. Hotel Des Arts, 13 of which are legally permitted tourist hotel rooins. There 
is one permanent tenant in one of the 38 existing residential hotel rooms, which is not 
proposed for conversion. There are no permanent tenants in the remaining 37 rooms 
proposed for conversion. The one new tourist hotel room will be constructed in the 
existing lobby area on the second floor. No physical expansion or alterations are proposed. 
This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, 
pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). This action will also 
constitute a determination that the residential units provided in the 361 Turk Street and 
145 Leavenworth Street buildings are "comparable units," per Section 41.12(d) of San 
Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 41. The proposed 361 Turk Street and 145 
Leavenworth Street building involves the new construction of two residential buildings 
with 238 group housing rooms, which was previously approved under Case No. 
2012.1531 ECK. 
{Proposed for Continuance to May 12, 2016) 

SPEAKERS: None 
ACTION: Continued to May 12, 2016 
AYES: Fong, Richards, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Wu 

2. 2014.0909C (C. GROB: (415) 575-9138) 
140 ELLIS STREET - north side of Ellis Street, between Cyril Magnin Street and Powell Street; 
Lot 023 in Assessor's Block 0326 (District 3) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization to 
convert 12 existing residential hotel rooms to tourist hotel rooms pursuant to Planning 
Code Sections 210.2 and 303, as well as Chapter 41 of the Administrative Code. There are 
currently 124 total rooms at the subject property, d.b.a. Hotel Fusion, 112 of which are 
legally permitted tourist hotel rooms. There ire no permanent tenants in the 12 rooms 
proposed for conversion; No physical expansion or alterations are proposed. This action 
constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San 
Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). This action will also constitute a 
determination that the residential units provided in the 361 Turk. Street and 145 
Leavenworth Street buildings are "comparable units," per Section 41.12(d) of San Francisco 
Administrative Code Chapter 41.· The proposed 361 Turk Street and 145 Leavenworth 
Street building involves the new construction of two residential buildings with 238 group 
housing rooms, which was previously approved under Case No. 2012.1531 ECK. 

3. 

Meeting Minutes 

(Proposed for Continuance to May 12, 2016) 

SPEAKERS: None 
ACTION: Continued to May 12, 2016 
AYES: Fong, Richards, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Wu 

2014.0911 C (C. GROB: (415) 575-9138) 
1412 MARKET STREET - north side of Market Street, at the intersection of Fell Street and 
Market Street; Lot 001 in Assessor's Block 0835 (District 6) - Request for Conditional Use 
Authorization to convert 15 existing residential hotel rooms to tourist hotel rooms 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303, as well as Chapter 41 of the 
Administrative Code. There are currently 120 total rooms at the subject property, d.b.a .. 

Paqe2af 14 
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New Central Hotel, 105 of which are legally permitted tourist hotel rooms. There are no 
permanent tenants in the 15 rooms proposed for conversion. No physical expansion or 
alterations are proposed. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the 
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). This 
action will also constitute a determination that the residential units provided iii the 361 
Turk Street and 145 Leavenworth Street buildings are "comparable units," per Section 
41.12(d) of San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 41. The proposed 361 Turk Street 
and 145 Leavenworth Street building involves the new construction of two residential 
buildings with 238 group housing rooms, which was previously approved under Case No. 
2012.1531ECK. 
(Proposed for Continuance to May 12, 2016) 

SPEAKERS: . 
ACTION: 
AYES: 

None 
Continued to May 12, 2016 
Fong, Richards, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Wu 

4. 2015-010747CUA (C. GROB: (415) 575-9138) 
972 SUTIER STREET - north side of Sutter Street, between Hyde Street and Leavenworth 
Street; Lot 012 in Assessor's Block 0280 (District 3) - Request for Conditional Use 
Authorization to convert .19 existing residential hotel rooms to tourist hotel rooms 

5. 

Meeting Minutes 

· pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303, as well as Chapter 41 of the 
Administrative Code. There are currently 30 total rooms at the subject property, d.b.a. The 
Mithila Hotel, 11 of which are legally permitted tourist hotel rooms. There are nq 
permanent tenants in the 19 rooms proposed for conversion. No physical expansion or 
alterations are proposed. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the 
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). This 
action will also constitute a determination that the residential units provided in the 361 
Turk Street and 145 Leavenworth Street buildings are "comparable units," per Section. 
41.12(d) of San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 41. The proposed 361 Turk Street 
and 145 Leavenworth Street building involves the new construction of two residential 
buildings with 238 group housing rooms, which was previously approved under Case No. 
2012.1531ECK. 
(Proposed for Continuance to May )2, 2016) 

