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BOARDofSUPERVISORS 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

ME M 0 RAND U.M 
LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Supervisor Malia Cohen, Chair 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Victor Young, Assistant Clerk 

December 13, 2016 

SUBJECT: COMMITTEE REPORT, BOARD MEETING 
Tuesday, December 13, 2016 

The following file should be presented as a COMMITTEE REPORT at the Board 
meeting, Tuesday, December 13, 2016. This item was acted upon at the Committee 
Meeting on Monday, December 12, 2016, at 1:30 p.m., by the votes indicated. 

Item No. 53 File No. 161067 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to add Section 249.15 to create the Mission 
and 9th Street Special Use District in the area generally bounded by Mission Street on 
the south, Laskie Street on the east, Assessor's Parcel Block No. 3701, Lot Nos. 22, 23, 
and 24 on the we~t. and Assessor's Parcel Block No. 3701, Lot No. 66 to the north; 
amending the Zoning Map Sheet SU07 to create the Mission and 9th Street Special Use 
District; amending Zoning Map Sheet HT07 to change the height limit on Assessor's 
Parcel Block No. 3701, Lot Nos. 20 and 21, from 120-X to 200-X; affirming the Planning 
Department's determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making 
findings of consistency with the General Plan, and th~ eight priority policies of Planning 
Code, Section 1.01.1. 

RECOMMENDED AS A COMMITTEE REPORT 

Vote: Supervisor Malia Cohen - Aye 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin - Aye 

c: Board of Supervisors 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 



AMENDED IN BOARD 
1216/2016 ORu.NANCE NO. l FILE N~. 161067 

1 [Planning Code, Zoning M~p - Mission and 9th Street Special Use District] 
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Ordinance amending the Sari Francisco Planning Code to add Section 249.15 to create 

the Missio·n and 9th Street Special Use District in the area generally !bounded! by 

Mission Street on the south, Laskie Street on the east, Assessor's Block No. 3701, lot 

Nos. 22, 23 and 24, on the west, and Assessor's Block No. 3701, lot No. 66, to the 

north; amending the Zoning Map Sheet SU07 to create the Mission and Ninth Street 

ll~pecial Use District; a~ending Zoning Map Sheet HT07 to change the h~ht limit 0111 

Assessor's Block No. 3701, Lot Nos. 20 and 21, from 120-X to 200-X; affl'tf.'ning the 

Planning Department's determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; 
y 

and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eigh~iority 

\1 policies.of Plahning Code, Section 101.1. 

I
I . 

l NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font 

1
1 Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 

1
1

1 

Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times .,_·f\law Roman .font. 
I Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 'I Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font. 
\ Asterisks (* * * *) ir:idicate the omission of unchanged Code l i . subsections or parts of tables. 

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

Section 1. 

(a) On August 24, 2016, the Planning Departm~nfs Environmental R~w Officer 

finalized the Mitigated Negative Declaration ("MND") for the 1270 Mission Str~f Project, 
. . ...c.. 

including a General Plan Amendment, and these Planning Code and Zoning Map 

Amendments, and determined that the MND was adequate, accurate and complete and 
. . 

reflect~d the independent judgment of the Planning Department. A copy of the MND and this 

Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1 I 
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Determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File .No. 161067 and is 

incorporated herein by reference. At the same hearing, (Ihe Planning Commission adopted 

the MND and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program in its Motion No. 19768 on 

October 27, 2016. In accordance with the actions contemplated herein, this Board has 

reviewed the. MND and the record as a whole, and adopts .and incorporates by reference, as 

I· though fully set forth herein, the findings, including the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

' Program, pursuant.to the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources 

Code Section 21000 et seq.), adopted by the Planning Commission on October 27, 2016, in 

Motion No. 19768. A copy of said Motion No. 19798 is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

Supervisors in File No. 161067 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Planning 

Department, Jonas lonin, is the custodian of records, located in File No.2014.0926ENV, at 

11650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California. 

jf (b) On October 27, 2016, the Plannirig Commission, in Resolution No. 19767, ~dopted 
!I findings that the acti~ns contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, with the . 

II City's General Plan and eight priority policies of Plannin.g Code Section 1p1 .1. The Board 

11 adopts these flndings as its own .. A copy of said Resolution is on Tiie with the Clerk of the 

I Board of Supervisors in File No. 161067, and is incorporated herein by reference. 

I 
(c) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Boar~ finds that these Planning Code 

amendments will se~e the public neces~ity; convenience, and welfare for the. ~eas~ns set ' . 

I forth in Planning Commissiof! Resolution No. 19767 and the Board incorporates such reasons 

herein by reference, as though fulJy set forth herein. A copy of Planning Commission 

Resolution No. 197p7 is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 161067. 

24 Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Section 249.15 to read as 

25 follows: 
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Sec. 249.15 Mission and 9th Street Seeeial Use District 

(a) In order to erovide {pr a mixed use develoement (l_roiect on the Mission Street transit 

corridor with zroUtLd -fl_oor retail, and an increased amount and unig_ue combination o[yetJ!.-low, low, 

moderate, and market rate rental housing than what would otherwise be allowed in a C-3-G zoning 

district with a 120-X heig}zt limit, there shall be a Mission and 9th Street STJ_ecial Use District at 1270 

Mission Street lo~ated at Lots 20 and 21 o[Assessor's Block 3701, as designated on SectionalMap 

SU07 o[_the Zoning Mae,. The exceetions to the a'{!.e,licable o'{!_en S'{!_ace and floor area ratio 

reguirements set fprth below, the rezoning o[_the arwlicable height district set fgrth in this ordinance 

I number 
' 

, and the resulting increased number o(_Dwelling Units allowed bv the SUD, shall be 

considered fgrms o{_assistance gg_ecifl.ed in Chf!I!_ter 4.3 .of.the Califr>mi;_ Government Code. 

I {fz.l Controls. All 'f2rovisions o[_the Planning Code arzlz.licable to a C-3-G Disf!ict shall aeTJ.l 

I except as ol:herwise provided in !:his Section. 
l . - . 
j l {J) IncluszonaryHouszngRequtrements For Buildings Taller than 120 Feet Jn 

! I order to allow {pr the increased amount o{Dwelling Units and other exceptions to the Code provided 

I b-y_ this Seecial Use District, on-site inclusionary Dwelling Units '(2.Ursuant to Planning Code Section 

1415.6 shall be required. Not:withstanding the provisions o[_Section 415.6(a){J) and (2), the number of 

y 

inclusionarv Dwelling Units constructed shall be 21.5% 25% of all units constructed, with a m~nimum 
.. 

o(_l3.5% affgrdable to households whose total household income does not exceed 55% o[Area Median 

I Income fj;Jr purposes o(renting an affordable unit; aHG 4% of the units affotdable to low income 

households, de'flned in this subsection as households whose total household income does not exceed. 

70% o[Area Median Income '{gr '{l.umos'es of.renting an affordable unit; aOO 4% o[_the units a([grdable 

to households ·earning 90% of.Area Median Income &r '(2.UrJJ.Oses o[_renting an affordable unit; and 

3.5% of tbe units affo[dable to households earning 150°&of Area Median Income for gurgoses 

of renting an affo[dable unit I[]!.rovided as rental uni~s. the requirements o[_Section 415.J(g)_(jil shall 

apply. Except as expressly wovided in this subsection, all other (l_rovisions of.Section 415 shall apply. 

Supervisor Kim 
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1 {2) InclusionaryHousingRequirements For Buildings Less Than or Equal to 120 

2 Feet. Section 415 shall apply in its entirety. · 

3 (3) Open Space for Dwelling Units. Up to 40 percent of the usable open space 

4 required by Section 135 may be provided off-site, but shall be located within the SUD or within 900 feet 

5 of the boundaries of the SUD. C?pen space must be of one or more of the fOllowing rypes: 
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(A) An unenclosed plaza at street grade, with seating areas and landscaping; 

(B) A terrace or roofgarden with landscaping; 

[C) Streetscape improvements with landscaping and pedestrian amenities 

that result in additional space.beyond the pre-exi.stingsidewalkwidth, such as sidewalk widening or 

building setbacks; or 

I {D) Streetscape improvements with landscaping and-pedestria~ amenities on 

! I alleyways fi=om building face to building face, beyond basic street trel! planting or street lighting as 

I! oth~rwise required by this or other Municipal Codes. -

1 l (4) Floor Area Ratio. For projects that meet subsection (b)(l ), the floor area ratio limits set 

orth in Sections 123and124 o this Code or C-3-GDistricts shall not a. l to Residential Uses as 

I defined in Section 102. For all other-projects. applicable floor area ratio limits shall apply. 

I 
Section 3. ·The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sheet SU07 of the 

I 

Zoning Map as follows: 

Description of Property Use District to be Use District Hereby Appr.oved 

Superseded 

Assessor's Block 3701, Lots 20 C-3-G Mission and 9th Street SUD 

~nd 21 

I 
'. 

Supervisor Kim 
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1 Section 4. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sheet HT07 of the 

2 \zo.ning Map as follows: 
1· 

3 I Description of Property Height/Bulk District Height/Bulk District Hereby 

4 

5 Assessor's Block 3701, Lots 20 

to be Superseded 

120-X 

Approved 

200-X 

6 and 21 
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Section 5. Effective and Operative Date . 

{a) This ordinance shall become effecti~e 30 days after enactment. Enactment 

occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the ordinance unsigned or 

j does not sign the ordinanc~ within ten days of receiving it, or the Board. of Supervisors 

I 
lloverndes the Mayor's vefo of the ordinance. . . 

\ \ (b) This ordinance shall become operative_ upon its effective date or upon the 

l) effective date of the related General Plan Amendment contained. in Board of Supervisors File I . . . 
I No. 161184, whicheve~ occurs later. If the effective date of the related General ~Ian 

Amendment does not occur within 90 days of the effective date of this ordinance, this 

ordinance shall expire by operation of law. 

· · Section 6. Sunset Provi~ion. This ordinance shall expire by operation of law five years 

l after its initial effective date unless the project described in Section 2 has received a first . 
I . . . . 

construction document on or before that d?te, or the Board of Supervisors, on or before that 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

Supervisor Kim 
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FILE NO. 161067 

REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 
(12/6/2016, Amended in Committee) 

[Planning Code, Zoning Map - Mission and 9th Street Special Use District] 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to add Section 249.15 to create the Mission 
and 9th Street Special Use District in the area generally bounded by Mission Street on 
the south, Laskie Street on the east, Assessor's Parcel Block No. -3701, Lot Nos. 22, 23 
and 24 on the west, and Assessor's Parcel Block No. 37P1, Lot No. 66 to the north; 
amending the. Zoning Map Sheet SU07 to create the Mission and 9th Street Special Use 
District; amending Zoning Map Sheet HT07 to change the height limit on Assessor•s 
Parcel Bio.ck No. 3701, Lot Nos. 20 and 21, from 120-X to 200-X; affirming the Planning 
Department's determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and 
making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of 
Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

Existing Law 

Currently, Assessor's Block 3701, Lots 20 and 21 are zoned C-3-G, with a height limit of 120 
fe~ . 

Amendments to Current Law 

This ordinance would create the Mission and Ninth Street Special Use Pistrict, which would 
impose special controls in the district. Under this ordinance, Planning Code controis 
applicable to the C-3-G would apply to the SUD, with certain exceptions related to open space 
and FAR requirements. For projects over 120 feet, the SUD would require the provision of on­
site affordable rental housing for very low, low, and moderate income househblds in varying 
amounts. Projects·120 feet and under would be subject t6 current Planning Code affordable 
housing requirements. The parcels also would be rezoned from 120-X height and bulk district 
to a 200-X height and bulk district. 

Background Information 

The Mission and Ninth SUD would allow the redevelopment of Assessor's Block 3701, lots 20 
and 21 j .at the corner of Mission Street and Laskie Street, near Ninth Street. The SUD and 
height rezoning would allow an additional number of units than would .otherwise be allowed in 
an C-3-G, 120-X zoning district. 

n:\legana\as2016\1600753\01139232.docx 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

October 1"3, 2016 

City Hall . 
Dr. Carlton B. Good~ett Place, Room 244 

San Franc'.'1Sco 9.4W2-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
:Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY N1>. 554-5227 

File No~ 1610.67 

Lisa Gib.son 
Acting Environmental Review .Officer 
Planning Department 
1650-·Mission ~treet, Ste. 400 

. San Francisco, CA 94103 

De;.;tr Ms. Gibson: 

O~ October 4, 2016, Supervisor Kim introduced the following. proposed legislation: 

. File No. 161067 

·ordinance amending the Planning Code to add SectiQ11249.15 tq create the 
Mission and 9th Street. Special Use District in the area generally bounded 
by Mission Street on the so·uth, Laskie: Street on the eas.t, Assessor's 
Parcel Block No •. 3701, Lot Nos. 22,.23, ancf24 on the west, and Assessor's 
Parcel Block No. 3.701, Lot No. 66 fo the north; amending the Zoning Map 
Sheet SU07 to create. the lliliss·ion and 9th ·street Special Use Oistrict; 
amending Zoning Map ~heet HT07 to tbange the height limit oil Assessor's 
Parcel Block No. 3701, Lot Nos. 20 and 21, from 120~X to 200~X; affirming 
th~ Pla·nning Departm~nt's determination under the · California 
Environmental Quality· Act; and .making findings of consistency with the· 
General Plan, and th·e eight priqrity policies of Plan·ning Code, Section 
101.1. 

This .legisiation is Qeing transmitted to you for environmental review. 

~: lisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director 
Land Use and Transportation Committee. 

Attachment 

CEQA clearance under Planning Pepartment Case 

No. 2014.0926ENV for the 1270 Mission Street 

c: 
Project Final Mitigated Negative Declaration 

Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning · issued on 9/29/2016. 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 

Dl91tl1Dyslg11ed byJoyNa:vanere 

J · N · D/lt:m=.loy~rl!le.o=Plannlng, oy avarrete oU=E<Whonm'""'"'"""~ 
emaJF:joy.na~nele@sf9nv,a1g, cm.US 
Datr::2016.la..2617:27>09~7'00' 



SAN FRANCISCO 
. PLAN.N•NG ·DEPARTMENT 

Subject to: {Se/act only if applicable) 

181 Affordabl~ Housing (Sec. 415) 181 First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 

IBI . Better Streets Pian {Sec. 138.1) 

181 Public Art (Sec. 429) 

181 Transit Imp a cl Dev't Fee (Sec. 411) . 

181 Childcare Fee {Sec. 414) 

Planning Commission Motion No. 197-68 
HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 27, 2016 

Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Current Z~ning:. 

Proposed Zoning 

· Block/Lot: 
· Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

. 2014.0926GP APCAMAPDNXV AR 
1270 Mission Street 
C-3-G (Downtown General) 
120-X Height and Bull< District 
Mission and Ninth Street SUD 
200-X 

3701 / 021, 021 
Brian Baker - (415) 775.7005 
AGIAvant 
100 Bush Street, Suite 1450 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
Tina Chang - (415) 575-9197 
Tina.Chang@sfgov.org 

1650 Mission st 
Sulte400 
San Francisco, 
CA 9"4103·247!J 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 . 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDJNGS RELATED TO THE APPROVAL OF A SECTION 309 J?ETERMINATION OF 
COMPLIANCE AND REQUEST FOR EXCEPTIONS FOR REAR YARD PER PLANNING CODE 
SECTION 134, REDUCTION OF GROUND-LEVEL WIND CURRENTS PER PLANNING COD;E 
SECTION 148, TO CONSTRUCT A 21-STORY-OVER-BASEMENT, APPROXIMATELY :ZOO-FOOT 
TALL BUILDING WITII UP TO 299 DWELLING lfl\UTS AND APPROXIMATELY 2,120 SQUARE 
FEET OF GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL SPACE,.AND 76 OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES AT 
1270 MISSIQN STREET WITHIN THE MISSION AND NINTH STREET SPECIAL USE DISTRICT 
AND A 200-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUAIJTY ACT. 

PREAMBLE 

On May 5, 2015, 1270 Mission, LLC ("Project Sponsor") filed an application requesting approval of a 

Downtown Project Authorization pursuant to Section 309 0£ the San Francisco Planning Code to facilitate 
the construction of a mixed-use residential project located at 1:2.70 Mission Street ("Project'') with a 200-

foot tall building· providing on-site inclusionary affordable' dwellings units in excess of the amounts 
required by the City's Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Plapning Code section 415) in 
_exchange for a density bonus conveyed by amendment of the Planning Code, Zoning Map and the 

www.sfplanning.org 



Motion No. 19768 
· October27, 2016 

CASE NO. 2014.0926GPAPCAMAPDNxVAR 
1270 Mission Street 

General Plan to increase the permitted building height at the project site from 120 feet to 200 feet. The 
Downtown Project Authorization application intlud~d excei:itions. from . rear yard requirements per 
Section 134 and ground-level wind currents per Section 148 of the Planning Code. 

