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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

.. 

MEMORANDUM 
LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITIEE 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Supervisor Malia Cohen, Chair 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Alisa Somera, Committee Clerk 

August 2, 2016 

COMMITTEE REPORT, BOARD MEETING 
Tuesday,August2,2016 

The following file should be presented as a COMMITTEE REPORT at the Board 
meeting, Tuesday, August 2, 2016. This item was acted upon at the Committee 
Meeting on Monday, August 1, 2016, at 1:30 p.m., by the votes indicated. 

Item No. 54 File No. 160702 

Ordinance amending Ordinance No. 1061 entitled "Regulating the Width of 
Sidewalks'' to change the official sidewalk width at 1 Henry Adams Street along 
Alameda, Rhode Island, Division, and Henry Adams Streets on Assessor'.s Parcel 
Block No. 3911, Lot No. 001; adopting the Planning Commission's environmental 
findings 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. 

RECOMMENDED 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. 160702 ORDINANCE ). 

1 [Amending Ordinance No. 1061 - Sidewalk Width Change-. Portions of Henry Adams, 
Alameda, Rhode Island, and Division Streets] 

2 

3 Ordinance amending Ordinance No. 1061 entitled "Regulating the Width of Skllewallks" 

4 to change the official sidewalk width at 1 Henry Adams Street along Alameda, Rhoclle 

5 island, Division, and Henry Adams Streets on Assessor's Parcel Block No. 3911, lot 

6 No. 001; adopting the Planning Commission's environmental findings ll.llnder tlhe 

7 California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency wuth the 

8 General Plan, and the eight priority policies ·of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

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 strikethrough itdlics Times }llew Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions. are in strikethrough /\rial 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: 

16 Section 1. Findings. 

17 (a) The Planning Department, in its letter dated June 4, 2015, determined that the 

18 actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent with the General Plan and in 

19 conformance with the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. A copy of said 

20 letter is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 160702 and is 

21 incorporated.herein by reference. The Board of Supervisors adopts as its own the findings in 

22 said letter. 

23 (b) On January 31, 2013, at a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning Commission, 

24 in Motion No. 18792, certified the 801 Brannan and 1 Henry Adams Streets Project Final 

25 Environmental Impact Report (Planning Department Case No. 2006.618E) pursuant to the 

Public Works 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1 
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1 California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA", California Public Resources Code sections 

2 21.000 et seq.). On that same date, the Planning Commission, in Motion No. 18794, approved 

3 the 1 Henry Adams project (the "Project"), which included the actions contemplated in this 

4 ordinance, and adopted environmental findings as required under CEQA. Copies of said 

5 Motions are on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 160702 and are incorporated herein 

6 by reference. The Board finds that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are within the 

7 scope of the abovementioned Final Environmental Impact Report for the Project. The Board 

8 further finds that no substantial changes are proposed to the Project or the circumstances 

9 under which the Project is undertaken that would cause new significant environmental effects 

1 O or any increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. The Board further 

11 finds there is no new information of substantial importance showing that the Project would 

12 have any ?ignificant effects not discussed in the Project Final Environmental Impact Report, 

13 that significant effects would be substantially more severe, or that new or different mitigation 

14 measures or alternatives would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the 

15 Project. Consequently, the Board hereby adopts the Planning Commission environmental 

16 findings as its own for purposes of this ordinance. 

17 (c) The Public Works Director prepared Public Works Order No. 184923, dated May 

18 25, 2016, including sidewalk width change drawing Q-20-820, regarding the actions in this 

19 ordinance. The proposed sidewalk width change is meant to create additional open space for 

20 the Project, improve the quality of the pedestrian experience, and add to pedestrian safety 

21 when crossing the streets. A copy of said Order is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

22 Supervisors in File No. 160702 and is incorporated herein by reference. 

23 

24 Section 2. In accordance with the Department of Public Works Order No. 184923, 

25 Board of Supervisors Ordinance No.1061, entitled "Regulating the Width of Sidewalks," a 

Public Works 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page2 
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1 copy of which is in the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors Book of General Ordinances, in 

2 effect May 11, 1910, is hereby amended by adding thereto a new section to read as follows: 

3 Section 1606. Changing the official sidewalk width ot (a) the proposed bulb-out on the 

4 northwesterlv corner of the block shall increase the sidewalk width by 6.10 feet on Henrv Adams Street 

5 and by 8 feet on Division Street; (k) the proposed bulb-in on the northeasterly side of the block will 

6 decrease the sidewalk width by 5 feet and has a length of approximately 53 feet; (c) the proposed bulb-

7 out on the southeasterly corner of the block will increase the sidewalk width by 6 feet along Alameda 

8 Sireet and said bulb-out will have a length of approximately 38 feet along Alameda Street; (d) the 

9 proposed bulb-out on the southwesterly corner ofthe block will increase the sidewalk width by 6 feet 

1 O along Alameda Street and by 5.92 feet along Henry Adams Street and said bulb-out will have a length 

11 of approxiniatelv 35 feet along Alameda Street; andfe) the proposed sidewalk reduction on Henry 

12 Adams Strf':et shall decrea~e the sidewalk width by 3 feet, from a width ofl 5 feet to 12 feet and said 

13 reduction shall be located petween the proposed northwesterly and southwesterly bulb-outs. All o(the 

14 changes are as shown on Department of Public· Works drawing Q-20-820, a copy of which is in the 

15 Clerk o(the Board of Supervisors File No. 160702. 

16 

17 Section 3: The applicant, as is necessary as a result of this ordinance, shall make 

18 arrangements with public utility companies and City Departments for the relocation and/or 

19 modification of any affected public facilities. Any necessary relocation, modification, or both of 

20 such facilities shall be at no cost to the City. 

21 

22 Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

23 enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

24 ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board · 

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

Public Works 
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1 APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

2 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

3 By: 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

I 24 

25 
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FILE NO. 160702 

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 

[Amending Ordinance No. 1061 - Sidewalk Width Change - Portions of Henry Adams, 
Alameda, Rhode Island, and Division Streets] 

Ordinance amending Ordinance No. 1061 entitled "Regulating the Width of Sidewalks" 
to change the official sidewalk width at 1 Henry Adams Street along Alameda, Rhode 
Island, Division, and Henry Adams Streets on Assessor's Parcel Block No. 3911, Lot 
No. 001; adopting the Planning Commission's environmental findings 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. 

Existing Law 

Board of Supervisors' Ordinance No. ·1061 established the official sidewalk widths throughout 
San Francisco. Ordinance No. 1061 is uncodified, but can be located in the Clerk of the 
Board of Supervisors Book of General Ordinances, in effect-May 11, 1910, which is on file 
with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors. 

Amendments to Current Law 

This legislation would amend Ordinance No. 1061 to change the official sidewalk width at 
A_ssessor's Block.3911, Lot 001, which includes portions of Henry Adams, Alameda, Rhode 
Island, and Division Streets. The Ordinance would adopt environmental findings under the 
California Environmental Quality Act and make.findings of conformity with the General Plan 
and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The legislation would require the 
applicant, as is .necessary as a result of the legislation, to make arrangements with public 
utility companies and City Departments for the relocation and/or modification of any affected 
public facilities at no cost to the City. 

n:\legana\as2015\1600336\01096659.docx 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

Re: 

June4,2015 

D~parbnent of Public Works, Javier Rivera 

Jon Swae, Planning Deparbnent 

Streamlined Approval Process for Certain Official Sidewalk Width Changes -
Btilb-outs and Sidewalk Widening Less than One Linear Block 

1650 Mission Sl 
Sulte400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409. 

Case No. Case No. 2015-005423GPR Planning 
· 

1 
· · · . . . Information: 

DPW Officra Sidewalk Change -Alameda, Rhode Island and D1vis1on Streets 415.558.6377 
for sidewalk widening and bulb-outs 

The Deparbnent of Public Works (DPW) has established a streamlined process for approval of certain 
official sidewalk width changes that are supported by the City's General Plan, Better Streets Plan, and 
approved neighborhood streetscape plans. The proposed project has been forwarded to the Planning 
Deparbnent for review and comment as part of this streamlined process. 

The proposal is associated with the development at 1 Henry Adams Street and includes sidewalk 
widening and bulb-outs on Alameda, Rhode Island and Division Streets. This referral is not for approval 
of sidewalk and parking changes proposed along Henry Adams Street frontage which are still currently 
in negotiation with the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). 

The Planning Deparbnent finds that the proposed sidewalk width changes are supported by the Better 
Streets Plan which was found to be consistent with the General Plan and the Priority Policies of Planning 
Code Section 101.1 (b) in Planning Commission Resolution No. 18212 and Board of Supervisors 
Ordinance 310-10; and incorporates those findings herein by reference. Please refer to the Design 
Guidelines of the Better Streets Plan, located at http:Uwww.sfbetterstreets.org/design-guidelines, for 
direction on design, furniture placement, and materials selection within the proposed sidewalk change. 

Project cleared under 801 Brannan and One· Henry Adams Streets Project BIR, certified 1/24/13, Case No. 
2000.618E. 

Memo 

218 



1650 Mission St. 
Suite 40[1 Planning Commission Motion No. 18792 

HEARING DATE: January 31, 2013 . . 
· San Francisco, 

CA 94103-2479 

Date: 
Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Blocks/Lots: 

January 10, 2013 

2000.618E 
801 Brannan and One Henry Adams Streets Project 
UMU (Urban Mixed Use District) 

68-X Height and Bulk District 

3783/001 and 3911/001 

Project Sponsor: Archstone 
807 Broadway, Suite 210 

Oak1and, CA 94607 

Staff Contact; · Debra Dwyer -(415) 575-9031 

Debra.Dwyer@sfgov.org 

ADpPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT­
FOR A PROPOSED MIXED-USE RESIDENTIAL- COMMERCIAL PROJECT AT 801 BRANNAN STREET . . 

· (ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 3783, LOT 001) AND ONE HENRY ADAMS STREET (ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 37.83, LOT 
001). 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.san 

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") hereby CERTIFIES the 

Final Environmental Impact Report identified as Case No. 2000.618E, 801 Brannan and One Henry 

Adams Streets Project (hereinafter "Project"), based upon the following findings: 

1. The City and County of San Francisco, acting through the Planning Department (hereinafter 

"Department") fulfilled all procedural requirements of the California Environµlental Quality Act 

(Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000 et seq., hereinafter "CEQA"), the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. 

Admin. Code Title 14, Section 15000 et seq., (hereinafter "CEQA Guidelines") and Chapter 31 of the 

San Francisco Administrative Code (hereinafter "ChaP.ter 31"). 

· A. The Department determined that an Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "EIR") was 

required and provided public notice of that determination by publication in a newspaper of 

general circulation on November 15, 2003. 

B. On June 22, 2011, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(hereinafter "DEIR'') and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the 

availability of the DEIR for public review and comment and of the date and time of the 

Planning Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this notice was mailed to the 

Department's list of persons requesting such notice. 

C. Notices of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of tqe public hearing were posted 

at the two project sites by the project.sponsor on June 22, 2011. 

www .sf planning .org 
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Motion No. 18792 
Hearing Date: January 31, 2013 

CASE NO. 2000.618E 
801 Brannan and One Henry Adams Streets Project 

D. On June 22, 2011, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of persons 
requesting it, to those note4 on the distribution list in the DEIR, to adjacent property owners, 
and to government agencies, the latter both directly and through the State Clearinghouse. 

E. Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State 
Clearinghouse on June 22, 2011. 

2. The Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on said DEIR on July 2~, 2011 at which 
opportunity for public COJI\ment was given, and public comment was _received on the DEIR. The 
period for acc;:eptance of written comments ended on August 8, 2011. 

3. The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public 
hearing and in writing during the 47-day public review period for the DEIR, prepared revisions to 
the text of the DEIR in response to comments received or based on additional information that 
became available during the public review period, and corrected errors in the DEIR. This material 
was presented in a Draft Responses to Comments document, published on J am~ary 10, 2013, 
distributed to the Commission and all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to 
others upon request at the Department. · 

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

5. Project EIR files have been made available for review by the Commission and the public. These files 
are available for public review at the Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and are part of the 
record before the Commission. 

6. On Jru:iuary 24, 2013, the Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR and hereby does find that 
the contents of said report and the procedures through which tli.e FEIR was prepared, publicized, ;md 
reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code. 

7. The project sponsor has indicated that the presently preferred project isVariant 3 to the proposed 
project, described in the FEIR. 

8. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the FEIR concerning File No. 2000.618E, 801 Brannan 
and One Henry Adams Streets Project, reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the City 
and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accilrate and objective, and that the Responses to 

. Comments document contains no significant revisions to the DEIR, and hereby does CERTIFY THE 
COMPLETION of said FEIR in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 

9. The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, hereby does find that the project 
described in the EIR as Variant 3: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PL.ANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Motion No. 18792 . CASE NO. 2000.618E 
Hearing Date: January 31, 2013 801 Brannan and One Henry Adams Streets Project-

A. Will have a significant project-specific effect on the environment by resulting in the following 

unavoidable significant project level effec_ts with respect to transportation and air quality: 

Impact TR-1 (TR-6 for Variant 1, TR-11 for Variant 2, TR-55 for Variant 3): Implementation 

of the proposed project, or any of its variants, would result in a significant traffic impact at 
the signalized intersection of Division/Brannan/Potrero{fenth. 

Impact TR-2 (TR-7 f(lr Variant 1, TR-12 for Variant 2, m-56 for Variant 3): Implement~tion 

of the proposed project, or any of its variants, would result in a significant traffic impact at 

the signalized intersection of Eighth/Brannan. 

Impact AQ-4 (Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions). Operation of the proposed 
project, or any of its three variants, would violate air quality standards with .respect to, or 
generate a cumulatively considerable increase in, criteria air pollutai:its. 

Impact AQ-7 (Construction Health Risk- TACs, including PM2.5 and DPM). Construction 
of the proposed project, or any of its· three variants, would expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial levels of PM2.5 and other TACs, including DPM, resulting in increased health 

risk. 

Impact AQ-8 (Operational Health Risks -TACs, including PM2.5). Operation of the 

proposed project, or any of its three variants, would expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
levels of air pollutants from roadway mobile sources and stationary sources, including PM2.5 
and other TACs associated with cancer, and non-cancer health risks, which would exceed the 
BAAQMD project-level cancer risk threshold of significance of 10 in one million; and 

· B. Will have a significant cumulative effect on the environment in that it would result in the 
following unavoidable significant cumulative effects with respect to land use, transportati9n 

and air quality: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Impact C-LU-4: The proposed project, or any of its three variants, would demolish existing 
PDR space and its non-PDR land uses would preclude future PDR use of the site. 

Impact C-TR-34 (C-TR-41 for Variant 1, C-TR-48 for Variant 2, and C-m-66 for Variant 3): 
Implementation of the proposed project, or any of its three variants, in combination with 
other foreseeable projects would result in a significant cumulative traffic impact at the 
intersection of Division/Brannan /Potrero/Tenth under 2025 Cumulative conditions. 

Impact C-TR-35 (C-TR-42 for Variant 1, C-TR~49 for Variant 2, and C-TR-67 for Variant 3): 
Implementation of the proposed project, or any of its three variants, in combination with 
other foreseeable projects would result in a significant cumulative tra~fic impact at the 
intersection of Eighth/Brannan under 2025 Cumulative conditions. . ' . 

Impact C-TR-36 (C-TR-43 for Variant 1, C-TR-50 for Variant 2, and C-TR-68 for Variant 3): 
Implementation of the proposed project, or any of its three variants, in combination with 
other foreseeable projects, would result in a significant cumulative traffic impact at the 

PLANNING DEPARTM£!NT 3 
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. Motion No. 18792 CASE NO. 2000.618E 
801 Brannan and One Henry Adams Streets Project Hearing Date: J~nuary 31, 2013 

intersection of Seventh/f ownsend under 2025 Cumulative conditions. 

Impact C-TR-37 (C-TR-44 for Variant 1, C-TR-51 for Variant 2, anci'C-TR-69 for Variant 3): 
Implementation of the proposed project, or any of its three variants,·in combination with 
other foreseeable projects, would result in a significant cu'mulative traffic impact at the 
intersection of Sixteent~/Kan~as/Henry ~dams under 2025 Cumulative conditions. 

Impact C-TR-38: (C-TR-45 for Variant 1, C-TR-52 for Variant 2, and C-TR-70 for Variant3): 
Implementation of the proposed project, or any of its three variants, in combination with 
other foreseeable projects would result in a significant cu~ulative traffic impact at the 
intersection of Division/Rhode Island under 2025 Cumulative conditions. 

Impact C-AQ-5 (Cumulative Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions). Operation of 
the proposed project, or any. of its three variants, would violate air quality standards, 
resulting in a cumulative impact with respect to criteria air pollutants. 

Impact C-AQ-9 (Cumulative Health Risk - TACs, including PM2.S). Operation of the 
proposed project, or any of its three variants, would expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
levels of air pollutants from ro~dway mobile sources and stationary sources, including PM2s 
and other TACs associated with cancer, and non-cancer health risks, which would exceed the 
BAAQMD cumulative cancer risk threshold of significance of 100 in one million. 

10. The Planning Commission reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR prior to 

approving the·Project. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its regular. 
meeting of January 31, 2013. 

AYES: Fong, Wu, Antonini, Borden, Moore, and Sugaya 

NOES: None 

RECUSED: Hillis 

ADOPTED: January 31, 2013 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Acting Commission Secretary 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Subject to: (Select only if applicabfe) 

• Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) 

D Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) 

D Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) 

• First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 

D Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414) 

• Other (EN Impact Fee - Sec. 423) 

Planning Commission Motion No. 18794 
HEARING DATE: JANUARY24, 2013 

Date: 
Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lots: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

January 10, 2013 
2012.0701X 

1 Henry Adams Street 
UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District 
68-X Height and Bulk District 
3911 /001 . 

Archstone 
807 Broadway, Suite 210 
Oakland, CA 94607 
Ben ;Fu - ( 415) 558-6613 . 
ben.fu@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 RELATING TO LARGE PROJECT AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO 
PLANNING CODE SECTION 329 TO ALLOW THE CONSTRUCTION OF TWO NEW SIX-STORY, 
68-FOOT BUILDINGS CONSISTING OF UP TO 239 DWELLING UNITS, TO ALLOW EXCEPl:IONS 
INCLUDING (1) REAR YARD PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 134, (2) STREET 

FRONTAGE REQUIREMENTS PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 145.1, (3) OFF-STREET 
LOADING PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 152.1, (4) HORIZONTAL MASS 

REDUCTION PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 270.1, AND TO ADOPT FINDINGS 
AND MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM UNDER THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT. THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS LOCATED WITHIN THE UMU 
(URBAN MIXED USE) ZONING _DISTRICT AND A 68-X HEIGHT AND BULK DESIGNATION. 

PREAMBLE 

On May 31, 2012, Archstone (Project Sponsor) filed an application with the Planning Department 
· (hereinafter "Department") for Large Project Authorization under Planning Code Section 329 to allow 

construction of two new six-story, 68-foot tall buildings consisting of up to 239 dwelling units, 
approximately 11,770 square feet of ground floor retail, and parlcing for up to 164 spaces, and exceptions 
including rear yard, street frontage, off-street freight loading, and horizontal mass reduction withln the 
UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District and withln a 68-X Height and Bulk Designation. 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Motion No. 18794 
January 31, 2013 

CASE NO. 2012.0701X 
1 Henry Adams Street 

On January 24, 2013, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final Environmental Impact 
Repor~ (FEIR) in Planning Department File No. 2000.618E consisting of the Draft BIR and the Comments 
and Responses document, and fouI).d that the contents of said report and the procedures through which 
the FEIR was prepared, publicized and reviewed complied with the provisions of the California 
Environmental Qualiiy Ac~ (CEQA), the CEQA Guidelines and OJ.apter 31 of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code and found further that the FEIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of 
the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate and objective, and that the Comments and 
Responses document contains no significant revisions to the Draft BIR, and certified the completion of 
said FEIR in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 

The Commission has reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR, all written and oral 
information provided by the Planning Department, the public, relevant public agencies, and other experts 
and the administrative files for tb,e Project and the BIR. The Project and BIR files have been made 
available for review by the Planning Commission and the public, and those files are part of the record 
before this Commission. 

Planning Department staff prepared proposed findings, as required by CEQA, (CEQA Findings) and a 
proposed Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), which material was made available to 
the public and the Commission for the Commission's review, consideration and action. 

This Commission has reviewed and considered the FEIR and hereby adopts the CEQA Findings, 
including the statement of overriding considerations, attached hereto as Exhibit B and incorpor~ted 
herein as part of this Motion by this reference thereto, and adopts.the MMRP attached to this Motion as 
Exhibit C and incorporated herein as part of this Motion by this reference thereto. 

On January 24, 2013, the Commission adopted findings pilrsuant to CEQA as set forth in Motion NQ. 
18794, which findings are incorporated herein by this reference thereto as if fully set forth in· this Motion. 

The Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records, located in the File for Case No. 
2012.0701X at 1650 Jvfission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California. 

. . 
On January 24, 2013, the Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission'') conducted a duly noticed 
public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Large Project Authorization Application No. 
2012.0701X. 

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 'Qehalf of the applicant, Department 
staff, and other interested parties. 

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Large Project Authorization requested in 
Application No. 2012.0701X, subject to the conditions contained in "EXHIBIT A" of this motion, based on 
th~ following findings: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
Pl.ANNING DEPAl'lTl\'IEITT 2 
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Motion No.18794 
January 31, 2013 

FINDINGS 

CASE NO. 2012.0701X 
1 Henry Adams Street 

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

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

2. Site Description and Present Use. The 1 Henry Adams Street site is bounded by 358-foot long 
Rhode Island Street to the north and Henry Adams Street to the south, and 200-foot frontage at 
Alameda Street to the east an_d Division Street to the west, for a total lot size of approximately 
71,600 square feet. The 1 Henry Adams Street project site contains three existing buildings: 3 and 
5 Henry Ad~s Street, a one-story metal shed structure constructed :in 1970, 55 Division Street, a 
two-story re:inforced concrete building constructed :in 1944, and 40 Rhode Island Street, a one­
story, reinforced concrete building constructed in 1937. The project site is located in an UMU 
(Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District and within a 68-X Height and Bulk District. 

The proposed project is_ identified as Variant Three :in the FEIR and is associated with the 
development at 801 Brannan Street. The 801 Brannan project proposes demolition of existing 
structures and the construction of a new six-story, 68-foot tall building with up to 432 dwell:ing 
units, approximately 19,650 square feet of ground floor retail, and parking for up to 422 spaces, 
and Planning Code exceptions for rear yard, off-street freight loading, and horizontal mass 
reduction. 1 Henry Adams Street is comb:ining its affordability requirement with the proposal at 
801 Brannan Street and has elected . to satisfy the requirement for the Project through a 
combination of land dedication and on-site alternatives. Both the land dedication and on-site 
affordable units will be provided at the ~01 Brannan site. 

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The 1 Henry Adams Street project site occupies the 
entire block bounded by Division, Alameda, Rhode Island, and Henry Adams Streets. The blocks 
south and west of the project site have been identified as a potential historic district significant as 
an important collection of heavy-timber and steel-frame brick warehouse and factory buildings 
constructed between 1893 and 1929. In the vicinity of the project site, contributors to this 
potential district include 2 Henry Adams Street, a fol.tr-story, brick building constructed :in 1915, 
and, 101 Henry Adams Street, a four-story, brick-building constructed in 1906; these buildings are 
on the opposite sides of Henry Adams Street and Alameda Street, respectively, from the subject 

. project site. Other properties in the vicinity contain one- to five-story industrial/commercial 
buildings and design-related uses or surface parking lots. Majority of the surrounding blocks 
south of Division Street are zoned PDR-1-D. Majority of blocks north of Division Street are zoned 
UMU. . 

4. Project Description. The project proposes the construction of two new six-story, 68-foot building 
consisting of up to 239 dwell:ing units, approximately 11,770 square feet of ground floor retail, 
and parkin& for_up to 164 spaces, and Planning Code exceptions including (1) rear y~d from 
Planning Code Section 134, (2) open space from Planning Code Section 135, (3) dwelling unit 
exposure from Planning Code Section 140, (4) off-street loading from Planning Code Section 
152.1, (5) horizontal mass reduction from Planning Code Section 270.1. 
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The proposed project is identified as Variance Three in the FEIR and is associated with the 
development at 801 Brannan Street The project proposes demolition of existing structures and 
the construction of a new six-storj, 68-foot building ·construction of a ·new six-story, 68-foot 
building consisting of up to 432 dwelling units, approximately 19,650 square feet of ground floor 
retail, and parking for up to 422 spa~es, and Planning Code exceptions for rear yard, off-street 
freight loading, and horizontal mass reduction. 

5. Public Comment. The Department has received general inquiries on the proposed project from 
members of the public expressing concerns on the timing of construction and the accommodation 
of tenants in the existing buildings. 

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

A. Zoning District. The project site is located within Urban Ivfixed Use (UMU) District in the 
South of Market neighborhood .. The UMU District is intended to promote a vibtant mix of 
uses while maintaining the characteristics of this formerly industrially-zoned area It is also 
intended to serve as a buffer between residential districts and PDR districts in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods. Within the UMU, allowed uses include production, distribution, and repair 
uses such as light manufacturing, home and business services, arts activities, warehouse, and 
w~olesaling. Additional pe~tted uses include retail, educational f11cilities, and nighttime 
entertainment. Housing is also permitted, but is subject to higher affordapility requirements. 
Family-sized dwelling units are encouraged. The project proposes retail and residential uses 
that include 40 percent two-bedroom unit, or family-sized units in the UMU Zoning District. 