SPEAKERS: None 
ACTION: Continued to May 12, 2016 
AYES: Fong, Richards, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Wu 

2012.1531C (C. GROB: (415) 575-9138) 
54 4TH STREET - Southwest side of 4th Street, between Market Street and Jessie Street; Lot 
004 in Assessor's Block 3705 (District 6) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization to 
convert Bl existing residential hotel rooms to tourist hotel rooms pursuant to Planning 
Code Sections 210.2 and 303, as well as Chapter 41 of the Administrative Code. There are 
currently 201 total rooms at the subject property, d.b.a. The Mosser Hotel, 120 of which are 
legally permitted tourist hotel rooms. There are no permanent tenants in the 81 rooms 
proposed for conversion. No physical expansion or alterations are proposed. This action 
constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San 
Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). This action will also constitute a 
determination that the residential units provided in the 361 Turk Street and 145 
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Leavenworth Street building are "comparable units," per Section 41.12(d) of San Francisco 
Administrative Code Chapter 41.The proposed 361 Turk Street and 145 Leavenworth 
Street building involves the new construction of two residential buildings with 238 group 
housing rooms, which was previously approved under Case No~ 2012.1531 ECK. 
(Proposed for Continuance to May 12, 2016) 

SPEAKERS: None 
ACTION: Continued to May 12, 2016 
AYES: Fong, Richards, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Wu 

6. 2014.0910C (C. GROB: (415) 575-9138) 
432 GEARY STREET - North side of Geary Street, between Mason Street and Taylor Street; 
Lot 006 in Assessor's Block 0306 (District 3) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization to 
convert 61 existing residential hotel rooms to tourist hotel rooms pursuant to Planning 
Code Sections 210.2 and 303, as well as Chapter 41 of the Administrative Code. There are 
currently 69 total rooms at the subject property, d.b.a. Union Square Plaza Hotel, 8 of 
which are legally permitted tourist hotel rooms. There are no permanent tenants in the 61 
rooms proposed for conversion. No physical expansion or alterations are proposed. This 
action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant 
to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). This action will also constitute a 
determination that the residential units provided in the 361 Turk Street and 145 
Leavenworth Street buildings are "comparable units," per Section 41.12(d) of San Francisco 
Administrative Code Chapter 41. The proposed 361 Turk Street and 145 Leavenworth 
Street building involves the new construction of two residential buildings with 238 group 
housing rooms, which wa·s previously approved under Case No. 2012.1531 ECK. 
(Proposed for Continuance to May 12, 2016) 

SPEAKERS: None 
ACTION: Continued to May 12, 2016 
AYES: Fong, Richards, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Wu 

SPEAKERS FOR THE CONTINUANCE CALENDAR: 
John Kevlin - Continuance to a sooner calendar 
Carly Grob~ Staff response 

B. CONSENT CALENDAR 

All matters listed hereunder constitute a Consent Calendar, are considered to be routine by the 
Planning Commission, and may be acted upon by a single roll call vote of the Commission. There 
will be no separate discussion of these items unless a member of the Commission, the public, or 
staff so requests, in which event the matter shall be removed from the Consent Calendar and 
considered as a separate item at this or a future hearing 

7. 

Meeting Minutes 

2015-002837CUASHD (T. CHANG: (415) 575-9197) 
455 FELL STREET I PARCEL 0 - South side of Fell Street at Laguna Street; Lot 024 in 
Assessor's Block 0831 (District 5) - Request for Adoption of Findings pursuant to Section 
295 of the Planning Code regarding a Shadow Study that concluded that the shadow cast 
by the construction of a SO-foot tall building containing 108 dwelling units, 1,200 square 
feet of retail, a day-care facility and 118 bicycle parking spaces (102 Class 1, 8 Class 2, and 2 
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cargo spaces) within a RTO (Residential Transit Oriented) Zoning and 40-50-X Height and 
Bulk District would not be adverse to the use of Patricia's Green, land under the jurisdiction 
of the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings 

SPEAKERS: 
ACTION: 
AYES: 
MOTION: 

None 
Adopted Findings 
Fong, Richards, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Wu 
19590 

C. COMMISSION MATIERS 

8. Consideration of Adoption: 
• Draft Minutes for March 3, 2016 

SPEAKERS: 
ACTION: 

'AYES: 

None 
Adopted 
Fong, Richards, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Wu 

9. Commission Comments/Questions 
• Inquiries/Announcements. Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may 

make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to 
the Commissioner(s). 

• Future Meetings/Agendas. At this time, the Commission may discuss and take 
action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that 
could be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of 
the Planning Commission. 