On February 2, 2016, the Project Sponsor filed a Planning Code Text and Zoning Map Amendment 
Application with the ~lanning Department to facilitate the creation of the Mission and 9th Street Special 
Use District and subsequently filed an accompanying application for a General Plan Amendment on 
September 28, 2016 so that Downtown Map 5 within the General Plan would be consistent with ±he 
height and bulk of the proposed Mjssion and 9th Street Special Use District. 

On June 28, 2016, the Project Sponsor filed a Variance application with the Planning Department from 
exposure requirements pursuant to Plamring Code Section 140. 

On August 24, 2016, a Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration ("PMND") was published. Since no 
appeals or comments were filed within 20 days of the pi:tblication date, the Planning Department's 
Environmental Review Officer finalized the Mitigated Negative Declaration ("MND") .for the 1270 
Mission Project, including the General Plan, Planning Code Text and Zoning Map. Amendment and 
determined that the.MND was adequate, accurate and complete and reflected the independent judgment 
of the Planning Department A copy of the MND and this Determination are located in the File for Case 
No. 2014.0926GP APCAMAPDNXV AR, at 1650 Mission Street;. Fourth Floor,.San Francisco, Califomia. 

On October 4, 2016, Supervisor Jane Kim. introduced the legislation entitled, "Ordinance amending the 
San Francisco Planning Code to add Section 249.15 to create the Mission and 9th _Street Special Use 

District in the-area.generally bounded by Mission Street on the south, Laskie Stt:eet on the east, Assessor's 
· Block 3701, Lots 22, 23 and 24 on the west, and Assessor'~ Block 3701, Lot 66 to the north; amending the 

Zoning Map Sheet SU07 to create the Mission and Ninth Street Special Use District; amending Zoning 
Map Sheet HT07 to change the height limit on Assessors Block 3701, Lots 20 and 21, from 120-X to 200-X; 
affinning the Planning Department's determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and 
making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code 
Section 101.1." 

On October 6, 2016, the Planning Commission initiated legislation entitled, "Ordinance .amending the 
General Plan by revising the height designation for Assessor's Block 3701Lots20 and 21 on ~p 5 of the 
Downtown Area Plan from 120-X to.200-X; adopting and making findings regarding the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration prepared in compliance with· 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." 

On October i7, 2016 the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regu'larly scheduled 
meeting regarding (1) the General Plan Amendment; and (2) the ordinance amending the Planning Code 
to add the Mission and Ninth Street Special Use District, and revise Zoning Map SU07 and H07. At that 
meeting, the Commission adopted (1) Resolution 19766, recommending that the Board of Supervisors 
approve the :i;equested General Plan Amendment; and (2) Resolution 19767 recommending that the Board 
of Supervisors approve the requested Planning Code and Text and Map Amendment. · 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING oa>Aff"l'MENT 2 



Motion No.19768 
<;>ctober 27, 2016 

CASE NO. 2014.0926GPAPCAMAPDNXVAR 
1270 MissiOnStreet 

. On October 27, 2016 the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled 
meeting regarding the Downtown Project Authorization iipplication 2014.0926DNX. The Commission 
heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and further considered yv'ritten 
materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Deparbnent staff and other interested 
parties, and the record as a whole. 

The Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records; all pertinent documents are located 
in the File for Case No. 2014.0926GPAPCAMAPDNXVAR, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth F~oor, San 

Francisco, California. 

Planning Deparbnent staff prepared' a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting program (MMRP), which 
matei;ial was made available to _the public and fhis Commission for this Commission's review, 
consideration and action. 

MOVED, that the Commission hereby approves the Downtown Project Authorization requested· in 
Application No. 2014.0926GPAPCAMAPDNXV.AR, subject to the conditions contained in "EXHIBIT A:' 
of this motion, based on the f9llowing findings: 

FINDINGS 

Hav.ing reviewed the materials identified :i1); the preamble above, and having· heard all testimony and 
arguments, this Commission finds, concll,ldes, anq determines as follows: 

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

2. Site Description and Present Use. The approximately 16,220-square-foot (0.37-acre) Project site 
(Assessor's Block 3701, Lots 20 and 21} is located on the northwest comer of Mission and Laskie 
Streets, within a portion of San Francisco's SoMa neighborhood and also within the Downtown 
Area Plan identified in the San Francisco General Plan (General Plan). The Project site is located 
on a block bounded by Market Street to the north, Mission Street to the south, Eighth Street to the 
east, and Ninth Street to the west Laskie Street, a dead-end alley that extends 1'0rth from Mission 
Street, fonns the eastern boundary of tp.e Project site. The Project site i;:i located within the C,,3-G 
(Downtown-General Commercial) Use District and the .120-X Height and Bulk Distric):, which 
allows a 120-foot maximum height with no bulk limits. 

The property is·partially occupied by an approximately 1,200-square-fuot, one-story, 12-foot-tall 
commercial building that is currep.tly occupied by a pizza shop doing business as (d.b.a.) SF 
Pizzll. A si:µ:face parking lot occupies the remainder of the project site. There are four existing. 
street trees along both ~e Mission Street and Laskie Street frontages of the project site (eight trees 
total). 

According to the Assessor's data, the existing building was constructed in 1975. Given that the 
existing.building is not 45 years old, or older, it is not age-eligible to be a historical resource. The 

. Project site is flat and generally rectangular in shape, with 92.5 feet of frontage on Mis,;;ion Street 
and 176 feet of frontage on Laskie Street Three buildings adjoin the Project site to the west: a 

SAN FRANC1SC0 
PLANNING DJEPAR'CMENT 3 



Motion No.19768 
October 27, 2016 · · 

CASE NO. 2014.092SGPAPCAMAPDNXVAR 
1270 Mission Street 

four-story residential hotel with ground-floor retail sp.ace (Hotel Potter, 1284--1288 Mission 
Street); a six-story residential b~ding With ground-floor retail at 77-83 Ninth ~treet; and a· two­
story commercial building at 65 Ninth Street, currently occupied by the American Friends Service 
Committee as a Qtiaker Meeting House.. Adjacent to the Project site to the north is a newly 
constructed 17-story residential ~uilding at 55 Nin~ Street, knOwn_ as the Ava building. 

3. Surrounding Properties and ~eighborhood. As noted above, the Project is located. within the 
SoMa neig~borhood, which is generally bounded by Market to the north, Highway J,01 to the · 
west, 16th Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east. The Project site is bounded by 
Mission Street to the south, three exis~g buildings abutting the lot line to th~ west, a new 17-
story mixed-use building to the north; and Laskie Street to the east The SoMa. neighborhood is a 
densely built area that contains a variety of uses including neighborhood-serving retail uses on 
the ground level of residential buildings, as well as public ufility buildings, h1_Jtels, community 
facilities, commercial and office buil~gs, production, distribution, and repair uses-including 
but not limited to light industrial, auto repair, trucl<ing, wholesaling, and arts activities, such as 
performance spaces, studios, and workshops_.:.and a few public parks. The SoMa neighborhood 
is relatively large and contains a· mix of low~ to high-rise buildings. While the project site is 

located adjacent to a :nUx of 2- to 6-story buildings, the project block includes the recently 
constructed, 17 story, approximately 130-foot-tall residential building located at 55 Ninth: Street, 
known 'as the Ava building. 

The property is also within the Downtown Area Plan of the General Plan. Land uses immediately 
surrounding the pr?ject site consist primarily of neighborhood-serving retail uses on the ground 
level with residential above, as well as hotel, office, community facility, and public µtility land 
uses. ·The nearest resiaential buildings include the Ava building, noted .above, as well as the 

·recently completed Panoramic, an 11-story, ·approximately 120-foot-tall :nUxed-use residential 
. building located. one-half block west of the project site at 1321 Mission Street. Additional recently 

constructed nearby residential buildings one block east of the project site include the Soma 
Grarid, a 22-s~ory building with ground-floor retail located at 1160 Mission Street, and two of the 
proposed four residential towers for the Trinity Place development, one of which is the 24-story 
building located at 1188 Mission Street and the 19-story building located at 1190 Mission Street . 

Vegetation in the area is generally limited to street trees. Nearby public parks and open spaces 
include U.N. Plaza, al:iout 0.19 miles north of the project site; Civic Center Plaza, also about 0.19 
miles north of the project site; Boedcjeker Park, about 0.52 miles northeast of the project site; 

·Howard & Langton-Mini Park, about 0.24 miles southeast of the project site; Victoria Manalo 
Draves Park, about 0.41 miles southeast of the project site; and the Gene Friend Recreatio~ 
Center, about 0.44 miles southeast of the project site .. 

'tiie closest state highway to the project .site is U.S. Highway 101, located three blocks west 
' . 

Interstate 80 is located al;>out 'four blocks south of the project site. The Western SoMa Special Use 
District.lies one-half block south of the project site, while the Van Ness and Market Downtown 
Residential Special Use District lies one-half block west of the project site.. Lastly, the project site 
is located one-half block north of the Western SoMa Light Industrial and Residenti~l Historic 
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District, which is pending listing on the State and National Register of Historic Places {S/NR), and 
one block south of the San Francisco Civic Center Historic District. 

4. Project Description The Project includes the demolition of an existing one-story, 1,200 square­
foot commercial building o_ccupied by a pizza shop and surlace parking lot and the new 
construction of a 200-foot-tall, 21-story building that would contain up to 299 dwelling units in a 
combination of studios, one-, two-, and three-bedroom units. More specifically, the dwelling unit 
mix consists of 75 studios (25 percent of the total), 59 junior one-bedroom units (19 percent of the 
total), 98 one-bedroom units (33 percent of the total), 56 twp-bedroom units (19 percent), and 11 
three-bedroom ~ts (4 percent). Of the 299 dwelling units, 21.5% or 64 would be below:market 
rate. The ground floor would contain approximately 2,012 square feet of retail space. 

The proposed building would "be constructed using reinforced, poured-in-place concrete with 
post-tensioned slabs in a contemporary architectural style, employing precast concrete, brick, 
metal, and glass as the primary building materials. Along the primary facades on Mission and 
Laskie streets, the proposed design would include a predominately brick base_ of five stories. The 
two-story, ground-floor retail/restaurant space and residential loblry- would be differentiated 
with stone tile and articulated by a horizontal belt coursing separating the ground floor uses from 
the residential uses above. Tite ground floor level would include large glass storefronts, framed 
in aluminum, with.each retail space separated by stone tile-clB.d piers. A eanopy would hang over 
the residential entryway, along the Laskie Street facade. 

Atchitequrally, the building would. be .composed of a classic base, middle, and top with 
differentiating materials of prick and precast concrete with horizontal belt coursing and a 

terminating cornice. The prim~ fa~ades for the residential floors of the building, including the 
more transparent comet at Mission and Laslde streets, would be composed of ihree fai;ade 
systems including a precast wall system with a combination of brick and opaque panels, glass 
and aluminum bay windows, and ornamental Juliet balconies. Operable ~<lows w~uld be 
located throughout the facades for light, air, and rescue. A precast concrete parapet would extend 
above the roof line around t1:i.e perimeter of the building. 

The proposed project includes an amendment to Map 5 of the Downtown Plan in the General 
Plan. In addition, the proposed project includes an amendment of Zoning Map H07, from 120-~ 
to 200-X, to allow the construction of a 200-foot t:a1l building. Finally, the proposed project 
includes the adoption of the Mission and Ninth Street Special. Use District, which would allow 
exceptions to the otherwise applicable open space requirements, floor. ar~a ratio requii:ements for 
buildings above 120-X, and would require the provision of on-site affordable units (under 
Planning Code Section 415) in the following amounts:· 21.5% of all units constructed, with a 
minimum· of 13.5% affordable to households at 55%. of Area Median Income for purposes of 

renting; and 4% at 70% AMI, and 4% at 90% AMI. Based on the need for the General Plan 
Amendment, the size of the requested height increase, and open space and FAR reductions, the 
Planning Pepartment recommended that the SUD be approved, but modified to increase the total 

· amount of affordable units by an additional 3.5% (at no less than 150% AMI), such that number 
of on-site inclusionary units totals 25%. 
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5. .Community Outreach and Public Comment To date, the Department has not received any 
public comment, but a request to review the case report from a membq of the public. According 
to the attached Project Sponsor Package, community outreach commenced in early 2015 when the 
Project Sponsor approached community members with a Code-compliant height and massing for 
the project. Community input informed the building's height, ~ass, design and percentage of 
affordable units resulting in the 200-foot tall Project currently proposed, and that includes a 
General Plan, Planning Code Text, and Zoning Map amendments to facilitate the creation of a 
Mission and 9th Street Special Use District. The letter demonstrates that the Project Sponsor met 
with over 11 community groups including the San Francisco Friends (Quakers), Bayaniham, 
United Playaz, West Bay Filipino-American Development Foundation, Hotel Potter, Alliance for 
a Better District Six, Central Market Community Benefit District an:d San Francisco Housing 
Action Coalition. Letters of support from the following organizations a:i:e included in the letter 
from the Project Sponsor:. 

• San Francisco Housing Action Coalition 
• San Francisco Friends (Quakers) 
• Potter Hotel 

• 
• 

Central Market c;ommunity Benefit District 
Alliance for a Better District 6 

6. Planning Code Compliance: 'f4e Commission.. finds that the Project is consistent with the 
relevant provisions of the Planlling Code in the following manner: 

A. Maximum Floor Area Ratio (S~on 124). The floor area ratio (FAR) limit as defined by 
Planning Code Sec.lion 124 for the C-3-G District is 6.0:1. Under Sections 123 and 128 of the 
Planrung Code, the FAR can be increased to 9.0. to 1 with the purchase of transferable 
development rights ("TOR''). In the Mission .and 91h Street Special Use District, otherwise 
applicable FAR w?uld be waived for buildings taller than 120-feet 

SAN FRANCISCO 

The Project site has a wt area of approximately 16,230 square feet. Therefoi:e, up to 97,380 square feet 
of Gross Floor Area. ("GFA") is allowed under the basic FAR limit, and up to 146,070 square feet of 
GFA is permitted with the purchase of TDR As shown in the conceptual plans for the Project, the 
building would include 2.86,150 square feet, of which 241,851 would count towards FAR However, in 
the Mission and 91h Street Special Use District, otherwise applicable FAR would be waived far · 
but1dings taller than 120-feet. 

The proposed building exceeds 120feet and therefore FAR limits are waived. Accord_ingly, the Project 
would not be reqµ.ired to purchase TDR The City's TDR program supparts the preservation of known 
historic resources and waiving the requirement to purchase 'IDR results in less financial support far 
Historic Preservation in the Downtown Plan Area. Although the purchase of TDR is an exchange that 
occurs between private parties, an estimate. of at least $1.1 million (48,690 square feet (9.0 to 1 FAR-
6.1to1 FAR) X $23.00per SF) of TDR would have otherwise been required to be purchased if FAR 
Wl1S not waived. Tf TDR were ta be required for all floor area exceeding an FAR of 6.0:1, an estimate of 
approximately $2.3 million of TDR would be required to be purchased. 
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B. Rear Yard Requirement. Plannmg Code Sec~oti. 134 requires that any building containing a 
dwelling unit in a Downtown Commercial District must provide a rear yard equal to 25 

percent of the total lot depth at all residential levels. 

The Project does not pravide a rear yard that complies with this Code. requirement, and as such,. 
requires a rear yard exception under Planning Code Section 309. A 309 exception may be granted so 
long as the "building location and configiiration assure adequate light and air to windows within the 
residential units and to the usable open space provided." See Section 7, below, for 309 findings. 

C. Residential Open Space (Section 135). Planning Code Section .135 requires that private 

usable open space be provided at a ratio of 36 square feet per dwelling unit or that 48 square 

feet of conunon usable open be provided per dwelling unit The Mission and 9th Street Special 

Use District allows up to 40 percent of required open space to be provided off-site, but within 
900 feet of the boundaries. of the Special Use District. Off-site open space requirements could 

be met by providing an unenclosed plaza at street grade, with seating areas and landscaping; 

a terrace or roof garden with landscaping; streetscape improvements with landscaping and 

pedestrian amenities that result in additional space beyond the pre-existing sidewalk width, 
such as sidewalk widening or building setbacks; or streetscape improvements with 

. landscaping and pedestrian amenities on alleyways from building face to building face, 

beyond basic street tree planting or street lighting as otherwise required by the Planning and 
other Municipal Codes. · 

The Project includes 299 units. The Project would provide at least 36 square feet of private open Space 
for two dwelling units through private balconies. Thus, the remaining 97 dwelling units require 48 
. square feet of common open space for a total o/14,256 square feet. The.project provides 9,780 square 
feet of common open space in the fonn of an 8,380 square-foot roof deck and 1,400 square foot terrace at 
the 101h floor. 