B. Use. Planning Code Section 843 identifies residential use and various nonresidential uses as 
principally permitted uses in the UMU Zoning District. fu general, the principally permitted 
uses are industrial and business service, assembly and social service, retail, recreation and 
arts, and residential. 

The proposed residential and retail uses are compatible and consistent with the zoning 
designation. The exceptions sought after are necessary to allow maximum number of units 
and to provide a desirable design. 

C. Rear Yard. Planning Code Section 134 requires a minimum rear yard equ.il to 25 percent of 
the total lot depth begilyring at the lowest story containing a dwelling unit. 

The Project does not comply with the rear yard requirement and is seeking an exception as part of the 
Large Project Authorization (See discussion below). 

D. Residential Open Space. Planning Code. Section 135 requires that usable open space be 
located on the same lot as the dwelling units it serves. At least 80 square feet of usable open 
space per dwelling unit, or 54 square feet per dwelling unit of publicly accessible open space, 
is required. Up to 50 percent of the publicly accessible open space may be provided off-site. 
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·The Project has a residential open space requirement of up to 19,120 square feet of usable 
.· open space if private, or 12,906 square feet of publically accessible open space. 

The Project includes two podium courtyards and a roof garden that total of approximately 11,600 
square feet. The Project also includes public accessible open space for appro;ximately 10,200 square feet. 
The combination of the open spaces and mews total approximately 21,800 square feet, satisfijing the 
minimum open space requirements. 

E.. Commercial Open Space. Planning Code Section 135.3 requires· usable open space for uses 
other than dwelling units. For retail use, one square foot per 250 square feet of oc~pied floor 
area of usable open space is required. Jn Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, this 
open space requirement may be satisfied through payment of a fee of$76 for each square foot 
of usable square footage not provided pursuant to this Code section. 

The Project is required to provide at least 53 square feet of commercial apen space. The proposed open 
space satisfies the square footage and dimensional requirements. 

F. Streetscape and Pedestrian Improvements. Planning Code Section 138.1 requires 
improvement of the public right-of-way associated with development projects. The owner or 
developer of a new building in this District must install street trees. Each street tree must be a 
minimum of 24-inch box for every 20 ·feet of frontage of the property along each street or 
public alley with any remaining fraction of 10 feet or more of .frontage requiring an 
additional tree. Planning Code Section 138.l also requires streetscape and pedestrian 
elements in conformance with the Better Streets Plan when a project is on a lot that is greater 
than 1'.-acre in total area and the project includes new construction. 

The project has a tree requirement of 18 at both the Rhode Island and HennJ Adams Street frontages, 
and 10 at both Division and Alameda Streets. The project praposes 18 street trees at both the Rhode 
Island Street and the HennJ Adams Street frontages, nine trees at the Division Street frontage, and ten 
trees at the Alameda Street frontage. The project sponsor will pay an in-lieu fee for one tree at the 
Division Street frontage pursuant tii Planning Code Section 428 prior to the issuance of a certificate of 
occupanctJ for the project. 

G. Bird-Safe Standards. Planning Code Section 139 outlines bird-safe standards for new 
construction to reduce bird mortality from circumstances that are known to pose a high risk 
to birds and are considered to be "bird hazards." J!eature-related haiards may create 
increased risk to birds and need to be mitigated. The project site is not located within an 
urban bird refuge. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

The Project meets the requirements of Planning Code Section 139, and does not contain any feature­
related hazards, such as free-standing glass walls, wind barriers, or balconies that have unbroken 
glazed segments 24 square feet or larger in size. 
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H Dwelling Unit Exposure. Planning Code Section 140 requires dwelling units to have at least 
one window facing a street, alley, or a Code-complying rear yard. All 239 proposed dwelling 
units will-meet the requirement. 

I. Street Frontages. Planning Code Section 145.1 requires the following for street frontages in 
Eastern Neig~borhood Mixed Use Districts: (1) not ~ore than 1/3 the width of the building 
facing the street may be devoted to ingress/egress to parking; (2) off-street parking at street 
grade must be set back at least 25 feet; (3) "active" use shall be provided within the first 25 
feet of building depth at the ground floor; (4) ground floor non-residential uses in UMU 
zoning districts shall have a floor-to-floor height of 17-feet; (5) frontages with active uses. 
shall be fenestrated with transparent windows; and, (6) decorative railings or grillwork 
placed in front of or behind ground floor Windows, shall be at least 75 percent open to 
perpendicular views. 

The project meets the requirements of Section 145.1 as follows: (1) providing two 14-foot wide garage 
openings, which total less than 1/3 the width of the approximately 2161oot wide building; and (2) 
providing transparent windows at the ground floor active use. The project requests exceptions for (1) 
all off-street parking spaces are set back less than 25 feet at Rhode Island and Alameda Streets; (2) 
incorporating active uses on all street frontages, including commercial, dwellings with stoops and flex 
units within the first 16 feet of the building depth at ground floor, (3) providing a floor-to-floor ground 
floor height of 16 to 17 feet for the non-re~idential frontages. 

J. Residential Off-Street Parking. Planning Section 151.l allows for provision of up to three 
parking spaces for each four dwelling units. Additionally, up to one parking space is 
permitted for each dwelling unit that is two or more bedrooms and at least 1,000 square feet 
of occupied floor area, subject to the requirements of Sections 151.1. N.o additional parking is 
permitted above these amounts. 

Based on the proposed dwelling unit mix, the maximum parking ratio permitted is .76 space per 
dwelling unit, or a total of 182 spaces, which reflects two-bedroom-plus units thp.t meet the square 
footage requirement. The project proposes a parking ratio of approximately .69 spaces per dwelling 
unit, or 164 spaces. The project complies with maximum parking requirement mandated by the 
Planning Code. 

K Off-Street Loading. Planning Code Section 152.1 requires two off-street freight loading 
spaces for a residential use in UMU Districts when the gross floor area is between 200,001 
and 500,000 square feet, and one space for a commercial use between 10,001 and 30,000 
square feet. The project has a three-space requirement. 

The project proposes four loading spaces at curbside, with two on Rhode Island Street and one each on 
Alameda and Division Streets. Therefore, an exception has been requested as part of the Large Project 
Authorization (See discussion below). 

L. Bicycle parking. Planning Code Section 155.4 requires commercial and industrial projects 
where the gross square footage of the floor area exceeds 25,000 square feet but is no greater 
than 50,000 feet, 3 bicycle spaces are required. Planning Code Section 155.5 requires projects 
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over 50 dwelling units to provide 25 Class 1 spaces plus one Class 1 space for every 4 
dwelling units over 50. 

The project proposes an approximately 11,770 square feet of retail and industrial spaces, less than the 
square footage trigger of 25,000 sqi.iare feet. Therefore; no bicycle parking is provided for commercial 
uses as it is not required. The proposed 239 dwelling units require 72 bicycle parking spaces. The 
project complies with this requirement by providing up to 240 biCijcle parking spaces. 

M. Car Share. Planning Code Section 166 requires two spaces plus 1 for every 200 dwelling 
units over 200. 

The project meets the minimum requirement bi) providing two care share spaces. 

N. Unbundled Parking. Planning Code Section 167 requires that all off-street parking spaces 
accessory to residential uses in new structures of 10 dwelJ.ing uriits or more be leased or sold 
separately from the rental or purchase fees for dwelling units for· the life of the dwelling 
units. 

The off-street parking spaces provided for the dwelling units will be unbundled and sold and/or leased 
separately from the dwelling units. Therefore, the Project meets this requiremerit. 

0. Shadow. Planning Code Section 147 requires reduction of substantial shadow impacts on 
public plazas and other publicly accessible spaces other than those protected under Planning 
Code Section 295. Section 295 restricts new shadow, cast by structures exceeding a height of 
40 feet, upon prope.rfy' under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commfasion. 

The Shadow Analysis conducted for the Project indicates that the Project will not cast shadow upon 
Public, Publicly Accessible or Publicly Financed or Subsidized Open Space. 

P. Dwelling unit mix. Planning Code Section 207.6 requires at least 40 percent of the total 
number of prc;>posed dwelling units to contain two or more bedroomS. Any fraction resulting 
from this Calculation shall be rounded to the nearest whole number of dwelling units. 

The Project will provide 41 percent of the dwelling units as 2-bedroom units or larger (100 units). 

Q. Height Limit. Planning Code Section 260 requires t;hat the height of buildings not exceed the 
limits specified in the Zoning Map and defines rules for the measurement of height. The 
Project Site is within a 68-foot Height District. 

The Project complies. The height of the roof is no higher than 68 feet. 

R Horizontal Mass Reduction. Planning Code Section 270.1 requires any project with a 
frontage of more than 200 f~et to incorporate one or more mass reduction breaks in the· 
building that reduce the horizontal s~ale of the btiilding into discrete sections not more than 
200 feet in length. The minimum dimensions required for suCh a break are 30 feet of width 
and 60 feet of depth above 25 feet. 
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The Project does not comply with the horizontal reduction requirement and is seeking an exception as 
part of the Large Project Authorization (See discussion below). 

S. Inclusionary ·Affordable Housing Program. Planning Code Section 419 sets forth the 
requirements and procedures for the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program. Under 
Planning Code Section 419 .3, these requirements would-apply to projects that consist of five 
or more units, where the first application was applied for on or after July 18, 2006. Under 
Planning Code Section 419.6, the Land Dedicatiori Alternative may be elected as an 
alternative to. the inclusionary housing component. As further described in Planning Code 
Section 419.5(a)(2), an Applicant may dedicate a portion of the total development area of the . 
principal site to the City and County of San Francisco for the purpose of constructing units 
affordable to qualifying house~olds. To meet this requirement, the developer must convey 
title to land in fee simple absolute to the Mayor's Office of Housing{MOH). The dedicated 
site must result in a total. amount of inclusionary units not less than 40 units; however, MOH 
may conditionally approve and accept dedicated sites which result in no less than 25 units at 
their discretion. Per Planning Code Section 419.2, all sites within the UMU Zoning District 
electing to utilize the land dedication alternative would be subject to the "Tier N' 
requirements. 1 Henry Adams Street is combing its requirement with the proposal at 801 

SAN FRANCISCG 

Brannan Street. · 

The Project Sponsor has elected to pursue a combination of the land dedication and on-site alternatives 
to meet the inclusionary affordable housing program requirements. The Project Sponsor has 
dem.onstrated that it is eligible for the On-Site and Land Dedication Affordable Housing Alternative 
under Planning Code Section 419.5, and has submitted a 'Affidavit of Compliance with the 
Inclusionanj Afford.able Housing Program: Planning Code Section 419,' to satisfy the requirements of 
the InclusionanJ Affordable Housing Program by providing the afford.able housing through on-site and 
land dedication instead of through pm1ment of the Affordable Housing Fee. In the event the land 
dedication process is not completed, the developer wt1l have to satisfi1 the requirements under Planning 
Code Section 419 through on-site, off site, in-lieu fee or a combination thereof. 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 419,' tC? 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 Hawkins 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 entihJ in 
consideration for a direct financial contn"bution or any other form of assistance specified in California 
Government Code Sections 65915 et seq. All such contracts entered into with the City and CounhJ of 
San Francisco must be reviewed and approved btj the Mm1or' s Office Housing and the City Attornei/ s 
Office. The Project Sponsor has indicated intent in writing 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 CihJ and approved herein. The Project Sponsor submitted such 
Affidavit on December 17, 2012. In the event the land dedication process is not completed, and the 
developer .elects to satisfi1 the requirements under Planning Code Section 419 through on-site, the 
following conditions will apply. to on-site below market rate affordable housing units: The Project 
contains 6 flexible-occupancy, 32 studios, 103 one-bedroom, 90 two-bedroom, and 10 three-bedroom 
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units; therefore, the required affordable unit mix is 5 studios, 17 one-bedroom, 15 two-bedroom, and 1 
three-bedroom units. If the Project becomes ineligible to meet its InclusionanJ 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 execute the agreement documenting the 
exception to Costa Hawkins.prior to Planning Commission approval or must revert to payment of the 
Affordable Housing Fee. 

T .. Eastern Neighborhoods Public Benefit Fund. The project shall comply with the provisions 
of Planning Code Section 423, including payment of the Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee, 
~r execution of an In-Kind Agreement with the Planning Department prior to issuance of the 
first site or building permit. 

7. General Compliance with the Large Project Authorization in Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed 
Use District Objectives. Planning Code Section 329(c) lists n?ne aspects of design review in 
which a project must comply; the Planning Commission finds that fhe project is compliant with 
these nine aspects as follows: 

. A. Overall building massing and scale; 
The Project conforms to the applicable height and bulk requirements. The communihj in the vicinihj of 
the Project is constantly evolving with development in the region and the recent Eastern 
Neighborhoods Area Plans, and contains a range of building masses. The project,.with residential and 
retail, rpill be consistent with the existing and evolving character of the area. The Project massing will 
improve the character of the neighborhood and general pedestrian accessibilittj blj providing a midblock 
mews.that allows pedestrian access from Rhode Island Street to Henn} Adams Street, breaking up the 
358-foot continuous block lnyout that is not conducive to pedestrian walkabi1ity. The project also 
provides interior courtt1ards which serve to divide the mass of the buildings into more distinct 
elements. 

B. Architech.u:al treatments, facade design and building materials; 
The architecture of this Project responds to the site's transitional location blJ combining elements of 
industrial and residential. The Project's facades all present fenestration patterns and scale similar to 
the expressed frame of.residential and industrial uses common in the area. The exterior is designed 
with modern materials ·including metal panel cladding, cement plaster, metal/wood/brick storefronts 
and windows. The metal punched window openings with cement plaster recesses on the aluminum 
framed building provide a stimulating and visually interesting buffer between the I-80 and 101 
Freeway split and Potrero Hill to the south. Variations in fenestration and treatment of the building 
facades allow the architecture to read as distinct pieces of a whole. 

C. The design of lower floors, including building setback areas, commercial space, townhouses, 
entries, utilities, and the design and siting of rear yards, parking and loading access; 

SAN FRANCISCO 

The ground floor of the building is active with retail oriented and viable spaces along all four frontages, 
which interact and lead to the active residential spaces with transparent storefront along the mews. 
Exposed residential entries are on even} far;ade as expressed btJ the architecture of the building via 
stoops, recessed entries and landscaped metal screens. The Project's retail spaces are located at Division 
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and Henry Adams Streets. "Flexible-Occupancij'' units are also proposed at Rhode Island and 
. Alameda Streets, and at the publicly accessible mews. A publicly accessible mews provides public 
seating, shade, trees, green space, and serve as a pedestrian connection between Rhode Island and 
Henn; Adams Streets. The retail facades are carved out at the ground floor, inviting pedestrians, and 
providing an opportuniti; for outdoor seating. Retail spaces have an average between 16- and 1B1oot 
floor-to-floor heights at the ground floor. Curb cuts are minimized to two parking access points along 
Rhode Island Street for entire project. Street trees along all street frontages are proposed per the 
Planning Code, with the exception of building entries and at the vehicular access points. 

D. The provision of required open space, both on- and off-site. fu fue case of off-site publicly 
accessible open space, the design, location, access, size, and equivalence in quality with that 
otherwise required on-site; 

The Project provides adequate open space, all on-site. The open spaces are provided in the form of 
courti;ards and accessible mews, and private roof deck and podium courti;ards. The total open spaces 
provided exceed the total square footage required. 

E. The provision of mid-block alleys and pathways on frontages as required by the criteria set 
forth in Section 270, and the design of mid-block alleys and pathways as required by and 
pursuant to the criteria set forth in Section 270.2, as follows; 

SAN FRANCISCO 

1. Generally be located as close to the middle portion of the subject block face as possible, 
perpendicular to the subject frontage and connect to existing adjacent streets and alleys; 

The proposed mid-block pathway is perpendicular to and provides access to Rhode Island and 
Henn; Adams Streets. The proposed mews also provides a visual connection through the properti; 
and. to both streets. The location of the mews is as close to the middle portion of the subject block 
as possible, to allow interior exposure for dwelling units to light and air and to provide more than 
double the required width. 

2. Provide pedestrian access; 

The proposed mid-block pathwm;s will provide direct pedestrian access from Rhode Isl~nd to 
Henn; Adams, and will provide direct access ·to ground floor Flexible-Occupancy units and the 
residential lobby. The flex units can be residential or principally permitted non-residential uses 
such as retail, arts activities, trade shops, or catering services. 

. 3. Provide no, limited or full vehicular access, as specific conditions warrant;· 

The proposed mid.,.block pathway will provide no vehicular access .. 

4. Have a minimum width of 20 feet from building face to building face, exclusive of those 
· obstructions allowed pursuant to Section 136, and a minimum clearance height from 

grade of 15 feet at all points; 
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The proposed mid-block pathway has a width of 39 feet at the ground level and expands to 72 feet 
toward the center of the properti;. The pathway is completely open, with no obstructions pursuant 
to Section 136 or otherwise. The proposed private balconies do not extend into the pathway. 

5. Have a minimum clear walking width of 10 feet free of any obstructions in the case of a 
pedestrian-only right-of-way, and dual sidewalks each of not less than 6 feet in width 
with not less than 4 feet minimum clear walking width in the case of an alley with 
vehicular access; 

The proposed mid-block pathwm; wm act as a park and waz include a cleared walking width in 
excess of 10 feet. 

6. In the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, be at least 60% open to the sky, 
including those encroachments permitted in front setbacks by Section 136 of this Code; 

The proposed mid-block pathway will be 100 percent open to the sla;. 

7. Provide such ingress and egress as will make the area easily accessible to the general 
public; 

The proposed mid-block pathWatjS will have a minimum frontage of 39 feet along both Rhode 
Island and Henn; Adams Streets. 

8. Be protected from uncomfortable wind, as called for elsewhere in th.is Code; 

The proposed mid-block pathway will not be significantly impacted by unc;omfortable wind. 

9. Be ungated and publicly accessible 24hours per day, ·as defiD.ed elsewhere in this Section; 

The proposed mid-block pathwmJ will not be gated and will be publicly accessible 24 hours per day. 

10: Be provided with appropriate paving, furniture, and other amenities that encourage 
pedestrian use, and be landscaped to greatest extent feasible; 

A line of trees will buffer the pathwm;s. The pathway offers connection from Rhode Island Street to 
Henn} Adams Streets. 

11. Be provided with ample pedestrian lighting to ensure pedestri~ comfort and safety; 

The proposed mid-block pathway will have ample lighting to ensure comfort and safety for the 
users. 

12. Be free of any changes in grade or steps not required by the underlying natural 
topography and average grade; 
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The proposed mid-block pathway will be designed to accommodate the existing grade change. 

13. Be fronted by active ground floor uses, as defined in Section 145.1, to the extent feasible; 

The proposed mid-block pathways will be fronted by ground floor Flexible-OccupanctJ units and 
- - commerciatuses and a residential lobby. · - - · -

14. New buildings abutting mid-block alleys provided pursuant to this Section 270.2 shall 
feature upper story setbacks according to.the provisions of Section 261.1. 

The proposed mid-block pathWatj is over 39 feet wide at grade and expands to approximately 72 
feet towards the center of the properf:tJ. The Projei:t effectively provides a 10-foot setback. 

F. . Streetscape and other public improvements, including tree planting, street furniture, and 
lighting; 

The Project proposes the installation of street trees along all frontages and open spaces, sidewalk 
improvements, and publicly accessible mews connecting Rhode Island and HennJ. Adams Streets. 

G. Circulation, including streets, alleys and mid-block pedestrian pathways; 

The Project provides appropriate ingress/egress to the proposed alley. The project is not anticipated to 

create traffic problems. Ingress/egress is proposed on only one street frontage, to minimize possible 
circu.latio.n . conflicts and congestion. Additionally, the proposed mid:..block pedestrian pathway will 
improve circulation on a 358-foot block. 

H. Bulk limits; 

The Project site is located: in an X Bulk District, which ptovides no bulk restrictions. 

I. Other changes necessary to bring a project into conformance with any ·relevant design· 
guidelines, Area Plan_ or Element of the General Plan. 

The Project generally meets the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. 

8. Exceptions. Proposed Planning Code Section 329 allow~ exceptions for Large Projects in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts. 

A. Planning Code Section 134 requires a minimum rear yard equal to 25 percent of the total lot 
d~pth beginning at the lowest story containing a dwelling unit. The subject property is a 
rectangular lot with four frontages and a publicly accessible mews. Planning Code Section 
329( d) allows an exception for the rear yard requirement pursuant to requirements of 
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Planning Code Section 134(£). · 

1. Residential uses are included in the new or expanding development and a comparable' 
amount of readily accessible usable open space is provided elsewhere on the lot 
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The Project is occupied by residential uses, ground floor retail, flex units, and a comparable 
amount of readily accessible open space. Per the Planning Code, the required rear yard should 
equal 25 percent of the lot area, which is approximately 17,680 square feet for this properf:IJ. The 
proposed mid-block pathwatjs, inner courtyard and public open spaces combine to provide 
approximately 21,800 square feet. 

i. The proposed new or expanding structure will not significantly impede the access to 
light and air from adjacent properties: · 

The Project will occupy an independent. rectangular lot bounded by Rhode Island,· Alameda, 
Henn} Adams, and Division Streets, with plenty of open space in the form of a public mews, roof. 
deck, and courtyards. The mews has a minimum width of 39 feet that increases to 72 feet toward 
the center of the property. The Project will result in no significant impediment to light and air 
from adjacent properties. 

3. The proposed new or expanding structure will not adversely affect the interior block 
open space formed by the rear yards of adjacent properties: 

The project is located on its own block with no adjacent buildings. Therefore, the project itself 
defines the open space for the block. No adjacent projects exist on this block. 

B. Planning Code Section 145.1 requires active uses on the ground floor. The project requests 
exceptions for (1) all off-street parking spaces are set back less than 25 feet at Rhode Island 
and Alameda Streets; (2) incorporating active uses on all street frontages, including. 
commercial, dwellings with stoops 'and flex units within the first 16 feet of the building depth 
at ground floor; (3) providing a floor-to-floor ground floor height of 16 to 17 feet for the non­
residential frontages. 

Th.is deviation is needed to ensure adequate vehicular maneuverabilii:Ij in the ground floor parking 
area. This exception will not be visible from the street, and the overall intent of the Section 145.1 will 
still be met as active uses mostly frame the grou!ldfloor. Due to the ·existing two-foot grade differential 
at sidewalks, having a flush grade is not possible if the commercial space were to remain level. 

C .. Planning Code Section 152.1 requires two off-street, freight loading spaces for a residential 
use in UMU DiStricts when the gross floor area is between 200,001 and 500,000 square feet, 
and one space for a commercial use between 10,001 and 30,000 square feet. The project has a 
three-space requirement. The project proposes four loading spaces at C:urbside, with two on 
Rhode Island Street and one each on Alameda and Division Streets. 

Providing inferior loading areas would significantly alter the building configuration and coverage, 
resulting in larger or niore curb cuts and reduce active ground floor uses. The on-street loading zones 
are in close proximittj to building entrances and will likely be more utilized and provide easier access. 

D. Pl~ Code Section 270.1 requires any project with a frontage of more than 200 feet to 
incorporate one or more mass reduction breaks in the building that reduce the horizontal 
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scale of the building into discrete sections not more thiID 200 feet in length. The minimum 
. dimensions required for such a break are 30 feet of width and 60 feet of depth above 25 feet. 

Although a 76-foot wide break is provided at the Rhode Island Street frontage, the proposed 
38-foot depth does not meet fti.e minimum depth of 60 feet. Although the courtyard at Henry 
Adams Street meets both the width and depth requirements, it begins at 28 feet above grade 
rather than the required 25 feet 

In granting an exception for horizontal mass reductions, the Planning Commission shall 
consider the folloWing criteria per Planning Code Section 270.l(d).· · 

1. · No more than 50 percent of the required mass is reduced unless special circumstances are. 
evident; 

Although it does not have the minimum depth, the proposed reduction is 1.6 times larger in square 
footage (2,888) than the requirement (1,800). The mass reduction provided at the Rhode Island 
Street farade for the South Building sufficiently divides the building· mass. The special 
circumstance for the Project is that the vast majorittJ of developments large enough to trigger this 
requirement will include double-loaded corridors to access its dwelling units, as it is the most 
efficient ·means of doing so. A mass reduction break that is 60 feet deep makes this extremely 
difficult, and would effectively reduce the Project into multiple smaller buildings. This in turn 
could result in fewer units, thus significantly impacting the creation and affordabilif:tJ of new units 
in the City. Additionally, providing a wider mass reduction, at grade and above, on a large 
frontage is an effective alternative to separating the building mass. The proposed 10,200-square­
foot mews provides a break through the propertt1 and connects Rhode Island Street with Henn] 
Adams Streets. 

2. The depth of any mass reductipn breaks provided is·not less than 15 feet from the front 
facade, unless special circumstances are evident; 

One of the proposed building breaks is 76 feet wide and 38 feet deep, while the other is 76 feet wide 
and 80 feet deep. Both well excef!ds the 15-foot dimension. The sizes of proposed mass reductions 
are larger than the requirement 

3. The proposed building envelope can be demonstrated to achieve a distincUy superior 
effect of reducing the apparent horizontal dimension of the building; and 

As discus.sed above, although the proposed larger mass reduction does not meet the depth 
requirement, it does exceed the overall square footage and is an effective alternative to separate the 
building mass. 

4. The proposed building achieves unique and superior architectural design. 

The building achieves unique and superior architectural design, by including a publicly accessible 
mews of approximately 10,200 square feet and two podium coUrf:tJards totaling approximately 
8,000 square feet. Additionally, the building proposes modular articulations and notches, as 
opposed to the code-required single break. Further, the building contains varied building materials, 
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colors, and recesses at the far;ade to create a unique and vibrant architectural rhythm through 
juxtaposition of these materials. The unique design of the Project is emphasized through the 
horizontal breakdown, the· depth and hierarchy of the design elements, the overlying organization 
of the frames, and the recessed punched windows. Finally, the mews functions as an interior park 
angled at the southwest direction for mrµ;imum sun exposure. 