Commissioner Moore: 
Two articles one about PDR, the loss of PDR, which I thought was extremely well written 
and I will keep it when we discuss this issue in a few weeks. Second article on student . 
housing in the Business Times, equally important, will probably come up today again and I 
will talk about it later. 

Commissioner Antonini: 
I wish everybody a Happy St. Patrick's Day. 

D. DEPARTMENT MATIERS 

10. Director's Announcements 

Meeting Minutes 

Director Rahaim: 
Thank you, Commissioners. I would like to ask that we close the meeting today in honor of 
lsoken Omakaro, who was a member of the. staff for 20 years, who passed away 
unexpectedly yesterday morning. lsoken was with the Department for 20 years. He was an 
immigrant from Nigeria, was schooled in US, and moved to the West Coast in the early 90s. 
He worked primarily in the last 15 years at the Public Information Counter. He was very 
well known at the counter. He worked very closed with staff, many, many members of the 
public knew lsoken, and he was really dedicated to public service and very much enjoyed 
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his time there. He is survived by my wife and two children, who are 11 and 17, so, we ask 
for your support for his family, to the Department, and ask that you close the meeting in 
his honor. Thank you. 

11. Review of Pa~t Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic 
Preservation Commission 

Meeting Minutes 

LAND USE COMMITTEE: 
• No Planning items this week 

FULL BOARD: 
• 151084 Planning Code - Upper Market Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District; 

I 

Second Floor Bars. Sponsor: Wiener. Staff: Mohan, Starr. PASSED Second Read 

INTRODUCTIONS: 
• 160255. Planning, Administrative Codes - lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and 
Requirements; Preparation of Economic Feasibility Report; Establishing lndusionary 
Housing Technical Advisory Committee. Sponsor: Kim, Peskin. Staff: Starr, Rodgers. This 
item is scheduled to come before the Planning Commission on March 31st for the 
Commission's review and recommendation. 

• 160252 Planning, Administrative Codes - Construction of Accessory Dwelling Units 
Citywide. Sponsor: Peskin. Staff: TBD · 

BOARD OF APPEALS: 
The Board of Appeals did meet last night, only one item, I think might of interest, is an 
appeal of a variance that I've granted for 3636 Webster. This was before you as a 
Discretionary Review as well. We had a joint hearing on the item. The Board heard the 
appeal last night and denied the appeal. There will be a subsequent appeal opportunity in 
the building permit, which has your discretionary review.decision . 

. HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSSION: 
Good afternoon Commissioners, Tim Frye, Department staff, here to share with you a 
couple of items from the Historic Preservation Commission hearing. The Commission 
unanimously approved the Central SOMA Context Statement and Historic Resource Survey. 
The findings of the Context Statement on the survey will be used to inform the 
Environmental Impact Report for the Central Corridor Area Plan as well as provide support 
for development of cultural heritage districts within the Central SOMA, particularly the 
Filipino Cultural Heritage District that is currently underway. The findings also will be used 
to inform the policies of the draft Central Corridor Area Plan and you should see those 
drafts policies when the plan comes to you in the future. Finally, the Commission 
forwarded a unanimous positive recommendation for the land local landmark designation 
·of 34-45 .Onondaga Avenue. This is historically known as the Alemany Emergency Health 
Center. This is a community sponsored designation, also supported by Supervisor Avalos. 
The two buildings that are inter-connected are known as one of the - as part of the City's 
early emergency health system and one of the buildings contain some WPA era mural, 
which the Arts Commission is currently seeking funding to restore. That is moving to the 
Board of Supervisors and Aaron Starr will certainly keep you updated on its progress 
thorough the Board. That concludes my comments, unless you have any questions. 
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E. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT -15 MINUTES 

At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public 
that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items. With 
respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the 
item is reached in the meeting. Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to 
three minutes. 

SPEAKERS: Robin Bishop - 891 Carolina Street 

F. REGULAR CALENDAR 

The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project 
sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal. Please be advised that 
the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 
expediters, and/or other advisors. 

12. (M. WOODS: (415) 558-6315) 

13. 