As permitted by the Mission and 9th Street Special Use District,-4,776 square feet or 34 percent of the 
project's open space wz1l be pro¢.ded in the form of a shared street with streetscape impraoements from 
building face to but1ding face. · 

.Additionally, the project provides app,roximately 3,120 square feet of private open space that wi1l not 
count towards meeting the project's open space !equirement since exposure requirements for open 

. space are not met. 

D. Public Open Space (Section 138). New buildings in the C-3 Zoning District must provide 

public open space at a ratio of one square feet per 50 gross square feet of all ·uses, except 

residential uses~ institutional uses, and uses in a predominantly retail/personal services 
building. This public open space- must be located on the same site as the building or within 

900 feet of it within a C-3 district 
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Ground floor retat1 space in the C-3 Districts that is less than 5,000 square feet an4 less than 75 
percent of the ground floor area is excluded from gross floor area and is therefore not required to 
provide the associated publically accessible open space. The Project includes approximately 2,012 

squa.re feet of ground floor retail space that occupies less than 75 percent of the ground floor area. 
Therefore, this space is exempt from the requirement. 

E. Streetscape Improvements (Section 13B.1). Planning Code Section 138.1 requires that when a 
new building is constructed in the C-3 District, street trees and· sidewalk paving must be 
provided. Under Section 138.l(c), the Commission may also require the Project Sponsor to 
install additional sidewalk improvements such as lighting, special paving, seating and 
landscaping in accordance with the guidelines of the Downtown Streetscape Plan if it finds 
that these improvements are necessary to meet the goals and objectives of the General J'.lan. · 

The Project proposes streetscape improvements that adhere to the Better Streets Plan; The pedestrian 
right of way -on Mission Street would be repaved and include four new street trees (spaced 
.approximately 20 feet apart from one another) with tree grates and 18 new Class 2 bicycle spaces. 
Additional improvements along Laskie Street would include a singk!_-surface "shared street" from 
Mission Street to immediately north of the project garage driveway. The shared street includes raising 
the elevation of Laskie Street to meet the elevation of existing sidewalks, removing and replacing the 
existing raised concrete sidewalks along both sides of the roadway with a 3-foot-by-3-inch Wide 
visuaI/tactile detection strip to delineate pedest_rian and vehicular zones; removing the existing street 
trees and planting at least 10.nw street trees (spaced approximately 20.foet apart) with tree grates; 
and additional pedestrian lighting. Plans also include a. raised crosswalk along Laskie Street at the 
intersecti.an of Mission Streei, which would accommodate eait-west pedestrian traffic along the north 
side of Mission Street and serve as a traffic calming device since vehicles would be required to slow 
down corisiderably prior to entering or exiting Laskie Street. 

F. Exposure (Section 140). Planning Code Section ·140 requires all dwelling units in all use 
districts to face onto a public street at least 20 feet in width, side yard at least 25 feet in width 
or open area which is unobstructed and is no less than 25 feet in every horizontal dimension 
for the floor at which the dwelling ~t is located and the floor immediately above it, with an 
increase ~f five feet in every horizontaI dimension at each subsequent floor. 

Between five to seven units per floor for a total of 11(, total units expose onto a side yard at the 2n4Jloor 
measuring approxima~ly 25-feet wide. Although fhe side yard exceeds minimum rear. yard 
requirements, it does not technically adhere to a Code-compliant rear yard per Section 134, nor does 
the s.ide yard extend for the full width of the iot. Therefore, these units require a variance from Sectron 
140. Six1eet of the side yard is dedicated to private terraces separated from common open. space by a 2-

foot planter. 

G. Active ·Frontages - Loading and Driveway Entry Width (Section 145.l(c)(2)). Section 
145.l(c)(2) limits the width of parking and loi\.ding entrances to no n:iore than one..:third the 
width of the street frontage of a s~cture, or 20 feet, whi~ever is less. 

SAN f~ANCISCO . 
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The Project includes 18-foot entry for parking and loading along the Laskie Street frontage, less than 
the 20-feet permitted by the P.lanning Code. Therefore, the Project complies with Section 145.1(c)(2). 

H. Street Frontage in Commercial DiSmcts: Active Uses (145.l(c)(3)). Planning Code Section 
145.l(c)(3) requires that within DoMl;town Commercial Districts, space for "active uses" shall 
be provided withln the first 25 feet of building depth on the ground floor. 

The ground floor space along Laskie and ;Mission Street have active uses with direct access to the 
sidewalk within the first 25 feet of building depth and is thus compliant with Section 145.1(c)(3). The 
only nan-active uses along public frontages are the parking and loading access, mechanical spaces, and 
building ingress and egress which are specifically exempt from. the active uses requirement. The 
building lobby is considered an active use as it does not contain more than 40 feet (or 25 percent) of 
building frontage per: i45.1(b)(2)( C). 

I. Street Frontage in Commercial Districts: Ground Floor Transparency (Section 145.l(c}(6}). 
Planning Code Section 145.l(c)(6) requires that within Downtown Commercial Districts, 
frontages with ·active 'uses that are not residential or PDR must be fenestrated with 
transparent windows and doorways for no less than 60 percent of the street frontage at the 

ground l~el and allow visibility to the inside of the building. 

The Project complies with the Ground Floor Transparency requirements of the Planning· Cede. 
Approximately 70 percent of the Project's Laskie. Street frontage is .fenestrated with transparent 
windows and doorways and approximately 100 percent of the Mission Street fa~ade contains 
transparent windows and iloorwatjs. Therefore, the Project exceeds requirements per Section 
145.1(c)(6). 

J. Shadows on Public Sid~walkS (Section 146). Planning Code Section 146(a) establishes 
design requirements for buildings on certain streets in order to maiµtain direct sunlight on 
public sidewalks in certain downtown areas during critical use periods. Section 146(c) 
requires that other buildings, not located on the spetjfic streets identified in Section 146{a), 
shall be shaped to reduce substantial shadow impacts on public sidewalks; if it can be done 
without unduly creating an unattractive design and without unduly restricting development 

potential. 

Section 146(a) does not apply to the Project . .With respect to Section 146(c), the Project would replace 
a one-story.commercial building and surface parking lot with a 21-story, 200-foot tall residential over 
groundjloor retail structure. Although the Project would create new shadows on sidewalks and 
pedestrian areas adjacent to the site, the Project's shadows would not increase the total amount of 
shading above levels that ate commonly accepted in urban areas. The Project is proposed at a height 
that is consistent with the neighborhood character. Further shaping to reduce substantial shadow 
effects on public sidewalks without creating an unatt:racti~e design and would restrict development 
potential. Therefore, the Project complies with Section 146. 

K Shadows on Public Open Spaces (Section 147). PJanning Code Section 147 seeks to reduce 
substantial shadow impacts on public plazas and other publicly accessible open spaces other 
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than those protected under Section 295. O:msistent with the dictates of good design anq 
without unduly restricting development potential, buildings taller than 5{) feet should be 

shaped to reduce substantial shadow impacts on open spaces subject to Section 147. In 
detennining whether a shadow is substantial, the following factors shall be taken into 

account: the area shaded, the sh<~dow's duration, and the importance of sunlight to the area 
in question. 

A shadow analysis determined that the Project would not cast shadow on the nearest public open 
spaces protected under Section 295 or publically accessible open spaces 1Wt under the jurisdiction· of 
the Deptirtmeni of Recreation and Parks. Therefore, the Project cumplies With Section 147. 

L. Ground Level Wmd (Section 148). Planning Code Section 148 requires that new construction 

in Downtown Commercial J?istrlctS will not cause ground-level wind currents t~ exceed 
pedestrian comfort levels: This standard requires that wiitd speeds not exceed 11 miles pe:r 

hour in areas of substantial pedestrian use for more than 10 percent of the time year round, 

between 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM. The requirements of this Section apply either when 
preexisting ambient wind speeds at a site exceed the· cornfo!t level and ar~ not being 

eliminated as a result of the project, or when the project may result in wind conditions 
exceeding the comfort criterion. 

The existing conditWns at the Project Site indicate that 9 of the 41 test points exceed the Planning 
Code's comfort criterion at grade level with average wind speeds at approximately_ 10 miles per luiur 
(mph). The 11 mph comfort criterion is currently exceeded 9 percent of the time. With the Project, one 
additional comfort exceedance is created at grade level for a _total of 10. Average wind speeds remain at 
10 mph. with the 11 mph comfort criterion exceeded approximately 9 percent of the time. Generally, the 
wind canditwns remain the same with the Project compared to existing conditions. A Section 309 
exception is behig sought because IJu: Project would not eliminate the existing locations meeting or 
exceeding the Planning Code.'s cumfort criterion. Exceptions from the comfort criterion may be 
granted through the 309 process, but no exception may 'be granted where a project would cause Wind 
speeds at the site to reach or exceed the hazard level of 26 mph for a single hour of the year. There are 
no hazardous wind speeds caused by the Project. ~ee Section 7, below, for 309 findings. 

M. Parking (Sec. 151.1). Planning Section 151.1 allows up to one car for each two dwelling units 
as-of-right, and up to three cars for each four dwellh:tg units ;is a• conditional use. For non­
residential uses, the Code does not provide a total number of perffii.tted spaces, but instead 

. limits parking to an area equivalent to 7% of the total gross floor area of such uses .. 

The Project cantains 299 dwelling units. Per Planning Section 151.1, 1150 parking spaces are 
principally permitted (299/2 = 150) for residentipl uses. The Project proposes a total of 73 parking 
spaces for the residential use and no parking for the retail uses, which is less than the principally 
pennitted amount. Therefore, the Project complies with Section 151.1. 

N. Off-Street Freight L~ading (Sec. 152.1). Planning Code Section 152.1 requires that projects in 
the C-3 District that include the addition of 200,001-500,000 sq. ft. of residential space.must 
provide two off-street freight loading spaces within the project. 
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The Project includes 286,150 gross square feet of development (241,875 square feet that counts 
towards Floor Area Ratio), requiring two off-street loading spaces. One off!jtreet loading space 
meeting dimensional· requirements pursuant to S!Xtion 1E4 is provided, and the second is being . 
substituted with two 8-foot by 'zo:foot service. spaces as permit'ted by Planning Code Section 153. 

O. 'Bicycle Parking (Section 155.2). For buildings with more than 100 dwelling units, Planning 
Code Section 155.2 requires 100 Gass 1 spaces plus one Class 1 space for every four dwelling 
units over 100, and one Class 2 space per 20 units. For the retail space, Section 155.2 .requires 
a minimum of two spaces. 

The Project complies with Section l55.2 because it provides 200 Cltu;s 1 and 18 Class 2 bicycle parking 
spaces, exceeding the Planning Code requirement to provide 150 Class 1 spaces (100 + 19914 = 50) = 
150 spaces required) and 17 Class 2 spaces (299 units/20= 15 <for rir;idential uses)+ 2 <for commercial 
uses):"' 17 spaces required). All Class 1 spaces are located at the first levi;l, accessible by elevator from 
the Jones Street entr«11.Ce, and Class 2 spaces are located on each of the Projects street frontages; 
Market Street includes 10 Class 2 spaces, Jones. Street provides 4 spaces and Golden Gate Avenue 
provides another 4 Class 2 bicycle parking (;paces for a total of 18. 

P. Car Share (Section 166). Planni:Ilg.Code Section 166 requires two car share parking spaces for. 
residential projects with between 201 or more dwelling units plus an additional parking 
space £9r every 200 dwelling units over 200. 

The Project complies'With Section 16p because it provides two off-street car share parking space within 
· the garage. 

Q. Density (Section 210.2). Planning Code Sections :2.10.2 establishes ~o density limit in the C-3 
Districts. Density is regulated by the permitted height and bulk, and required setbacks, 
exposure, and open space of each development lot. 

The Project contains 299 dwelling units, which is allowed in the C-3-G District. The elimination of 
density controls in the C-3 Districts was llppTOVed thraugh Ordinance No. 22-15 (Board File No. 
141253 ); previously, density was principally permitted at a ratio of 1 unit per 125 sf of lot f!rea and 
conditionally permitted above that amount. 

R. Height (Section 260). The property is located in a 120-X Height and Bulk District, thus 
permitting structures up to a height of 120 feet. However, with adoption of the Mission and 
9th Street Special Use District the property would be rezoned to ·a 200..X Height and Bulk 
District permitting structures up to a height of 200 feet. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

The Project would reach a height of approximately 200 feet to the roof of the building, with vari~us 
features such as elevator/stair penthouses, mechanical structures, an enclosed roof terrace, and 
parapets extending above the ZOO:foot height limit in accordance with the height exemptions allowed 

· through Planning Code Section 260(b). 
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S. Shadows on Parks (Section 295). Section 295 requires any project proposing a structure 
exceeding a height of 40 feet to undergo a shadow analysis in order to determine if. the 
project would result in the net addition of shadow to properties under the jurisdiction of the 
Recreation and Park Department. 

A shadow. analysis was conducted and determined that the Pruject wauld not shade any properties 
under the jurisdiction of, or designated for acquisition by, the Recreation and Park Depattment. 

T .. Jnclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Section 415 and Section 249.15). The Mission 
and 9th Special Use District and Planning Code Section 415 set forth the requirements and 
procedures. for the lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program within the SUD. Under 
Plaflning Code Section 415.3, inclu~ionary housing requirements appiy to projects that 
consist of 10 or more units. Under the ptovisioI1:5 of the SUD, for projects of 120 feet or less, 
the applicable affordable housing percentage is dependent on the number of units in the 
project, the zoning of the property, and the date that the project submitted a complete 
Environmental .Evaluation Application. A complete Environmental Evaluation Application 
was submitted on October 17, 2014; therefore, pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.3 the 
Jnclusionary Affordable Housing Program requirement for the On-site Affordable Housing 
Alternative is to provide 13.5% of the proposed dwelling units as affordable if the building is 
120 feet or less~ For buildings above 120 feet, however, the Mission and 91h Street Special Use 
District requires that residential buildings provide at least 21.5% of the proposed dwelling 
units on-site, and affordable at the following levels; a miniffium of 13.5% :ef{ordable to 

households earning no more.than 55% AMI; 4% affordable to households earrung no more 
than 70% AMI and 4% to households who earn no more than 90% AMI. 
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The Proposed Project, which is taller than 120 feet, includes 299 units, 64 units or 21.5%, of which 
would be affordable, in accordance with the provisions of the proposed Mission and 911t Street Special 
U~e District, (16 studios, 12 junior one-bedroom, 21 one-bedroom, 12 two-bedroom, and 3 three­
bidroom). The Project Sponsor has demonstrated thal ~tis. eligible for the On-Site Affordable Housing 
Alternatjve under Planning Code Section 415.5 .. and 415.6, and has submitted an 'Affidavit of 
Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Hausing Program: Planning Code Section 415,' to 
satisfy the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program by providing the affordable 
housing on-site instead of through payment.of the Affordable Housing Fee. In ordi:r for the Project 
Sponsor to be eligfble for the On-Site Affordable Hou~ng Alternative, the Project Sponsor must 

. submit an 'Affidavit4 Com,pliance with _the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program: Planning 
Codi: Section 415,' to the Planning Department stating that any affordable units designated as on-site 
units sh«!l be sold as ownership units and will remain as 01JJYtership units for the life of the project or 
submit to th11 Department a contract demonstrating that the project's on- or off-site units are not 
subject to the Costa Hawkins Rental f(ousing Act California Civil Code Section 1954.50 because, 
under Section 1954.52(b), the Project Sponsor has entered into an agreement with a public entity in 
consideration for a direct financial. contribution or any other form of assistance specified in California 
Government Code Sections 65915 et seq. and submits an Affidavit of such to the Department. All such 
contracts entered into with the City and County of San Francisco must be reviewed and approved by 
the Mayor's Dffice Housing and Community Development and the City Attorney's Office. The 
Project Sponsor has indicated the intention to enter into an agreement with the City to qualify for a 
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waiver from the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act based upon the proposed density bonus and 
concessions provided by the City and approved by adoption of fhe Proposed SUD and height map 
amendment. The Project Spons0r submitted such Affidavit on October 6, 2016. 