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

HOUSING 

Objectives and Policies 

0BJECTIVE1 
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE 
CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

Policyl.1 
Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, especially 
affordable housing. 

Policy1.8 
Promote mixed use development, and include housing, particularly permanently affordable 
housing, in new commercial, institutional or other single use development projects. 

The Project is a high densittj mixed-use development in an underutilized, transitioning industrial area. The 
Project site is a large opportunittj site that is .currently underdeveloped. The area around the Project site 
was recently rezoned .to UMU as part of i1 long range planning goal to create a cohesive, high densittj 
residential and mixed-use neighborhood. The project will provide affordable housing as mandated biJ the 
Planning Code. 

OBJECTIVE 11 
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DNERSE 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. 

Policyl:.t.2 
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals. 

Policy11.3 
Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing 
residential neighborhood character. 
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Continue to utilize zoning districts whii::h conform to a generalized residential land use and 
density plan and the General Plan. · 

Policyli.5 
Ensure densities in established residential areas promote compatibility with prevailing 
neighborhood character. 

Policyll.6 
Foster a sense of community through architectural design, using features that promote 
community interaction. 

Policyll.8 
Consider a neighborhood's character when integrating new uses, and minimize disruption 
caused by expansion of institutions into residential areas. 

The architecture of this Project responds to the site's location and provides a design that blends industrial 
elements and the contemporan1 architecture st11les of the residential. 1he Project's facades all present 
fenestration patterns and scale simz1ar to the expressed frame of residential and industrial uses common in 
the area. The exterior is designed with modern materials including metal panel cladding, cement plaster, 
metaUwood!brick storefronts, and windows. The metal punched window. openings with cement plaster 
recesses on the aluminum framed buz1ding provide a stimulating and visually interesting buffer between 
the I-80 and 101 Freeway split and Potrero Hill to the south. Variations in fenestration and treatment of 
the buz1ding facades allow the architecture to read as distinct pieces of a whole. Ground floor commercial 
spaces and the in~erior mews allow for areas for communittj interaction. 

OBJECTIVE 12 
BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES THE 
CITY'S GROWING POPULATION. 

Policy12.Z 
Consider the proximity of quality of life elements, such as open space, child care, and 
neighborhood services, when developing new housing units. 

The Project provides adequate open space, all on-site. The open spaces are provided in the form of a private 
court, a publicly accessible courf:l1ard and mews. The open space areas are tentatively designed to include a 
play area, built-in seating and ample landscaping. The mews will function as a mid-block park. · 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 4: 
PROVIDE OPPORTUNrTIES FOR RECREATION AND THE ENJOYMENT OF OPEN SPACE IN 
EVERY SAN FRANCISCO NEIGHBORHOOD. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Policy4.5: 
Require priva~e usable outdoor open space~ new residential development. 

Policy4.6: 
Assure the provision of adequate public open space to serve new residential development. 

The Project will create private and public outdoor open space areas in a new residential mixed-use 
development through private balconies, podium courtyard, and ground floor open spaces. It will not cast 
shadows over any open spaces under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department. Additionally, 
a new pedestrian pathway will be created to connect Rhode Island Street with Henn} Adams Street. 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 24: 
IlvlPROVE THE AMBIENCE OF TIIB PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT. 

Policy 24.2: 
Maintain and expand the planting of street trees and the infrastructure to support them. 

Policy 24.3: 
fustall pedestrian-serving street furniture where appropriate. 

Policy 24.4: 
Preserve ·pedestrian-oriented building frontages. 

The Project will install street trees at approximately 20 foot intervals along all four frontages. Frontages 
are designed with active spaces oriented at the pedestrian level. The proposed mid-block mews provides 
pedestrian connection through the site. 

OBJECTIVE 28: 

PROVIDE SECURE AND CONVENIENT PARKING FACILITIES FOR BICYCLES. 

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

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

The Project includes 150 bictjcle parking spaces in secure, convenient locations on the ground floor. 

OBJECTIVE 34: 
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RELATE THE AMOUNT OF PARKING IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS AND NEIGHBORHOOD 

COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS TO TIIE CAP A CITY OF THE CITY'S STREET.SYSTEM AND LAND 

USE PATTERNS. 

Policy 34.1: 
Regulate off-street parking in new housing so as to guarantee needed spaces without requiring 
excesses and to encourage low auto ownership in neighborhoods that are well served by transit 
and are convenient to neighborhood shopping. 

Policy 34.3: 
Permit minimal or reduced off-street parking supply for new buildings in residential and 
commercial areas adjacent to transit centers and along transit preferential streets. 

Policy 34.5: 
Minimize the construction of new curb cuts in areas where on-street parking is in short supply 
and locate them in a m~er such that they re~ or minimally diminish the ~umber of existing 
on-street parking spaces. · · 

The Project has a parking to dwelling unit ratio of .69 spaces per unit. The parking spaces ar~ accessed In; 
two ingress/egress points at Rhode Island Street. Parking complies with efforts to reduce off-street parking 
in i;;astern Neighborhoods. · 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

. 9bjectives and Policies 

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

Policyl.7: 
Recognize the nattiral boundaries of districts, and promote connections between districts. 

OBJECTIVE 2: 
CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE A SENSE OF NAWRE, CONTINUITY 

WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM OVERCROWDING. 

Policy2.6: 
Respect the character of older development nearby in the design of new buildings. 

The Project is located within the South of Market/Showplace area that is transitioning from indusmal uses 
to a f1!id- to high-density residential mixed-use neighborhood. As such, the proposed building provides more 
intricate street fagades that respond to the existing industrial built environment, while rf!specting the 
residential influences of the buildings. 
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IMPROVEMENT OF THE. NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE PERSONAL 
SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY. 

Policy4.5: 
Design walkways and parking facilities to minimize danger to pedestrians . 

. Policy 4.13: 
Improve pedestrian areas by providing human scale and interest 

While the rectangular lot has four street frontages, it only provides two vehicular access points for the 
entire project, limiting conflicts with pedestri[Lns and bicyclists. Numerous street trees will be planted on 
each fai;ade, ample pubUc and private open spaces, ground floor active uses, and ground floor flexible 
occupancy units directly accessing the street. The pedestrian ~xperience along the Project site will be 
improved. -

SHOWPLACE SQUARE/POTRERO AREA PLAN 

Obfectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1.2 
IN AREAS OF SHOWPLACE/POTRERO WHERE HOUSING AND MIXED USE IS 
ENCOURAGED, MAXIMIZE DEVELQPMENT POTENTIAL IN KEEPING WITH 
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

The project maximizes its development potential while remaining in keeping with the neighborhood 
character. 

OBJECTIVE 1.7 
RETAIN THE ROLE OF SHOWPLACE SQUARE AS AN IMPORTANT LOCATION FOR 
PRODUCTION, DISTRIBUTION, AND REP AIR (PDR) ACTIVITIES, FOCUSING. IN 
PARTICULAR ON DESIGN RELATED ACTIViTIES. 

Policy 1.7.3 
Require development of flexible buildings with generous floor-to-ceiling heights, large floor 
plates, and other features that will allow the structure to support various businesses. 

The Project includes nonresidential spaces on the ground floor with large $round floor ceiling heights and 
adequate area for a range of uses, including PDR. 

OBJECTIVE 2.1 
ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING CREATED IN THE 
SHOWPLACE / POTRERO IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF 
INCOMES 

SAN FRANGISCO 
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Require developers in som~ formally industrial areas to contribute towards the Gty's very low, 
low, moderate and middle income needs as identified in the Housing Element of the General 
Plan. 

The project i1_'lcludes on-site lower income affordable units and a portion of the land to qualifiJ for the land 
dedication alternative, and the remainder of the units are contemplated to. be he~d as rental housing, which 
is generally 11_1ore affordable to moderate and middle income households than ownership housing. 

OBJECTIVE 2.3 
REQUill.E .THAT A SIGNIFICANT NUMBER OF ~S IN NEW DEVELOPMENTS HA VE 
TWO OR MORE BEDROOMS EXCEPT SENIOR HOUSING AND SRO DEVELOPMENTS 
UNLESS ALL BELOW MARKET RATE UNITS ARE TWO OR MORE BEDROOM UNITS 

Policy 2.3.3 
Require that a significant number of units in new developments have two or more bedrooms, 
except Senior Housing and SRO developments. 

The project contains approximately 41% two-bedroom units. 

OBJECTIVE 2.4 
LOWER THE COST OF THE PRODUCTION OF HOUSING 

Policy 2.4.1 
Require developers to separate the co~t of parking from the cost of housing in both for sale and 
rental developments. 

Policy 2.4.2 
Revise residential parking requirements s9 that structured or off-street parking fu permitted up to 
specified maximum amounts in certain districts, but is not required. 

The project has unbundled parking at a ratio of approximately 0.69 space per unit. 

OBJECTIVE 3.2 
PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM AND ARCHITECTURAL CHARACTER THAT SUPPORTS 
WALKING AND SUSTAINS A DIVERSE, ACTIVE AND SAFE PUBLIC REALM. 

Policy 3.2.1 
Require high quality design of street-facing building exteriors. 

Policy 3.2.2 
Make ground floor retail and PDR uses as tall, roomy and permeable as possible. 

S~N FRANCISCO 
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Policy 3.2.3 
Minimize the visual impact of parking. 

Policy 3.2.4 
Strengthen the relationship b.etween a building and its fronting sidewalk. 

Policy 3.2.5 
Building form should celebrate comer locations. 

Policy 3.2.7 
Strengthen .the pedestrian network by extending alleyways to adjacent streets or alleyways 
wherever possible, or by providing new publicly accessible mid-block rights of way. 

The Project's facades are of high qualitlj materials. The ground floor will be tall enough to create attmctive 
storefronts for pedestrians and viable space for a varietlj of uses, including PDR. The parking, although at 
grade, are only accessible btJ two garage doors and are only visible at the rear where the proposed alleiJ is 
located. The buildings also include appropriate modulation of the facades to break them into distinct 
sections. 

OBJECTIVE 5.2 
ENSURE THAT NEW DEVELOPMENT INCLUDES HIGH QUALITY PRIVATE OPEN SP ACE 

Policy 5.2.1 
Require new residential and mixed-use residential development to provide on-site private open 
space designed to meet the needs of residents. 

Policy 5.2.2 
Establish requirements for commercial development to provide on-site open space. 

Policy 5.2.3 
Encourage private open space to be provided as common spaces for residents and workers of the 
building wherever possible. 

Policy 5.2.4 
Encourage publicly accessible open space as part of new residential and commercial 
development. 

The project includes high qualit!J private and common open space in balconies, decks, courtyards, and two 
mews, as well as publicly accessible open space. 

10. Planning Code Section 101.l(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review 
of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project does comply with said 
policies in that: 
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A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportwftties tor resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced. 

There are no existing neighborhood-serving retaz1 uses on the site. The Project wz1l provide 
approximately 11,700 square feet of ground floor space adequate for various retail uses, including 
neighborhood serving retail, which will create opportunities for local resident employm~nt and 
ownership opportunities. 

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

No housing exists on the project site. The project will provide up to 239 new dwelling units, 
significantly increasing the neighborhood housing stock. The design of the Project is compatible with 
the surrounding neighborhood. For these reasons, the proposed project would protect and preserve the 
cultural, economic and historic significance of the neighborhood. 

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

The Project will not displace any affordable housing because there is currently no housing on the site. 
The Project will comply with the City's InclusionanJ Housing Program, therefore increasing the stock 
of affordable housing units in the City. 

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

The project site is within walking distance of a number of MUNI stops which connect to various points 
in the Cif:tJ. The majoritiJ of future residents are expected to use alternative methods of transportation 
other than private automobiles, and the small number of vehicle trips generated btj this project would 
not impede MUNI transit service or overburden streets. 

E. That a diverse econ9mic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors 
from displacement due to commercial office developmerit, and that future opportunities for 
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

The Project does not include any commercial office development. The proposal will provide potential 
neighborhood-serving uses and opportunities for employment. 

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

SAN FRANCISCO 

Thi project will be designed and will be constructed to conform to the structural and seismic safei:tj 
requirements of the Building c_ode. This proposal will not impact the properhj's abilitij to withstand 
an earthquake. 

PJ..Al\lNINQ DEPARTMENT 22 

244 



Motion No.18794 
January 31, 2013 

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

A landmark or historic building does not occupy the Project site. 
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H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development. 

The Project _will not affect the Citij's parks or open space or their access to sunlight and vistas. A 
shadow study was completed and concluded that the Project will not cast shadows on any pr.operf:tJ 
under the jurisdiction of, or designated for acquisition by, the Recreation and Park Commission. 

11. First Source Hiring. The Project is subject to the .requirements of the First Source Hiring Program 
as they apply to permits for residential development (Section 83.4(m) of the Administrative 
Code), and the Project Sponsor shall comply with the requirements of this Program as to all 
construction work and on-going employment required for the Project. Prior to the issuance of any 
building permit to construct or a First Addendum to the Site Permit, the Project Sponsor shall 
have a First Source Hiring Construction and Employment Program approved by the First Source 
Hiring Adrrrinistrator, and evidenced in writing. In the event that both the Director of Planning 
and the First Source Hiring Administrator agree, the ajiprov~·of the Employment Program may 
be delayed as needed. · 

The Project Sponsor submitted a First Source Hiring Affidavit and prior to issuance of a building permit, 
will executed a First Source Hiring Memorandum of Understanding and a First Source Hiring Agreement 
with the Cihj's First Source Hiring Administration. · 

12. CEQA Findings. Findings under the California Envirorunental Quality Act _(CEQA) and 
statement of overriding considerations are incoi:porated by reference and as Exhibit B. 

13. Mitigation. Pursuant to CEQA, the Commission has considered the mitigation measures as 
described in the FEIR and will include these measures and the mitigation monitoring program 
(MMRP) as conditions of Project approval an~ incorporated by reference and as E~bit C. 

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

15. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Large Project authorization would promote 
the health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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That based upon the Record, the sub~ssions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby .APPROVES Large Project 
Authorization Application No. 2012.0701X under Planning Code Section 329 to allow the proposed 
construction of two new six-story, 68-foot tall buildings consisting of up to 239 dwelling units, 
approximately 11,700 square feet of ground floor retail, and parking for up to 164 spaces, and exceptions 
_including rear yard, street frontage, off-street freight loading and horizontal mass reduction, within the 
:oMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning DiStrict and within a 68-X Height and Bulk Designation. The project is 
subject to the following conditions attached hereto as "EXHIBIT A:' in general conformance with plans on 
file, dated June 18, 2011, and stamped "EXHIBIT D", which is incorporated herein by reference as though 
fully set forth. 

The Planning Commission hereby adopts the MMRP attached hereto as Exhibit C and incorporated 
herein a5 part of this Resolution/Motion by this reference thereto. All required mitigation measures 
identified in the IS/MND and contained in the MMRP are included as conditions of approval. 

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Large Project 
Authorization to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date of this Motion No. 18794, 
The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (After the 15-day 
period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Appeals if appealed to the Board of 
Appeals. For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880, 1650 Mission 
Street, Room 304, San Francisco, CA 94102. 

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on January 24, 2013. 

Jonas P. Ionin 
Acting Commission Secretary 

AYES: Commissioners Sugaya, Fong, Antonini, Moore, Borden, and Wu 

NAYES: None 

RECUSED: Commissioner Hillis 

ADOPTED: January 31, 2013 
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This authorization is to allow a Large Project Authorization and exceptions including (1) rear yard 
pursuant to Plamring Code Section 134, (2) street frontage l?ursuant to Planning Code Secqon 145.1, (3) 
off-street freight loading pursuant to Planning Code Section 152, and (4) horizontal mass reduction 
pursuant to Plamring Code Section 270.l, for the proposed construction of two new six-story, 68-foot 
buildings consisting of up to 239 dwelling units, approximately 11,700 square feet of ground floor retail, 
and parking for up to 164 spaces; in general conformance with plans, dated December 17, 2012, and 
stamped "EXHIBIT D" included in the docket for Case No. 2012.0701X and subject to conditions of 
approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on January 24, 2013, under Motion No. 18794. This 
authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project 
Sponsor, business, or operator. 

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use , for the Project the Zoning 
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder 
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is 
subject to the conditions of app}:oval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Commission on January 24, 2013, under Motion No. 18794. 

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 18794 shall be 
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construd:ion plans submitted with_ the Site or Building permit 
application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Large 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 cl\l.USes, sentences, or sections of these conditiqns. This decision conveys 
no right t~ construct, or to receive a building permit. "Project Sponsor" shall include any subsequent 
responsible party. 

CHANGES AND MODIFICATION? 

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator. 
Significant changes and m0difications bf conditions shall require Plamring Commission approval of a 
new Large Project Authorization. 
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting 

PERFORMANCE 

1. Validity and Expiration. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for 
three years from the effective date of the Motion.-- A-building-penitlt from the Department ·of 
Building Inspection to construct the project and/or commence the approved use must be issued as · 
this Large Project Authorization is only an approval of the proposed project and conveys no 
independent right to construct the project or to commence the approved use. The Planning 
Commission may, in a public hearing, consider the revocation of the approvals granted if a site or 
building permit has not been obtained within three (3) years of the date of the Motion approving 
the Project. Once a site or building permit has been issued, construction must commence within 
the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued diligently to 

completion. The Commission may also 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.sf-plannini.ori. 

2. Extension. This authorization may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning Administrator 
only where failure to issue a permit by the Department of Building Inspection to perform said 
tenant improvements is ca-iised by a delay by a local, State or Federal agei:icy 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-pla1ming.org 

DESIGN 

3. Final Materials. The Project Sponsor shall continue to work ~th Planning Department on the 
building -design and the design and development of the streetscape and pedestrian elements in 
conformance with the Better Streets Plan. Final materials, glazing, color, texture, landscaping, 
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 415-558-6613, www.sf 
planning.org · 

4. Flexible-Occupancy Units. The ground floor dwelling units in the North Building are designated 
as Flexible-Occupancy Units and are subject to the following conditions: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

a. The units are considered dwelling units and are subject to the affordability controls of 
Planning Code Section 415. The total gross floor area of each unit is subject to the 
residential rate of Eastern Neighborhood Impact Fee per Planning Code Section 427.3. 

b. The ground floor of these units may be occupied by the following non-r~idential uses: 

i. All retail sales and services permitted as of right in the UMU Zoning District 
(Sec. 843.45); 

ii. All arts activities permitted as of right in the UMU Zoning District (Sec. 843.55); 
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iii. Trade shops (Sec. 843.80); and 

iv. Catering services (Sec. 843.81). 

v. Other uses not specified herein that are permitted as .of right in the UMU Zoning 
District and deemed appropriate by the Zoning Administrator. 

c. Changes of non-residential uses are subject to the notification requirements of Planning 
Code Section312. 

d. Permitted non-residential uses may occupy the ground floor only. Any conversion of 
residential space on the 2nd floor shall be tantamoiint to the removal of a dwelling unit 
and be subject to the controls of Planning Code Section317. 

e. Non-residential uses permitted on the ground floor are subject to all applicable 
requirements of the Building and Fire Codes. 

5. The Mid-block Pedestrian Pathway.. Planning Code Section 270.2, the project shall meet all 
design criteria of Subsection (e). It shall also meet the following criteria: 

a. Maintenance. The mid-block pedestrian pathway shall be maintained at no public 
expense. The owner of the property on which the alley is located shall maintain it by 
keeping the area clean and free ~f litter and by keeping it in an acceptable state of 
repair. Conditions intended, to assure continued maintenance of the right-of-way for 
the actual Jifetime of the building giving rise to the open space requirement may be 
imposed in accordance with the provisions of Section 329 for Eastern Neighborhoods 
Mixed Use Districts. 

b. Informational Plaque. Prior to issuance of a permit of occupancy, a. plaque shall be 
placed in a publicly conspicuous location for pedestrian viewing. The plaque shall state 
the right of the public to pass through th~ alley and stating the name and address of the 
owner or owner's agent responsible for maintenance. The plaque shall be of no less 
than 24 inches by 36 :inches in size. · · 

c. Property owners providing a pathway or alley under this section will hold harmless 
the City and County of San Francisco, its officers, agents and employees, from any 
damage or injury caused by the design, construction or maintenance of the right-of­
way, and are solely liable for any damage or loss occasioned by any act or.neglect in 
respect to the design, construction or maintenance of the right-of-way. 

6. Garbage, composting and recycling storage. Space for the collection and storage of garbage, 
composting, an.d recycling shall be provided within ~closed areas on the property and clearly 
labeled and illustrated on the building permit plans. Space for the collection and storage of 
recyclable and compostable materials that meets the size, location, accessibility and other 
standards specified by the San Francisco Recycling Program shall be provided at the ground level 
of the buildings. For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 
415-558-6613, www.sf-planning.org, 

7. Transformer Vau1l The location of individual project PG&E Transformer Vault installations has 
significant impacts to San Francisco streetscapes when improperly located. However, they may 
not have any impact if they are installed in preferred locations. Therefore, the Planning 
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Deparbnent recommends the following preference schedule in locating new transformer vaults, 
in order of most to least desirable: 

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

B. On-site, in a driveway, underground; 
C. On-site, above ground, screened from view, other than a ground floor fai;a.de facing a public . 

right-of-way; 
D. Public right-of-way, underground, under sidewalks with a minimum Width of 12 feet, 

avoiding impacts on streetscape elements, such as street trees; and based on Better Streets 
Plan guidelines; 

E. Public.right-of-way, underground; and based on Better Streets Plan guidelines; 
F. Public right-of-way, above ground, screened from view; and based on Better Streets Plan 

guidelines; · 

G. On-site, in a ground floor fa~de (the least desirable location). 

Unless otherwise spedfied by the Planning Deparbnent, Deparbnent of Public Work's Bureau of 
Street Use and Mapping (DPW BSM) should use this preference schedule for all new transformer 
vault installation requests. For information abo~t compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and 
Mapping, Department of Public Works at415-554-5810, 7zttp:l!sfdpw.or¥ 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

8. Land Dedication Alterm;dive .. The Project Sponsor has chosen to satisfy the affordability 
requirement for the Project.through a com.pination of land dedication and on-site pursuant to 
Planning Code Section 419.5. A portion of 801 Brannan Street is dedicated to the Mayor's Office 
of Housing (MOH) for the purpose of developing affordable housing units. The land dedication 
would satisfy the ~ntire affordability requirement for 1 Henry Adams, which would. have been 38 
units. The land dedication also partially satisfies the ~ordability requirement for 801 Brannan 
Street, which would have been 69 units. 

The Project Sponsor has been in discussions with the Mayor's Office of Housing (MOH) and the 
Planning Deparbnent On January 9, 2013, MOH provided a letter to the Planning Deparbnent 
that confirmed that the site that the Project Sponsor has selected, a portion of 801 Brannan [Block 
3783 /Lot 001], is acceptable under Planning Code Section 419.5(2), subject to the following 
conditions precedent: 

• Developer must demolish the existing improvements on the Dedication Site in a manner 
equivalent to the extent of the demolition on the Brannan l'rincipal Site, including the 
removal of the railroad platforms and other concealed conditions. 

• After demolition Developer must cap the site to prevent the off-site migration of 
contaminated soils and shall, at its sole expense, maintain the Dedication Site in good order, 
condition and repair, reasonable wear and tear excepted, and· otherwise operate the 
Dedication Site in the same manner as if Developer were retaining the Dedication Site, until 
the date fee title to the Dedication Site is transferred to the Gty. 
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• Developer to deposit in escrow $706,250 required for the full remediation of ubiquitous 
contaminants at the Dedication Site as established in that certain letter from Stellar 
Environmental Solutions, Inc., dated August 1, 2012, and attached as Exhibit A to this letter. 
Funds will be released from escrow to cover any and all costs for the excavation and offsite 
disposal of approximately 4,306 tons of Oass 1 lead-contaminated soil at the Dedication Site. 

. ) 

• Developer fo subdivide the property to create the Dedication Site as a separate legal parcel, to 
be evidenced by a completed ALTA SU:rvey to be approved by the City. 

• Where the Environmental Impact Report (EIR.) requires mitigations and improvement 
measures affecting the Brannan Principal Site in its entirety or the Henry Adams Principal 
Site, Developer to complete the measures for the Dedication Site as well as the Principal Sites. 
Mitigations and improvements. to include C-TR-38 (signalization for problem intersection of 
Division/Rhode Island), M-HZ-1 (EN-K-1) (hazardous building materials such as fluorescent 
lights and PCBs to be surveyed and abated), I-TR-5 (striping on 7th at Brannan), I-TR-22a 
(p~destrian crosswalk striping), I-TR-22b (com~ bulbout at NW comer of Alameda/Rhode 
Island), Hazards 3(a) (Site Mitigation Plan for soil to the Department of Public Health, either 
as part of such Plan for the Brannan Principal Site or as a separate plan for the Dedication 
Site), and 3(b) (potential Underground Storage Tanks at Brannan Street). This condition may 
be addressed by the Planning Commission's Conditions of Approval, to require the 
mitigation work to occur over the course of the development of the Brannan Principal Site. 

• Dev~loper to perform necessary utility infrastructure planning and desiin for a total of 158 
units (the proposed 150 affordable units plus 5%) to be developed at the Dedication Site, in 
conjunction with total infrastructure calculations for wet and dry utilities services for the 
Principal Site. Developer to include MOH in efforts to coordinate joint trench design and in 
outreach to utility service providers. 