Meeting Minutes 

ACADEMY OF ART UNIVERSITY - Informational Presentation regarding the status of 
enforcement, environmental review, Institutional Master Plan (IMP), projects requiring 
Commission action, and potential Commission review process. The IMP is available for 
viewing on the Planning Department's website (from www.sfplanning.org, click on 
"Resource Center," then "Department Publications" and then "Institutional Master Plans"). 
Preliminary Recommendation: None- Informational 

SPEAKERS: 

ACTION: 

== Mary Woods - Staff presentation 
- (M) Speaker - Code violation 
- Sue Hestor - AAU 
- Spike Kahn - MU violations 
- Paul Werner- Student housing 
- Cynthia Gomez - Housing, rent control 

John Schwerk 
None- Informational 

2015-000988CWP (C. FLORES: (415) 558-6473) 
2016 MISSION INTERIM CONTROLS - IMPLEMENTATION (District 9) - Informational 
Presentation, On January 14, 2016, the Commission adopted the Mission 2016 Interim 
Controls (hereinafter, ''The Interim Controls") to govern certain permit applications during 
the development of the Mission Action Plan (MAP) 2020. The controls require ·a Large 
Project Authorization or Conditional Use Authorization for certain projects. At this hearing 
staff will provide clarification on how the Interim Controls will be implemented including 
but not limited to expectations for submittals by project sponsors, and information about 
how staff will review and analyze the information submitted by project sponsors. The area 
governed by the Interim Controls is generally defined by the following boundaries: 13th 
and Division Street to Mission Street, to Cesar Chavez Avenue, to Potrero Avenue, and back 
to Division Street. The Mission Street boundary would include any parcel with a property 
line on either side of Mission Street. The Interim Controls are in place for 15 months from 
the date of adoption and will expire on April 14; 2017. 
Preliminary Recommendation: None- Informational 
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SPEAKERS: 
ACTION: 

=An Marie Rodgers - Staff presentation 
None - Informational 

ThursdavMarch 17,2016 

14. 2006.1523PRJ (M. BOUDREAUX: (415) 575-9140) 
50 1ST STREET/78 1ST STREET/88 1ST" STREET/526 MISSION STREET - Informational 
Presentation -Assessor Block 3708/Lots 003, 006, 007, 009, 010, 011, 012 and 055 (District 
6) - The project proposes demolition of surface parking lot and three buildings, 
construction of two new towers with occupied building heights of 850 foet (50 1st Street) 
and 605 feet (526 Mission Street) and retention, or partial retention, of two existing 
buildings. In total, the project proposes 2.1 million gross square feet of office, residential, 
hotel, and retail uses. The project site is located within Transit Center District and 
Downtown Plan Areas, and C-3-0 (SD) (Downtown Office - Special Development) Zoning 
District and 550-S and 850-S-2 Height and Bulk Districts. 
Preliminary Recommendation: None- Informational 
(Continued from Regular Meeting of January 14, 2016) 

SPEAKERS: 

ACTION: 

=Marcelle Boudreaux- Staff introduction 
+ (M) Speaker - Ground level design presentation 
+Nichol Gustafson - Landscaping 
+Daniel Eggetter- Negative impact 
=Amanda Graham - CEQA review 
=Michael Nulty- Notice 
- John Elberling - Popes, Prop M allocation 
= Sue Hestor - Student considerations 
None - Informational 

15. 2014-001711 PCA (0. MASRY: (415} 575-9116) 
WIRELESS (WTS} FACILITY- Planning Code Amendment - adopting a resolution initiating 
text changes to the Planning Code defining wireless telecommunications services (WTS) 
facilitie~; create distinct WTS facility land use controls; require a conditional use 
authorization (CU) for macro WTS facilities in most article 2, 7 and 8 districts; regulate 
micro WTS facilities in all districts; require that a WTS facility's cu shall expire after ten 
years; regulate WTS facilities in certain Mission Bay Districts and P Districts; exempt certain 
telecommunications equipment accessory uses from height limitations; allow screening 
elements for WTS facilities to exceed height limits, consistent with existing height limit 
exemptions for antennas; define and regulate temporary WTS facilities; allow the Historic 
Preservation Commission to delegate determinations on applications for administrative 
certificates of appropriateness and minor permits to alter to Planning Department staff; 
affirm the Planning Department's determination under the California Environmental 
Quality Act, and making findings of consistency with the general plan and the eight 
priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1; and make findings under Planning Code 
Section 302. 

MeetinqMinutes 

Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate 

SPEAKERS: = Omar Masry- Staff presentation 
=Charles Barr- Internet services legislation 
- Paul Albritton -Verizon concerns 
- Candy Blackstone-AT&T concerns 

911 
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ACTION: 
AYES: 
RESOLUTION: 

Adopted a Resolution to Initiate 
Fong, Richards~ Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Wu 
19591 

16. . 2013.1753E (C. FORDHAM: (415) 575-9071) 
1066 MARKET STREET - located on a parcel bounded by Golden Gate Avenue to the north, 
Market Street to the south, and Jones Street to the west; Lot 003 of Assessor's Block 0350 
(District 6) - Appeal of Preliminary Negative Declaration for the demolition of an existing 
two-story vacant commercial building constructed in 1966 and surface parking lot, and 
construction of a 120-foot-tall, 12-story mixed-use building containing 304 dwelling units, 
4,540 square feet of retail space on Market and Jones Street, and 102 off-street vehicle 
parking spaces accessed via Jones Street. The project site is in the C-3-G (Downtown 
General Commercial) Use District and a 120-X Height and Bulk District. . 
Preliminary Recommendation: Uphold Preliminary Negative Declaration 
(Continued from Regular Meeting of February 25, 2016) 