Note that the Planning Department recommends that the proposed SUD be approved but modified to 
require an additional 3.5% (at no more than 150%.AMI), for a total. of 25%, of the total proposed units 
to be affordable. 

U. Public Art (Sectio:n 429). In the case of construction of a new building or addition of floor 
area in excess of 25,000 sf to an existing building in a C-3 District,. Section 429 requires a 
project to include works of art costing an amount equal to one pei:cent of the construction 
cost of the ~uilding. 

The Project would comply with this Sectian by dedicating one percent of the Project's construction 
cost to works of art. The public art concept and location will be subsequently presented to the Planning 
Commission at an informational presentation. 

V. Signage (Section 607). Currently, there is not a proposed sign program on file with the 
Planning Deparlment. Any proposed signage will be subject to the review and approval of 
the Planning Department pursuant to the provisions of Article 6 of the Planning Code. 

7. Exceptions Request Pursuant to Planning Code Section 309. The Planning (ornmission has 
considered the following exceptions t~ the Planning Code, makes the following findings and 
grants each exception to the entire Project as· further descn"bed belpw: 

a. Section 134: Rear Yard. Section 134(a)(l) of the Planning Code requires a rear yard equal 
to 25 percent of the lot depth to ht;! provided at the first level containing a dwelling unit, 
and at every subsequent · 1evel. Per Section 134( d), exceptions to the rear yard 
requirements may be graxited provided that the building location and configuration 
assure adequate light and air to the resi~e~tial units and the open space provided. 

The Project.does not meet the Code's. rear year requirement and requests an exception in order to 
provii1£ a side yard amounting to approximately 3,120 square feet of open space on the znd floor, 
the first level containing residential uses. Section 1.34(d) allows for an exception to the rear yard 
requirement pursuant to the SectWn 309 Downtown Project Authorization process so long as the 
"building location and configuration assure adequate light and air to windorqs within the 
residential units and to the usable open space provided." The proposed side yard is adequate to 
allow significant glazing per tl!e Building Code on all units facing the sid~ yard.. Further, the 
Project is located in the downtown area, where a pattern of rear yards does not exist. Providing a 
Code-compliant rear yard or side yard extending the entire length. of the lot would disrupt the 
prevailing street wall on Mission or Laskie Street. Therefore, it is appropriate to grant an 
exception from the rear yard requirements of Planning Code Section 134 on the subject property. 
Rear yard exceptions are commonly granted and appropriate in Downtown locations gi"ven the lot 
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configurations and urban design considerations informing the architecture of downtown 
buildings. 

b. Section 148: Ground~Level Wind Currents. Jn C-3 Districts, buildings and additions to 
existing buildings shall be shaped, or other wind-baffling measures shall be adopted, so 
that the developments will not cause ground-level wind currents to exceed more than io 
percent of the time year round, between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., the C9mfort level of 11 
miles per hour equivalent wind speed in areas of substantial pedestrian use and seven 
miles per hour equivalent wind speed in public sea~g areas. 

When preexisting ambient wind speeds exceed the comfort level, or when a proposed 
building ~r addition may cause ambient wind speeds to exceed the comfort level, the 
building shall be designed to reduce the ambient wind speeds to meet the requirements. 

·An exception may be granted, in accordance with the provisions of Section 309, allowing 
the building or addition to add to the amount of time that the comfort level is exceeded 
by the least practical amount if (1) it can be shown that a building or addition cannot be 
shaped and other wind-baffling measures cannot be adopted to meet the foregoing 
requirements without creating an unattractive and ungainly bnµding form and without . 
unduly restricting the development potential of the building site in question, and (2) it is 
concluded that, b~use of the limited amount by which the comfort level is exceedecl, 
the limited location in which the comfort level is exceeded, or the limited time during 
which the comfort level is exceeded, the addition is insubstantial. 

Section 309(a)(2) penitlts exceptions from the Section 148 ground-level wind current 
requirements. No exception shall be granted and no building or addition shall be 
permitted that causes equivalent wind speeds to reach or exceed the hazard level of 26 
miles per hour (mph) for a single hour of the year. 

Indepmdent consultants analyzed ground-level wind currents in the vicinity of the Project Site. A 
wind tunnel analysis, the results of which ar.e in~uded in a technical memorandum prepared by 
RWDI Consulting En°gineers & Scientists, was conducted using a scale model of the Project Site 
and its iJ!tmediate vicinity. The study concluded that the Project would not result in. any 
substantial change to the wind conditions of the area. · · 

Comfort Criterion 
Based on existing conditions, 9 of the 41 sidewalk locations tested currently exceed the pedestrian 
comfort level of ~1 mph at grade level approxil[tately 9% of the time. Average wind speeds 
~easured close to 10 mph. 

With the Project, one additional comfort exceedance was created. The 11 mph comfort criterion is 
expected to be ~ceeded 9% of the time as it is under existing conditio11!J. Average wind speeds, 
remained at apptoximµtely 10 mph. In conclusion, the Project does not result in substantial 
change to the wind conditions. However, sin~ one additional exceedance is created with the 
Project, an exception is required under Planning Code Section 309, 
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The Wind Study indicated that the project does not cause any hazardous conditiuns. Therefore, the 
Project would comply with the liazard criterion of Section 148. However, the Wind Study found 

· that one test point (#38) along 91h Street between the entrance of the Potter Hotel at 99 91h Street 
and that of the adjacent building at 77-83 91h Street that exceeds a hazard level of 26 mph. This 

· condition is expected to remain under the Project scenario. 

8.' General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives 
and Policies of the General Plan, as it is proposed to be aineJ:\ded: 

HOUSING ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1~ 
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAlLABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE 
CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPEClAU..Y PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

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

The Project supparts this Polictj. The proposed Project would CD!UJtruct a significant amount of new 
housing units withm tin existing urban environment that is in need of more access to housing. The Project 
proposes to demolish a one-story commercial garage and surface parking lot and construct a mixed-use 
residential building above ground floor retafJ. that contains 235 market rate units and 64 on-site affordable 
units compliant with Section 415 of the Planning Code and the Mission and 911r Street Special Use District 
(or 75 on site units if the Mission and 9th Street SUD is modified as recommended by the Department). 
Additionally, 2,012 square feet of ground-floor retail use is proposed. The Property is an ideal site for new 
housing .due to its central, Downtown locatiOn, and proximity to public transportation. The current 
development of this location, with a suiface parking lot and on-story commercial building, represents an 
undei--utilized site within the Downtown core. By deueloping and maintaining space dedicated to retail use 
wilhin the building, the Project will continue the pattern of active ground floor retail along the Mission 
Street frontage whi1e activating the Laskie Street fron_tages. · 

Policy 1.10 
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households can easily rely 
on public transportation, walking and bicy_cling for the majority of daily tr_ips. 

The Project supports this Policy. It is anticipated that because of the central Downtown focation of the 
Project, most residents would either walk; bike, or use public transportation for daily travel. The Project is 
located along Mission Street, a major and bus-transit corridor, 1.5 blocks away from the Civic Center 
BART and MUNI stations, and within on_e block of at least 6 MUNI bus lines. The Profect provides 200 
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Class 1 and 18 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces with a convenient and separate entranee designated for 
bicyclists, encouraging the use of bikes as a mode of transportation. 

OBJECTIVE 5: 
ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS HA VE EQUAL J\CCESS TO AVAILABLE UNITS. 

Policy~.4 
Provide a range of unit types for all segments of need; and work to move residents betwee:q. unit 
types as their needs change. 

The Project supports this Policy. The Project would create 299 dwelling "units, of which 75 (25%) are 
studios, 59 (19%) are junior one-bedroom, 98 (33%) are one-bedroom, 56" (19%) are two-bedroom and 11 
(4%) are three-bedroom units. The Project provides a range of unit types to serve a variety of n!!Cds, mid 
wr.11propide21.5 percent on-site affordable units comprising of the similar,dwelling unit mix, wmely 25% 
studios, 19% junior one-bedroom, 33% one-bedrooms, 19% tzvo-bedroom -and 11% three-bedroom 1;1nits. 

OBJECTIVE 7: 

SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING, 

INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT ARE NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON 
TRADITIONAL :MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL. . 

In compliance with this policy, the Project includes an SUD that_ requires the provision of 21.5% on-site 
·affordable housmgforprojeqts that are 120 feet or taller, thereby enhancing the City's affordable housing. 

Further, the Planning Department recommends that for projects of 120 feet or taller, an additional 3.5"/o 

(at no more than 150%AMI) for a total of 25% of the total constructed units be affordable . . 

OBJECTIVE 11: 
SUPPORT AND RESPECT TIIE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN 

FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS. 

Policy 11.i ·--
Promote the construction and rehabilita~on of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, 
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character. 

Policy 11.2. 
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals 

Policyll.3 
Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially a.nd. adversely impacting existing 
residential neighborhood character. 

Policy11.4 
Continue to U:ulize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and 
density plan and the General Plan. . · 
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Foster a sense of community through architectural design, using features that promote 
community mteraction. 

Policy 11.7 
Respect San ·Francisco's historic fabric, by preserving landmark buildings and ensuring 
co~istency with historic districts .. 

The Project supports these Policies. The Project would create 299 dwelling units in the immediate vicinity 
of existing residentifJ}. and office buildings, and camplies with the .existing zoning in terms of land use, 
height, and density. The Project's design respects the architectural design of adjacent historic resources, · 
with a traditional ·tripartit~ fogade containing defined. base, shaft. and top. This new development will 
enhance the character of the existing neighborhood and is an irJeril site for new housing due to its centrai 
Downtown 'iocati.on, and proximity to public transportation. The current dev_elapment of this location, with 
a surface parking lot and underutilized commercial building, represents an under-uh1iz.ed site 1J!ithin the 
Downtown core. By developing and maintaining space deaicated to retm1 use within the bui1ding, the 
Project wi1l continu~ the pattern of active ground floor retail along tlie Mission and Laskie Street frontages. 

URBAN. DESIGN ELEMENT 

Objectives and Pollcies 

OBJECTIVE 3: 
MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO COMPLEMENT THE QTY, 

PATTERN, THE RESOURCES TO BB CONSERVED, AND THE NEIGHBORHOOD 
ENVIRONMENT. 

Policy3.1 
Promote harmony in the visual.relationships and transitions between new and older buildings. 

Policy3.2 
Avoid extreme contrasts in color, shape and other characteristics which will cause new buildings 
to stand out in excess of their public importance. 

Policy3.6 
Relate the bulk 0£ buildings to the prevailing scale of development to avoid an overwhelming or 
dominating appearance in new construction. 

The Project uses design to relate to existing development. in the neighborhood, which is characterized by· 
mid- to high-rise, mixed-use buildings are characterized by more classical designs typically expressed by 
tripartite design, vertical expression, punched windows, decorative brickwork and madilliun cornices. The 
proposed Project would replace a one-story commercial building and surface parking lot with a building 
that respects its context by providing a high-rise, mixed-used building of tripartite design, separated with 
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cornices, and articulated with traditional materials, such as brick and metal. The proposed structure 
complies with land use and develvpment controls of the Planning Code and the surrou~ing develvpment. 

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 

·objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF 1HE 
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT. 

Policy1.1 
Encourage development ~J:Uch provides substantial net benefits and niinimi.zes undesirable 
consequences. Discourage development that has substantial undesirable consequences that 
cannot be mitigated. 

Policyl.2 
Assure that all commercial and industrial uses meet minimum, reasonable performance · 
standards. 

Policy1.3 
Locate commerciiii and illdustrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial · 
land use plan.· 

The Project would add approximately 2,012 square feet of new commercial space that is intended to seroe 
residents in the building and surrounding neighborhood. Retail. is encouraged and principally pennitted on 
the ground floor of bui1dings in .the Downtown General District, and is thus consistent with activities in 
the commercial land use plan. · 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE l: 
MEET. TIIE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT, AND 
INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN THE CTTY AND OTHER 
PARTS OF TIIB REGION WHILE MAINTA.IN!NG TIIB IDGH QUALITY LIVING 
ENVIRONMENT OF THE BAY AREA. 

Policy1.2: 
Ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians throughout the city. 

A primary objective of the proposed Project is to create ~ pedestrian-oriented environment at the Project 
Site that encourages walking as a principal means of transportation. Proposed improvements to the 
sidewalks would improve ped{!strian safety and ailliere to the Better Streets Plan. The pedestrian right of 
way on Mission Street would be repaved and include four new street trees (spaced approximately 20 feet 
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apart from one another) '!"ith tree grates and 18 n·w Class 2 bictJcle spaces . .Additional improvements 
dlong Laski.e Street would include a single-suiface "shared street" from Mission Street to immediately 
north of the project garage driveway. The shared street includes raising the elevation of Laskie Street to 
meet the elevation of existing siifewtilks, removing and replacing the existing raised concrete sidewalks 
dlong both sides of the roadway with a 3-foot-by-3-inch wide 7!isua1/tactt1e detection strip to deline~te 
pedestrian dnd vehicular zones; removbig the existing street trees and planting at least 10 new street trees 
(spaced approximately 20 feet apart) with tree grates; and additional pedestrian lighting. Plans also 
include a raised crosswalk along Laskie Street at the intersection of Mission Street, which would 
accommodate east-west pedestrian traffic along the north side of Mission Street and° serve as a. traffic 
calming device since vehicles would be required to slow down ccmsiderably prior to entering or exiting 
Laskie Street. · 

Policy1.3: 
Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private automobile as the means of 
meeting San Francisco's transportation needs particularly those of commuters. 

:Policy 1.6: 
Ensure choices· among modes of travel and accommodate each mode when and .where it is most 
appropriate. 

The Project would promote Objective 1 and its assoc~ted policies by providing for an amount of parking 
that is. sufficient to meet the needs of the future r~ts so as io not overburden the surrounding 
neighborhood parking: However, the parking that is being provided is not expected to generate substantial 
traffic that would adversely impact pedestrian, transit, or bicycle movement. Given the proximity of the 
Project site to the employment opportunities and retail services of the Downtown Core, it is expected that 
residents will opt to prioritize walking, bicycle travel, or transit use over private autom.obile travel. The 
Project would provide a merely sufficient rather than excessive amount of parking in order to accommodate 
the parking needs of the future residents of the Project and the neighborhood, while stzll supporting and 
encouraging ~alking, bicycle travel and public transit use. 

OBJECTIVE 2: 
USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND 
IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT. 

Policy 2.1: . 
Use rapid transit and other transportation improvements in the city and region as the catalyst for 
desirable development, and coordinate new facilities with public and private development. 

The Project would promote Objective 2 and its associated policies by constructing a residential building 
with gro'l;lnd floor retail in the Downtown Core, which is the most transit rich area of the City. The Project 
would provide only 0.24 parking spaces per dwelling and will not provide any parking for the proposed 
retail use. All of these parking spaces would be shielded by active uses or located underground, and thus be 
less intrusive to the surrounding pedestrian realm. 
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ESTABUSH PUBLIC TRANSIT AS TIIB PRIMARY MODE OF -TRANSPORTATION IN SAN 
FRANCISCO AND AS A MEANS TiillOUGH WIDCH TO GUIDE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 
AND IMPROVE REGIONAL MOBILITY AND AIR QUALITY. 

Policy 11.3: 

Encourage development that efficiently coordin~tes land use with transit serVice, requiring that 
developers address transit concerns a8 well as mitigate traffic problems. 

The Project is located within a neighborhood rich with public transportation and the people occupying the 
bui1ding are expected to rely heavt1y on public transit, bicycling, or walldng for the majority of their daily 
trips. The project includes bicycle parking for 218 bicycles (200 Class 1, 18 Class 2). Within a 'fed, bloC/cs 
of the Project Site, there is an abundance of lncal and regional transit lines, including MUNI bus lines, 
MUNI_ Metro rail lines and BART. Additionally, such transit lines also provide access to AC Transit 
(Transbay Terminal) and Cal Train. 

DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN 

· Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWIH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE 
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVJRONMENT. 

Policy1.1 

Encourage development which produces substantial net benefit~ and :minimizes undesirable 
consequences. Discourage development which has substantial undesirable consequences which 

cannot be mitigated. 

The Project would bring additional housing into a neighborhood that is well served by public transit on the 
edge of Downtown. The Project would not displace any housing because the existing structure lit 1270 
Mission Street is a one-story commercial space and surface parking lot. The Project would improve the 
existing character of the neighborhood by removing the surface parking lot and one-story commercial space 
currently occupied by a pizza s~ doing business as SF Pizza. The proposed retm1 space, which includ;es 
ground floor retail space, is consistent and compatible with the existing retail uses in the neighborhood and 
.is also consistent with the pedestrian-friendly uses in the immediate n~ghborhood and the Downtown core. 