• Developer ·to deliver marketable and insurable fee simple title to the Dedication Site, the 
Improvements and the Appurtenances, by duly executed and aeknowledged grant deed, free 
of the liens of any and all deeds of trust, mortgages, assignments of rents, financing 
statements, creditors' claims, rights of tenants or other occupants, and all other exceptions, 
liens and encumbrances, other than those exceptions approved by MOH. At a minimum, 
Developer must either remove or mitigate to MOH' s satisfaction the following exceptions on 
the title report dated August 21, 2012: 

Exception 5 - encroachment of Lot 7 improvements 
Exception 9 - obligations related to the Lot 8 easement . 
Exception 10 -responsibility for maintaining vehicular access 'area 
Exception 15 -Agreement Imposing Restrictions 

Satisfaction of the requirements under Planning Code Section 419 for the project through the land 
dedication ~temative and the transfer of the site are subject to the approval of the Board of 
Supervisors. 
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fu order to qualify for the land dedication alternative,, all of the conditions precedent must be 
satisfied, and the fee title transferred to the City. ht the event the land dedication-process is not 
completed, the developer will have to satisfy the requirements under Planning Code Section 419 
through on-site, off-site, or :in-lieu fee. 
For information about compliance, contact th~ Case Planner, P.lanning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.~f-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing at 415-701-5500, www.~f-1110/z.org. 

. 9. On~Site Alternative. The Project contains a total of 671 units (432 units at 801 Brannan Street and 
-2:?9 units at 1 Henry Adams Street); therefore, 55 affordable units are required. The Project 
Sponsor will fulfill this requirement by providing the 55 affordable units on-site at 801 Brannan 
Street and 37,800 square feet of area for land dedication. If the number of market-rate units 
change, or in the event the land dedication process is not completed, the developer will have to 
satisfy the requirements under Planning Code Section 419 through on-site, off-site, or in-lieu fee, 
and the number of required affordable units shall be modified accordingly with written approval 
from Planning Department staff in consultation with the Mayor's Office of Housing ("MOH"). 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
·www.~f-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing at 415-701-5500, http:!!sf--
111oh.orgf index.aspx?parre=321 

10. Unit Mix. ht the event the land dedication process is not completed, the developer will have to 
satisfy. the requirements under Planning Code Section 419 through on-site, off-site, or :in-lieu fee. 
The following conditions will apply to on-site below market rate affordable housing units: The 
Project contains 6 flexible-occupancy, 32 studios, 103 one-bedroom, 90 two-bedroom, and 10 
three-bedroom units; therefore, the required affordable unit mix is 5 studios, 17 one-bedroom, 15 
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. 
For information about tompliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.~f.pianning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing at 415-701-5500, http://sf.­
mol1.orglindex.aspx?page=321 

11. 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, 
rmt1w.sf-plmming.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing at 415-701-5500, http://sf 
molt.orglindex.aspx 7 page=321. 

12. Phasing: If any building permit is issued for partial phasing of the Projeq, the Project Sponsor 
shall have designated not less than 12 percent (12%) of the each phase's total number of dwelling 
units as on-site affordable units. 
For information about eompliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.s.fplanning.ori or the Mayor's Office · of Housing ·at 415-701-5500, http://sf 
11zoh.org!index.aspx?page=311. 
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13. Duration_. Under Planning Code Section 419.8, all units constructed pursuant to Section 419.6, 
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, 
www.sf--plmming.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing at 415-701-5500, http://sf­
moh.orglinilex.aspx?page=321. 

14. Other Conditions. The Project is subject to the requirements of the fuclusionary Affordable 
Housing Program under Section 419 et seq. of the Planning Code and City and County of San 
Francisco fuclusionary Affordable Housing Program Monitoring and Procedures Manual 
("Procedures Manual"). The Procedures Manual, as amended from time to time, is incorporated 
herein by reference, as published and adopted by the Planning Commission, and as required by 
Planning Code Section 419. Terms used in these conditions of approval and not otherwise 
defined shall have the meanings set forth in the Procedures Manual. A copy of the Procedures 
Manual can be obtained at the MOH at 1 South Van Ness Avenue or on the Planning Department 
or Mayor's Office of Housing's websites, including on the htternet at: 
http://sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4451. 
As provided in the fuclusionary Affordable Housing Program, the applicable Procedures Manual 
is the manual in effect at the time the subject units are made available for sale. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.or;.r or· the Mayor's Office of Housing at .415-701-5500, http://sf 
moll.org/index.aspx ?page=321 

a. The affordable unit(s) shall be designated on the building plans prior to the issuance of the 
first construction permit by the Department of Building fuspection ("DBI"). The affordable 
unit(s) shall (1) reflect the unit size mix in µumber 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 ill 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. Othei; specific standards for on-site units are· outlined in fhe 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 one hundred (100) percent of the 
median income for the City and County ot San Francisco as defined in the· Inclusionary 
Affordable Housing Program, an amount that translates to ninety (90) percent of Area 
Median fucome under the income. table called "Maximum fucome by Household Size" 
derived from the Unadjusted Area Median fucome 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; (iii) recouping capital 
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improvements; (iv) refinancing; and (v) procedures for inheritance apply and are set forth in 
the Jnclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the Procedures Manual. 

. c. The Project Sponsor is responsible for following the marketing, reporting, and monitoring 
requirements aIJ.d procedures as set forth in the Procedure:? Manual. MOH shall be 
responsible for overseeing and monitoring the m_arketing of affordable units. The Project 
·Sponsor must contact MOH at least six months prior to the beginning of marketing for any 
unit in the building. 

d. Required par~g spaces shall be made available to initial buyers or renters of affordable 
units according to the Procedmes Manual. 

e. Prior to the issuance of the first construction permit by DBI for the Project, the Project 
Sponsor shall record a Notice. of Speci~l Restriction on the property that contains these 
conditions of approval and a reduced set of plans that identify the affordable units satisfying 

. the requirements of this approval. The Project Sponsor shall promptly provide a copy of the 
recorded N otic~ of Special Restriction to the Department and to MOH or its successor. 

f. 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 Jnclusionary Affordable 
Housing Program: Planning Code Section 415 to the Pla':nning 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 
provided by the_ City provided herein. The Project must execute the Costa Hawkins 
agreement prior to Planning Commission approval or must revert to payment of the 
Affordable Housing Fee. · 

I 

g. If the Project Sponsor fails to comply with the hiclusionary 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. . . 

h. If the Project becomes ineligtole at any time for the On-site Affordable Hou'sing Alternative, 
the Project Sponsor or its successor shall pay the Affordable Housing Fee prior to issuance of 
the first ~onstruction permit or may seek a fee deferral as permitted under Ordinances 0107-
10 and 0108-10. If ~e Project becomes ineligible after issuance of its first construction permit, 
the Project Sponsor shall notify the Department and MOH and pay interest on the Affordable 
Housing Fee at a rate equal to the Development Fee Deferral Surcharge Rate in Section 
107 A.13.3.2 of the San Francisco Building Code and penalties, if applicable. 
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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. ~ 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 infarmation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.~f-plmwing.org 

16. Managing Traffic During Construction. The P~oject 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 constructipn contractor(s) for any concurrent nearby Projects to 
manage traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation impacts during construction of the Project. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.s(-plmmin\,>.org 

EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACT. FEE 

17. Impact Fees. The Eastern Neighborhoods Public Benefits Fund is implemented in part through 
district-specific Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee which applies to the Project Area. Fees shall 
be charged on net additions of gross square feet which result in a net new residential unit, 
contribute to a 20 percent increase of non-residential space in an existing structure, or create non­
residential space in a new structure. Fees shall be assessed on residential use, and on non­
residential use within each use category of Cultural/Institution/Edu.cation; Management, 
Information & Professional Service; Medical & Health Service; Retail/Entertainment; and Visitor 
Services; with no substitutions across uses. Fees shall be assessed on mixed use projects ·· 
according to the gross square feet of each use ill the project. The project is within the Impact Fee 
Tier 1 for residential, which requires $8 per gross square-foot of residential space, and Tier 2 for 
non-residential, which requires $10 per gross square-foot of non-residential space, 

Prior to the issuance by the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) of the first site or building 
permit, the sponsor of any project subject to the Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee shall pay to 
the Treasurer according to the schedule in Table 423.3. Planning Code Section 423.3 alSo 
provides alternatives satisfying this requirement. 

PROVISIONS 

18. First Source Hiring. The Project shall adhere to the requirements of the First Source Hiring 
Construction and Employment Program approved by the First Source Hiring Administrator, 
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pursuant to Section 83.4(m) of the Administrative Code. The Project Sponsor shall comply with 
. the req_uirements of this Program regarding constrriction work and on-going employment 

req_uired for the Project For infonnation about compliance, contact the First Source Hiring Manager at 
415-401-4960, www.onestq?SF.org 

MONITORING 

19. 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 Plarming Code 
Section 176 or Section 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to 

I 
other city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. 
For information about compliance, .contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

wwzt•.sf-p/anning.org 

20. 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 
resolved by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the 

. specific conditions of approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning 
Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public 
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

111ww.~f..planning.org 

OPERATION 

21. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building 
and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance 
with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. For 
information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works, 
415-695-2017,.http:!!sfdpw.org! 

22. ·Community Liaison. Prior to issuance · of a building permit to construct fue project and 
implement the approved use, fue 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.~f-plann ing. org 
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Mitigation measures described in the MMRP attached as Exhibit C are necessary to avoid 
potential significant effects of the proposed project and have been agreed to by the project 
sponsor. Their implementation is a condition of project approval. In addition, implementatic;m of 
mitigation measures on the Dedication Site, as detailed in Condition 8 above, is required should 
the land transfer occur. Some of these measures will be implemented after the land transfer 
occurs. 

G:\DOCUMENTS\X\Henry Adams_l_20!2070IX\DraftMotion.doc 
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. ATf ACHMENT A 

ONE HENRY ADAMS STREE'I PROJECT 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT'FINDINGS: 
~DINGS OF FACT, EVALUATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND 

4LTERNATIVES, AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION 

Jn determining to approve fhe proposed 1 Henry Adams Street Project and related approval 
actions ("Project"}, fhe San Francisco Planning Commission (''Planrring Commission" .or 
"Commission") makes and adopts the following findings of fact and statement of overriding 
considerati~ns and adopts the following recommendations regarding mitigation measures, 
improveinent measures I-TR-Parking A and I-TR-Parking B, and alternatives ?ased on 
substantial evidence in fhe. w:P.ole record of this proceeding and. under the Ca,Iifornia 
Environmental.Quality Act, California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq. ("CEQA"), 
particularly SectiOJ?S 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for implementation of CEQA, California 
Code of Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15000 et seq. ("CEQA Guidelines''), particularly Sections 
15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of fhe San.Francisco Administration Code. 

L Introducfion 

Tiris docw;nent is organized as follows: 

Section l provides a description of the proposed Pwject, the environmental review process for 
the 801 Brannan and One Henry Adams Streets Project Envircinmental J!npact Report (the 
"EIR''), the Planning Commission actions to be taken, and the location of records; 

·Section Il identifies the impacts found not to be significant that do not require mitigation; 

Se~on iri identifies potentially significant impacts fhat can be avoi~ed or reduced to less-than.­
significant levels through mitigation; 

Secl:i.on IV identifies significant impacts that cannot be avoided or reduced to less-than 
significant levels; 

.. 
Section V discusses why recirculation of fhe EIR is not required; 

Section VI evaluates the economic, legaL social, tech:Uological, and other considerations that 
support the rejection of the alternatives. analyzed in the EIR; and 
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Section VII presents a statement of overriding considerations setting forth specific reasons in 
support of the Planning Commission's actions in light of the environmental consequences of the 

project. 

Section VIII includes a statement incorporating th~ Final EIR by reference. 

Attached· fo these findings as Exhibit 1 is ~ Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
("MMRP")· for the mitigation and improvement measures that have been proposed for 
adoption. The Mitigat;ion Monitoring and Report4ig Program is required by CEQA Sec.ti.on 
21081.6· and CEQA Guidelines Section -15091. It provides a table setting forth _each mitigation . 
measure 1!.sted in the Final EIR ("FEIR'') that is required to reduce·or avoid a significant adverse 
impact. Exhibit 1 also specifies the agency responsibl~ for implementation of eacli measur.e and 

· establishes mor:dtoring actions and a monitoring schedule. 

These fudings are bpsed upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Planning 
Commission. The references set forth in these findings to certain pages or sectio:i;is of the EIR or 
Responses to Comments in the Final BIR are for ease of reference and are not in~nded t9 
provide an exhaustive list of tl_\e evidence relied upon for these findings: 

A. rroject Description 

The rectangular One Henry Adams Street Project site ("Project Site") is approxirqately 72,000 
square feet (1.65 acres) in ~e and occupies the entire block bounded by Divisi~n,. Rhode Island, 
Alameda, and.Henry Adams Stree~ on AsSessor's Block 3911; Lot 1. ·The Project Site is wiihin 
the Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Area Plan (Area Plan''), the Urban Mixed Use (UMU) 
zoning .district and a 6~-X Height and Bulle district. The Project Site is currently ocCf!.pied by 
three buildings. The :!:Wo-story building at 55 DiviSion Street and One Herµy Adams Street was 
constru:ct~d in the 1950s ~d has approximately 8,549 square feet of showroom space and 1,615' 
square feet of office space~ The 40 Rhode Island Street building is a vacant 13,000-square-foot, 
one-story building constructed in the late nineteenth 'century and altered.between 1900 and 
1920; it formerly h~used a variety of industrial uses. The long, rec~angular 20-foot-high, 6,000-
square-~oot, one:-stori ~howroom builqing at 3 & 5 Henry Adams Street was constructed in the 
1970s. J!t addition, the!e are approximately 127 surface parking sp~ces in three different 
locations on the Project Site. · ' 

The Project entails demolition of all existing structures on the Project Site, and the construction 
of two separate six-story, 68-foot-tall builQings totaling approximately 290,412 gross squan: feet 
(sq. ft.) and including 239 4weiling units (comprised of 32studios,103 one-bedroom units, 90 
two-bedroom units, 10 three-bedroom U?its and four flex-~ofts in 205,584 sq. ft. of residential 
space), about 13,101? sq. ft. ofietailfcommercial space, and about.25,912 sq. ft. of parking space. 
The' Project includes approximately 240 bicycle spaces and 164 vehicl~ parki,ng spaces 
(including two car share spaces) in a multi-park plai;form-sh~g system within ap. at-grade 
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park!ng garage. Access to the at-grade parking garage would be via two 12-foot-wide 
driveways along Rhode Island Street. 

The Project also includes approximately 25,700 sq. ft of open spare. 'This open space would 
inclu~e approximately .14,600 sq. a of publicly accessible open space loca_ted within a 
landscaped mid-block passage between the two buildings and the Henry Adams setback (an 
approximately 12 foot wide publicly accessible walkway along Henry Adams Street). The 
remaining open space, totaling approximately 11,000 sq. ft., would be lo~ted within two 
landscaped podiurr_i level courtyards an~ a landscaped rooftop te".1'ace. 

To fulfill the Project's Jnclusionary Affordable Housing requiremellt, the easternmost portion of 
the n~arby 801 Brarm~Street site (Assessor's Block 3783~ Lot 1), would be dedicated to the City 
for the future development of up to 150 affordable housing units by the Mayor's Offire of 
Housing (MOH). 

The Project is one component of two arialyzed in the BIR for Variant 3 (the Proposed Project), 
with the other component including the 801 Brarman Street Project located at the rectangular 
801 .Brann~ Street Project site on Assessor's Block 3 783, Lot 1. 

B. Environmental Review 

The Planning Department determined that an Environmental Impact Report was required f<?r 
the Project: The Planning Department published the Draft EIR (State Oearinghouse No. 
2003112070) and p;tovided public i;totire of the availability of the Draft E1R for public r:eview 
and comment on June 22, 2011 . . 
On June 22, 2011, a Notice of Completion and copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to the 
State Oearinghouse. Notices of availability for the Draft BIR. of l:he date and time of th~ p~blic 
hearings were posted ori the Planning Department's website on June 22, 2011. 

' 
Th~ Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on the Draft EIR on July 28, 2011 .. 
At this hearing, oppQrtunity for. public comment was given, and public comment was received 
on the Draft EIR. The Planning Dep~ent accepted public comments on 'the Draft ,E1R from 
June 23, 2011, to August 8, 2011. 

The Planning Department published the Responses to Comments on the Draft BIR on January 8, 
_2013. This document includes responses to environmental comments on the Draft BIR made at 
the public hearing on July·28, 201i, as well as written comments submitted on the Draft BIR 
during !;he ·public review period fr?m June 23, 2011, to August 8, .2011. The Responses to 
Comments document also contains text changes fo · the Draft EIR to upQ.ate the ptoject· 
description and correct or clarify information pr~sep.ted in the Draft EIR, including changes to 
the Draft EIR text.made in response to comments. · 
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C. · Planning Cci~ssion Actions 

The Planning Comffiission is bemg requested to take the folloWing actions.to approve, 
recommend to the Board of Superyisors, and inlplement the Project: · 

• Certification the Final EJR.. 

• Adoption of CEQA findings and the MMRP. 

• Approval of a Large Project Authorization for a large site development, with exceptions 
for Rear Yard (Section 134), Street Frontage (Section 145.1), Off-Street Loading (152.1), 
Mid-block Pass~ges (Section 261.l(d)(3)), Mass Reduction (Section 270.1), Accessible 
Parking (Section l55(i)); and Accessory l!se Pr.ovisions (Sections 204.4(b) ?Ud 
803.3(b)(l)(C)). 

• A determination of consistency with the General Plan and Priority ~olicies for the 
pr?posed land dedication. · 

D. Location of Records 

The record upon which alf findings and determinations related to the Project are based includes 
the following: 

• The EIR, and a~l documents referenced in or relied upon by the EIR 

• All D;tforrrwtion (including written evidence and testimony) provided by Cify staff tq ~e 
Planning Commission relating t9 the EIR,. the proposed approvals arid entitlements, the· 
Project, and the alternatives set forth in the EIR. 

. . 

• AU information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to tlie Planning 
.Commission by the environmental consultant and subconsultants who prepared· the 
EIR, or iricorporate\f into reports presented to the Planning Commission. 

• . All information (in~luding written evidence and testimony) presented to the City from 
other public agencies relating to the Pr~ject or the EIR. : · . . · 

·• All applications,.letters, testimony and presentations presented to the City by .Arch.Stone, 
the project sponsor for the Project, and its consultants in connection with the Proj~t 

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented at any public 
hearing or workshop related to the Project and the EIR. · · 

• · For documentary and information _purposes, all locally-"a~opted land use plans and 
or.dinances, including, without limitation, general plans, specific plans and ordinances, 
together with environmental review documents, fu:tdings, mitigation monitoring 
prograins and other documentation relevant to planned growth in the area. 
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• TheMMRP. 

• · All other documents comprising the record pursuant to Public Resources Code 
Section 2116.76(e). 

The public hearing transcript, a copy 6£ all letters regarding the Final EIR. received during the 
public review period from Jtme 23, 2011,' to August 8, 2011, the administrative record, and 
background documenta,tion for the Fin~ Efil are located at the. Planning Department, '.1.650 
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francis'co. Jonas P. Ionjn, Acting Conu:Ilission Secretary, is fue 
custodian of these documents and materials. · 

These fmdings are based upon sub::;tantial evidence in the entire record before fhe Planning . 
Commission,. · 

Il. Impacts Found Not To Be Significant, Thus. Requiring No Mitigation 

. Finding: Based on substantial evidence in fue whole rec~d of this pro.ceeding, fhe Planning 
Commission finds that the implementation of the Project would not result in any significant 

. environmental impac~ ll). the following areas: Aesthetics; Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Wind 
and Shadow; Recreation; Utilities and Service Systems; Public Services; Biologica_l Resources; 
Geology ~d Soils; Hydrology and Water Quality; Mineral. and Energy Resources; Agricultural 
and Forest Resources; and Growth. Inducement. Each of fuese topiai is analyzed and discussed 
in detail ill the EIR including~ but not limited. to, in BIR Chapters: V.B, V.G, V.H.9, V,H.10, 
V.H.11, V .H.12, V.H.13, V.H.14, V.H.15, V.H.17, V.H.18 and VI.A. 

Ill. Findings of Potentially Significant Impacts That Can Be Avoided Or Reduced To A 
Less Than Significant Level 

Finding: CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measµres that would avoid or 
substantially lessen a project's identified significant impacts or potential significant impacts if 
such measures are feasible. 

The findings in this Section Ill and in Section N concern impacts identified in fhe E1R and 
mitigation measures set forth. in the Efil. These findings discuss mitigation measures as 
proposed in the EIR and recommended for adoption by this Commission, the Board of 
Supervisors, and other City entities that can be implemented by the City agencies or 
departments. The mitigation measures proposed for adoption in this section are identical to the 
mitigation measures identified in the attached MMRP. · Because the Project. would include 
bulbouts-on the northwest comer of the intersection.of Alameda/Rhode Island, on the northeast 
corner of the intersection of Alameda/Henry Adams and on the southeast comer of fue 
intersection of Division/Henry Adams, Improvement Measure I-'Dl-~2b, p: 194 of ~e Draft EIR, 
which would install a: corner bulbout on the northwest comer of the Alameda/Rhode Island 
intersection, was deemed by the Planning Department to no longe~ apply to fue Project and is 
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thus not discus~d in this section or included in the M:MRP. The Draft EIR and Response to 
Commeiits do0Jilent provicles additional evidence a,s to how these measures would avoid or 
reduce the· identified impacts as described herein- Such analysis, as stated in Section VDI, is· 

· incorporated herein by reference.. · 

As explained previously, Exhibit 1, attached, contains the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program CMMRP") reqhlred by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. It 
provides a table setting forth each ~tigation me~ure ·listed in: the FEIR that is required to 
reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. Exhibit 1 also specifies the party responsible for 
implementation of eatj:t measure, establishes. p:tonitoring actions and a monitoring schedule. 

The Planping Commission.finds, based .on the record before it, that the mitigation measures 
proposed for adoption in the MMRP are feasible, and that they can .and should be carri~d o:ut by 
the Project Sponsor and. the identjfied agencies at the designated time. lb.is Planning 
Commission urges other agencies to adopt and :(mplement applicable mitigation measures set 
·forth in the MMRP that are wif:!:Un the jurisdiction and responsibility of su.ch entities. The 
Planning CoWrrlssion acknowledges that if si:tch measures· are not adopted and implemented, . . 
the !'roject may result in additional significant unavoidable lln.pacts. For this reason, and as 
discussed in Section VI, the Planning Con:m:US$ion is adopting a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations as set forth in section vii. · · 

All mitigation measures identified in the FEIR that are applicable to the Pr~ject and would 
reduce or avoid signi#cant adverse enVironmental iffipacts of the Project are proposed for 
a~opu~m and are set forth in Exhibit 1, in the MMRP. The Planning Commission agrees to and 
adopts all mitigation measures set forth in the MMRP. 

A. Cqltural and Paleontological .Resources 

1. Im.pact- Impacts on ~cheolog'ical Deposi~ (CP-2) 

a) .Potentially Significant Impact . 

The BIR finds that excavati?n for the. Project muld result in extensive physical effecls on 
any archeol~gical depos.its that may be present ?eneath the surface of ~e Project Site. 

b) Mitigation Measures M-CP-2b and Conclusion 

The Planning Commission finds the potentially significant imp~cts listed above would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level wiih implem~ntation of Mitigation Measure. 
·M-~-2bJ p. 141 "142, Accidental Discovery at the One Heii.ry Adams Site, as follows: 

M-CP-2b: Accidental Discovery at f:he . One Henry Adams Site. The . following 
mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse e£fect from the proposed 
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project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources as d~fined 
in. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064..S(a)(c) at the One Heiny Adams site. The project 
sponsor shall distribute the Planning J)epartment archeological resource "ALERT'' sheet 
to the project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition, 
eX:cavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in 
soils disturbing activities within the project site. Prior to any soils disturbing activities 
being undertaken each contractor is responSible for ensuring that the" ALERT" sheet is 
circulated to ·all field personn~l including, machlOe operators, field ~ew, pile drivers, 
supervisory personnel, etc. The project sponsor shall provide the Environmental Review 
Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from !he responsible parties (prime contractor, · 
subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have 
received copies of lhe Alert Sheet. 

Shollld any indication of an ~ch~ological res~urce be encountere!i during any soil~~ 
disturbing activity of the project at fhe olle Henry Adams site, fhe project Head 
Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall 

. immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until 
the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 

If the FRO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the One 
Hen;ry Adams site, the project sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological 
conSultant from !he pool of qualified archeological consultants maintained by lhe 
Planning Department archeologist. 

The archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an 
archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of potential 
scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource is present, lhe 
archeological consultan~ shall identify and evaluate the archeological resource. The 
archeological consultant shall make a recommendation· as to what action, if any, is 

warranted. Based on ibis information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific 
additional measures tO"be implemented by the project sponsor. 

Meas~es might include: preservation m: situ o~ the archeological resource; an 
archeological monitoring program; or an archeological testing program. If an 
archeological monitoring program or &cheological testing program is required, it shall 
be consistent with the Environmental Planning division guidelines for such programs. 
The ERO may also require that the project sponsor immediately implement a site 
security program if the archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other 
damaging actions. 

The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report 
(FARR) to lhe. ERO !hat evaluates the historical significance of any discovered 
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archeological resource and describing the archeological and hlstorical research methods 
employed in the archeological monitoring/data recovery prograin(s) undertaken. 

. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a 
separate removable insert within the final report. 

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once 
approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California 
Archaeological 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 three copies 
of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) 
and/or documentation for norrrination to the National Register of Historic 
Places/California Register of. Historical Resources. In instance!' of high public interest or 
interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and 
distribution than that presented above. 