SPEAKERS: 

ACTION: 
AYES: 
MOTION: 

:::: Chelsea Fordham - Staff presentation 
- Sue Hestor - Appellant presentation 
+Steve Vettel - Sponsor presentation 
- Abdullah - Homeless, poor housing 
- Jessie Johnson - A Disaster 
- Alexandra Goldman -Appeal vs project 
- John Schwerk - Process reform for CEQA documents 
- Joe Wilson - Displacement not subject to environmental reviews 
- Reginald - Not happy with proposal 
- James Founders - Not a significant on the community 
- Chris Bradford - El R 
Upheld Preliminary Negative Declaration 
Fong, Richards, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Wu 
19592 

17a, 2013.1753CXV (T. CHANG: (415) 575-9197) 
1066 MARKET STREET - north side of Market Street, east of Jones .Street, south of Golden 
Gate; Assessor's Block 0350, Lots 003 (District 6) - Request for DowntoWn Project 
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Section 309, Rear Yard pursuant to Planning 
Code Section 134, Ground-level Wind Currents in C-3 Districts pursuant to Planning Code 
Section 148 and Freight Loading pursuant to Planning Code Section 161 (f). The Project 
includes the removal of an existing two-story, vacant retail space and at grade parking lot, 
and· the new construction of a 12-story, 14-level, 120-foot-tall, 297,350 gross square foot, 
mixed use building, with 304 dwelling units, approximately 4,540 square-feet of ground
floor retail space, 102 off-street vehicular parking spaces and 312 (304 Class 1 and 8 Class 
2) bicycle parking spaces. The project site is located in a C-3-G - Downtown General Use 
District and a 120-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action 
for the project for purposes of CEQA, pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code. 

Meeting Minutes 

Preliminary Recommenc/ation: Approve with Conditions 

SPEAKERS: =Tina Chang - Staff presentation 
+Me Spreights - Project presentation 
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ACTION: 
Meeting Minutes 

ThursdayMarch 17,2016 

+ Bernardo - Design presentation 
- Kim Mastero - Low income residents, SRO 
- Curtis Bradford - Injustice, gentrification 
- Dr. Lattrell Odom - Less than significant 
- Darnell - Honor women by getting them off the streets and into 

housing 
+ Mike Anderer- Development will make the area safer 
- Laura Slattery- Gubbio project, increase affordable housing percentage 
- (M} Speaker - Money matters, lives do not 
- (M} Speaker- Only 12% affordable 
- Katherine Wolf- Retry low income households, deserve housing 
- Debra - Support for very low income housing 
- Sam Dennison - Non-profits 
- Joel Wilson - Continue the item 
+Michael Terriot- Support 
+Joel Koppel - Support 
+Vince Moita - Support 
- (M} Speaker - Equal protection under the law 
+Randy Shaw- This project will get built 
+ (F} Speaker - New retail where it is badly needed 
- Alexandra Goldman - Development without displacement 
- Jerry Brown - Gentrification 
- Moson Sampson - 33% affordable units 
+Terry Anders - Move fo·rward] 
- Theresa Imperial - lnclusionary housing effectiveness 
- Eric Marcoon - 33% affordable housing 
+ (F) Speaker - Perception of the Tenderloin 
+Laura Clarke- Parking into homes 
+ (F) Speaker - Support 
+ (M} Speaker - Support 
- Jessica Lai - Opposed 
- Cynthia Hamatta - Victims 
- Camille His - Room size, floor plans · 

· +Jeremy Schwab - Project presentation 
+ (F) Speaker - Safety, displacement absentee property owners 
- Jesus Perez - Come out and see how it is 
+Tim Colen - Support 
+Adrian Simi - Support 
+Austin Hunter - Parking for homes 
+Sam Rosen - More housing 
+ SonjaTranss -Grandfathering projects for affordable housing 
- Julia Gallia-12% affordable is insultin 
- John Noelte - Developer, housing 
- Tony Robles - I Hotel, full circle, 12% affordable housing 
- Jenniffer Frederbach - Motivation to evict tenants 
- Jacke Jenks -Continue 
- Michael Nolte- Negative impacts 
Approved with Conditions 

913 

Page 10of14 



San Francisco Planning Commission 7hursdayMarch 17,2016 

AYES: 
NAYES: 
MOTION: 