The Project therefore creates substt111tial net benefits for the City with minimal undesirable consequences. 

OBJECTIVE 7: 
EXPAND Tirn SUPPLY OF HOUSING IN AND ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN. 

Policy 7.1.I 
Promote the inclusion of housing in downtown commercial developments. 
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Policy7.'1. 
Facilitate conversion of underused industrial and commercial areas to residential use. 

The Project would demolish an underutilized commercial space and suiface parking lot and construct a 
· 2001oot tall, 21-story-over-basement, 299-unit residential building over ground floor. retail, within easy 

commuting distance of jobs located within the Downtown core, other neighborhoods of the City as well as 
other areas in the Bay Area. 

The Project includes approximately 2,012 square feet of gtound floor commercial space with Mission and 
Las"f?e Street frontages; these spaci;s would prouide services to the immediate neighborhood, and would 
create pedestrian-oriented, active uses an each of the two frontages. 

OBJECTIVE 13: 
CREATE AN URBAN FORM FOR DOWNTOWN THAT ENHANCES SAN FRANCISCO'S 

STATURE.AS ONE OF TIIB WORLD'S MOST VISUALLY ATTRACTIVE CITIES. 

Policy13.1 
Relate the height of bw1dings to important attributes of the city pattern and ~ fue height and 
character of existing arid proposed devel~pment (See Map 5). 

The height of the proposed building 7Pil1 relate to the height and character of existing and proposed 
development. Although the Project is lncated within a 120-X height and bulk district, it is surrounded by 
parcels that are zoned for tnller heights. The parcel immediately to the north is ~oned 200-S and that across 
Laslde Street is zoned 150-S. The Project includes a General Plan Amendment to amend Assessor's Block 
3701 LotS 026 and 021of Map 5 to 200-X, relating the building the height and character of existing and 
proposed development. 

OBJEC1,1VE 16: 
CREATE AND.MAINTAIN ATIRACTIVE,JNTERESTINGURBAN STREETSCAPES. 

Policy1(4 
Use designs and materials and inclµde amenities at the grmind floor to create pedestrian interest. 

The Project would promote Objective 16 by providing a shared street along LaskU! Street which includl!S 
streetscape improvements alnng both the sidewalk immediately adjacent to tk l!raperty as well as that on 
the opposite.side of the street.. The elevated roadway and crosswalk at Mission Street will meet sidewalk 
grade along and includ.e improved paving materials, landscaping and. streetlights. The shared-street 
coupled with ground JI.nor retail along Mission Street that wr«ps the earner onto Laskie Street will create 
pedestrian interest and better activate the ~lock of Mission: Street between Blh and 91h Streets. 

9. Planning Code Section 101.l(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review 

of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the Project complies with said policies 
in that: . . 
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A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail· uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
. opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced. 

The Project would preserve space for new neighbor1wod-seroing retail, providing continued 
opportunities for resident employment and ownership. In addition to 299 residential units, the Project 
would include approximately 2,012 square feet of retail space. The Project would have a positive effect 

· on existing neighborhood-serving retail uies because it would bring additional residents to the 
neighborhood, thus increasing the customer base of existing neighporhood-serving retail. The Project 
would enhance neighborhood-serving retai1 by adding new retail space, which could strengthen nearby 
neighborhood retail uses by attracting pedestrians and passersby and broadening the consumer base 
and demand for existing neighborhood-serving retm1 services. The addition of this new space would 
also complement the pedestrian-friendly Downtown. core and would continue the pattern of active 
ground jlcor retai1 along the Mission Street frontage. 

B. Th~t existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved ari.d protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 

The Project would not negatively affect the existing housing and neighborhood character. The Project 
would not displ«Ce any· housing because the ex;isting structure at J:470 M!Bsion Street is an 
underutilized commercial building tind surface parking lot. The Project would improve the existing 
character of the neighborhood by removing the one-story structure and· surface parking lot. The 
proposed retail space is consistent and compatible with the existing retail uses in ·the neighborhood and 
is also consistent with the pedestrian-friendly.uses in the immediate _neighborhood and the downtown 
core. 

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be p:ceserved and !rllanced, 

There is currently no Mf!Sing on the site; therefore, no affordable housing will be lost as part of this 
Project. The Project would enhance the City's supply of affordable housing by providing 64 on-site 
affardable dwelling units, (or, 75 if the SUD is modified to require 25% indusionary unit as 
recommended by the Department) in compliance with the affordable housing requirements of Planning 
Code Section249.15(b)(1). 

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

neighborhood parking. 

SA~ FRANG!SCO 

The Project would not impede MUNI transit se.rVice or overburden local streets or parking. The 
Project is well-served by transit as it is located in a major transit corridor m:f1 would promote rather 
than impede the use of MUNI transit service. Future residents and employees of the Project could 
a~cess both the existing MUNI rail and bus services and the BART sy11tem. The Project also provides 
a. sufficient amount of off street parking for future residents so that neighborhood parking will not be 
overburdened by the addition of new residents. 
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E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors 
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for 

resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

. . 
The Project would not negatively affect the industrial and seroice- sectors because it is largely 
residential in nature and would not displace any existing industrial uses. The Project would also be 
consistent with the character of exi.sting development in the neighborhood, which is characterized b.y 
commercial office and mid: to high-rise residential buildings. 

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

The Project will be consistent with the City's goal to achieoe the greatest possible preparedness to 
protect against injury and lass of life in an earthquake. The building will be constructed in compliance 
with all current building codes to ensure a high leVel of seismic safety. 

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.. 

The Planning Department has determined that the one-story· commercial space d.b.a SF Pizza and 
surface parking lot, is not individually eligible for listing on the California Register, nor is it located in 
an historic district. .Accordingly, the Project has no impact on any landmarks or historic buildings. 
The Project has been designed in a way that respects the existing neighborhood fibric with a traditional 
tripartite fat;ade and the use of more traditional materials, such as brick and metal.. 

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

dev:elopment. 

The Project woul4 not cast am,J new shadows on parks under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco 
Parks and Recreation Department. 

10. The Project is consistent with and would promote the gener~ and specific purposes of the Code 
provided under Section 101.l(b) jn that, as designed, the Project would contnoute to the character 
and stability of th~ neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development. 

11. The Commission hereby fmds that approvai of the Downtown Project Authorization and Request 
fo:r Exceptions would promote the health, sa£ety and welfare of the City. 
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DECISION 

That ba(led upon the Record; the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Deparhnent and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 
written mate.rials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Downtown Project 
Autho~zation Application No. 2014.0926GPAPCAMAPDNXVAR subject to the following conditions 
attached hereto as "EXHIBIT A:' in general conformance with plans on file, dated October 6, 2016 and 
s~mped "EXHIBIT B", which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth. 

The Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the Mitigated Negative Declaration cMND) and . 
the record as a whole and finds that there is no substantial evidence .that the Project would have a 
significant effect on the environment with the adoption of the mitigation measures contained in the 
M1vlRP to avoid potentially significant environmental effects associated with the Project, and hereby 
adopts the MND. 

The Planning Commission hereby adopts the MND and the MMRP, attached to the CEQA Findings. 
Motion No. 19768. All required improvement and mitigation measures identified in the MND and 
contained in the MMRP are included as conditions of approval. 

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Section 309 
Detennination of Compliance and Request for Exceptions to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) 
days after the date of this Motion. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if 
not appealed OR the date of the decision of the Board of Appeals if appealed to the Board of Appeals. 
For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals in person at 1650 Mission Street, Room 
304, San Fra:q.dsco, CA 94103, or call (415) 575-6880. 

Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Govenunent Code Section 
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government 
Cod~ Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and . 
must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development . 
referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of 
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the CifJ of the subject · · : 

. development. · · · · 

H the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary appro:v~ of the project, the 
Planning· Commission's adoption of this Motion constitutes conditional approval of the development and 

' the City hereby gives NOTXCE th.at the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has 
begun. If. the City has alr~ady given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun for the subject 
development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval perioq. 

that the Pla:tlning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on October 27, 2016, 
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A YES: Fong, Hillis, Johnson, Koppel, Moore, Richards 

I\f.A.Y'S: :N'one 

ABSENT: Melgar 

APOPTED: October Tl, 2016 
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EXHIBIT A 
AUTHORIZATION 

This authorization is for a Downtown Project Authorization and Request for Exceptions. relating to a 
Project that would demolish an existing one-story commercial shucture and surface parking lot and 

. construct a new, 21-story-over-basement, approximately 200-foot tall, 286,150 square feet, co~taining 
approximately 2,012 gross square feet of ground floor commercial space, and 299 dwelling-units located 
at 1270 Mission Street, Assessors .Block 3701, Lot 020 and 021, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 309, 
134 and 148 within the Mission and Ninth Street Special Use District and a 200-X Height and Bulk 
District; in general conformance with plans, dated October 6, 2016, and stamped "EXHIBIT B" included 
in the docket for Case No. 2014.0926GPAPCAMAPDNXVAR and subject t9 conditions ~f approval 
reviewed and approved by ~e Commission on October 27, 2016 under Motion No. 19768. This 
authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project 
Sponsor, business, or operator. 

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the ·Project the Zoning 
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder 
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is 
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning 

· Commission on October 27, 2016 under Motion No.19768. 

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 

The conditions of approval under fhe 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 19768 shall be 
reproduced on the Index Sheet of constrUction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit 
application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the conshuction plans shall reference to the Downtown 
Project Authorization and any subsequent amendments or ~odifications. 

SEVERABILITY 

Th!! 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 s~all not 
affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of fhese conditions. This decision conveys 
no right ta construct, or to receive a building permit. "Project Sponsor" shall include any subsequent 

respo~ible party. 

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS 

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Adminis\rator. 
· Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a 

new Downtown Project Authoriiat?-on. 
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting 
PERFORMANCE 

1. Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years 
from the effective date of the Motion. The Dep~ent of Building fuspection shall have issued a 
Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the Project and/or commence the approved use within 
this three-year period. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
WUTW.sfplanning.org 

2. Expiration and Renewal Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year 
period has lapsed, the Project Sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an 
application for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for 
Authorization. Should the Project Sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit 
application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of 
the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of . 
the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of tim~ for the continued 
validity of the Authorization. 
For information ~bout compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Departmmt at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplanning.org · 

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

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
W1.UW.sf-planning.org 

4. £xtension. All fune limits in fue preceding three paragraphs shall, at fue Project Sponsor's 
request, be extended by the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the Project is 
delayed by a public agency, an appeal or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for. 
which such public agency, appeal or challenge has caused delay. · 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.~f-planning.org · 

5. Confonnity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other 
entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in 
effect at the time of such approval. 
For information abaut compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

6. Additional.Project Authorization. The Project Sponsor must obtain a Variance from.Section 140 
because exposure requirements are not met as required by Section 140 of the Planning Code. The 
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Project Sponsor must also obtain General Plan, Planning Code Text" and Zoning Map 
amendments to.facilitate the creation of the ¥IBsion fl!ld 9th Street Special Use District 
For information about coinpliance, contact Code Enforcement, Plun:ning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.~f-planning.org 

7. "Transferable Development Rights. Pursuant to the proposed Mission and 9th Street Special Use 
District, floor area ratio limits (FAR) per Sections 123 and 124 do not apply to projects meetirig 
the inclusionruy housing requirell).ents pursuant to Seclion 249.lS(b)(l). Since the project 
complies with inclusionary housing requirements set forth in the Mission and 9th Street Special 
Use District, Section. 249.15(b)(1), FAR limits do not apply and therefore, thi;i project is not 
required to purchaSe Trans£ertable Development Rights (TDR). Should the scope 0£ the project 
change SU~ that inclusionary requirements set forth in Section 249.15(b)(l) are not m~t, the 
Project Sponsor shall purchase the required p.umber of units of IDR and secure a Notice of Us~ of 
IDR pi:ior to the issuance of an ar~tectural addendum for al~ development which exceeds the 
base FAR of 6.0 to 1, up to a maximum FAR of 9.0 to 1. The net addition of gross floor area subject 
to the fee shall be determined based on drawings submitted· With the Building Permit 
Application. . 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Planning Department at 415-558-6378, www.sf 

planning.org 

8. _Improvement and Mitigation Measures. Improvement and Mitigation measures described in 
the MMRP afuched as Exhibit C to the CEQA Findings Motion associated with th~ Subject 
Project are necessary to avoid potential significant impacts of the Project and have been agreed to 
by the Project Sponsor. Their implementation is a condition of Project approval. 
Far information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Plimning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf..planning.org. · · 

DESIGN- COM.PLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE 

9. Final Materials. The Project Sponsor shall continue to work with Planning Department on the 
building design. Final materials, glazing, color, texture, landscaping (including roof deck 
landscaping), and detailing shall be subject to Department staff review and approval. The 
architectural addenda shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Departm.en~ prior to 
issuance. 
For information about compliance, contact t!te Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

10. Street Trees. Pursuant to 806 of the Public Works Department, the Project Sponsor shall submit a 
site plan that includes the proposed {and existing if applicable) sireet trees to the Planning 
Department prior to Planning approval of the Site Permit app~cation indicating that street trees, 
at a ratio of one street tree of an approved species for every 20 feet of street frontage along public 
or private streets bounding the Project, with any remaining fraction of 10 feet or more of frontage 
requiring an extra tree, shall be provided. The street trees shall be evenly sI\aced along the street 
frontage except where proposed driveways or other sireet obstructions do not permit. The exact 
location, size and species o,f tree shall be as approved by the Department of Public Works (DPW). 
In any case in which DPW cannot grant approval for installation of a· tree in the public right-of-
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way, on the basis of inadequate sidewalk width, interference with utilities or other reasons 

regarding the public welfare, .and where installatior1: of such tree on the lot itself is also 

impractical, the requirements of this Section 806 of the Public Works Code may be modified or 

waived by the Director of the Public Works Department. 

All street trees must meet the standards per Article 16 of ~e Public Works Code, Section 806. 

For information about compliance, contact the Department of Urban Forestry at 415-554--6700, WWVJ.sf­
pltmning.org 

11. Streetscape Elements. Pursuant fo Planning Code Section 138.1; the Project· Sponsor shall 

continue to work with Planning Department staff, in consultation with other. City agencies, to 

implement and refip.e the design and programming 0£ the required Streetscape features, as 

necessary, so that it generally meets_ the standards of the Better Streets and Downtown Plans, as 
well as all applicable City standards. This includes, but is not limited the repaving and planting 
four new street trees (spaced approximately 20 feet apart from one another) with tree grates and 

20 Df!W Class 2 bicycle spaces along the Project's- Mission Street frontage. Additional 
improvements along Laskie Street would include a single-surface "shared street'' from Mission 

Street to immediately no:rth of the project garage driveway. The shared street includes raisin,g the 

elevation of Laskie Stree~ to meet the elevation of existing sidewalks, removing and replacing.the 
existing raised concrete sidewalks along both sides of the roadway with a 3-foot-by-3-inch wide 
visual/tactile detection strip to delineate pedestri~ and· vehicular. zones; removing the existing 

street trees and planting at least 10 new str~et trees (spaced approximately 20 feet apart) with tree 
grates; additional and additional pedestrian lighting. Plans also include a raised crosswalk along 

Laslde Street at the nl.tersection of Mission Street, which would accommodate east-west 

pedestriaJ:}. traffic along the north side of Mission Street and serve as a traffic calming device since 
vehicles would be required to slow down considerably prior to entering or exiting Laskie Street 

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

12. Garbage, composting and recycling storage. Space foi the collection and storage of garbage, 
composting, and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the property. and clearly. 
labeled and illustrated on the Site Permit plans. Space for the collection and storage of recyclable 
an!:l- compostable materials that meets the size, location, accessibility and other standards 

specified by the San Fran<;isco Recycling Program shall be provided at the ground level of the . 

buildings. 
For information about cmnpliance, contact the.Case Planner, Planning Department at. 415-558-6378, 
1.0WW.sfpla:nning.org 

13, Rooftop Mechanical llqui,Pment. Pursuant to .Planning Code 141, the Project Sponsor shall 
submit a roof plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of th,e architectural 

addendum to th~ Site Permit application. Rooftop D?-echankal equipment, if any is. proposed as 
part of the Project, is required to be screened so as not to be visible from any point at or below the 

roof level of the subject building. 
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For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Deparf:ment at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplannmg_.org 

14. Lighting Plan. The Project Sponsor shall, submit an exterior lig~g plan to the Planning 
Department prior to Planning Department approval of the architectural addendum to the site 
permit application. 
For infarmatian about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-637$, 
www.sf-plannmg.org 

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

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 fa~de facing a 

public right-of-way; 
d. Public right-of-way, underground; under sidewalks with a m_inimum width of 12 feet, 

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

e. Public nght-of-way, underground; ·and based on Better Streets Plan guidelines; 
£. Public right-of-way, above ground, screened from vie'I".; and based on Better Streets Plan 

guidelines; 
g. On-site, in a ground floor fa~de {the least desirable location). 
h. Unless otherwise specified by the Planning Department, Departn:).ent of Public Work's 

Bureau of Street Use and Mapping (DPW BSM) should use this preference schedule for 
all new transformer vault mstallation requests. . 