2. Impact- Impact on Hliroan Remains (CP-3) 

a) Poten?ally Significant'Impaet 

The EIR finds that excavation during construction for the Project could disturb or · 
remove human remains. 

b) Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b and Conclusion 

The Planning Commission finds the potentially significant impacts listed above would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigatiqn Measure 
M-CP-2b, Accidental Disrovery at the One Henry AdaJJts Site, discus~d above. 

3. Impact- Im.pacts on Off-Site Historical Resources (CP-5) 

b) Potentially Signific~t Impact 

The ElRfinds that the design and new construction resulting from the Project may result 
in an adverse impact to off-site historical resources in the vicinity of the Project Site. 

b) Mitigation Measure M-CP-5 and Condusi~n 

The Planning Commission finds t~e potentially significant impacts listed above would 
be reduced to a less-than~significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
M-CP-5, Off-Site Resources-New Building Design, pp. 144-145, as follows: 
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M-CP-5: Off-Site Resources - New Building Design. A detailed building envelope 
design shall be submitted for further review by Department preservation staff prior to 
issuance of any building permit or scheduling of any hearing regarding. project 
entitlements. The proposed design will be reviewed for conformance with the Planning 
Department Industrial Design G~delines and th~ Secref:a.ry of Interior1s Standards for the 
Tr?atment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, R~habilitatin~ Restoring and 
Reconstructing Historic-Buildings for compatibility with the character and context of 
surrounding historic, former industrial buildings. Without imitating the features of the 
historic buildings (or contemporary buildings in the area), the design should: . 

• use similar or complimentary materials, 
' • repeat and/or respect the heights of floors and rhythms and depths of bays, 
• . use compatible window/door types and sizes/shapes of openings, 
• use compatible roof shapes, 
• respect relationship of solids to voids and planar quality of massing at street­

facing fac;ades, and 
• reference character-defining features of the surrounding historical resources. 

Character-defining features of the surrounding historical resources include: 

• 

• 
• 

• 
• 
• .. 

h~avy timber or steel-framing, exterior brick construction-typically American 
common bond, or reinforced concrete construction 
granite or molded brick water tables 
heights ranging from one to seven stories 
grid-like arrangement of punched window openings with either flat lintels or . 
segmental arched headers 
a classic tripartite fac;ade arrangement consisting of base, shaft, and capital 
flat or gable roofs 
wood double-hung or steel casement windows 
corbelled brick or concrete or terra cotta ornament - including door and window 
surrounds, stringcourses, quoins, window arches, friezes, and cornices. 

With application of the mitigation measure, the design of proposed new construction 
would not result in material alteration of the adjacent historical resources in manner that 
would constitute a substantial adverse change to a historical resource or its immediate 
surroundings. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-cP-5 would reduce 
potential off-site historical resource'in1pacts to a less-than-significant level. 

B. Transportation arid Cb:culation 

1. Impact-Transit Impacts (TR.-60) 

a) Less Than Significant Impact 
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The EIR. finds tMt although the Project would not cause a substantial increase in trans~t 
demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit service, or cause a 
substantial increase in transit delays or operating costs and thus would have less than 
!Jignificant transit impacts, -the transportation analysis recommended a measure that . 
help better accommodate transit passengers. 

b) Improvemei:it Measure I-TR-16 and Conclusion 

The Planning Commission finds that the less-than-significant transit iru.pacts would be 
further reduced with implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-16, Conversion of 
Muni Pole Stop to Curb Stop on Rhode Island Street, p. 186, as follows: 

I-TR-16: .Conversion of Muni Pole Stop to Curb Stop on Rhode Island Street . .J:..s an 
improvement measure to bi:;tter accommodate transit passengers, SFMTA could 
reconfigtire the existing pole stop on southbound Rhode Island Street at the approach lo 

Alameda Street to a curbside bus stop. This stop serves the 10-Townsend and 19-Polk 
bus lines. SFMTA could designate approximately 80 feet of-the new curb parking lane 

· that woo.Id be created on Rhode Island Street adjacent to the project site as a bus stop. 

2.' Impact- Pedestrian Impacts (TR.-62) 

a) Less Than Significant Impact 

The 1¥R- finds that although the Project would not result in substat).tial ove~crowding on 
public sidewalks, create hazardoU$ ~onditions for pedestrians, or oth~e interfere 
with pedestrian accessibility to the Project Site or adjoining areas, the transportation 
analysis tecommended a measure that could be included with the Project to enhance the 
pedestrian environment. 

b) Improvement Measure I-TR-22a and Conclusion 

The Planning Commission finds that the less-than-significant impacts on pedestrians 
would be further reduced with implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR--22a, 
Striping Pedestrian Crosswalks at Nearby ~tersections, p. 192, as follows: 

I-TR-22a: Striping Pedestrian Crosswalks at Nearby Intersections. As an improvement 
measure to enhance the pedestrian environme.tlt, SFMTA would stripe crosswalks at the 
.unsignalized intersections of Division/Rhode .Island, Alameda/Henry Adams, and 
Alameda/Rhode Island. The striping of crosswalks and subsequent repcrlnting would be 
paid for by the project sponsor. · 
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3. hnpact- I:.oading Impacts (TR-63) 

a) Less Than Significant Impact 

The EIR fin~ that although the Project would not result ,in a l~ading demand during the 
peak hour of lo<J.ding activities that could not be accommodated within the existing or 
proposed on-street loading zones, the transportation analysis recommended measures 
that could.be.included with the Project that would minimize the potential for double 
parking of delivery vehicles, would assist in curbside passenger loading/unloading 
activity, and would assist in residential move-iit and move-out activities. 

b) Improvement Measures I-TR-25a/I-TR-25b/I-TR-25c and Conclusion· 

The Planning Commission finds that the less-than-significant loading impa(::ts would be 
further reduced with implementation of hnprovemeni: Measure I-TR-25a, Designate ~..: 
Street Commercial Vehicle Loading/Unloading Zones; Improvement Measure I-TR-25b, 
Designate Curbsi~e Passenger Loading/Unloading Zones; and Improvement Measure I-. 
TR-25c, Reservation of Curb Parking for Move-In and Move-Out, p. 197, as f~llows: 

I-TR-25a: Designate On-Street Commercial Vehicle Loading/Unloading Z~nes. To 
minimize the potentic¥ for double parking of delivery vehicles, SFMTA could designate 
abo.ut 60 feet on Rhode Islai;td Street and 40 to 60 feet on Alaµ:leda Street as yellow 
commercial vehicle loading/unloading zones. The change in curb regulations would 
need.to be approved at a public hearing b:f the SFMf A. 

l-TR-25b: Designate Curbside Passenger Loading/Unloading Zones. To accommodate 
curbside passenger loading/unloading activity, SFMTA could. designate abo:ut 40 feet of 
the curb parking lane adjacent .to the midblock passage/courtyard on Rhode Island 
Street to a white passenger loading/unloading zone. The change in curb. regulations 
would need to be approved at a public hearing by the SFMTA. 

I-TR-25c: Reservation 0£ Curb Parking £or .. Move-In and Move-Out To ensure that 
residential move-in and move-out activities do not impede on adjacent travel lanes, 
move-in and move-out operations, as wen as larger deliveries should be scheduled and 
coordinated ·through building management. Curb parking should be reserved through 
the local station of :ai_e San Francisco Police Department. 

4. Impact- Construction Impacts (TR-65) 

·. a) Less Than Significant Impact 
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The EIR finds that although the Project. would not result in construction-related 
transportation impacts, !):le ~ansportation analysis rec~mmended a meaSu:re that would 
help minimize ~sruption of general traffic flow on adjac~t streets. 

b) Wprovement Mea~es I-TR--31 ~d Conclusion 

The Planning. Commission finds that the less-thim-signilicant construction related 
f:ransp~rtation impacts would be further ·reduced with imple~entation of Improvement 
Measure I-TR-31, Construction Hours, p. 203, ~s follows: · . 

I-TR:-31: Construction Hours. As an improvement measure to minimiz~ disruption of 
the general traffic flow on adjacent streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods, the 
construction contr~ctor could· be required to limit truck movements t~ the hours 
·between 9:00 a.m. ~d 3:30 p.m.; or other times, if approved by SFMI'A. ' 

5. Impact-Parking Impacts 

a) Less Than Significant hnpact 

. . 
The EIR fuids that although San Francisco does not consider parking supply as part of 
Eh~ permanent physical environment" ~d Eherefore, does not consider changes in 
parking conditions to be environmental iillpacts as·defined ~y CEQA, the transportation 
analysis recommended measures that would reduce parking demand and accommodate. 
short--te~ parking in the Project vicinity. · · 

b) Improvement Measures I-TR-Parking ~ll-1R-Parking B and Conclusion 

The Plannirig Commission finds that the parking demanO. would be reduced with 
implementation of hnprovement Measure I-1R-Parking A, p. 226, Transit Information 
. and I-1R-P~king B, p.-226, Parking Meters, as follows: 

I-TR-Parking A: Transit Information: As an improvement measure to reduce the 
proposed project's parkillg demand and parking shortfall and to encourage use of 
alternative modes, the proje.ct sponsor could implement the £o¥owing Transportation 
Demand :tvfanagem~t measures: · · 
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• Provide a Tr~sportation D~d Management (IDM) progr~m coordinator 
and provide training for the coordinator. 

• Provide a transportation insert for the n;i.ove-in packet th'at would provide 
information on traru;it ser_vice (Muni and BART ll?es, schedules and fares), 
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information on where Oipper cards/transit passes could be purchased, and 
information on the 511 Re~onal Ri~eshare Program. 

• Offer employee and customer incentive to increase use of alternate modes to 
the car. 

• Establish a "ride board" thr~:mgh which residents can offer or request rides. 

• Provide ongoing transportation information (e.g., local.and regional transit 
maps/schedules, maps of bicycle routes, internet links) for all users, including 
residents, employers, and employees. , · 

• Ensure that bicycle parking is located at a central site within each building, 
and provide signage indicating the location of bicycle parking. 

• Provide ~d maintain bicycles (and related amenities such as locks, baskets, 
lights) for .use by tenant:S. 

• Provide· Wormation and/or si~g~ in~cating paths of access to bieycle 
facilities. For the 1 Henry Adams site provide signage for nearby bicycle 
lanes on Division, Seventh, Eighth, arid 16th streets, and bicycle routes on 
Townsend and Henry Adams streets. 

• Ensure that bicycle safety strategie~ are developed along streets bordering 
the two project sites, thus avoiding conflicts. with ·private autos, transit 
vehicles, and loading vehicles. 

I-TR-Parking B: Parking ·Meters. As an improvement measure to accommodate short­
term parking demand, SFMrA could seek legislation for the installation of parking 
meters. on the west side of Rhode Island Street between Divisi~n and .Alaro.eda Streets, 
and on the north side of Al~eda Street between Henry Adams and Rhode Islruid 
Streets. 

C. Noise and Vibration 

1. Impact- ~onstruction Activities Other Than Pile Driving (hnpact N0-1) 

~) Potentially Significant Impact 

The EIR. finds that construction activities (other than pile driving) associated with 
implementation of the Project would cause a substan~ temporary or periodic increase 
in ambient noise· levels and expose p~ople to or generate noise levels in excess of those 
specified :bi the General Plan or Noise Ordinance. 

b) Mitigation Measure M-N0-1 and Conclusion 
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The Planning C!JnUrusSion finds the potentially signific~t impacts listed above would 
be reduced to a less-ihan-significant.level with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
M-N0-1, ConsiructionNoise Reduction, p. 240,asfollows: . · 

M-N0-1: Construction Noise keducfioll- The project sponsors shall develOp a set of 
site-specific co~IIUction noise attenuation measures under the supervision of a 
qualified acoustical consultant Prior to commencing constniclion, a plan for such 
measures shall be submitted to the Department of Building Inspection to ensUJ'.e that 
maximum feasible noise attenuation Will be achieved. These attenuation meastires shall 
include _as many of the following control strategies as feasible: 

• Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around a construction site, partic;u;larly 
where a site adjoin~ rio!se-sensitive uses; 

• Utilize noise control bl~ets on a building structure as the btiilding is erected to 
reduce noise erriission from lhe site; 

• Evaluate the fea~ibility of noise control at the rece~vers by temporarily improving 
the noise reduction capability of_ adjacent buildings_ housing sensitive uses; 

• Mo~tor the effecl;i.veness of noise ~tl:~uation measures by taking noise 
n;teast.irementi,;; and · 

• Post signs on-site per~g to permitted _construction days and hoiu:s· and 
complaint procedures. . · . · 

2. Impact- ConstiuctionNoise - Pile Driving 

a) Potentially Significant Impact 

The EIR finds that construction noise fro~. pile driving would cause potentially 
significant construction noise and vibration impacts. 

b) Mitigation Measure 1 (EN-F-1) and Conclus~on 

. . 
The Planning Commission finds the potentially significant impacts listed above would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implem~tation of Mitigation Measure 1 
(EN-F-~), which would require use of pre-drilled piles wherever feasible, p. S-64, as 
follows~ 

Mitigation Measure~ (EN-F-1): Noise (Pile Driving). The prpject sponsor shail ensure 
that piles be pre-drilled wherever feasible to reduce constructiop.-related noise and 
vibration. No impact pile' drivers shall be Used unless absolutely necessary. Contractors 
would be required to use pile-driving equipment with state-of-the-art no~e shielding 
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and muffling devices. To reduce noise and vibration impacts, sonic or vibratory 
sheetpile drivers, rather.than impact drivers, shall be used w~rever sheetpiles are 
needed Individual proje.ct sponsors shall also require that contractors sche~ule pile­
driving activity for times of the dCJ.y that would minimize disturbance to neighbors. 

D. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

1. Impact- Potential Expost1re to Hazardous Materials (Impact HZ-1) 

a) Potentially Significant Impact , 

The EIR finds that although the Project would not create a substantial hazard through 
routine transport, use, disposal, handling, or emission 9£ hazardous· materials during 
Project operation, inadvertent release of PCB, mercury, lead and other toxic building 
substancef! during demoliti.qn c~uld expose construction workers, occupants, or visitors 
to these substances and could result in various adverse health effects if exposure were of 
sufficient quantity. · 

b) Mitigation Measures M-Hz-1 and Conclusion 

The Planning Corilmissiori. finds the potentially significant imp~cts listed ·above would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level with impl~ntation of Mitigation Measure 
M-HZ-1, p. 358, Other Hazardous Building Materials, as follows: 

M:HZ-1: -Other Hazardous Building Materials. The project spo~or would ensure that 
building surveys for PCB- and mercury-containing equipment (including elevator 
equipment}, hydraulic ~ils, and _flum;e~cent lights are performed prior to the start of 
renovation for the proposed project. Any hazardous materials so discovered would be 
abated accordillg to federal, State, and local laws and regulations. The iinpl~mentation 
of this mitigation measure ".Vould reduce the potential impact to a less-than-significant 
level. · 

2. Impact- Contaminated Soil 

a) Potentially Significant Impact 

The EIR finds that the Project would result in a significant impact related to 
contaminated soil on-site. 

b) Mitigation Measure 3(a) and Conclusion 
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The Planning Commission finds the potentially significant impacts listed above would 
be reduced to a·less-than-significant level wifu implementation of·Mitigation Measure 

· 3( a), S-64, Hazards (Contaminated S~il~, as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 3(a): Hazards (Conf:ammaled Soil). 

Step 1: Preparation of Site Mitigation Plan: 

The project sponsor shall prepare a Site Mitigation Plan (SMP) for both project sites. The 
SMI' for both sites shall include a discussion of the level of contamination of soils on the 

. project sites and mitigation measures for managmg contaminated soils on the sites,· 
·including, but not limited to: 1) the a~ternati.ves for managing contaminated soils on the 
sites (e.g., encapsulation, partial or complete rem~val; treatment, recycling for reuse, or a 
combinati~n); Z) fue.preferred i'tlternative for managing contaminated soils on the 
sites and a brief justification; 3) the specific practices t0 be used to separate, handle, haul, 
and dispose of co¢an:rinated soils on ¢.e sites; 4) health and safety procedures to . 
minjmize worker and public exposure to hazardous materials during construction; and 
5) measures to mitigate the long-term enviio;nmental and health and safely risks caused 
by the presence of contamin.ants in the soil. The SMP shall be submitted to the DPH for 
review and approval. A copy of the SMP shall be submitted to the Planning Department 
to beco;me part of the case file. 

Step 2: Hllndling, Hauling, and Disposal of Contaminated Soils: 

(a) Specific Work Practices. The construction contractor shall be alert for the presence of 
such roils during excavation and other construction activities on the sites (detected 
through soil odor, color, and texture and results of ori-site soil testing), and shall. be 
prepared· to separate, handle, profile (i.e., characterize), and dispose. of such soils 

· appropriately (i.e., as dictated by loc~, state, and federal regulations, including OSHA 
lead-safe work practices) when such soils ·.rre ~ncountered on the sites. 

(b) Dust Suppression. Soils exposed during excavatlol). for site preparation and project 
construction activities sh~ll be kept moist throughout the time they are exposed, b~th 
diiring. and after work hours. · . - · · 

( c) Surface Water Runoff Control. Where soils are stockpiled,. visqueen shall be used to 
create an impermeable liner, both beneath and on top of the soils, with a berm to contain 
any potenti.;;tl surf~ce water runoff from-the soil stockpiles d~g incl~ment weather. 

"( d) Soils Replacement If necessary, clean fill or o~r suitable material(s) shall be 1_1Sed to 
bring portions of the project sites; where contamini:\ted soils have been excavated and 
removed, up to construction grade. . 

Case No.-2000.6~ BE 16 One Henry Adams Street Project 

273 



t.:--=..i··-:::.;~~- .. -,..-; .:-. r·t··. ·:;., : •• :..:__:._ J • _1::.:-:=;..,,;-.. -t.-c ::.·--:::: '::!--.. ·:..:--.--:i .-.-1:...::.:";:!:·.~::;;·:~ ::::·:.:;t;··- -.·.:--:: : • :L· 1-·1;·;·:.z;::::.::::.·~":!.!~u....::..;:_~-!:~ 

(e) Hauling and Disposal.· Contaminated soils shall be hauled off the project sites by. 
. waste hauling trucks appropriately certified with the State of California and adequately 

covered to prevent dispersion of the soils during iransit, and shall be disposed of at a 
permitted hazardous waste disposal facility registered with the State of California. . . . . 

S_tep 3: Preparation ofClosure!CertiftcatianR_eporJ 

After excavation and foundation construction activities are completed, the project 
sponsor shall prepare and submit a closure/certification report to DPH for review and 
approval. The clpsure/certification report ;;hall include the mitigation measures in the 

. SMP for handling and removing contaminated sails from the project sites, whether the 
construction co.ntractor modified ariy of these miti.gq.tion measures, arid how and ~hy 
the constniction coniractor rp.odifi~d those mitigation measures. 

3. Impact- Underground Storage Tanks 

a) Potentially Significant Impact 

The BIR finds that the Projec:f: may contain underground storage tanks (USTs), which 
could contaminate soils and groundwater during excavation, resulting in a significant 
hazards impact for the Project. 

b) Mitigation Measure 3(b) and Conclusion 
The Pla.nnlng Commission finds the potentially significant jmpacts listed above would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation M~afilrre · 
3(b ), S-66, Hazards (Underground Storage Tanks), as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 3(b): Hazar4s (Underground Storage Tanks). The project sponsor 
shall assess the possible presence of USTs at the He~ Adams· Site, including the 
approximately four USTs at the Henry Adams Site along Rhode Island Sireet that are 
identified ht existing environment~ documents: The iri.vestigations.at the Pr~ject Site 
shall use ba~oe test pits if necessary to assess whether any USTs remain at the site. 
Any USTs so discovered shall be abated, and any contaminated soils so discovereP. shall 
be remediated, according to federal, state, and local laws and regulations, and in 
conformity with Mitigation Measure 3a above. 

IV. Significant Impacts That Cannot Be Avoidt;d or Reduced to a Less Than Significal.lt · 
Level 

Finding: Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings; the Planning 
Commission finds that, where feasibl~, changes or alterations can and should be incorporated 
into the Project to reduce the signilicant environmental impacts listed below as identified in the 
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FEIR. The Planning Commission determines that the following significant impacts on the 
environment, ·as reflected in the FEIR, are unavoidable, but under Public Resources Code . . . . 
Section 21081(a)(3) and (b), and _CEQA Guid~lines 15091(a)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, the 

. Qty· determines that the impacts are acceptable due to the overriding considerations described 
in Section VII below. 'This finding is supported by substantial evidence m the record of tj:i.is 
proceeding. 

A. · LandUse 

1. Im.pact- Cumillative PDR, Land Supply Impact (Impact C-LU-4) 

a) Potentially.Significant Impact 

The EIR finds that the Project would demolish existing PDR sp.ace and its non-PDR land 
uses would preclude future PDR use on the Project Site. 

b.) Conclusion 

Because the EN FEIR did ·not identify feasible mitigation meas:ures for reducing or 
av.oidmg this cumulative PDR l~d supply impact, Draft EIR p. 89, the Planning.· 
Commission finds that no feasible mitigation measures ·have been identified for the 
Prpject;'s cumulatively consideral?le contribution to the Eastern Neighborhood project's 
significant and unavoidable PJ?R land supply impact, ·and the Project's contribution 
wou1d be significant and unavoidable. 

B. Transportation and Circulation 

1. Impact-Traffic Impact at Intersec~on of Division/Br'.filllan/Potrero/fenth (Impact TR-~5) 

a) P.otentiall)'" Significant Impact 

The EIR finds that impl~~entation of the Proj~ct would result in a sigrµficant ~affic 
impact at the signalized intersection of Division/Brannan/Potreroff ei:tth. 

b) Conclusion. 

As set forth m the Draft EIR, p. 178, traffic lane capacity at this intersection has been 
maxiIDized, ai:td providillg additional travel lanes to mitigate impacts would require 
substantial reductions m sidewalk widths, which would be mconsistent with llie· transit 
and pedestrian environment encouraged by the Oly of San Francisco. Additionally, 
signal fimirtg adjustments would be mfeasible due to traffic, transit and pedestrian. 
signal timing requirements. Accordingly, the Planning Commission finds that no 
feasible mitigation measures have been identified to reduce this impact to a· less than 
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significant level. Therefore, the Project relate!f traffic iJ?.pact at the· intersection of 
Division/Brannan/Potrero/Tenth would remam significant and unavoidable. 

2. Impact- Traffic Impact at Intersection of Eighth/Brannan (J,mpact TR.-56) 

a) Potentially· Significant Impact 

The EIR finds that implementation of the Project would result in a significant traffic 
impact at fhe signalized intersection of Eighth/Brannan. 

b) Conclusion 

As set forth in the Draft EJR p. 178, traffic lane capacity at fhis intersection has been 
maximized, and providing additional travel lanes to mitigate impacts would require . 
substantial reductions in sidewalk widths, which would be inconsistent with the transit . 
and pedestrian envkonment encouraged by the City q£ San Francisco. Additionally, 
signal timing adjustments would be infeasible due to traffic, transit and pedestrian 
signal timing requirements. Accordingly, the Planning Commission finds that no 
feasible mitigation measures have been i~entified to reduce this impact at the 
intersection to a less fhan sigriilicant level Therefore, Project-related l:raffic impacts at 
the intersection of Eighfh/Brannan would remain significant and.unavoidable. 

3. Impact - Cumulative Traffic Impact at Intersection of Division/Brannan/Potrero/Tenth 
(Impact C-TR.-66) 

a) · Potentially Significant Impact 

The EIR finds that implementation of the Project, in combination wifh other foreseeable 
projects, would result in a significant ~ulative traffic impact at fhe int~rsection of 
Division/Brannan/Potrerotrenth under 2025 Cumulative conditions. 

b) Conclusion 

As set forth in the Draft EIR, p. 207, traffic lane capacity at this intersection has been 
maximized, and providing additional travel lanes to mitigate impacts would require 
substantial reductions in sidewalk widths, which would pe inconsistent with fhe transit 
and pedestrian er:ivironment encouraged by the- Gty of San Francisco. Additionally, 
signal timing adjustments would be infeasible due to traffic, transit and pedestrian 
_signal timing r~quirements. Accordingly; fhe Planning Commission finds fhat no 
feasible mitigation measures have been identified to reduce this impact at fhe 
intersection to a less fhan ~ignificant level. Therefore, the Project's cumulative.traffic 
impacts at the intersection of Division/Brannan/Poqero/Tenth would be significant and 
unavoidable. 
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4. Impact-Cumulative Traffic Impact at Intersection of Eight:b/Brannan (Impact C-TR-67) 

a) Potentially Significant Impact 

The EIR. finds that implementation of the Project, in combination with other foreseeable 
projects, would result in a significant cumuiafive traffic impact at the intersection of 
Eighth/Brannan under 2025 Cumulative conditions. 

b) Conclusion 

AB set forth in the Draft EIR p. 208, "traffic lane capacity at this intersection has been 
maximized, and providing additional travel lanes to mitigate impacts would require 

· substantial reductions in sidewalk widths, which would be inconsistent with the transit 
and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City of San Francisco. Additionally, 
signal timing adjustments would be infeasible due to traffic, transit and pedestrian 
signal timing requirements. Accordingly, the Planning Commission finds that no 
feasible mitigation me~sures have been identified to reduce this impact at the 
intersection to a less than significant· level Therefore, the Project'~ cumulative traffic 
impacts at the intersection of Eighth/Brarman would be signifi~ant and unavoidable. 