Fong, Richards, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson 
Moore, Wu 
19593 

17b. 2013.1753CXV (T. CHANG: (415) 575-9197) 
1066 MARKET STREET - north side of Market Street, east of Jones Street, south of Golden 
Gate; Assessor's Block 0350, Lots 003 (District 6) - Request for Conditional Use 
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Section 124(t) and 303 to exempt on-site 
inclusionary units from FAR calculations. The Project includes the removal of an existing 
two-story>vacant retail space and at grade parking lot, and the new construction of ;,1 12-
story, 14-level, 120-foot-tall, 297,350 gross square foot, mixed use building, with 304 
dwelling units, approximately 4,540 square-feet of ground-floor retail space, 102 off-street 
vehicular parking spaces and 312 (304 Class 1 and 8 Class 2) bicycle parking spaces. The 
project site is located in a C-3-G - Downtown General Use District and a 120-X Height and 
Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for purposes of 
CEQA, pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 

SPEAKERS: 

AYES: 
NAYES: 
MOTION: 

Same as ltem17a. 
ACTION:Approved with Conditions; recommending the Sponsor continue 
working with staff on fa~ade modulation along Golden Gate and Jones. 
Fong, Richards, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson 
Moore, Wu 
19594 

17c. 2013.1753CXV (T. CHANG: (415) 575-9197) 
1066 MARKET STREET - nort~ side of Market Street, east of Jones Street, south of Golden 
Gate; Assessor's Block 0350, Lots 003 (District 6) - Request for Variance pursuant to 
Planning Code Section 135(g)(2), for use of inner courts to meet open space requirements. 
The Project includes the removal of an existing two-story, vacant retail space and at grade 
parking lot, and the new .construction of a 12-story, 14-level, 120-foot-tall, 297,350 gross 
square foot, mixed use building, with 304 dwelling units, approximately 4,540 square-feet 
of ground-floor retail space, 102 off-street vehicular parking spaces and 312 {304 Class 1 
and 8 Class 2) bicycle parking spaces. The project site is located in a C-3-G - Downtown 
General Use District and a 120-X Height and Bulk District. 

18. 

Meeting Minutes 

SPEAKERS: 
ACTION: 

None 
After hearing and closing public comment, ZA indicated an intent to Grant 
the Variance(s) 

2015-000184CUA (M. BOUDREAUX: (415) 575-9140) 
29-31 HATIIE STREET - east side of Hattie Street between Market Street and Corbett 
Avenue; Lot 022 in Assessor's Block 2657 (District 8) - Request for Conditional Use 
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Section 303 and Interim Zoning Controls for 
Large Residential Projects pursuant to Resolution No. 76-15, to allow lot development · 
greater than 55%. The project includes vertical and horizontal addition to an existing two
story-over-garage two-unit building. The property is within a RH-2 (Residential, House, 
Two-Family) Zoning District, and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the 
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Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of 
the San Francisco Administrative Code .. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular Meeting of January 28, 2016) 

SPEAKERS: 

ACTION: 
AYES: 
NAYES: 
MOTION: 

=Marcelle Boudreaux - Staff presentation 
+Sydney Day - Project presentation 
+Mark Goldman - Design presentation 
Approved with Conditions 
Fong, Richards, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Wu 
Moore 
19595 

19. 2014.0400CUA (T. CHANG: (415) 575-9197)· 
430 EDDY STREET - north side of Eddy Street, west of Leavenworth Street; Lot 008 in 
Assessor's Block 0334 (District 6) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to 
Planning Code Section 253 and 303 for the construction of a building exceeding 50 feet in 
height in a RC-4 (Residential.,.. Commercial High Density) Zoning and 80-T Height and Bulk 
District. The Project includes the new construction of an eight-story, approximately 80-
foot-tall, 19,900 gross square foot, mixed use building with 23 dwelling units and 
approximately 970 square-feet of ground-floor retail space, 24 Class 1, four (4) Class 2 
bicycle parking spaces and approximately 2,900 square feet of common and private open 
space. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, 
pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 

SPEAKERS: 

ACTION: 
AYES: 
ABSENT: 
MOTION: 

=Tina Chang - Staff presentation 
+John Kevliff- Project presentation 
+Michael Nulty- Neighborhood concerns 
John Nulty- Community outreach 

Approved with Conditions 
Fong, Richards, Antonini, Hillis, Moore, Wu 
Johnson 
19596 