For infonnation about compliance, contact Bureau· of Street Use and Mapping,_ Department of Public 
Works at 415-554-5810, http://sfdpw.org · 

16. Overhead Wiring. The Property owner will allow MUNI to install eyebolts in the building 
adjacent to its electric streetcar line to support its overhead wire system if requested by MUNI or 

MTA. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact San Francisco Municipal Railway (Mu11i), San Francisco 
Municipal TrariSit Agency (SFMTA), at 415-701-4500, www.~fm.ta.org 

PARKING AND TRAFFIC 

17. Parking Maximum. Pursuant to Plarming Code Section 151.1, the Project shall provide no more 
than one parking space per two dwelling units as of right. With 299 dwelling units proposed, 
there is a maximum of 150 off-street parking spaces allowed as-of-right. .With ?6 off-street 
parking.spaces total included, the Project Sponsor must design and designate 3 off-street parking 
spaces for persons With disabilities. 
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For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.eyfplanning.org 

18. Off-street Loading. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 152.1, the Project shall provide one off-
. street loading space and may substitt.ite the second required ·loading space with two service 

vehicles compliant with Sections 153 and 154 of the Planning Code. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

.19. Car Share. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 166, no less than two car share space shall be 
made available, at no cost, to a certified car share organization for fue purposes of providing car 
share services for its service subscribers. 
For information about compliance,. contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

20. Bicycle Parking (Mixed-Use: New Commercial/Major Renovation and Residential). Pursuant 
to Planning Code Sections 155.1, 155.4., and 155.5, fue Project shall provide no fewer than 150 
Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and 17 Class 2 spaces - fifteen for residential and 7 for 
commercial). 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplannm-i.org 

21. Managing Traffic During Construction. The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s) 
shall coordinate with the Traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of the San F~ancisco 
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMfA}, the Police Department, the Fire Department, the 
Planning Department, and oilier construction contractor(s) for any concurrent nearby Prqjects to 
manage traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation effects during construction 'of the Project. 
Far infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enfarcell'!-ent, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org . · 

22. Transportation Demand Management (TDM). The project shall include fue following TDM 
measures, as described in Appendix A of fue Pl;;inning Commission Transportation Demand 
Management Program Standards (TDM Standards), which fue Planning Commission adopted on 
August 4., 2016: 1) INF0-1 ...: Multiiilodal Wayfinding Signage, and 2} INF0-2 - Real T1m.e 
Transportation Information Displays. Additionally, fue project shall be subject to the monitoring 
and repo:tl:ing requirements of fue TDM Standards. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
1UUYW.sfplanni11:g.org. 

PROVISIONS 

23. Street Tree In-Lieu Fee. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 806 of the Public Works Code, the 
Project Sponsor shall pay an in-lieu fee for one (1) street trees fuat is r~quired under Planning 
Code Section 138.1, but that according to the Department of Public Works, cannot be planted. Tue 
in-lieu fee shall be paid prior to the issuance of the first construction doCllµ'lent. An in-lieu fee 
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must ·also be paid fur any of the 13 street trees that cannot be planted according to the 
Department of Public Works. 
For in.fonnation about compliance, contact the. Department of Urban Forestry, Department of Public 
Works at 415-554-6700, wcvw.sfplanning.org, 

24. Transit Sustainability Fee. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 411, the Project Sponsor shall pay 
the Transit Sustainability Fee (TSF) for the new residential and retail space based on drawings 
submitted with ~e Building Permit Application. The fee shall be paid prior to the iSsuance of the 
first construction document · 

Far in.fonnation about compliu:nce, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org 

25. Ad - Residential Projects. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429, the Project Sponsor must 
provide on-site artwork, pay info the Public Artworks Fund, or fulfill the requirement with any 
combination of on-site artwork or fee. payment as long as it equals one percen~ of the hard 
construction costs for. the Pr~ject as dete:rm.iri.ed by the Director of the Department of Buildi!:ig 
Jpspection. The Project Sponsor shall provide to the Director necessary information to make the 
determination of construction cost hereunder. Payment into the Public Artworks Fund is dt.ie 
prior to issuance of the first construction doctiment. If the Project Sponsor elects to provide the 
artwork on-site, the Conditions set forth. in Conditions Numbers 28-30 bel6w shall govern. 
For infonnrition about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf.plnnning.org. 

26. Art Plaques. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429(b), the Project Sponso.i; shall provide a 
plaque or cornerstone identifying the architect, the artwork creator and the Project completion 
date in a publicly conspicuous location on the Project Site. The design and content of the pl~ue 
shall be approved by Department staff prior _to its installation. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Depar:tment at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfpltinning.org. 

27. Art - Concept Development. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429, the Project Sponsor and 
the Project artist shall consUJt with the Planning Dep<l!tment during design development 
regarding the height, size, and final type of the art. Th~ final art concept shall be submitted for 
review for consistency with this Motion by, and shall be satisfactory to, the Director of the 
Planning Department in coµsultation with the Commission. The Project Sponsor and the Director 
shall report to the Commission on the progress of the development and design of the art concept 
prio~ to the approval of the first building or site permit application.· 
For infonnation about complitmce, con~ct the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org. 

28. Art - fustallation. Pursuant to Planning Code Secti~n 429, prior to. issuance of any certificate of 
occupancy, the Project Sponsor shall install t~e public art generally as described in this Mi:>tion 
and make it available to the public. If the Zoning Administrator concludes that it is not feasible to 
install the work(s) of art within the time herein specified and the Project Sponsor provides 
adequate assurances that such works will be installed in a timely manner, the Zoning 
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Administrator may extend the. time for install~tion for a period of not more than twelve (12) 
months. For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-
6378, www.sf--planning.org. 

Affordable Units. The following Inclusionary Affordable Housing Requirements are' those in effect at the 
time of Planning Commission action. In the event that the requirements change, the Project Sponsor shall 

comply with the requirements in place at the time of issuance of first construction document. 

29. Number of Required Units. The Project Sponsor will fulfill the requirements of the Mission and 
9th Stteet SUD's inclusionaty hou5ing requirements, set forth in Planning Code Section 249.15. 
As introduced at the Board of Supervisors on October 4, 2016, the Mission and 9th Street SUD 

(Section 249.15(b)(1)) required projects of 200 feet or more to provide 21.5% of the proposed 
dwelling units as affordable to qualifying households. The Planning Deparhnent recommended 
that the SUD be modified to require buildings of 200 feet or mor~ provide 25% inclusionary 
housing. The Project contains 299 units; therefore, under the requirements of the SUD as 
introduced on October 4, 2016, 64 affordable units would be required. If the SUD is modified to 

. require 25% affordable housing, a total of 75· affordable units would be required. The Project 
Sponsor will provide the required number of units on-site. If the nuiriber of market-rate units 
changes, 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 and 
Community Development ("MOHCD''). · 

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

www.~f-moh.org. 

30. Unit Mix. The Project cont\tlns 75 studios, 59 junior one-bedroom, 98 one-bedroom, 56 two­
bedroom, and 11 three-bedroom ~ts; therefore, if the Project .is required to contain 21.5% 
affordable housing, the required affordable unit mix:is 16 studios, 13 junior one-bedroom, 21 one- . 
bedroom, 12 two-bedroom, and 2 three-bedroom units. However,·if the SUD is modified· per the 
Planning Department's recommendation to reqllire a total of 25% inclusionary imits a total of 75 

affordable units would be required and the required affordable unit mix would be 19 stridios, 15 
junior one-bedroom, 25 one-bedroom, 14 two-bedroom, and 3 three-bedroom units. H the market­
rate unit mix changes, the affordable unit mix will be modified accordingly with written approval 
from Planning Department staff in consultation with MOHCD. . 

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

31. Unit Location. The affordable units shall be designated on a reduced set of plans recorded as a 
Notice of Special Restrictions on the property prior to the issuance of the first construction 

permit . 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor's f!ffice of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500, 
www.sj-moh.org. 
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32. Phasing. If any building permit is issued £or partial phasing of the Project, the Project Sponsor 
shall have designated not less than 21.? percent (21.5%) (or 25% of the SUD is modified per the 

Planning Department's recommendation to require a total of 25% i;nclusionary units), of each 
phase's total number of dwelling units as on-site affordable units. 

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Plrmning Department at 415-558-6378, 
111W11J.sf..planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community }Jevelopment at 415-701-5500, 
wzuw.sfmoh.org. . · 

33. DuratioIL Under Planning Code Section 41?.8, all units constructed pursuant to Section 415.6, 
must remain affordable to qualifying households for the life of the project. 

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development ai: 415-701-5500, 
http://www.sf.-moh.org · 

34: Other Conditions. Except as modified by ·section 249.15, the Project is subject to the requirements 

of the Indusionary Affordable Housing Program under Section 415 et seq. of the Planning Code 

and the City and County of San Francisco Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Monitoring 

and Procedures Manual ("Procedures Manual"). The Procedures Manu~, as amended from time 
to -t;ime, is incorporated herein by reference, as published and adopted by the Planning 

Commission, and as required by Planning Code Section 415. Terms used in these conditions of 

approval and not otherwise defined shall have the meanings set forth in the Procedures Manual. 
A copy of the Procedures Manual can be obtained at the MOHCD at 1 South Van Ness Avenue or 
on the Planning Department or MOHCD websites, including on the internet at http:l/sf­
planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4451. 

As provided in the Inclrn;ionary A.ffortlable 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, 
wwui.sfplanning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Deuelopment at 415-701-5500, 
http://www.sf-moh.org · · 

a. The aff~rdable unit(s) shall be designated on the building plans prior to the issuance of the 
fust construction permit by the Deparhnent of Building Inspection (''DBf'). The affordable 

unit(s) shall (1) reflect the unit size mix iU number of bedrooms of the market rat~ units, (2) 
be constructed, completed, ready for occupancy and marketed no later than the market rate 
units, and (3) be evenly distributed throughout the buildmg; and ( 4) be of comparable overall 

" quality, construction and exterior appearance as the market rate units in the principal project. 
The interior features in affordable units should be generally the same as those of the market 
units in the principal project, but need not be the same make, model or type of such item as · 

long they are of good and new quality and are coru:ist~nt with thfft..current standards for 
new housing. Other specific standards for on-site units are outlined in the Procedures 
Manual. 

b. If the units in the building are offered for rent, the affordable unit(s) shall be rented to Iow­
income households, as defined in the Planning Code and Procedures Manual. The initial and 

subsequent rent level of such units shall be calculated according tp the Procedures Manual. 
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Limitations on (i} occupancy; (ii) lease changes; (iii) subleasing, and; are set forth in the 
Jnclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the Procedures Manual. 

. c. The Project Sponsor is res'ponsible fot following the marketing, i.:eporting, and monitoring 
requirements and procedures as set forth in the Procedures Manual MOHCD shall be 
responsible for overseeing and monitoririg the marketing of affordable uni~. The Project 
Sponsor must contact MOHCD at least six months prior to the beginning of marketing for 
any umt in the building. 

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

e. Prior to the issuance of the first construction permit by DBI for the Project, the Project 
Sponsor shall record a Notice of Special Restriction on the property that contains these 
conditions of approval and a reduced set of plans that identify i:he affordable units satisfying 
the requitements of this approval. The Project Sponsor shall promptly provide a copy of the 
recorded Notice of Special Restriction to the Department and to MOHcp or its successor. 

f. As required by Section 249.15(b)(1), the Project Sponsor has demonstrated that it is eligiDle 
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 .Affalavit of Compliance with the 
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program; PIJ!nning Code Section 415 to the Planning Department 
stating the intention to enter into an agreement with the City to qualify for a waiver from the 
Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act based upon the pr~osed density bonus and concessions 
(as defined in California Government Code Section 65915 et seq.) provided herein, as well as 
the increased height providing by the General Plan Amendment, and Zoning Map 
amendments. The Project Sponsor has executed the Costa Hawkins agreement and will 
record a Memorandum of Agreement prior to issuance of the first construction document or 
must revert payment of the Affordable Housing Fee. 

g. If the Project Sponsor fails to comply with the Jnclusionary Affordable Housing Program 
requirements, including those set forth in Planning Code 249.15, the Ditector of DBI shall 
deny any and all site or building permits or certificates of occupancy for the development 
project until the Planning Department notiaes the Director of compliance. A Project 
Sponsor's failure to comply with the reqtiirements of Planning Code Section 415 et seq. and 
Planning Code section 249.~5 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. Ji th~ Project ~ecomes ineligible at any time for the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative, 
the Project Sponsor or its successor shall pay the Affordable Housing Fee prior to issuance of 
the first construction permit. If the Project becomes ineligible after issuance of its first 
construction permit, the Project Sponsor shall notify the Department and MOHCD and pay 
interest on the Affordable Housing Fee and penalties, if applicable. 
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35. Com:inunity Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to conslruct the Project and 
implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a conun,unity liaison to deal with 
the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project Sponsor shall 
provide the Zo~g Administra~r with written notice of the name, business address, and 
telephone number of the community liaison. Should the i::ontact 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 commuitity ana what issues have 

1._not been resolved by the Project Sponsor. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, . . . 

www.~f--planning.org 

36. Streetscape Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building 
all sidewalks abutting the subject property and shared street that will be provided as part of the 
project in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance with the Deparbnent of Public Works 
Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact Bur_eau. of Street Use @d Mapping, Department of Public 
Works, 415-695-2017, www.~f--planning.org 

MONITORING 

37. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation ~f thiS Project result in 
complaints from interested proP.erty owners, residents, or coII1;111ercial lessees which are not' 
resolved by the Project Sponsor and formd to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the 
specific conditions of approval for the Proj~t 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 l:o consider revocation of this authorization. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Plann.ing Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.~f-planning.org . 

38·. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in · 
· thi~ Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to tp.is Project shall be subject 
to the enforcement procedures and administrative p~alties set forth under Plarming Code 
Section 176 or Section 176.1 .. The Planning Departm,ent may also refer the violation complaints to 
other city deparbnents and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department· at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplanning.org 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
.PLANNING .DEPARTMENT 

J:\Tovember4,2016 

Ms. Angcla Calvillo, Oerk 
Board of Supervisors 
·City and County of San Francisco 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Transmittal of Planning Department 
Case Number 2014.0926GPAPCAMAP: 
Mission and 90t Street Special Use District 

BOS File No: 161067 Planning Code, Zoning Map- Mission·& 91h St. SUD 
Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval with Modifications 

BOS File No: (pending) General Plan Amendment 
Plamtlng Conunission Recommendation: Approval of General Plan Amendment 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

0n·october 4, 2016 the Supervisor Kim introduced the propose~ Planning ~ode, Zoning Map 
Amendment Ordinance. · 

On October 6, 2016 the Planning Commission initiated a General Plan Amendment to amend Map 
5, "Proposed Height and Bulk Districts" of the Downtown Area Plan to change the height and 
bulk district of .A$sessor' s Block 3701, Lots 020 and 021from120-X to 200-X. 

On October 27, 2016 the San ·francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") 
conducted a duly noticed public he.acing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the 
adoption of the proposed Planning Code, Zoning Map Amendment Ordinance and the related 
General Plan Amendment Ordinance, initiated by the Planning Commission. 

The two Proposed Ordin~nces, would 1.) create Section 249.15 to establish the Mission and 90t 

Street Special Use District and 2.) amend Map 5, Proposed HE;ight and Bulk Districts" of the 
Downtown Area Plan of the General P1an to change the height and bulk district of Assessor's 
Block 3701, Lots 020 and 021 from 120-X to 200-X. Specifically, th~ Mission and 9ih Street Special 
Use District would: 

• Allow for a height increase of the subject parcels from 120-feet to 200-feet; 
• Require the provision of on-site affordable units in the amount of 21.5% of the number of 

units cons!:i:U~tion on-site at the following income levels: 

www.sfplanning.~rg 

1650 Mission st 
Suile400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Plannina 
lnfonnatlon: 
415.558.6377 
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Transmital Materials CASE NO. 2014.0926GPAPCAMAP 
Mission and 9th Street SUD Ordinances 

o 13.5% of the units affordable to households earning 55% or less of Area Median 

Income (AMI); . 

o · 4% of the units affordable to households earning 70% or less of AMI; and 

o 4% of units affordable to households earning 90% or less of AMI. 
Please note that the Planning Commission recCJ?lWUmds the Ordinance be amended to require. an 
additional 3.5% of the units constructed on-site to be made affo~dable to households whose incomes 
do not exceed 150% AMI. 