5. Impact- Cumulative Traffic Impact at Intersection of Seventh/Townsend (Impact C-TR-68) 

a) Potentially Significant hnpact 

The EIR finds that implementation of the Project, in combination with other foreseeable 
projects, would result in a significant cumulative traffic impact at the intersection of 
Seventh/Townsend under 2025 Cumulative conditions. · 

b) Conclusion 

AB set ·forth in the Draft EIR p. 208, sufficient roadway p~~ement is not available to 
provide additional travel lanes and providing additional trayel lanes would require 
substantial reductions in sidewalk widths, which would be inconsistent with the tra.nSit 
and pedestrian environment enc<;>uraged by the City of San Francisco. Accordingly, the 
Planning Commission finds that no feasible mitigation measures have been identified to 
reduce this impact at the intersection to a less than significant level. Therefore, the 
Project's cumulative traffic impacts at the intersection of Seventh/Townsend would be 
significant and unavoidable. 

6. -Impact - Cumulative Tra!fic Impact at Intersection of Sixteenth/Kansas/Henry Adams 
(Impact C-1R-69) 
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a) Potentially Significant Impact 

The EIR finds that implementation of the Project, in combination with Qther foreseeable 
projects, would re5ult in a significant cumulative traffic impact at the intersection of 
Sixteenth/Kansas/Henry Adams under 2025 CumUlati.ve conditions. 

b) Conclusion 

As set forth in the Draft EIR, p. 209, sufficient roadway pavement ·is not available to 
provide i;tdditional travel lanes and providing additional travel lane~ would require 
substantial reductions in sidewalk widths, which would be inconsistent with !he trap.sit 
and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City of San Francisco. Accordingly, the 
Planning Commission finds that no feasible mitigation measures have been identified to· 
reduce this impact at the intersection to. a l~ss than significant level. Therefore, !he 
Project's ~11fative traffic impa<;ts ;;it·thc;! intersection of Sixteent:b/1<ansas/Henry Adams 
would.be significant and unavoidable. 

7. Impact - C~ulative Traffic Impact at Intersection of DiVision/Rhode Island (Impact C-'IR-
70) 

a) 'Potentially Significant Impact 

The ElR. fui.ds !hat implementation of the Project, in combination with other foreseeable 
projects, would result in a significant cumulative traffic impact at the intersection of 
Division/Rhode Island under 2025 Cumulative conditions. 

b) Mitigation Measure M-C-1R-38 and Conclusion 

The Planning Commission finds the potentially significant impacts listed above would 
.be reduced to a less-than-sigrrlficant level by implementation of Mitigation Measure M­
C-TR-38, p. 210, which could require the intersection to be signalize<t but that 
im.ple~en.tation of Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-38 is uncertain and, therefore, the 
Projecf s contribution to this cumulative impact remains significant and unav()idable: 

M-C-TR-38: Signalization of the Intersection of Division/Rhode Island. To mitigate 
poor operating conditions at this.intersection, the intersection could be signalized. With 
signalization, the intersection would operate at LOS B during the 2025 Cumulative 
weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. Due to the proximity of this intei:section to the 
intersection of Eighth/ Townsend/Division/Henry Adams, improvements at 
Division/Rhode Island .must be cowdinated with any improvements implemented by 
Mission Bay. 
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If SFMfA determines that signalization is appropriate for the intersection of 
Division/Rhode Island, the project sponsor shall pay a fair .share contribution towards 
the costs of design and implementation of the signal. Based on the 2025 Cumulative 
conditions, the proposed-project-generated traffic represents 14 percent of the ·growth in 
weekday p.m. peak hour, traffic volumes (119 proposed project vehicles, and an increase. 
of 81:)3 weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles between existing and 2025 Cumulative 
conditions). The amount and schedule for payment shall be set 'forth in a Traffic 
Mitigation Agreement between the project sponsor .and SFMfA. 

Implementation of this Mitigation Agreement and the proposed project's conb;ibution to 
the fair share of the intersection improvementS would reduce the project's cumulative 
impact at fuis intersection to a less-than-significant level. However,. due to the 
uncertainty that SFMTA would recommend signalizing the Division/Rhode Island 
:inteISection, and that the details of the Mitigation Agreement are not available at this 
time, the proposed project's eurnulative traffic impact at the intersection of 
Division/Rhode Island would therefore, be considered significant and unavoidable. 

C. Air Quality 

1. I:rnpact- Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions (Impact AQ-4) 

a) Potentially Significant Impact 

The EIR. finds that operation of the Project would violate air ·quality standards.with 
respect to, or generate a cumulatively considerable increase in criteria air. pollutants. 

b) Conclusion 

As set forth in the Draft Em, p. 275, the project:' s "green" buildlng components ~d 
compli?Uce ;nth the Gty's regulations with respect to GHG emis~ons produced by the 
Project would reduce some sources of criteria air pollutants. However, given that the 
majority of emissions are associated with vehicle trips, such emissions would not be 
reduced.to below the BAAQ'MD thresholds ·of signific:an~ and no additional feasible 
:mitigation measures · have been identified to further reduce such emissions_. 
Accordingly, the Planriing Commission finds .that no feasible mitigation measures have 
been identified for operational criteria air pollutant emissions exceedances for the 
Project. As a reslllt, regional criteria air pollutant emis~ions would pe a significant and 
unavoidable impact under the Project 

2. Impact- Cumulati.ve Operational Criteria ·Ai;r Pollutant Emissions (Impact; C-AQ-5) 
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a}° Po~entially Significant Impact 

The BIR finds that operation of the Project would violate air quality standards, resulting 
in a cumulative impact with respect to criteria air pollutants. . 

b) Conclusion 

As set forth in Paragraph l(b) (Impact AQ-4) above, because· the mitigating features of 
"the Project would not reduce impacts of the Project to a less-than-significant level with 
certainty, !he Planning COmmission finds .. lhat no feasible mitigation measures have 
been identified for the Project's cumulative operational criteria ·air pollutant emissions 
exceedances. As a result, the Project's cumulative operational criteria air pollutant 
emissions impact~ would be significant and unavoidable. 

3. Impact- Construction Health Risk (Impact AQ-7) 

a) P otentiatly Significant Impact 
. . . . 

The EIR :finds that construction of the Project would expose sensiti. ve receptors ~o 
· substantial levels of PM2.5 and other TACs, including DPM, resulting.in increased 

health risk. 

· b) MitigatfonMeasureM-AQ7 and Conclusion. 

The Planning Commission finds the potentially significant impacts listed above would 
not be reduced to a less-than:-significant impact by implementation of Mitigation 
Measure M-AQ-7, pp. 277 - 278, which would require the project sponsor to include a 
requirement for certain BAAQMD-recommende~ measures in Project consfr.uction 
contract specifications, as fo]fows: 

M-AQ~7: Construction Health Risk-TACs, Including PM2.5 and DPM. To reduce lhe 
poten:tial health risk resulting from eiposure to .co~ction~reiated TAC exhaust 
emissions, including Dl'M, under the proposed projecr, the project spcnsor shall include 
a requj.rement for the following BAAQMD-recommended measures in project 
construction contract specifications: 

• Prohibit use of diesel generators when it is possible to plug into the electric grid. 
• Use of Tier 3 equipment for all equipment where tier 3 is_ available and best 

available control technology. 
• All on-road haul trucks uti.lized during construction would be model year 20Q7 

or later and equipped wilh diesel particulate filters or newer e11gines. 
• · All construction equipment, die~el trucks, and generators shall be equipped with 

Best Av~able Control Technology for emission reductions of N°?C and PM; and 
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• All contractors shall '!1Be equipment that meets ARB's most recent certification 
stap.dard for 9££-road heavy-duty diesel engines. 

the implern~tafion of Mitigation Measure M-AQ~7, as well as compliance. With San 
Francisco's Gean Construction Ordinance could potentially reduce the constrQ.cti,on 
health risk impacts. However, the effectiveness of these' mitigation measures in reducing 
health risks is unknoWn at this time. Since it ~annot be stated with certainty that cancer 

. risk, non-cancer, or PM2.5 concentrati~n5 would be reduced .to below the BAAQMD­
recomrri.ended significance thresholds, this impact is conservatively judged as significant 
and unavoidable for ihe proposed project. · · 

4. Impact- Operational Healih Risk (Impact AQ-8) 

a) Potentially Significant Impa<?= 

The EJR finds that <;>.~ration of the Projecf; w.ould expose serisitive 're~ptors to 
substantial levels of air pollutants from roadway mobile sourceS-and stationary sources, 
including PMi.s and other TA Cs associated with can.cer and non-cancer health ris],<s, 
whlch would exceed the BAAQMD project-level cap.cer risk threshold of significance of 
10 in one million. · 

b) Mitigation Measure M-AQ8 and Conclusion 

The Plannm:g Commission finds the potentially significant impacts listed above would 
not . be reduced to a less-than-stgriifjqnt impact by imple:i;nentation of Mitigation 
Measure M-AQ-8, p. 285, which would require the project sponsor to install a filtration 

. ~ystem as required by DPH, as follows: . · 

M-AQ-8: Operational Health Risk - TACS, Including PM2.5:. J;o minimize resideiits' 
exposure to TAC-related health risks whil~ indoors, fli.e pro~ect·sponsor-has indicated 
that the proposed project would install the filtration system as required by D PH with .a 
system whose air intake is located on the roof of the buildirigs and capable of re~o".ing 
BO percent of PM2.5. The intake for the filtered air handling systems for the two 
residential buildirigs at the One Heruy Adams site s)lall be located to mlnimize exposll!"e 
of residents to diesel particulate, TOG and PM2.5. Minimum: exposure will be 
accomplished by placing filters as" close as possible to the northeast comer of each 
structure at One Henry Adams (Rhode Jsl~d Street side, towards Division Street). 

At the One Henry Adams site, the intake for the filtered air ~dling system will be 
designed such that it is located as close as po~sible to the n~rlheast comers·ofbuildings 
(Rhode Island Street side, tQwards Division Str.eet). Based on the risk calculation results 
reflecting these locations fur air intake, the cumulative cancer risk in at this location 
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would range from 64/million to 77/million, which is 28-40 percent lower than the MEI 
risk of 1Q6/million. 

However, the mitigation measure would not improve outdoor air quality. The air 
filtration systems, together with strategic location of ~intakes, would reduce the cancer 
risk for exposure while indoors substantially. When incorporating the implementation 
of-air filtration sys:f;ems-at each site,: indoor risks at One Henry Adams would decrease to 
around 12.7-15.4/rnillion for cancer risk after Ilritigation. However, health risk impacts 
under either the proposed project, or either variant, ar_e conservatively judged to remain 
significant after mitigation. · 

5: Impact- Cumulative Health Risk (Impact C-AQ-9} 

a) Potentially Significant Impact 

The EIR. finds that opercition of" the Project would ex;pose sensitive receptors to 
substantial levels of air pollutants from ~oadway mobile sources aiid stationary sources, 
including PM2.5 and other TACs associated with cancer, and non-cancer health risks, 
which would exceed the BAAQMD eumulati"Y'e eancer risk threshold of sigrrifi~anc~ of 
100 in orie million. 

b) Mitigation Measure M-AQ8 and Conclusion 

The Planning Commission finds the potentially significant impacts listed above woul.d 
not be reduce~ to a.less-than-significant level by implementation of Mitigation Measure 
M-AQ-8 discussed above. · 

y. Why Recirculation is Not Re.quired 

Finding: For the reasons set forth below and elsewhere in the Administrative Record, none of 
the factors are present which would necessitate recirculation cif the Final EIR. under CEQA . 
Guideline·Section 15088.5 or the preparation of a subsequent or supplemental BIR under CEQA 
Guideline Section 15162. The Responses to Comments document thoroughly addressed. all 
public COinll1;ents that the Planning DeparbUent received on the Draft EIR.. In response to these 
comments, the Planning Deparhnent added new and clarifying text to the ElR. New text w:as 
also added to describe Variant 3 (the Proposed Project) and explain how the Draft EIR. · 
adequately analyzed the potential impacts of Variant. 3. 

The Responses tQ Comments document, which is incorporated herein by reference, analyzed all 
of these changes, and determined that these changes did not constitute new ~ormation of 
significarice that would alter any of the conclµsions of the EIR. 
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Based on the informa°'on set.forth above and other substantial_ evidence in light of the whole 
record on the Final EIR, the Commission detennfues that the Project is within the scope of 
project analyzed in the Final EIR; (2) approval of Project will not require important revisions to 
the Final EIR due to the involvement of new sigumcant environmental effects or a substantial 
increase ~ the severity of previously ~dentified significant effects; (3) no substantial changes 
have occurred with resp~ct u; the circumstances under ~ch f;he Project are undertaken which 
would require major revisions to the Final EIR due to i:he involvement of new significant 
environmental effect~, or a substantial fucrease in :the severity ·of effects identified in the Final 
EIR; and ( 4) no new information of substantial importance to the. Project has become available 
which would indicate (a) the Project or the approval actions will have significant effects not 
discussed in the Filiµ mR, (b) significant environmental effects will be substantially more 
severe; ( c) mitigation measures or alternatives found not feasiDle which would reduce one or 
more significant effects have become feasible; _or (d) mitigation.measures or alternatives which 
are cons~derably different from those in the Final EIR. would substantially reduce one or more 
significant effects on the environment. Consequently, there is no need t~ recirculate the Final 
EIR under CEQA Guideline 15088.-5 or the preparation of a subsequent or' supplemental BIR 
under CEQA {;;uidelin_e Section 15162. · . 

VI: Ev.aluation of Project Alternatives 

1bis Section describes .the alternativ~s analyzed in the Ell,{ and the reasons for rejecting the 
alternatives. Thls Section also outlines the proposed Project's {for purposes of this section, 
·"Project") purposes (the "Project objectives"), describes the components of the altema,tives, and 
explains t:!ie rationale for s~lecting or rejecting altffriatives. 

CEQA .mandates that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, which 
would "feasibly attain most of the basic ·Objectives of the project, but would avoid or 
substantially lesseri effects of _the project, and evaluate the comparativ~ merits of the project." 
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a)).· 

CEQA requires that every EIR evaluate a "No Project" alternative as pap: of the range of 
alte.matives analyzed in th~ EIR The 1 Henry.Adams Project EIR.'s No Project analysis· was 
prepared ill: accorCll:!llce with CEQA Guidelines Se0ions 15126.6(e)(3)(A) 'and (C). . 

Alternatives p~ovide a basis of comparison to the Project in terms of b~nefidal, sigriificant, and 
unavoidable"irnpacts. This comparative analysiS is used to consider r:easonable feasible ways to 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental consequences of the Project. 

A. Projec~ Objectives 

As stated on EIR. pp. ·9: 10, the Project objectives for the p,roposed Project are as follows: . . 
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• Construct a high quality, mixed-use residential and retail projecF to meet the demands of 
the exp~ding San Francisco economy and groWth in the project area. 

• Provide a mix of residential use with ground-floor retail businesses that would enliven 
the streets and coni!ibute to ·a safe, active, and vibrant Showplace SqtIB;I'e neighborhood_ 

• Maximize the site's potential to produce high-density residential housing to help 
alleviate the housing shortage in the Gty, create open space, pedest:tjan, and circulation 
improvements in the neighborhood, and increase the affordable housing supply in 
accord.ante with Gty requirements. 
I 

. . -Provide, through a land dedication, an opportunity for the Mayor's Office of Housing to 
construct an affordable housing project on t;he 801 Branna}:l site. · 

.· .· . . . : ~ r ... 

• . Provide a reaspnable amount of parking to meet the anticipated needs of new residents 
and refl!-il bµsinesses, while replacing the a.mocint of parking necessary to meet existing · 

. contractual obligation5 ser$g neighb~ring businesses. 

• Dev~Iop a project that is consistent with and ~ances the existing scale 'and urban 
design character of the area. 

• Construct a ~gh-quality development project that is able to attract invesbnent capital 
and construction financing and produces a reas0nable return oninveshnent. 

B. Reasons for Selection of the Project 

The EIR analyzes the following alternatives: 

.. 

· • No Pi:oject Alternative (Alternative A);. 
• Reduced Project Alternative (Alternative B); and 
• Mixed Residentiai and PDR (Altei;native q. 

These alternatives are discussed in greater detail in Qlapter VlI of the EIR: Alternatives. to the 
Proposed Project· 

C. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection 

. The Planning Commission hereby approv.es V arianl: 3 as the preferred project and rejects the 
alternatives set forth in the FEIR and listed below because the Planning Commission finds that 
there is substantial evidenee, including evidence of economic, legal, social, teclmological, and 

· other considerations described in this Section in. addition to those described in Section VII 
below under CEQA Guidelines 15091(a)(3), that make such alternatives infeasible_. 
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i No Project Altemat~ve (A!-temative A) 

The No Project Alternative, wi~ respect to the One Henry Adams Street Project, would involve 
no devel<?pment at the One Henry Adams Project Site. The existing surface parking areas and 
the three buildings with a total of approximarely 1~1000 square feet of industrial space, 14, 600 
square feet of showroom space, and 1,615 square feet of office space would remain intact. 
Accordingly, the No Project Alternative would fail to create a mixed-us~ apartment community 
that would not only contribute to the Gty's.housing supply but also respect the neighborhood 
ru;td context iii. which it is being built · . 

· The No Project Alternative would not be desirable nor meet the Project objectives for the . 
following reasoru;. 

Under the No Project Alternaf;ive ho~ing units (including a range of .unit types) and 
.neighborhocid-seivmg retail uses would not be developed. Accordingly, the City's supply cif . 
housing would not be enhmced and the capacity of the Plan Area to accdmmodate ~hire 
opportunities for reside~t employment .would rrot be increased. Jn.order to m~et the City s 
demahd for housing supply, deyelopII).ent would thus have to be directed to sites in other parts 
of the City less suited to accommodate such development. Thus, the ~o Project Alte!Ilative · 
would liinit the housing and economic growth of f:he City more than the Project and preclude a 
development that would provide substantial net benefits and minimize undesirable 
cons~quences to the City and its residents. . . . 

Goals for ~nhancing the urban form, visilal character and recreation and ope'n spaces would not 
be ;met as the publicly accessible open spaces and landscaping features proposed as part of the 
Proje.ct would not be constructed tinder the No Project Alternative. The Project would provide 
ample open space including publicly accessible open r?pace, in the form of a landscaped mid­
block passage and the Henry Adams Setback, and common useable open space, in the form of 
two podium level cotirtyards and a rooftop terrace. These open spaces would be landscaped 
and would include a variety of amenities including palm trees, bike racks, cafe tables with 
seating, lounge chairs and kitchen garden areas.· The No PrOject Alternative would include 
none of these ~atures and amerp_ties that would provide a ~enefit to the surrounding 
.community. · 

The No Project Alternative w~ld fail to advance most 0£ the objectives, goals and policies of 
the General Plan and the Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan as it would no~ develop a mixed­
use project with a mix of uses and serviees serving local needs. Additionally, the No Project 

· Alternative would not dedicate a portion of the 801 Brannan Street site to the City for the future 
development by MOH of up t~ 150 affordable housing UIJits. Thus, the No Project Alternative 
woulq !lot contribute to the City's affordable housing supply. 
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The No Project.Alternative would also fail to meet any of the Project Sponsor's objectives. It 
would not create a high qualify, n:rixed-use residential and retail project or. provide a project 
that is consistent with and enhances the existing scale and urban design character of the area. It 
would also fail to construct a high-quality development project that would enliven the streets 
and contribute to a safe, active and viqrant Showplace Square neighborhood. 

For the reasons listed above and·in Section VII, Statementof Overriding Consideratio~s, the · 
Planning Commission hereby rejects the No Project Alternative. 

2. Reduced Project Alternative (Alternative B) 

Under the Reduced Project Alternative~ the Project would be-reduced in height from 68 feet to 
40 feet. As a result, approximately 100 fewer dwelling units would be provided, for a total of 
139 dwelling units. This would amount to ·a: :-12% reauction in the total uruts as compared to the · 
Project. AdditionaIJ.y, under this alternative, there would be no land dedlcation to the City for 
the future construction of up to 150 affordable housing units by MOH; rather, a fewer number 

. of on-site aff~rdable units would be developed at the sen Brannan site. Accordingly, in 
comparison to the 205 affordable housing units proposed with the Project and the 801 Brannan. 
project, this alternative would include a total of only 60 affordable housing units. 

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, all of the off-street parking spaces would be provided in 
base~ent level parking garages. Consequently, this alter_nati"ve would require excavation of 
16,300 cubic yards of soil as cpmpared to excavation of 3,823 cubic yards for the Project. 

"The Reduced Project Alternative would not be desirable nor meet the Project objectives for the 
following reasons: 

Although the Reduced Project Alternative would still include the same use types a~ the Project, 
it would include a substantial reduction lit the total number· of residential units at the Project 
Site, and 145 fewer affordable housing units than the Project and the 801 Brarman project. This 
would diminish San Francisco's ability to accommodate projei::ted housin!? demand in existing 
urban areas adequately served by public transit and to provide for opportunities for new 
.housing development, particularly :Ufordable housing. As a result, the goals, policies and 
objectiyes of the General Plan and the Area Plan with respect to_ Housing and Transportation, 
would ·be· met to a iesser degree than under fue Project and development would have to be 
directed to. additional less desirable sites, such as greenfield sites, to meet this demand. This 
would in tum increase traffic and related transportation impacts. 

Because the Reduced Project Alternative would have fewer residential units than the Project, it 
would have incrementally less intensive ·environmental effects when compared to the Project 
Nonetheless, simil,ar to the Project, the Reduced Project Alternative would have a cumulatively 
considerable contributio~ to the EN project's significant and unavoidable cumul~tive PDR land 

· supply impact. Additionally, due to the amount of excavation ~equired, this altemative would 
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have gr~ater impacts on archeology and hUQIBllremains, geology and soils, hydrology and 
water quality, and hazards and hazardous materials than the Project. Also, like the Project, 
other impacts related to l~d use, aestlietia;, cultural and paleontological resources, 

· transportation, air qu.ality and greenhouse gas emissions woU:Id be less than significant Un.der 
fh£: Reduced Project Alternative, with mitigation where applicable as identified in the Draft E_JR. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would thus b~ less consistent than the Project with many of the 
objectives and goals of the General Plan and Area Plan. · · 

The Reduced Project Altemative would meet the Project Sponsor's objectives to a lesser degree 
than the· Project. Although the Reduced Project Alternative woulc1 still include construction of a· · 
mixed-use residential project with asso~ated· parking, it would not meet-the project obje~tive to 
maximize the Project Site's potential to provide high-density :infill housing in Showplace 
Square. AdditionaiJ.y, the Reduced ·Project Alternative would.meet to a lesser degree th~ th~. 
Project, th~ Project Sponsor's objective to increase the Gty' s affordable housing supply. The 
Reduced Project Alternative is also less likely to attract investrnerit capital and construction 
~cing and pn;iduce a reasonable return on. investment. 

For the reasons listed above and in Section VII, Statement of Overriding Consideratio;ns, the 
Planning Commission heri:;by rejects the.Reduced Project Alternative. 

. . 
3. Mixed Residential and POR Alternative (Alternative C) 

The Mixed Residential and POR Altemativ:e would not include any residential dwellirig unifs at 
· ·the Project Site. ~ther, under this alternative, two 55-foqt-tall, four-story (as c?mpared to 68-
. foot-tall and six story under the Project) retail/showroom buildings with a mid-block 
passageway would be constructed at the Project Site. Th~e buildings would include a total of 
216,000 square (eet of FDR/Showroom space and although SO:f!:le street-facing retail would be 
included, along Alameda and Division Streets C?-ppro~tely 1,000 square feet) the ground 
floor of these build.i,ngs.would be mostly PDR/S~owroom space. 

Under the Mixed Residential ail.d PDR Alternative, th.ere would be no land ~edication to fulfill 
the Project's Inclusi.onary Affordable Housing requirement and in comparison to the Project's 
205 affordable ho~sing units, this alternative would not include any affordable housing units · 
since it would be 'developed almost exclusively with PDR uses. 1his alternative would also 
involve approximately 24,400 cubic yards (as compared.to 3,823 cubic yards for the Project) of 
excavation at the Project site to accommi>date a basement-level parking garage that would 

· :i.nclude 150 parking spaces .. 

. . ' 
The Mixed Residential and PDR Alternative would not be desirable nor meet the Project 
obje~tives f~r the following reas.ons. 
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Because the Mixed Residential and PDRAlternative would not include any new residential 
units at the Project Site, it would eliminate fue Project"s contribution to the City's supply of 
housing. including affordable housing, and would diririnish San Francisco's ability to 
accommodate projected housing demand to existing 1.1rban areas adequately served by public 
transit. As a result, the goals, policies and objectives of the G.eneral Plan wiih respect to . 
Housing and Transportation, would be met to a lesser degree than under .the Project and 
development ofresideritial units would have to be directed to additional-less desirable sites/ -
such as greenfield sites, to meet this demand. This would in tum increase traffic and related 
transporl~.tion impacts. 

Additionally, because ihe Ivfixed Resid.ential and_PDR Alternative would not include any 
residential space and would include an approximately 12,106 sq. ft reduction ill ground floor 

. retail space as compared to the Project, this alternative would not meet various land use goals of 
the Area Plan. These goals include strengihening and expanding the Area Plan area as a 
residential, mixed-use neighborhood, allowing mixed income residential development, 
mcluding affordable housing and encouraging retail uses on the ground floor. 

Because the Mixed Residential and PDRAlternati.ve would not include ihe construction of any 
residential units, it would have less intensive environmental effects relating to land use, traffic 
and air quality when compared to the Project However, like the Project, the Mixed Residential 
and PDR Alternative would have significant cultural resources impacts, significant noise 
impacts and significant hazards and hazardous materials impacts. AB with tbe Project, these 
impacts would be less fhan significant with mitigation. In addition, due to the greater amount 
of excavation involved to accommodate the qasement level parking garage, impai;:ts on geology 
and soils, hydrology and water quality, and hazards and hazardous ~aterials would be greater 
under the Jv.lixed Resideµtial and PDR Alternative than under the Projed Also, like ihe Project, 
other impacts related to land use, aesthetics, cultural and paleontological resources, 
transportation, air quality and greenhouse gas emissions would be less fuan significant under 
the Reduced Project Alternative, wifh mitigation where applicable as identified in.the Draft EIR. 