20. 2013.1696C (W. FARRENS: (415) 575-9172) 
1737 POST STREET (AKA 11 PEACE PLAZA), SUITE 300 - southwest corner of Post and 
Buchanan Streets; Lot 009 in Assessor's Block 0700 (District 5) - Request for Conditional Use 
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 303.1 to legalize a Formula 
Retail use (dba "The Face Shop") in the Japantown Mall, established without Conditional 
Use authorization, within a NC-3 (Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale) Zoning 
District, the Japantown Special Use District, and 50-X Height and Bulk District. This action 
constitutes the Approval Action for the project for purposes of CEQA, pursuant to Section 
31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

Meeting Minutes 

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular Meeting of February 25, 2016) 

SPEAKERS: =Wayne Farrens - Staff presentation 
+ Phillip Lesser - Project presentation 
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ACTION: 
AYES: 
ABSENT: 
MOTION: 

Approved with Conditions 
Fong, Richards, Antonini, Hillis, Moore 
Johnson, Wu 
19597 

21. . 2015-007896CUA (W. FARRENS: (415) 575-9172) 
1699 VAN NESS AVENUE - southwest corner of Sacramento Street and Van Ness Avenue; 
Lot 001 in Assessor's Block 0642 (District 2) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 303.1 to establish ·a Formula Retail use (dba 
"First Republic Bank"), within a RC-4 (Residential-Commercial, High-Density) Zoning 
District, the Van Ness and Van Ness Automotive Special Use Districts, and 80-D Height and 
Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for purposes of 
CEQA, pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 
(Continued from Regular Meeting of February 25, 2016) 

SPEAKERS: 

ACTION: 
AYES: 
REC USED: 
ABSENT: 
MOTION: 

=Wayne Fa.rrens - Staff presentation 
+Steve Chung - Project presentation 
+ (M) Speaker- Project presentation, continuance, public meeting room 
Approved with Conditions 
Fong; Richards, Hillis, Moore, Wu 
Antonini 
Johnson 
19598 

G. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR 

The Commission Discretionary Review Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; 
followed by the DR requestor team; followed by public comment opposed to the project; followed 
by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment in support of the project. Please be 
advised that the DR requester and project sponsor teams include: the DR requestor and sponsor or 
their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors. 

22. 2015-05377DRP (L. AJELLO: (415) 575-9142) 
663 22N° AVENUE - west side between Balboa and Cabrillo Streets; Lot 013 in Assessor's 
Block 1622 (District 1) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application 
No. 2006.06.09.3592 proposing to demolish the existing rear extension and construct a 
three-story addition and roof deck at the rear of the three-story one-family house within a 
RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family} District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The permit 
was previously approved in 2007 but not issued within three years. Therefore, the project 
was re-noticed to the public on August 20, 2015. This action constitutes the Approval 
Action for the project for purposes of CEQA, pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code. 

Meeting Minutes 

Staff Analysis: Abbreviated Discretionary Review 
Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 

SPEAKERS: = David Lindsay- Staff presentation 
- Fed Salan - DR presentation 
- Eddison Lai - Character of the proposal, light and air. 
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ACTION: 

AYES: 
ABSENT: 
DRANo: 

H. PUBLIC COMMENT 

ThursdayMarch 77,2016 

Took DR and Approved with Modifications: 
1. Setback second level deck three feet, creating a nine foot setback 

from the southern property line; 
2. Reduce the depth of the third level addition 5' 4", with no deck on the 

resulting rear roof; 
3. Setback the ground floor four feet from the northern property line; 

and 
4. Record an NSR for ground floor rooms (Room Down). 
·Fong, Richards, Antonin, Hillis, Moore, Wu 
Johnson 
0452 

At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public 
·that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items. With 
respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the 
item is reached in the meeting with one exception. When the agenda item has already been 
reviewed in a public hearing at which members of the public were allowed to testify and the 
Commission has closed the public hearing, your opportunity to address the Commission must be 
exercised during the Public Comment portion of the Calendar. Each member of the public may 
address the Commission for up to three minutes. 

The Brown Act forbids a commission from taking action or discussing any item not appearing on 
the posted agenda, including those items raised at public commei;it. In response to public 
comment, the commission is limited to: 

(1) responding to statements made or questions posed by members of the public; or 
(2) requesting staff to report back on a matter at a subsequent meeting; or 
(3) directing staff to place the item on a future agenda. (Government Code Section 54954.2(a)) 

ADJOURNMENT - 8:45 P.M. 