• Waive the floor area ratio (FAR) limits otherwise applicable; and 

• · Permit a certain portion of usable opeit space required pursuant to Planning Code Section 
135 to be provided off-site, either with the SUD or within 900 feet of the boundaries of the 

SUD. 

· Supervisor Kim, please advise· the Citjr Attorney at your earliest convenience if you wish to 
incorporate the changes recommended by the Commission that would require an additional 3.5% 

of the units constructed on-site to be made affordable to households whose fucomes do not eXceed 
150% A1.v.1I. 

At the October 27, 2016 hearing, the Commission voted to recommend approval of the proposed 
Genecl Plan and approval with niodifica.tions of the. Planning Code Amendment Ordinances. · 

Please find attached documents relating to the Commission's action. The original, signed to form 
and Microsoft Word versions of the Ordinances will be sent directly t.o the Oerk from the· City 

Attorney, Audrey Pearson. If you have any questions or require further information please do not 

hesitate to. contact me. 

Sincerely, 

. ~.\,rofl 
c~:::ri:~ers 

Se?ior.Policy Advisor 

cc: 

Mayor's Office, Nicole Elliot 
Supervisor Jane Kim 
District 6 Legislative Aide, Aprff Ang 
Deputy City Attorney, Audrey Pearson 
Deputy City Attorney, Jon Givner 

Attachments (one copy of the following): 
Final Mitigated Negative Declaration for 1270 Mission Street 
Planning Commission Re5olution No. 19766 

Planning Commission Resolution No. ~9767 

SAN FRANGISGO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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SAN FRAN·CISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Resolution No. 19767 
.Planning Code Te~ Amendment 

Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Currwt Zoning: 

Proposed Zoning 

Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

Zoning Map Amendment 
HEARING DATE; OCTOBER27,2016 

2014.0926PCAMAP 
1270 Mission Street 
C-3-G (Downtown General) 

120-X Height and Bulk District 

Mission and Ninth Street SUD 

2.00-X 
3701 / 021, 02.1 

Brian Baker -(415} 775;7005 
AGIAvant 

100 Bush Sf:teet, Suite 145"0 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
Tina Chang - ( 415) 575-9197 
Tina.Chang@sfgov.org 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

RECOMMENDING TIIAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT FINDINGS RELATING TO 

THE PLA,NNING CODE~ INCLUDING 1) AMENDMENT OF PLANNING CODE TEXT TO ADD 

SECTION 2!J,9.15 TO EST.A.BLISH TIIE MISSION AND 9~ STREE'J" sP'ECIAL USE DISTIUCT, TO 

REQUIRE THE PROVISION OF ON-SITE AFFORDABLE UNITS IN THE AMOUNT OF. 21.5% OE 

THE NUMBER OF UNITS CONSTRUCTED ON~SITE; WAivE FLOpR AREA RA.TIO LIMITS SET 

FORTH IN SECTIONS 123 AND 124 OF THE PLANNING CODE FOR BUILDINGS EXCEEDING 

120-FEET JN HEIGHT; ALLOW UP TO 40 PERCENT OF USABLE OPEN SPACE REQUIRED BY 

PLANNING CODE SECTION 135 TO BB l'R.OVIotm OFF-SITE EITHER WITHIN THE SPECIAL 

USE DISTRICT OR WITHIN 900 FEET OF THE BOUDNARIES QF THE ?PECIAL USE DlSTRICT; 

AND 2) AIVJ;.ENDMENTS TO SPECIAL USE DISTRICT MAP SU07 AND HEIGHT AND BULK 

DISTRICT MAP HT07' TO REFLECT THE CREATION OF THE SPECIAL USE DISTRICT AND 
ALLOW AN INCREASE IN HEIGHT FOR ASSESSOR'S ntoCK 3701, PAltCELS 020 AND 021 FROM 
120wX TO 200-X; AND (3) MAKE AND ADOPT FINDINGS, INCLUDING FINDINGS UNDER 

PLANNING CODE SECTION . 3o~, l3NVIRONMENTAL · FINDINGS AND FINDINGS OF 

CONSISTENCY WITH TifE GENERAL PLAN AND THE. EIGHT PRIORITY POUCIES OF 

PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1, 

PRi:AMBLE 

"vww.sfplannrng.or~J .. 
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Resolution No, 19767 

October 27, 2016 

Case No.: 2014.0926PCAMAP 

1270 Mi~sion Street 

On May 5, 2015, 1270 Mission, ~LC (''Project Sponsor") filed an application requesting approval of a 
Downtown Project Authorization pursuant to Section 309 of the San Francisco Planning Code to facilitate 

the construction of a mixed-use residential project located at 1270 Mission Street ("Project") with a 200-
foot tall building providing on-site inclusionary affordable dwellings units in excess· of the ammmts · 

required by ·the City's Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Planning Code section 415) in 

e~change for _a density bonus conveyed by amendment of the Planning CoQ,p, Zoning Map and the 
General Plan to increase the permitted buil~g height at the project site from 120 feet to 200 feet. The 

Downtown Project Authorization application included exceptions from rear yard requirements per 
Section 134 and ground-level wind currents per Section 148 of the Planning Cqde. · 

On June 28, 2016, the Project Sponsor filed a Variance application with the Planning Department from 
exposure requirements pursuant tci Planning Code Section 140. 

On August 24;, 2016, a Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration ("P1YIND'') was published. Since no 

appeals or comments were filed within 20 days of the publication date, the Pl~g Department's 
Environmental Review Officer fina1ized the Mitigated Negative Declaration ("MND") for the .1270 

Mission Project, including the General Plan, Planning Code Text and Zoning Map Amendment and 

determined that the MND was aqequate, accurate and complete and.reflected the independent judgment 

of the Planning Department. A copy of the MND and this Determination is on file with the Clerk of the 
Board of Supervisors m File No.161067 and is incorpo~ated herein by reference. 

. . . 
On October 4, 2016, Supervisor Jane lGtn introduced the legislation entitled, ''Ordinance amending the 

San Francisco Planning Code to add Section 249.15 to create the Miss!-on and 9th Str~t Special Use 
District m the area gen:erally bounded by Mission Street on the s~uth, Laskie Street on the east, Assessor's · 

Block 3701, Lots 22., 23 and 24 on the west, and Assessor's 'Block 3701, Lot 66 to the north; amending the 

Zoning MaP Sheet SU07 to create the Mission and Ninth Street Special Use District; amending Zoning 
Map Sheet HT07 to change the height limit on Assessors Block 3701, Lots 20 and 21; from 120-X to 200-X; 

affirming the Pianning Department's determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and 
making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code 

Section 101.1." 

On October 6, 2016, the Planning Commission initiated legislation entitled, "Ordinance amending the 
General flan by revisillg the height designation for Assessor's Block 3701 Lots 20 and 21 on Map 5 of the 

Downtown Area Plan. from 120-X .to 2PO-X; adopJ;ing and making findings regarding fu~ Mitigated 
Negative Declaratioi:t prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act; and 
making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority poli~ies of Planning Code 

Section 101.1." 

On October 27, 2016 the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly sCheduled 

meeting regarding (1) the General Plan Ani.endment; and (2) the ordinance amending the Planning .Code 
to add the Mission and Ninth Street Special Use District, and revise Zoning Map SU07 and H07. At that 
meetillg, the Commission adopted (1) Resolution No. 19766, recommending that the Board of Supervisors 

approve the requested General Plan Amendment; and (2) Resolution No. 197767 recommending that the 
Board of Supervisors approve the requelited Planning Code and Text and Map Amendment The · 
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. Resolution No. l9767 
October 'i7, 2016 

C<!.se No.: 2014.0926PCAM.i\P . 
1210 Mission Street 

Commission 'heard and considered .the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and further 
considered. written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the aPP.licant, Department staff 
and other interested parties, and the record as a whole. 

The Plamung Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is_ the custodian of records; all pertinent doOlIIlents are located 
in the File for Case No. 20l4.on,6GPAPCAMAPDNXVAR, at 1650 :Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San 
Francisco, California. 

Planning Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting program (MMRP), which 
material was made avail~le to the public and · thiS Commission for this Com.mission's review, . 
consideration and action. 

The Commission. has reviewed the proposed Planning Code Text and Zoning Map Amendments 
Ordinance; and 

RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby adopts the MMRP attached as Exlu"bit t of Motion 
No. 19768, based on the findings as stated below. 

FURTHER RESOLVED, tha.t the Commission hereby recommends that the 'Board of Supervisors approve 
the ·proposed Plamnng Code and Zoning Map Amendment Ordinances, and adopt the ·attached 
Resolution to that effect · 

FINDINGS ) 

Having reviewed the materictls identified in the preamble above, ~d having heard all testimony and 
. arguments and i:he· record as a whole, ~eluding all information pertaining to the Project in the Planning 
Department's case files, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines adollows:. 

1. The Commission finds that the Mission and 9th Sti:eet Special Use.District and the Project at 1270 
Mission Street to be a beneficial development to the Cify that could not be accommodated 
wiU:out the actions requested. 

2. The Project would address· the City's severe need for additional housing for very low, low and 
moderate income h.ouseholds, by providing on-site inclusionary affordable dwellings units in 
excess of the amounts required by the City':;; fuclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Planning 
Code section 415). 

3. The Plann'ing Commission recommends that the Planning Code Text Am~dn:tent Ordinance be 
amended to require an additional 3.5% of affordable unit made affordable to households whose 
incomes ~o not exceed 150% area median income. 

4. The proposed General Plan Amendment and Special Use District would permit the development 
· of a great.er number of residential uses than currently permitted at the project site. As the 
·General Plan recognizes, building stan.:;lards can be relaxed in order to promote lower cost home 
construction. An additional portion of San.Francisco's affordable housing needs can b~ supplied 
(with no public subsidies or financing) by private sector housing developers developing 
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Resolution_No.19767 
October.27,2016 

Case No.: 2014.0926PCAMAP 

1270 Mission ~treet 

inclusionary affordable units in their market-rate projects in exchange for the density and other 
bonuses. The Project would provide on-site inclusionary affordable dwellings units in excess of 
the amounts required by the City's fuclusionary Affordable Housrng Program (Planning Code 
section 415) in exchange for the density bonus conveyed by the proposed General Plan 
Amendment ;i.nd Special tJse District 

5. The Project proposes neighborhood-serving ameniti~s, such as new ground floor retail, and 

pedestrian safety improvements to mmounding streets; proposes new pu~licly accessible open 
space; and would incorporate sustainability features into the Project. 

6. The Planning Code and Zoning Map Amendments are necessary in order to approve the Project; 

7. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the Objectives and Policies 

0£ the . General Plan, for the reasons set forth in the findings in the Downtown Project 

Authorization, Motion No. 19768, which are incorporated by :i:eference as though fully set forth 

herein. 

8. Planning Code Section 101.l(b) establishes eight priority--planning policies and requires review 
of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the Project complies with said policies, 
for the teasons set forth in the Downtown Project Authorization, Motion No. 19768 which are 

incorporated by refererice as though fully set forth herein .. 

9 .. The Project is consist~t with and would promote the general and specific purposes ~f the Code 

provided under Section 101.1(b) for the reasons set forth in the findings-in the powntown Project 

·Authorization, Motion No. 19768, which i;l!e incorporated by reference as though fully set forth 
herein, and also in that, as. designed, the Project would address the City's severe need for 

additional housm.g for -v-~y low, low and moderate income households, by providing CJn-site 
inclusionary affordable dwellings units in ·excess of .the amounts required by the City's 

fuclusionary Afforda,ble Housing Program (Planning Code section 415). 

10. Bas¢d on the foregoing; the public necef;sity, convenience artd general welfare require the 
proposed Planning Code and Zo:Oing Map amendments. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was ADOPTED by the S;i.n Francisco Planning Commission . 
on October 27, 2016. 

J~w 
Jonas P. Ionin . . 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Fong, Richards, Hillis, Koppel, Johnson, Moore 

SAN fAANCISCO 
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Resolution No.19767 
October 27, 2016 

NOES: None 

Melgar 

· ADOPTED: Octobex 27, 2016 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLAl\lNING PJEPARTMEN.T 

Case No.: 2014.0926PCAMAP 
1270 Mission· Street 
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Date: 
Case No.: 
Project Title: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Lot Size: 

· Project Sponsor: 

Lead Agency: 
Staff Contact: 

'PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Mitigated Negative Declaration 

August 24, 2016 
2014..0926ENV 

, 1270 Mission Street 
C-3-G (Downtown-General Commercial) 
120-X Height and Bulk District 
3701/020 and 021 
16,22~ sq_uare feet {0.37-acre) 
AGIAvantinc.. . 
Brian Baker, (415) 775-7005 
San Francisco Planning Department 
Rachel Schuett- (415) _575-9030 
rachelschuett@sfgov.org 

16lifi.Mi~!i$t. 
s.uttii4oit 
Pill] f(at\i;J$tO,;: 
C1Hl4103~~479, 

Ffocepliiifr,:. 
4~l1,?~8,ll37tl' 

r.ax: 
~5.55$:~41ln 

.P.J~l~g: 
Jn_'fuimation: 
(1lUi58.6377 

The approximately 16,220-square-foot (0.37-acre) project site is located at the northwest comer of Mission 
and Laskie streets on the block bounded by Market Street to ~e north, Mission Street to the south, Eighth 
Street to the east, and Ninth Street to the west, within San Francisco's South of Market (SoMa) 
neighborhooci The proposed project would involve demolition and removal of the existing single-story 
commercial building and surface .parking lot and construction of a new 120-foot-tall, 13-story mixed-use 
residential building containing up to approximately 195 dwelling units and about 2,012 sq_uare feet of _ 
ground floor retail/restaurant space. 

A single basement level would include approximately 66 vehicle parking spaces (primarily in stackers), 
two car-share spaces, three .Aµi.ericans with Disabilities Act.(ADA)-accessi'ble parking spaces, one sei:vice 
vehicle loading space, and four standard parking spaces (in the rear portion of the ground floor), for a 
total of 7 6 parking spaces. In addition, the rear portion of the ground floor would contain ~icycle storage 
areas that would accommodate at least 200 secure Class 1 bicycle spaces. 'As proposed,. the residential 
entrance and the par-king ingress/egress would bpth be· accessible from Laskie Street, the alley that 
borders th~ .eastern propeuy line, with an additional entrance to the bicycle storage area accessible from 
Wssion Street The proposed project and variant would entail excavation to a depth of approximately 
20 feet to accommodate the below-grade parking level and foundation, and a small area of an additional 
four feet of excavation to accommodate the proposed elevator pit. Total excavati<;>n would be up to about 
12,000 cubic yards. · 

The project sponsor is also considering a potential variant (Variant 1) that would be larger (in terms of 
. both the height/building envelope and density) than the propos.ed project. Variant 1 would entail 

construction of a 200-foot-tall, 21-story builcling that would include up to approximately 299 dwelling 
·units. The basement and ground floor would be similar to that nnder the proposed project, with 
comparable parking, retail/restaurant space, and other uses. The basement level would ·contain 
approximately 66 vehicle parking spaces (mostly in stackers), and the ground floor would provide two 
car-share spaces, three ADA-accessible parking spaces, and two service vehicle loacling spa~es, for a total 
of 71 parking spaces, and one.35' x 12' loacling space. Similar to the proposed project, Variantl would 

www.sfplamring.org. 



Prelimiruuy Mitigated Negative Declaration 

August 24, 2016 

Cas~ No. 2014.0926ENV 
1270 Mission Street 

include 290. Oass 1 bicycle parking spaces. The building height for Variant 1 would exceed the allowable 
height limit for the project site under the existing 12Q..X Height and Bull< District and, therefore, would 

require approval of an amendment to the Height and Bull< District Z.Oning Map. As part of Variant 1, the 

project sponsor proposes a Specw U~e District (SUD) that would increase the requll;ement for on-site 
. affordable rental units to 20 percent, of which 12 percent would be affordable to households earning up 

to 55 percent of Area Median Income (AMI), 4 percent to households ·earning up to 70 percent A.MI; and 4 

percent earning up to 90 percent AMI, which exceeds the current. Plannfug Code requirement that 

13.5 percent of the project dwelling units be affordable units. ~e specific percentage of ?£fordabl~ units 

may be changed by the Board of Supervisors as part of its deliberation$ on approval of the SUD. 