The Mixed Residential and PDR Altell!-ative would also meet fhe Project Sponsor's objectives to 
a lesser degree than the Project. Because this Bltemative would not include any residential units 
and.would include .only 1,000 sq. ft. of ground floor retail uses, it would fail to construct a high 
quality, mixed-use residential and retail project. Also, the Mixed Residential and PDR 
Alternative would not maximize the Project Site's potential to produce high-density residential 
housing to help alleviate the housing shortage in the City nor provide a mix of residential uses 
wifh ground-floor retail businesses to enliven the streets and contribute to a safe, active and 
vibrant Showplace Square neighborhood. The Mixed Residential and PDR Alternative is also 
less likely to attract ill vestment capital and construction financing and produce a reasonable 
return on investment. 

Case No. 2000.61 BE 31 One Heniy Adam.s Street Project 

288 



" 

For the reasons listed above and in Section Vil, Statement of Overriding Considerations, the 
Planning Commission hereby rejects the Mixed Residential and PDRAitemative. 

VII. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

. . 
Notwithstanding the significant effects noted above, pursuant to CEQA Section 2108l(b) and 
fhe C'.EQA Guidelines Section 15093, fhe Planning Commission finds, after considering fhe EIR 
and based on substantial evidence in fue administrative record as a whole and as set forth 
herein, that specific overriding economic, legal, social, and oilier considerations outweigh fue 
ide~tified significant effects on fhe environment. Moreover, in addition to fhe specific reasons 
discussed in Section VI above, the Planning cOmmission finds that the alternatives rejected 
above are also rejected for fhe following specific economic, social, or other considerations 

. resultiQg from Project approval and impleip.entation: 

A. The Project Site is currently underutilized and contains a vacant one-story building, a 
two-story reinforceq concrete building wifh simple utilitarian design, little fa\ade articulation 
and no design features, a smface parking lot, and the one-story One Henry Adams building, 
also known as the Garden Court building. The Project will redevelop this underutilized site 
with an infill mixed-use residential project that includes a mix of land uses that would respect 
fue surrounding Showplace Square neigbbo:rl:tood and bring activity to that neighborhood. This 
would in ~n contribute to the economic, social and aesthetic qualities of the neighborhood. 

B. The Project will add housing opportunities within fhe Showplace Square/Potrero Hill 
neighborhood at a density that is 'suitable for a intens.ely-devdoped urban context served by 

- ample public transit and retail services. By targeting infill residential development at the 
Project Site, residents of the Project :will be able to walk, bicycle, or take transit to commute, 
shop and meet oilier needs wil:h less reliance on private automobiles. The Project's infill 
location and close proximity to public transit will also help reduce regional urban sprawl and its 
substantial negative regional environmental, economic, and healtltimpacts, including air and 
water poll1;J-tiOn, greenhouse gas emissions, congestion, and loss of open space and habitat 

C. The Project's proposed grolind floor retail uses will help activate fue streetscape and 
create visual interest for pedestrians. The Project will also create an attractive and pedestrian­
oriented neighborhood scale of development through incorporation of superior design and 
superior development and architectural standards. 

D. The Project's retail/commercial and residential uses will be typical of the surrounding 
context and will not introduce operational noises or odors that are detrimental, excessive or 
atypic;al for fu.e area. While some temporary increase in noise can be eXpected during 
construction, thiS noise is limited in duration and will be regulated by the San Francisco Noise 
Ordinance which prohibits excessive noise levels from construction activity and limits the 
permitted hours of work, 
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E. The Project will include ample amounts of private and publicly accessible open space 
including a mid-block passage between the two buildings, the Henry Adams Setback, two 
podium level courtyards and a rooftop terrace. These open spaces will exc~d required open 
space by about 12,850 sq. ft. and will contain a variety of amenities including l~dscaping, trees, 
tables and seating, planters, bike racks, and kitchen areas. 

F. The Project will introduce architecturally superior buildings and landscaping to the 
Eastem Neighborhoods area ;;ind Showplace Square neighborhood. The proposi:;d buildings 
would be constructed in a style intended to embrace the existing aesthetic of the surrounding 
buildings and be compatible with the adjacent historic structures. Additionally, these buildings 
would be finished with a variety of exterior materials that would divide the facades boj:h 
vertically and horizontally into smaller visual elements and will also include green design 
features. Landscaping would also be planted and maintained in the mid-block passageway, 
within the podium level courtyards and the rooftop terrace and the buildings would be 
designed to meet the Planning.Department's Bird-Safe Building design guidelines. 

G. By dedicating land at the 801 Brannan site to MOH for construction oI approximately 
150 affordable dwelling units, the Project will contribute to the supply of market-rate and 
affordable housing units as well as neighborhood serving retail uses within San Francisco thus 
promoting many objective!! and policies of the General Plan, incluilip.g: promoting mixed use 
development, developing new housing, particularly affordable housing, providing a range of 
unit types, promoting the construction of well-designed housing and strengthening viable 
neighborhood commercial areas easily accessible to city residents. 

H. The Projei;t will substantially improve- the Rhode Island, Division, Alameda and Henry 
Adams Streets frontages by creating an active street frontage and residential/retail/commercial 
services to serve the community and implementing sidewalk improvements consistent with the 
Better Streets Plan. Additionally, the Project will include active uses along the mid-block 
passageway including retail/commercial uses in the center and toward the west .and a 
residential lobby towards the east .. The Project will contribute t0 the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Infrastructure Impact .Fund to support the development of public infrastructure improvements 
in the area. 

1 The Project conforms to the neighborhood character. The existing development in the 
area surrounding the Project Site is varied in scale and intensity and includes the 65-foot-tall, 
four-story San Francisco D~ign Center Showplace Square Building at Two Henry Adams 
Street, directly across the street to the west of the Project site, and the 65-foot-tall, four-story 
Galleria building at 101 Henry Adams Street, directly across the street to the south of the Project 
Site. At 68 feet in height, the Project will thus be consistent with the surrounding 
neighborhood. 
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J. The Project will provide parking to serve the various uses-proposed for the Project Site. 
A total of 164 parking spaces are proposed and will be provided within the at-grade parking 
garage. The Project will also provide approximately 240 secure bicycle spaces on-site. These 
240 spaces are well above the Planning Code Requirement of 73 such spaces applicable to the 
Project. The Project will also provide two car share parking spaces in the. at-grade garage in a · 
location convenient to both residents and other neighbors. 

L. The land use goals f9r the Area Plan include strengthening and expanding Showplace 
Square as a residential, mixed-use neighborhood. The overarching goal of the Draft Plan is to 
maintain the mixed-use character of the Draft Plan area ·and preserve existing housing while 
promoting new residential (including affordable hQusing) and resident-serving uses. The 
Project's 239 dwenrr;gunits and approximately 13,106 square feet of neighborhood serving 
retail uses will help advance these goals of the Area Plan. 

Having considered these benefits of the proposed Project, including the benefits and 
considerations discussed above, the Planning Commission finds that the Project's benefits 

. . . 
outweigh its unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and that the adverse environmental 
effects are therefore mnsidered acceptable. The Planning .Commission further finds that each of 
the Project benefits di_scussed above is a separate and independent basis for 8:1ese findings. 

Vlll. INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE 

The Final Efil is hereby incorporated into these Findings in ~ts entirety. Without limitation, this 
incorporation is intended to elaborate on the scope and nature of the ~tigation measures, the 
basis for determining the significance of impacts, the comparative analysis of alternatives, and 
the reasons for approving the Project in spite of the potential for associated significant and 
unavoidable adver~ environmental effects. . 
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EXHIBIT 2B: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM- ONE HENRY ADP.MS SITE 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Responsibility 
for 

Jmpl~enfal:ion 

MITIGATION MEASURES AGREED TO BY PROJECT SPONSOR 

From the Environmental Impact Report: 

CULTURAL AND P ALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Mitigation Measnre M-CP-2b: Accidental Discovery at the One Henry Adams Site 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect 
from'the proposed project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical 
resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c) at the One Henry Adams 
site. The project sponsor shall distribute the Planning Department archeological 
resource M ALERT" sheet to the project prime contractm:; to any project subcontractor 
(jnduding demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc.. fu:ros);or 
utilities furn involved in soils disturbing activities within the project site. Prior to any 
soils disturbing activities being undertiken each contractor is responsible for ensuring 
that the M ALER:I" sheet is circulated to all field personnel including, machine 
operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The project sponsor 
shall provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a sigoed affidavit from 
the resp=ole parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the 
ERO oonfirmlng that all field personnel have received oopiss of the Alert Sheet 

Project sponsor · Prior to any 
and construction soils-disturbing 
contractor(s) activily. 

Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils­
disturbing activity of the project at the One Henry Adams site, the project Head 
Foreman and/or project sponsor shall Dnil1ediately notify the ERO and shall 
imniediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery 
until the ERO has deternrlned what additional measures should be undertaken. 

Head Foreman 
and project 
sponsor 

During any 
soils-disturbing 
activity. 

If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within 1he One Project sponsor Before 
Henry Adams site, the project sponsor shall retain 1he services of an archeological and resumptioo of 
consultant from the pool of qualified archealogical consultants maintained by the archeological any s~ 
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Mitigation Action 

Distribution of 
"ALERT' sheet 
among 
contractors and 
crew; project 
sponsor to 
provide ERO 
with a sigoed 

0

affidavit 

Notification of 
ERO if any 
archeological 
Iesources 
encountered. 

Monitoring I 
Reporting 

Responsibility 

The ERO. 

The ERO. 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Prior to any 
soils-disturbing 
activity. 

Considered 
complete upon 
ERO approval of 
affidavit 

During any 
soils-disturbing 
activity. · 
Considered 
complete upon 
notificalionof 
ERO. 

Archeological The ERO. Prior to 
consultant shall resumption of 
advise the ERO soils-disturbing 
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MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adapted Mitigation Measures 

Planning Department archeologist. 

The archeologkal consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovexy is an 
archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and Is of potential 
scienlific/historlcal/cultural slgnificance. Jf an archeological resource:is present, the 
archeological cansultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological resource. The 
archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is 
warranted. Based on this .information, the ERO may require, ;f warranted, specific 
additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor. 

Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resow:ce; an· 
archeological monitoring program; or an archeological testing program.Han 
archeological monitoring program or arch.eological testing program is requ!Ied, it shall 
be consistent with the Environmental Planning (EP) division guidelines tor such 
programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor immediately implement 
a site secorlty program ff the archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, Ioo6ng, 
or other damaging actions. · 

The project archeological cansultant shall submit a FmalArcheological Resources 
Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered 
archeologieal resource.and describing the archeological and hiStorical research 
methods employed in the archeological monitoring/data recovery prcgram(s} 
undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be 
provided in a separate removable fusert within the final report. 

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval Once 
apprqved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: Cal;fomia 
Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one 
(l} copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR lo the NWIC. 
The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive three 
copies of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordationforms (CADPR 
523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic 
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high publicintaest 
or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content.. format and 
dislnlmtion than thatpresented above. 

Responsibility 
fo• 

Implementation 

consultant 

Project sponsor 
and · 

archeological 
consultant 

Project sponsor 
and 
archeological 
consultant 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

disturbing 
activity (if 
suspendeq) 

Following 
completion of 
any required 
a.rchaeological 
field program 

Following 
completion of 

FARR. 
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andEROmay 
requ!Ie 
additional 
measures. 

Archeological 
consultant 
submits draft 
FARR to ERO 
for approval 

Distribute 
FARR.. Submittal 
to ERO of 
affidavit of 
FARR 
distribution. 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 

Responsibility 

The ERO. 

The ERO. 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

activity. 
Consldered 
complete upon 
ERO approval of 
archeological 
consultant's 
recommenda­
tions. 

Prior to issuance 
of final 
certificate of 
occupanc.y. 
Considered 
complete upon 
ERO approval of 
draft FARR 

Prior to 
resumption of 
soils-disturbing 
activities. 
Considered 
complete upon 
Planning 
Department 
receipt of 
affidavit. 
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Adopted Mitigation M~ 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-5: Off-Site Resources -New Building Design 

A detailed building envelope design shall be submitted for further review by 
Deparbnent preservation planning staff prior to issuance of any building permit OI 

sclteduling of any hearing regarding project entitlements. The proposed design will be 
reviewed for conformance with the Planning Department Industrial Design 
Guidelines (Industrial Guidelines) and the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the 
TrWm<nt of Historic Properms with Guidelines for Preseroing, Rehabilitating, Resroring, 
and Reconstructing Historic Buildings (Secretary of the Interlor:'s Standards) for 
compalIDility w.ith the character and context of sunounding hlstoric, foxmer industrial 
buildings. Without imitating the features of the historic buildings (or contemporary 
buildings in tha area), the design should: 

use sllnilar OI complementary materials, 
repeat and/or respect the heights of floors and xhythms and depths Of bays, 
use compallole window/door types and sizes/shapes of openings, 
use compallole roof shapes, 
respect relationship of solids to voids and planar quality of massing at streel'­

facing fa>"des, and 
reference character-defining features of the sw:zounding historical resources. 

Cliaracter-defining features of the surrounding historical :resources include: 

heavy limber or steel-framing, exteriot brick construction-typically American 
commoo bond, or reinforced concrete construcfioo 
granite or molded brick water tables 
heights ranging from one to seven stories 
grid-like arrangement of punched window openings with either flat lintels or 
segmental arched headers 
a classic tripartite fa>"de arrangement consisting of base, shaft, and capital 
flat or gable roofs 
wood double-hung or steel casement windows 
corbelled brick or concrete or terracotta ornament - including door and window 
surrounds, strlngcourses, quoins, window arches, friezes, and cornices. 

With application of the mifigatioo measure, it does not appear that design of proposed 
new construction would result in material alteration of the adjacent historical 
resources in manner that would constitute a substantial adverse change to a historical 

Responsibility 
fat 

hnplementation 

Project sponsor 
and l'lanning 
Deparbnent 
preservation 
staff. 

Mifi \.on sch!;c 

PrlO'tto~ce 

of a building 
permit or 
hearing 
regarding 
project 
entitlements. 
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Mitigation Adi.on 

Plannlng 
Deparbnent 
Preservation 
Planning staff to 
review dllfailed 
building 
envelope design 
as part of the 
review for 
project 
entitlements and 
ensure that final 
building design 
would be 
compatible in 
the context of 
the surrounding 
historic;. former 
industrial 
buildings. 

Monitoxrog I 
Reporting 

Respons>oility 

Planning. 
Department 
Preservation 
staff. 

Monitoring 
Schedttle 

Considered 
complete upon 
Plarming 
Department 
Preservation 
Planning staff 
confirmation of 
conformance 
with Industrial 
Guidelines and 
the Secretary of 
Interior:'s 
Standards. 
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Adopted Mitigation Measw:es 

resoun:e or its ililmediate surroundings. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation 
Measure M-CP-5 would reduce potential off-site historical resource impacts to a less­
than-significantlevel. 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Responsibility 
for 

Jmplemenfafion 

Mitigation Measure M-C-T&-38: Signalization of the Intersection of Division/Rhode Island 

To mitigate poor operating conditions at this intersection, the intersection could be 
signalized. With signalization, the intersection would operate at LOS B during the 
2025 Cwnulative weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. Due to the proximity of this 
intersection to the intersection of Eighth/fow:n.end/Division/Hemy Adams, 
improvements at Division/Rhode Island must be coordinated with any improvements 
implemented by Mission Bay. 

If SFMTA determines that signalization is appropriate for the intersection of 
Division/Rhode Island, !he project sponsor shall pay a fair share contribution towards 
the costs of design and implementation of the signal Based on the 2025 Cumulative 
conditions, the proposed projecti:enerated traffic represenls 14 percent of the groWth 
in weekday p.m. peak hour traffic volumes (119 proposed project vehicles, and an 
increase of 853 weekday p.m. peak how: vehicles between existing and 2025 
Cumulative conditions). The amount and schedule for payment shall be set forth in a 
Traffic Mitigation Agreement between the project sponsor and SFMTA. 

Implementation of this Mitigation Measure and the proposed project's contribution to 
the fair share of the intersection improvements would reduce the. projeds cumulative 
impact at this intersection to a less-than-significant level. However, due to the 
uncertainty that SFMTA would recommend signalizing the Division/Rhode Island 
intersection, the proposed project's cumulative traffic impact at the intersection of 

Division/Rhode Island' would therefore, be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Project sponsor 
andSFMTA. 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Ongoing. 
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Mitigation Adi.on 

Monitoring I 
Reporting: 

Responsibility 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

If SFMTA SFMTA.. Considered 
complete when 
the Traffic 
Mitigation 
Agreeni.ent is 
implemented; 
otherwise, 
ongoing for the 
life of the 
project. 

determines that 
the noted 
intersection 
should be 
signalized, 
project sponsor 
to pay a fair 
share 
contn"bution 
towards the 
cosls of design 
and 
implementation 
of the signal 
The amount and 
schedule for 
payment would 
be set forth in a 
Traffic 

Mitigation 
Agreement 
between the 
project sponsor 
andSFMTA.. 
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Adopred Mitigation Measu:res 

NOISE 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-1 (EN-F-2): Construction Noise Reduction 

TIUs Mitigation Measure originated during the EastemNeighborhoods (EN) EIR 
process, identified as EN Mitigation Measure ~-2. 

The project sponsors shall develop a set of site-specific construction noise attenuation 
measures under the supervision of a qualified acoustical oonsultant. l:"rlor to 
commencing construction; a plan for such mea5ures shall be submitted to the 
Department of Building Inspection to ensure that maximum feasible noise attenuation 
will be achieved. These attenuation measures shall include as many of thefullowing 
control strategies as feasi'ble: 

• Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around a construction site, particularly 
. where a site adjoins noise-sensitive usesi 
• Utilize noise control blankets on a building structute as the building is erecred to 

reduce noise emission.from the sitei 
• EvaJuate· the feasi'bility of noise control at the receivers by temporarily improving 

the noise reduction capability of adjacent buildings housing sensitive uses; 
• Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking noise 

measurements; and · 
• Post signs on-site pertaining to pennitted construction days and hOUIS and 

complaint procedures. 

AIRQUA.UTY 

Respon<ibility 
for 

Implementation 

Project sponsor 
and qualified 
acoustical 
consultant. 

Mitigation Measm:e M-AQ-7: Construction Health Risk- TACs, Including PM"" and DPM 

To reduce the potential health risk resulting from exposure to construction-related 
TAC exhaust emissions, including DPM, under the proposed projector Variant 1, 2, or 
3, the project sponsor shall lltclude a requirement for the following BAAQMD­
recommended measures in project construction contract specifications: 

• Prohibit use of diesel generators when it is posSJble to plug into the electric grid. 

Project sponsor 
and construction 
contractor(s). 

MltiSatlon 
Schedule 

Prior to 
commencing 
construction. 

Throughout 
excav~tion and 
all construction 
activities. 
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Miligatfon Action 

Project sponsor I 
consultant to 
submit site­
specific 
construction · 
noise 
attenuation 
measure report 
tothe 
Department of 
Building 
Inspection for 
review and 
approval. 
Project sponsor/ 
contractor(s) to 
report 
compliance to 
ERO. 

Project sponsor I 
contractor(s) to 
report 
compliance with 
specified 
measu:res to the 

Monitorlng/ 
Reporting: 

Responsibility 

Department of 
Building 
Inspection and 
the ERO. 

Planning 
Department. 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete at 
completion of 
buikling 
construction. 

Considered 
complete at 
completion of 
building 
construction. 
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Adopted Mitigation Measures 

·. ~ Use of Tier3 equipment for all equipment (where 1ier3 is available) and best 
available control technology. · 

• All on-road haul trucks utilized during construction would be model year 2007 or 
later and equipped with diesel particulate filters or newer engines. 

• All coristruction equipment diesel trucks, and generators sh.Ube equipped with 
Best Available Control Technology for emission reductions of NOx and PM; and 

• All contractors shall use equipment that meeis ARB's most recent certification 
standard for off-road heavy-duty diesel engines. 

'!he implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-7 cculd potenti.Uy reduce the 

construction health risk impacts. However, th~ effectiveness of these mitigation 
measures in reducing health risks is unknown at this time. Since it cannot be stated 
witli certainty that cancer risk. non-cancer, or PM.. concentrations would be reduced 
to below the BAAQMD-recommended significance thresholds, this impact is 
conservatively judged as significant and unavoidable for the proposed project, or 
Variantl,2, or3. 

Responsibility 
for 

Implementation 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-8: (Operational Health Risk-TACs, Inclnding PM>s) 

To minimize residents' exposure to TAC-related health risks while indoors, the project 
sponsor has indicated that the proposed project, or Variant 1, 2, or 3, would install the 
filtration system as required by DPHwith a system whose air intake is located an the 
roof of the buildings and capable ofremoving BO percent of PMu. The intake for the 
filtered air handling systems for the two buildings at the One Henry Adams site shall 
be located to minimize exposure of residents to diesel particulate, TOG and PM2S. 
Mmimum exposure will be accomplished by placing filters as close as possi"ble to the 
northeast comer of each structure at One Henry Adams (Rhode Island Street side, 
towards Division Street). 

At the One Henry Adams site, the intake £or the filtered air handling system will be · 
designed such that it is located as close as p0SS1"ble to the 'i'Ortheast comers of 
buildings (Rhode Island Street side, towards Division Street). Based on the risk 
calculatioo res1).lts reflecting these locatioris for air intake. the cumulative cancer risk in 
at this location would range from 64/roillion to 77 /million, which is 28-40 percent 
lower than the MEI risk of 106/million. 

Project sponsor I 
construction 
contractor(s). 

Wtigation 
Schedule 

During project 
construction.. 
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Plamring 
Department 

Project sponsor 
to install 
Department of 
Public Health­
requiced air 
filtration system 
With air intakes 
as described in 
the Air Quality 
Technical Report 
prepared for this 
project Project 
sponsor/ 
construction 
contractor(s) to 
report 
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Moniloring I 
Repoiting 

R.espo:nsihility 

Planning 
Department 

Monitoring 
· Sched.ul~ 

Considered 
complete at 
completion of 
building 
construction. 
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Respol16ibilliy 
for Mi6.gation. 

Adopted Mitigation Measures I:mplemcntUfon Schedule 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1 (EN-K-1): Other Haza:r~ous Building Materials 

This Mitigation Measure originated during the Eastem Neighborhoods EIR process, Project sponsor. Prlorto 
identified as MitigationMeasureK-1. demolition and 

The project sponsor would ensure that building surveys for PCB- and mercury- construction 

contaming equipment (including eleV'ator equipment), hydraulic oils, and fluorescent activities. 

lights are pe.tfonned prior to the start of renovation under either the propased 
projector its variants. Any hazardous materials so discovered would be abated 
according to federal, State, and local laws and regulations. The implementation of this 
mitigation measure would reduce the potential linpact to a Jess-than-significant level. 

From the Initial Study: 

NOISE 

Mitigation Measure 1 CEN-F-1): Noise (Pile Driving) 

Mitigation Measure l identified by the Initial Study has been replaced by the Eastern Project sponsor Prior to and 

Neighborhood ElR Mitigation Measure EN-F-1, below, which is different frorn, but and conslnlction during. 

similar to, Mitigation Measure 1 identified by the Initial Study. contractor(s). construction 

The project sponsor shall ensure that piles be pre-drilled wherever feasiole to reduce activities. 
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MitigationAdion 

compliance to 
the l'larntlng 
Department. 

Project sponsor 
and contractors 

to comply with 
local, state and 
federal 
regulations with 
respect to 
handling of 
hazardous 
materials and to 
conduct 
building 
materials 
surveys and 
monitor 
abatement 
compliance. 

Project sponsor I 
contractor(s) to 
consult with the 
Director of 
Public Works to 

Monitoring I Monitoring 
Repoxfuig Schedule 

Responst"bility 

Planning Considered 
Department to complete upon 
review building receipt by the 
materials Planning 
surveys and to Department of 
monitor final aba ternent 
abatement compliance 
compliance. report. 

The ERO. Considered 
complete at 
completion of 
building 

CASE NO. 2000.618E 
JANUARY 24, 2013 

- - ·-. ----·----------------------·---·~-----

298 



MONITORING AND REPORTING l'ROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

construction-xelated noise and vibration. No impact pile drlvexs shall be used unless 
absolutely necessary. Contractors would be required to use pile-driving equipment 
with state-of-the-art noise shielcling and muffling devices. To reduce noise and 
vibration impacts., sonic or w"bratory sheetpile drivers., rather than imp a cl drivexs1 

shall b~ used wherever sheetpiles are needed. Individual project sponsors shall also 
require that contractors schedule pile-driving activity for times of the day that would 
mWmize disturbance to neighbors. 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Mitigation Measure S(a): Hazaxds (Contaminated Soil) 

Step 1: Preparation ofSiteMitigationPlmr: 

The project sponsor shall prepare a Site Mitigation Plan (SMP) for the project site. The 
SMP for the pxoject site shall mdude a discussion of the level af contamination of soils 
on the project site and mitigation measures for managing contaminated soils on the 
site, including; but not limited to: 1) the alternatives for managing contaminated soils 
on the site (e.g., encapsulation, partial or complete removal, treatment, recycling for 
reuse, or a combination); 2) 1he preferred alternative for managmg contaminated soils 
on the site and a brief justification; 3) the specific practices to be used to separate, 
handle, haul, and dispose of contaminated soils on the site; 4) heallh and safely 
procedures to minimize worker and public exposure to hazardous· materials during 
construction; and 5) measw:es lo mitigate lhe long-term environmental and heallh and 
safety risks caused by the presence of conlarninants in fue soil. The SMP sball be 
submitted to the DPH for review and approval. A copy of the SMP shall be submitted 
to fue Planning Departrne,nt to become part of the case file. 