Meeting Minutes Page 14of 14 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Planning Commission 
Attn: Jonas lonin 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

May 24, 2016 

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

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

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

On May 17, 2016, Supervisor Kim introduced the following legislation: 

File No. 160550 

Ordinance waiving the lnclusionary Affordable Housing requirements set 
forth in Planning Code, Section 415 et seq., exempting 21,422 square feet 
from the calculation of gross floor area pursuant to Planning Code, Section 
124, to allow the additional floor area, and exempting 21,422 square feet 
from Planning Code, Sections 123 and 128, to reduce any required 
transferable development rights by such amount, for a project located at 
1066 Market Street, in exchange for the dedication of certain real property 
to the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at no cost; 
authorizing actions in furtherance of this Ordinance, as defined herein; 
adopting findings regarding the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration under 
the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings under 
Planning Code, Section 302, and findings of consistency with the General 
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

The proposed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section 
302(b), for public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the 
Land Use and Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt 
of your response. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

A4A,~ . 
By: Andrea Ausberry, AssisrantClerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

918 



c: John Rahaim, Director of Planning 
Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Legislative Affairs 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator · 
Sarah Jones, Chief, Major Environmental Analysis 
AnMarie Rodgers, Legislative Affairs 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

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

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

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Olson Lee, Director, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 
Development 
Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director, Office of Community Investment and 
Infrastructure 
John Updike, Director Real Estate 
Robert Collins, Acting Executive Director Rent 

FROM: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

DATE: May 24, 2016 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the 
following proposed legislation, introduced by Supervisor Kim on May 17, 2016: 

File No. 160550 

Ordinance waiving the lnclusionary Affordable Housing requirements set 
forth in Planning Code, Section 415 et seq., exempting 21,422 square feet 
from the calculation of gross floor area pursuant to Planning Code, Section 
124, to allow the additional floor area, and exempting 21,422 square feet 
from Planning Code, Sections 123 and 128, to reduce any required 
transferable development rights by such amount, for a project located at 
1066 Market Street, in exchange for the dedication of certain real property 
to the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development .at no cost; 
authorizing actions in furtherance of this Ordinance, as defined herein; 
adopting findings regarding the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration under 
the California E'.nvironmental Quality Act; and making findings under 
Planning Code, Section 302, and findings of consistency with the General 
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

If you have comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to me 
at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton 8. Goodlett Place, San 
Francisco, CA 94102 or by email at: andrea.ausberrv@sfgov.org. 

c: Eugene Flannery, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
Sophie Hayward, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
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Claudia Guerra, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 
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Member, Board of Supervisors 
District 10 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

MALIA COHEN 

~f!J§~~~ 

June 15, 2016 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Supervisor Malia Cohen 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 
COMMITTEE REPORT 

City and County of San Francisco 

Pursuant to Board Rule 4.20, as Chair of the Land.Use and Transportation Committee, I 
have deemed the following matter is of an urgent nature and request it be considered by 
the full (3oard on June 21, as a Committee Report: 

160550 - [Planning Code - Waiving lnclusionary Housing Requirements, 
Exempting Certain Floor Area from the Calculation of Gross Floor Area and 
Transferable Development Rights Requirements, and Authorizing Land 
Dedication at No Cost - 1066 Market Street] 

Ordinance waiving the lnclusionary Affordable Housing requirements set forth in 
Planning Code, Section 415 et seq., exempting 21,422 square feet from the calcu.lation
of gross floor area pursuant to Planning Code, Section 124, to allow the additional floor 
area, and exempting 21,422 square feet from Planning Code, Sections 123 and 128, to 
reduce any required transferable development rights by such amount, for a project 
located at 1066 Market Street, in exchange for the dedication of certain real property to 
the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at no cost; authorizing 
actions in furtherance of this Ordinance, as defined herein; adopting findings regarding 
the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration under the California Environmental Quality Act; 
and making findings under Planning Code, Section 302, and findings of consistency 
with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

This matter will be heard in the Land Use and Transportation Committee Regular 
Meeting on June 20, 2016, at 1 :30 p.m. 

Sincerely, 

1}{J4 
Malia Cohen 
Member, Board of Supervisors 

City Hall • 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place • Room 244 • San Francisco, California 94102-4689 • ( 415) 554-7670 
Fax (415) 554-7674 • TDDffTY (415) 554-5227 •E-mail: malia.cohen@sfgov.org 
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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 

· ~ 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment) 

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

D 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. ~' ---~---~' 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 

0 Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

!supervisor Jane Kim 

Subject: 

Planning Code - Waiving Inclusionary Housing Requirements, Exempting Certain Floor Area from the Calculation 
of Gross Floor Area and Transferable Development Rights Requirements and authorizing land dedication, for project 
located at 1066 Market Street. 

The text is listed below or attached: 

\See attached.· 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: -~Q-r+<,,__ ____ g _ ___,,__,~Q---:s;;;=---_, _ 
For Clerk's Use Only: 

·page 1of1 
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