Step 2: Handling. Hauling. and Disposal of Cont=imrted Soils: 

(a) Specific Work Praclices. The construction contractor shall be alert for 1he presence af 
such soils during excavation and other canstru.ction activities on the site (detected 
furough soil odor, color, and !Exture and results of on-site soil testing), and shall be 
prepared to separate, handle; profile (i.e., characterize), and dispose of such soils 
appropriately (ie., as dictated by loca\, state, and federal regulations, including OSHA 
lead-safe work practices) when such soils are encountered on lhe site. 

(b) Dust Suppression. Soils exposed during excavation for site preparation and project 

Responsibility 
for 

lmplemenlafion 

Project sponsor I 
construction 
contractor(s). 

Project sponsor. 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prlorto1 during,. 
and after all 
exca.vafion, 
demolition, and 
construction 

activities. 

During 
demolition, site 
grading and 
excavation., and 
site 
development. 
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Mitigation Action 

schedule pile 
driving. Project 
sponsor/ 
contractdr(s) 

0

to 
report 
compliance with 
all measures to 
ERO. 

Project Sponsor 
or contractor 
shall submit a 
Site Mitigation 
Plan {SMP) to 
DPH for review 
and approval. 

Handing, 
hauling and 
disposal of 
conraminaled 
soils (see 
mitigation 
measure). 

Monitoring I 
Reporting 

Responsibility 

DPH to review 
SMP. Project 
sponsor to 
provide copy of 
SMPto!he 
Planning 
Department 

The contractor 
shall take 1he 
mitigation 
actions specified 
mtheSMPand 
shall submit 
weekly 
monitoring 
reports to DPH. 

Monitorlng 
Schedule 

construction. 

Co~sidered 
complete with 
submittal and 
issuance of a 
Certification I 
Closure Report 
approved by 
DPH. 

Considered 
complete upon 
receipt by DPH 
of final 
monitoring plan 
at .,'.,mpletion of 
construction.. 

CASE NO. 2000.618E 
JANUARY 24, 2013 

-----------·---~-- -·- ... 

299 



MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

construction activities shall be kept moist throughout the time they are exposed, both 
during and after work hours. · 

(c) Surface Water Rwwff Control. Whe<e soils are stockpiled, visqueen shill be used to 
create an ®permeable liner, bo1h beneath and on top of the soils, wi1h a berm to 
contain any potential sorlace water:runoff from the soil stockpiles during inclement 
weather. 

( d) Soils Rep/Jwement. If necessary, clean fill or other suitable material(s) shall be used 
lo bring portions of the project site, whe<e contaminated soils have been excavated 
and removed, up to consttuction grade. 

(e) Hauling and Disposal. Contaminated soils shall be hauled off the project site by 
waste hauling trucks appropriately certified with the State of Califomia and 
adequately covered to prevent clispersion of the soils during transit, and shall be 
disposed of at a permitted hazardous waste disposal facility registered with the State 
of Califomia. 

J!.espon511Jility 
for 

Implementation 

Step 3: Preparation of Cksure/CErtificatWn Report Project sponsor. 

After excavation and foundation construction activities are completed, the project 
sponsor shall prepare and submit a closure/certification report to DPH for review and 
approvaL The closure/certification report shall mclude the mitigation measures in the 
SMP for handling and removmg contaminated soils from the project sites, whether the 
construction contractor moclified any of these mitigation measures, and how and why 
the construction contractormodified those mitigation measures. 

Mitigation Measure 3(b): Hazards (Underground Storage Tanks) 

The project sponsor shall assess the possible presence of USTs at the One Henry 
Adams Site, mcluding the approximately four USTs at the One Henry Adams Site 
along Rhode Island Street that are identified in existing environmental documents. 

The investigations at the One Henry Adams site shall use backhoe test pits if necessary 

to assess whether any usrs remain at the sites. Any usrs so discovered shall be 

abated. and any contaminated soils so discovered shall be remediated, according to 

Project sponsor. 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

After 
construction 
activities are 
complete. 

Prlor to, and 
during, earth­
working and 
construction 
activities. 
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Mitigation Action 

Project sponsor 
to prepare 
Closure/ 
Certification 
Report, if 
necessary. 

Submit report to 
DPH. 

Project sponsor 
to obtain 
permits from 
Hazardous 
Materials 
Unified Program 
Agency 
(HMUPA), 

Monitoring I 
Reporting 

Responsibility 

Project sponsor 
to provide DPH 
with weekly 
reports during 
construction 
period. 

DPH to review 
Closure/ 
Certification 
Report. 

DPHand 
Planning 
Department to 
review 
Certificate of 
Completion. 

MOJJitoring 
Scliedule 

Considered 
complete with 
submittal of 
Closure/ 
Certification 
Report to DPH 
and San 
Francisco 
Planning 
Department. 

Considered 
complete with 
submittal of 
Certificate of 
<:;ompletion to 
DPHand 
Planning 

CASE NO. 2000.618E 
JANUARY 24, 2013 



MONITORING AND Rl!PORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measuxes 

federal, state, and local Jaws and regulations, and in conformity with Mitigation 

Measure 3(•) above. 

Responsibility 
for 

Implemenf:a6.on 
Miliga.tion 
Schedule 

801 BRANNAN AND ONE HENRY ADAMS SITES PROJECT - ONE HENRY ADAMS SITE 
MITIGATION MONITORING A ND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Exhibit 2B-10 

Mitigation Action 

SFFD,and DPW, 
as necessary .. for 
usr IeinovaI, 
transportation 
and disposal If 
analytical results 
of sampled soil 
indicate low 
level 
contamination,· 
HMUPAto 
issue Certificate 
of Completion. 
If elevated levels 
of 
contamination, 
case xefeued to 
DPHLocal 
Oversight 
Program for 
further action. 

Monitoring ( 
Reporting 

Responribility 

Monitoclng 
Sdtedu.le 

Department. 

CASE NO. 2.000.618E 
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MONITORJNG AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Improvement Measuxes 

Responsibility 
for 

Implementation 

IMPROVEMENT MEASURES AGREED TO BY THE PROJECT SPONSOR 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

lmprovem.ent 
Schedule 

Improvement Measure I-TR-16: Conversion of Muni Pole Stop to Cu.rb Stop on lUtode Island Street 

Al; an improvement measure tO better accommodaie transit passengers, SFMfA could 
reconfigure the existing pole stop on southbound Rhode Jsland Street at the approach 
to Alameda Street tO a curbside bus stop. This stop serves the 10-Townsend and 19-
Polk bus lines. SFMTA could designate approximately 80 feet of the new curb parldng 
Jane that would be created on Rhode Island Street adjacent tO the One Hemy Adams 
site ":" a bus stop. · 

SEMTAto 
determine if 
feasiole. 

Improv~t Measure I-TR-22a: Striping Pedestrian Cxosswalks at Nearby Intersections 

Ongoing. 

Al; an improvement measure to enhance the pedestrian environment, SFMTA would 
stripe crosswalks at the unsignalizedmtemect!ons of Division/Rhode Island, 
Alameda/Remy Adams, and Alameda/Rhode Island. The striping of crosswalks and 
subsequent repainting would be paid for by the project sponsor. 

Project sponsor Ox) going. 
has.financial 
responsibility; 
SFMTAwould 
implement this 
mitigation 
measure. 

801 BRANNAN AND ONE HENRY ADAMS SITES l'ROJECT - ONE HENRY ADAMS SITE 
MITIGATION MONITORING A ND REl'ORTING PROGRAM 

ExJumt w-11 

Improvement 
Action 

IfSFMTA 
determines that 
the measure is 
feasiole, it 
would be 
responsible for 
implementation 
of this 
mitigation 
measure. 

The project 
sponsor would 
pay for the 
striping. The 
amount and 
schedule for 
payment would 
be setforth in a 
Traffic 
Mitigation 
Agreement 
between the 
project sponsor 
andSFMTA. 

Monitoring/ 
Repomng 

Responsibility 

SFMTA. 

SFMTA 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete when 
measure is 
completed, 
otherwise 
ongoing for the 
life of the 
project. 

Co:nsidered 
complete when 
theTr.iffic 
Mitigation 
Agreement is 
implemented. 

CASE NO. 2000.618E 
JANUARY 24, 2013 
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MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Improvement Measures 

To minimize the potential for double parking of delivery vehicles, SFMTA could 
designate about 60 feet on Rhode Island Street and 40 to 60 feet on Alameda Street as 
yellow commercial vehicle loading/unloading zones. The change in cutb regulations 
would need to be approved at a public hearing by the SFMTA 

Responsibility 
fox Imptovement 

Implementation Schedule 

Project sponsor Prior to 
has financial occupancy. 
respanStoility; 
Project sponsor 
would request 
yellow 
commercial 
vehicle loading/ 
mt.loading zones 
as descnoed, 
and the SFMTA 
would 
determine if 
feasible and 
implement 

Improvement Measure I-TR-25b: Designate Curbside Passenger Loading/Unloading Zones 

To accommodate curbside passenger loading!nnloading activify, SFMTA could 
designate about 40 feet of the curb parking lane adjacent to the midh!oclc 
passage/courtyard on Rhode Island Street to a wrote passenger loadIDg!nnloading 
zone. The change in curb regulations would need lo be approved at a public hearing 
bytheSFMTA. 

Project sponsor Prior to 
to and fue occupancy. 
SFMTA. 

801 BRANNAN AND ONB HBNRY ADAMS SITES l'ROJBCT - ONB HBNRY ADAMS SlTB 
MITIGATION MONITORING A ND REPORTING PROGRAM 

ExlnDit2B-12 

Monitoting I 
hnp.rovem.ent Re_porti:ng 

Action Responsibility 

liSFMTA SFMTA. 
determines that 
measure is 
feasible, ·project 
sponsor to pay 
for creating 
yellow 
commercial 
loading/ 
unloading 
zonea The 
amount and 
schedule for 
payment would 
be set forth in a 
Traffic 
Mitigation 
Agreement 
between the 
project sponsor 
andSFMTA. 

Project sponsor SFMTA. 
torequestwhite 
passenger 
loading/ 
unloading zone 
as'desc:ribed 
fromSFMTA 
andSFMTAto 
determine if 
feasible and 
appropriate. 
SFMTAwould 
implement 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 

complete when 
the T.ra.f.fic 
Mitigation 
Agreement is 
implemented or 
determination of 
lnfeasibilily by 
theSFMTA. 

Considered 
complete once 
request for the 
white passenger 
loading/ 
unloading zone 
has been made. 

C4SE NO. 2000.618B 
JANUARY 24, 2013 
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MONITORING AND REPORTING l'ROGRAM 

Adopted Improvement Measures 

RespoJlSloility 
for 

Implementation 

Improvement Measure I-TR-25c: Reservation of Curb Patldng for Move-In and Move-Out 

To ensure that residential move-in and move--out activities do notiI:npede on adjacent Project sponsor 

travel lanes, move,. in and move-out operations, as well as larger deliveries should be and any 

scheduled and coordina!Ed through building management Ci.uh parking should be subsequent 

reserved through the local station of the San Francisco Police Department · ownei:sand 
project tenants. 

Improvement Measuxe I-TR-31: Constmction Houxs 

As an improvement measure to rninhrrlze <lisruption of the general traffic flow on Project sponsor 
adjacent streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods, the construction contractor and contractor, 
could be required to limit truck movements to the hours between 9:00 a.m. and 3:30 jf approved by 
p.m., or other times, jf approved by SFMI'A. SFMTA 

Improvement 
Schedule 

Ongoing. 

. During project 
construction. 

801 BRANNAN AND ONE HENRY ADAMS SITES PROJECT - ONE HENRY ADAMS SITE 
MITIGATION MONITORING A ND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Exhibit2B-13 

Improvement 
Action 

whim passenger 
loading/ 
unloading zone, 
il approved. 

Project's 
building 
management 
would request 
from San 
Francisco Police 
Department 
(SFPD) 
temporaxy no 
parking 
restrictions to 
accommodate 
residential 
move-in.and 
move-out 
activities and for 
larger deliveries. 
SFPDwould 
review and 
approve as 
appropriate. 

DBI to enforce 
limitations on 
truck 
movements. 

Monitoring I 
Reporting 

Responsibility 

SFPD. 

DBL 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Ongoing 
throughout the 
life of the 
project 

Considered 
complete upon 
issuance of 
occupancy 
permit 

CASE NO. 2000.6181l 
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MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted lmpxovement Measuxes 

Responsibility 
for 

bnplanentation. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-Parlcing A: Transportation Demand Management 

As an linprovement measure to reduce the proposed pxoject' s parlcing demand. and 

parking shortfall and to encouxage use of alternative modes, the project sponsor could 
implement ihe following Transportation Demand Management measures: 

i 

ii. 

iii. 

iv. 

Provide a Transportation Demand Management (TOM) program coordinator 
and provide training for the coordinator. 

Provide a transportation insert for the move-in packet that would provide 
infonnation on transit service (Muni and BART lines, schedules and fares), 
information on where Oipper cards/!ransitpasses could be purchased, and 
information an the5ll Regiona!RideshareProgram. 

Offer employee and customer incentive to increase the use of alternate modes 
to the car. 

Establish a "ride board" through whkh residents can offer or re'{Uestrides. 

·Project sponsor 
and any 
subsequent 
owners. 

Project sponsor 
and any 
subsf'{Uent 
owners. 

Project sponsor 
. and any 

subsequent 
owners. 

Project sponsor 
and any 
subsequent 
owners. 

Project sponsor 

and any 
subsequent 
owners. 

Improvement 
Scheduk 

Prior to 
occupancy. 

Ongoing. 

Ongoing. 

Ongoing. 

Ongoing. 

801 BRANNAN AND ONE HENRY ADAMS SITES PROJECT - ONE HENRY ADAMS SITE 
MITIGATION MONITORING A ND REPORTING PROGRAM 
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Improveinen.t 
Action 

See items i to ix 
in I-TR-Parking 
A. 

Identify TOM 
progra,m 
cOordinator. 

Project sponsor/ 
property owner 
to prepare and 
disseminate 
move-in packet 
that would 
provide 
infonnation on· 

transit service. 

Project sponsor 
to offex incentive 
to increase the 
use of alternate 
modes to the 
cit. 

Project sponsor 
to establish a 
#ride board.'' 

Monilotins/ 
"Reporting 

Responsibility 

The ERO 

Provide TOM 
program 
coordinator 
contact 
inf0DX1ation to 

the ERO. 

The ERO to 
review the 
fuitial packet 

The ERO to 
review. 

The ER.Oto 
review. 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Project sponsor 
to provide 
documentation 
of provisions of 
I-TR-Parking A 
to the ERO. 

Considered 
complete with 
submission of 
TOM contact 
information. 

Ongoing 
throughout life 
of the project. 
Provide initial 
packet to ERO 
for review. 

Considered 
complete upon 
ERO review of 
documentation. 

Ongoing 
throughout llie 
of the project. 
ERO to review 

CASE NO. 2000.618ll 
JANUARY 24, 2013 



MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsiliility Moxiitotlng/ Moriitorlng 
for Improvement Improvement Reporting Schedule 

Adopted Improvement Meas~ I:mplemen.ta.tion S<hedule Action ResponStDility 

documentation 
that one is 
provided. 

v. Provide ongoing transportalian informalion (e.g., local and regional transit Project sponsor Ongoing. Project sponsor The ERO to Ongoing 

maps/schedules, maps of bicycle routes, internet links) for all users, including and any to provide review. throughout life 

residents, employers, and employees. subsequent ongoing of the project. 
owners.· transportalion ERO to review 

information.. documentation 

vi Ensure that bicycle parking ts located in a central site wi1hin each building, Project sponsor Ongoing. Project sponsor The ERO to ERO to review 

and provide signage mdkating the localion of bicycle parking. and any to ensure bicycle :review. documentation. 

subsequeot paxkingand 
owners. signageare 

located in a 
ceritral site 
wi1hineach 
building. 

vii. Provide and maintain bicycles (and related amenilies such as locks, baskets, Project sponsor Ongoing. Project sponsor The ERO to Ongoing 

lights) for use by tenants. and any to provide and review. throughout life 

subsequent maintain of the project. 

owners. bicycles (and The ERO to 

related review 

amenities such documentation 

as locks, baskets, of the provision. 

lights) for use by 
tenants. 

viii. Provide information and/or signage indicating paths of access to bi Cycle Project sponsor Ongoing. Project sponsor TheEROtc> Ongomg 

fac:ililies. For the One Henry Adams site, provide signage for nearby bicycle and any to provide review. throughout life 

lanes on Division, Seventh,, Eighth,, and 16"' streets, and bicycle routes on subsequent information of the project. 

Townsend and Henry Adams streets. owners. and/or signage The ERO to 

mdicating paths review 

of access to documentation 

bicycle facilities. of compliance 

ix. Ensure that bicycle safety strategies are developed along streets bordermgthe SFMTA; project Prior to Project sponsor SFMTAto Considered 

soi BRANNAN AND ONE HENRY ADAMS SITES PROJECT - ONE HENRY ADAMS SITE CASE NO. 2000.618E 
MITIGATION MONITORING A ND REPORTING PROGRAM JANUARY 24, 2013 
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MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Improvement Measures 

two project sites, thus avoiding conflicts with private autos, transit vehicles, 
and loading vehicles. 

Improvement Measuxe I"TR-Parldng B: Parking Meters 

As an improvement measure to accommodate short-term parldng demanQ, SFMTA 
oould seek legislation for the Installation of parking meters on the west side of Rhode 
Island Street between Division and Alameda Streets, and on the north side of Alameda 
Street between Henry Adams and Rhode Island Streets. 

Responsibility 
for · Improvement 

Implementation Schedule 

sponsor to pay oecupancy. 
fair share for 
feasible 
strategies agreed 
to. 

Project sponsor; 
SFMTA. 

Prior to 
occupancy. 

801 BRANNAN AND ONE HENRY ADAMS SITES PROJECT - ONE HENRY ADAMS SITE 
MITIGATION MONITORING A ND REPORTING PROGRAM 

ExJuoit2B-I6 

Improvement 
Ad:ion 

to consult with 
theSFMTA 
Sustainable 
Streets Division 
to ensure 1hat 
bicycle safety 
strategies are 
developed along 
streets 
bordering the 
two project sites. 

Project sponsor 
to request that 
theSFMTA 
COI15ider 
parking meters 
as described in 
the mitigation 
measure text for 
l·1R·Parldng B. 
If appropriate, 
SFMTAcould 
seek legisiation 
for installation 
of parking 
meters as 
descrlbecl • 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 

R~onsi&ility 

tev:iewfinal 
plans. 

SFMTAwould 
be responsible 
for 
implementation 
and it would 
seek legislation. 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

complete once 
consultation 
with SFMTA has 
occurred and 
project sponsor 
to pay fair share 
for feasible 
strategies agreed 
to. 

Considered 
complete once 
Project sponsor 
requests that the 
SFMTA consider 
installing the 
parking meters. 
Provide a copy 
of the request to 
the ERO. 

CASE NO. 2000.618E 
JANUARY 24, 2013 

---------------~ -· ... ~-.------- .... 

307 



Line Table 

line I Length 

L1 5.01 

L2 6B.73 

L3 93.85 

L4· 20.00 
3911 

L5 10.13 

L6 5..00 

L7 8.00 

LB 13.00 

L9 11267 

I 
I 

L_ 

APPROVED:~ be . 
BR~RRS 

CITY & COUNTY SURVEYOR 

RHODE ISlAND ·ST 
(BO' WIDE) 

Curve Table 

~----------
Curve Table 

Curve# Length Radius De/to 

Qirve # Length Radius Delta 
CID 5.86 10.00 33'33'26" 

Cl 

C2 

C3 

C4 

C5 

C6 

C7 

CB 

C9 

12.87 20.00 

6.44 10.00 

39,27 25.00 

7.#J 10.00 

14.95 20.00 

40.84 26.00 

5.86 10.00 

11:71 20.00 

11.71 20.00 

HENRY ADAMS ST 
(BO' WIDE) 

36'52'12" 

36'52'72" 

90-00•00· 

42-so'oo· 

4750'00" 

90-00·00• 

33'33'26" 

33'33'26" 

33'33'26" 1 

I 
I 

·I 
I 

CIT 

C12 

ct:i 

C14 

C15 

C16 

C17 

C18 

23.56 

6.44 

1287 

12.B7 

6.44 

23.56 

6.44 

1287 

15..00 90-00'00· 

10.00 36'52'12" 

20.00 36'52'12· 

20.00 36'52'12" 3915 
taOO 36'52'12" 

15.00 90'00'00" 

10.00 36'52'12" 

20.00 .36'52'12" 

I LEGEND 

- - - - PIWPERTY LINE L 
NEW CURB LINE 

£XISITNG DFFICIAL CURJJ ill R£HAIN 
------- EXISITNG OFFICIAL CURJJ TD JJ£ REMOVED 

- - ---- - --- - ----- - ---

GRAPIIlC SCALE 

~- .J i i i REFERENCES: 
GM 286 -- ( IN FEET } 

CfTY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
I / DEPAHTMENr OF PIJBLJC WORKS 

r. / z.>;'/1, . OFRCIAL SIDEWALK CHANGES FRONTING ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 3911 LOT 001, ALONG 
-"-.J....::::.D!...A--'TE_z__~DIVIS/ON ST, RHODE ISLAND ST, ALAMEDA ST, AND HENRY ADAMS ST.. 

FILE: 

Q-20-820 SHEET 1 OF 1 SCALE: 1:40 
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City and County of San 1-rdncisco Sah i-rancisco Public Works 

Office of the City and County Surveyor 
1155 Market Street, 3rd Floor 

San Francisco, Ca 94103 

(415) 554-5827 ill www.sfdpw.org 

• Edwin M. Lee, Mayor 
Mohammed Nuru, Director Bruce R. Storrs, City and County Surveyor 

DPW Order No: 184923 

Transmitting to the Board of Supervisors legislation changing the official sidewalk width at 1 Henry 
Adams Street along Alameda, Rhode Island, Division and Henry Adams Streets on Assessor's Block 3911 
Lot 001. The changes are more particularly shown on Department of Public Works Drawing Q-20-820 
dated November 25, 2015. 

At the request of Bruce D. Bauman & Associates, the Office of the City and County Surveyor conducted 
an investigation into changing the sidewalks surrounding Assessor's Block 3911Lot001 as follows: a) On 
the n01thwesterly comer of the block a bulb-out shall increase the sidewalk width by approximately 6 feet 
on Henry Adams Street and by 8 feet on Division Street, and; b) A proposed pickup/drop-off zone on the 
northeasterly side of the block will decrease the sidewalk width by 5 feet and has a length of 
approximately 53 feet, and; c) On the southeasterly corner of the block, a bulb-out will increase the 
sidewalk width by 6 feet along Alameda Street. Said bulb-out will have a length of approximately 38 feet 
along Alameda Street, and d) The proposed bulb-out on the southwesterly corner of the block will increase 
the sidewalk width by 6 feet along Alameda Street and by approximately 5.9 feet along Henry Adams 
Street. Said bulb-out will have a length of approximately 35 feet along Alameda Street, and e) A general 
reduction of sidewalk between the northwesterly and south westerly bulb-outs, shall decrease the sidewalk 
width from 15 feet to 12 feet along Henry Adams Street. 

Limits of the sidewalk changes are shown on PW drawing Q-20~820, dated November 25, 2015. 

The proposed sidewalk change is meant to create additional open space for the project, improve the 
quality of the pedestrian experience, and add to pedestrian safety wh,en crossing the streets. 

On January 31, 2013, at a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning Commission, in Motion No. 18792, 
certified the 801 Brannan and 1 Henry Adams Streets Project Final Environmental Impact Report 
(Planning Department Case No. 2006.618E) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
("CEQA", California Public Resources Code sections 21000 et seq.). On that same date, the Planning 
Commission, in Motion No. 18794, approved the 1 Henry Adams project, which included the actions 
contemplated in the sidewalk width change legislation, and adopted environmental findings as required 
underCEQA. 

On June 4, 2015 the Department of City Planning found that the proposed changes are on balance and in 
conformity with the General Plan, Planning Code Section 101.1. 

The Department of Public Works also has documentation on file indicating that all affected City 
departments, including the Fire Department and Municipal Transportation Agency, consent to the 

San Francisco Public Works 
Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city. 
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sidewalk width change. Furrnermore, no objections were received from affected City Agencies and private 
utility companies. 

The applicant, as is necessary as a result of this ordinance, shall make arrangements with public utility 
companies and City Departments for the relocation, and/or modification of any affected public facilities. · 
Any necessary relocation, modification, or both of such facilities shall be at no.cost to the City. 

The following have been approved by the Department of Public Works and are hereby transmitted to the 
Board of Supervisors: 

1. The proposed Ordinance changing the official sidewalk widths on various locations surrounding 
Assessor's Block 3911Lot001 as slfown on Public Works drawing Q-20-820. 

2. A copy of the General Plan consistency from the Department of City Planning dated June 4, 
2015. 

3. Public Works drawing Q-20-820 described above. 

The Public Works Director recommends that the Board of Supervisors adopt this Ordinance. 

X Bruce R. Storrs 

Storrs, Bruce 

City and County Surveyor 

Signed by: Storrs, Bruce 

5/25/2016 

X Mohammed Nuru 

Nuru, Mohammed 

Director 

Signed by: Nuru, Mohammed 

San Francisco Public Works 

5/25/2016 

Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city. 
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