FINDING: 

1his proposed project and Variant 1 could not have a significant effect on the environment. 'This finding is 

based upon the criteria of the Guidelines of the State Secretary for Resources, Sections 15064 (Determining 
Significant Effect), 15065 (Mandatory Findings o~ Si~ce), and 15070 (Decision to prepare a Negative 
Declaration), and the.following reasons as doannented in the Initial Evaluation (Initial Study) for the project, 

which is a~ched. Mitigation mea.sures are included as part of the proposed project and Variant l to avoid 
potentihlly significant effects. See Section F on page 139: 

In the independent judgment of the Plamrlng Department, there is no substantial evidence that the 

project could have a significant effect on the environment. 

USA M. GIBSON 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 

cc:· Brian Baker, AGI Avant, Project Sponsor 
T~ Chang, San Fr<µlcism Planning Department-Current Planning 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANN•NG DEPAIITMENT 2 
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INITIAL STUDY 
1270 Mission Street Project 

Planning Department Case No. 2014.0926ENV 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Location and Site Characteristics 

The approximately 16,220-square-foot (0.37-acre) project site {Assessor's Block 3701, Lots 20 and 21) is 

located on the northwest comer of Mission and L~kie sl:reets,.1 within a portion of San Francisco's SoMa 

. neighborhood and also within the Downtown. Area Plan identified in the San Francisco General Plan (General 

Plan). The projeet site is located on a block bounded by Market Street to the north,. Mission Street. to the 

south,. Eighth Street to tl:ie east, and Ninth Street to the west Laskie Street, a dead-end alley that extends 

north from Mission Street, forms the eastern boundary of the project site (see Figure 1, p. 2). The project 

~te is located within the c.:3-G (Powntown-General Com:ri:J.ercial) Use District and !he 120-X Height and· 

Bulk District, which allows a 120-footma:xllnum.height with no bJi1k ~ts. 

The project site is partially occupied by an approximately 1,200-square-foot, one-story, 12-foot-tall 

commercial building that is currently occupied by a pizza shop. A surface parking lot occupies !he 

remainder of the project site. There are four existing street trees along bofu the Mission Street and Laskie 

Street frontages of the project site (eight trees total). 

According to the Assessor's data, the existing buililing was constructed in 1975.?- Given that the existing 

building is not 45 years old, or older, it is not age-eligible to be a ~orical resource. The project site iS flat 

and generally rectangular in shape, with 92.5 feet of frontage on Mission Street and 176 feet of frontage on 

Laskie Street Three bufulings adjoin the project site to !he west a four-story residential hotel wifu ground-

floor relajl space (Hotel·Potter, 1284-1288 Mission Street); a six-story residential building with ground-floor 

retail at 77-83 Ninth Street; and a two-story commercial building at 65 Ninth Street,. c:Urrently occupied by 

the American Friends Service Committee as a Quaker Meeting House. Adjacent to the project site to !he 

north is a newly constructed 17-story residential building at 55 Ninth Street, known as !he Ava building. 

1 Following San Francisco convention, Mission Street and streets parallel to it are considered ID run east-west, whtle 9lh 
Street and streets parallel ID it are amside:red to run north-south. 

2 San Francisco Property Jnfom:iation Map, 1270 Mission. Street. Available online at http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/, 
accessed May 30, 2016. 

Case No. 2014.0926ENV . 1?70 Mission Street Project 



65 

\ 

MARKErST 

59 

so 

• STE:VENSON ST 

5 



lnifial Study 

Proposed Project and Variant 1 

The proposed project would include construction of a 120-~oot-tall, 13-story building containing 195 . 

dwelling units and a retail/restaurant space on the ground floor. Variant 1 would :include con::itruclion of a 

200-foot-tall, 21-story'builffi?g that ~ould co~tain up to 299 dwelling units (see Figilre 2, p. 4). 

120-Foot~Tall Building (Proposed Project) 

·The proposed project would :involve the demolition of fue ~ting build:ing and surface parking lot on fue 

project .site and fb,e construction of a new 120-foot-tall, 13-story building containing 195 dwelling units 

and about 2,012 square feet of retail/restaurant space alon~ Mission Street The project sponsor intends 

that fue proposed dwelling units would be rental (apartment) uni~. 

A s:ingle basement level and a portion of the ground floor would provide for approximately 76 vehicle 

parking spaces (mostly in stackers), including two car-share spaces, fbre~ ADA-accessible spac:eS, and one 

service vehicle load:ing space. Bicycle storage areas on the ground fl.oor would accommodate a :rrriu!mum of 

200 Oass 1 bicycle spaces, which. would exceed the requirements of Planning Code Section 155.2. Eight 

bicycle racks would b~ provided on the Mission Street sidewalk to accommodate 16 dass 2 bicycle spaces, 

which. would comply with Section 155.2 of the Planning Code. The residential eritrance and fue automobile 

parking ingress and egress would both be from Laskie Street Access to the bicycle room would be fbrough 

the pedestrian entrance to the build:ing garage and via an additi.onal en~ance located' on Mission Street Jn 

addition to fue retail/restaurant space, the ground floor would include a residential lobby and mail room, 

leas:ing offices, the parking ramp, a recycl:ing/trash room and mechanical spa~e, and tfie bicycle storage 

areas. Figure 3, p. 5 depicts the proposed ~ound floor plan and Figure 4, p. 6 shows the proposed basement 

plan. 

The second floor would contain eight residential units. However, the portion bf fue second floor closest to 

Mission Street would be open to the lobby and :i;et?11/restaurant space on the ground floor below and 

would contain.common amenities for use by the residents including a gym~ a kitchen and bar, and a tech.­

lounge area (see Figure 5, p. 7). Floors 3 fbrough 13 would each. contain 17 residential units (see Figure 6, 

p. 8). ht to~ the project would cont~ 195 dwell:ing units in a combination of studios and one- and two­

bedroom units, including a minimum C?f 26 on-~ite affordable inclusionary units (13.5 percent of the total 

units, as required by 1:lanning Code Seclion415.3).3 The res_idential unit mix would consist of 

approximately 47 studios (24 percent of the total), 104 one-bedroom units (inclusive of 23 junior one­

bedroom units; 53 percent of the total),.4 and 44 two-bedroom units (23 percent). 

3 Although San Francisco voters in June 2016 approved an increase in affordable·housing requiremenls for rieW projec!s through 
passage of Proposition C, Plmtning Code provisions adopted by the Board of Supervisors and signed by the mayor in May 2016 
provide for the graduated application of increased affordable housing requirements for projects wilh applications already on 
file, Because the environmental evaluation application for the proposed project and Variant 1 was submitted in 2014; the project 
and Variant 1 would be required to provide 13.5 percent of on-site housing units as affordable. units, absent the provisions of the 
proposed SUD. . . · 

4 Unlike a studio unit; a junior one-bedroom unit contrins a separate bedroom, although without a window in the 
bedroom and not necessarily y;i.th a door; the window is typically in a larger living/dining room. 
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lnilial Study 

The proposed structure would be approximately 120 feet in height to fue roof, with fue parapet extending 

an additional 4 feet above the· roofline, and mechanical and stair/elevator penthouses extending up to 

20 feet above the roof height. 5 Figure 7, p. 10 depicts the proposed project elevations. 

The proposed ~ would be constructed using reinforced, poured-in-place conq:ete with post­

tensioned slabs in a contemporary architectural style, employing precast concrete,. brick, metal, and. glass as 

the primary building ~- Along fue primary facades on :Mission and Laskie streets, the proposed 

design would include a predominately brick base of five stories. The two-story, ground-floor 

retail/restaurant space a:n:d residential lobby would be differentiated wifu stone tile and articulated by a 

horizontal belt coursing separating the ground floor uses from the residential uses above. The grourui'fl.oor 

level would include large glass storefronts, framed in aluminum, with each retail space separated by stone 

tile-clad piers. A canopy would hang over fue residential entryway, ~ong the Laskie Street facade. 

Architecturally, fue building would be composed of a classic base', middle, and top with differentiating 

materials of brick and pre<:?St concrete with horizontal belt coursing and a terminating cornice. The 

primary fa;ades for the residential floors of fue building, mcluding the more transparent corner at 

Mission and Laskie streets, would be ·composed of three fa91de systems including a precasf wall· system 

with a combination of brick and opaque panels, glass and aluminUm. bay windows, and ornamental Juliet 

. balconies. Operable windows would be located throughout the facades for light air, and rescue. A 

precast concrete parapet would extend above the roof line around the perimet~ of fue building. 

200-Foot-Tall Building (Variant 1} 

As a variant to the proposed project descn"bed above, the project spo~or is also considering a taller 

building. Variant 1 would entail construction of a 200-foot-tall, 21-story building· that would contain up to 

apprmcirn.ately '.299 dwelling.units in a combination of studios and one-, two-, and three-bedroom units. 

The residential unit mix would consist of approximately 75 stuili.os (25 percent of the total), 157 one-

bedroom units (inclusive of 59 junior one-bedroom units; 53 percent of the total), 56 two-bedroom units 

(19 percent), and 11 three-bedroom units (4 percent). 

As part of Variant 1, the project sponsor proposes both an amendment to _the existing 120-X Height and 

Bulk District'- which allows a i2.0-foot maximum height with no bulk limits, to allow building hei~ts up to 

200 feet, and the creation of the Mission/Ninth Street Affordable Housfug Special Use District (SUD). The 

SUD would p~t building heights greater than 120 feet for projects, such as Variant 1, that provide 

affordable housing at a rate of 20 percent of units on-site, of which 12 percent would be affordable to 

households earning up to 55 percent of Area Median Income (AMI), 4 percent to households earning up 

to 70 percent AMI, and 4 percent ea.ming up to 90 percent AMI. This would be in ~cess of the 

requirement of Pla.tming Code Section 415.3 that 13.5 percent of on-site dwelling units be affordable units. 

The specific percentage of affordable units may be changed by the Board of Supervisors as part of its 

deliberations on i:ipproval of the SUD. The SUD would also permit a certain portion of the usable open 

spa~e required pursuant to Planning Code Section 135 to be provided off-site, either within the SUD or 

·5 These roof-top. features are exempt from the height limit, pursuant to Plmming Code Sec. 260(b)(l)(F) .. 
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Initial study 

within 900 feet of the project site, and would waive the floor area ratio (FAR) limits otherwise applicable 

for proj~ts i:hat comply with ihe SUD's affordable housing requirements. As under the proposed project, 

Variant 1 would have a parapet extending an additionhl 4feet above ihe roofline and mechanical and 

stair/elevator penthouses extending up to 20 feet above the roof height 6 The ground floor would be similar . 

to that under the proposed project, wiih comparable retail/restaurant space and other uses. As with the 

proposed project, 200 Oass 1 bicycle spaces would be provided on ihe ground floor to accommodate the 

units, and 10 Oass 2 bicycle racks to accommodate 20 bicycle parking spaces would be pro~ed on the 

:Mission Street sidewalk;. ihese bicycle spaces Vl'."ould exceed Planning. Code requiremenIB: Vehicle parking 

would be slightly.less than that under the proposed project,_ with 76 off-street spaces. 

·.Figure 8, p.12~ depicts proposed elevations fo! Variant 1 .. Variant 1 wocld provide open spac~ in the 

same amount and configuration as the proposed project Because the greater number of residential units 

under Variant 1 would require more usable open space pursuant to Planning Code Section 135 , Variant 1 

would provide improvements on the adjacent Laskie Street right-of-way to meet the. portion of the 

additional usable open space required, as permitted under the SUD that is being requested for Variant 1. 

The proposed project and Variant 1 are subject to CEQA Section 21099( d), which eliminates aesthetics as an 

impact that can be considered in determining the significance of physical environmental effects for projects 

meeting certain criteria Accor~gly, this Initial Study does not contain a separate discussion of the topic of 

aesthetics. Photo ~ulations of the proposed project and Variant 1 are provided, herein, for informational 

purposes only. These visual· simulations were prepared by the project architect to illustrate the proposed 

project and Variant 1 from the most prominent public vantage points once implemented (see figure 9, p. 13, 

and Figure 10, p. 14). Seep. 30 for further dis<;:USsi.on of Section21099. 

Common Elements'ofthe Proposed Project and Variant 1 

Open Space 

Open space for project residents under both the proposed project and Variant 1 would be provided ~top 
the building :in the form of a commonly-access.µ>le roof P.eck of appro~ately 10,025 square f~et for the 

proposed project and approximately 8,380 square feet for Variant 1 (see Figure 11, p.15). Variant 1 aJ:;o 

would have an approximately 1~445 square-foot t~rrace. on the 10th floor, of which l,380squarefeet would 

count towards the project's open space requirements. The proposed project and Variant 1 would have 

additional commonly-accessible open space on the second floor (first residential level); ihe former with 

approximately 2,683 square feet and the latter wiih approximately 2,292 square feet, which would allow 

for light and air to reach ihe residential units on the south side of ihe building (see Figure 5, p. 7). 

However, because the second-floor open space would not comply with the exposure requirements of the 

Plaf!ning Code, ·a variance from Section 135(g)(2) is required to allow. the second~floor open space to be 

cou:p.ted as usable open space. As only 9 ,360 square feet of commonly-accessible open space is required 

. for the proposed project (at 48 square feet per unit), the roof deck on the proposed project would meet the . 

Planning Code requirement 

6 These roof-top features are exempt from the height limit, pursuant to Plurming Code Sec. 260(b)(l)(F). 
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For Variant 1, only the commonly-accessible roof deck and 10th floor terrace would count towards the 

Planning Code commonly-accessible open space requirement. of 14,016 square feet {at 48 square feet per 

unit minus the 2 units with priv:ate balconies on the 21st floor and 5 units with private terraces on fue : 

second floor). As fue approximately 9,760 square feet of commonlJ:-accessi?le open space (8,380 square 

feet for the roof deck and 1,380 square feet for the 10th floor fE:rrace) proposed for Variant 1 would not 

meet the Planning Code requirement, per Section 135(£)(2), a Special Use District permitting the open space 

improvements constructed on Laski.e Street to offset a portion of the amount of required residential open 

space would be sought for Variant 1.7 

Table 1, p. 17, summarizes th~ charci.cterislics of the proposed project and Variant 1. 

Parking, Loading, and Bicycle Facilities 

The existing surface parking on the project site contains 33 publicly-accessible off-street parking spaces. This 

lot would be removed as part of the proposed project and Variant 1. The proposed project and Variant 1 

would create a curb cut and garage door opening of 15 feet in width along Laski.e Street which would be 

used to provide access to a vehicular ramp into the parking· garage. (1he existing driveway on Laski.e Street . . . 
that currently serves the surfyice parking lot is about 25 feet wide.~ Under ¢.e proposed project the garage 

would contcrin 76 vehicle parking spaces, and under Variant 1 the garage wocld contain 73 parking spaces . 

. Both the J?roposed project cind Variant 1 would include three ADA-accessible parking spaces and ~o car~ 

share spaces; and most of the standard parking would be provided in driver-activated stackers in the . 

basement Three on-street commercial .(yellow zone) loading spaces are proposed on-Mission Street for both 

th~ proposed project and Variant 1. Jn ad?ition,. the proposed project would provide one service vehicle 

loading space in the garage, and Variant 1 would provide one freight loading space and two service vehicle 

i~ading spaces TI: the garage. 

A minimum of 200 Oass 1 bicycle parJ.?ng spaces would be provided in ground-floor bicycle storage 

areas for both the proposed project Variant 1, with access from fue pedestrian entrance on Laski.e Street as 
:well as a door located on Mission Street These· vehicle and bicycle parking spaces would be available to 

building residents and employees of fue propos~d ground-floo~ :i:!'!tail/restaurant ipace. Sixteen Gass 2 

bicycle parking spaces for the proposed project and 20 Oass'·i. bicycle parking spaces for Variant 1 would 

·be provided in fue form ~f bike racks on the lvfission Street sidewalk. 

During the construction phase of the proposed project and Variant 1, worker parking would ·occur off~ 

site. No design~ted parking for coruitruction workers would be provided and tb.~y would be expected to 

park on the street or in :i:earby garages, or to use transit 

7 Even if a Variance from Section 135(g)(2) is. soughtto allow the second floor op~ space to be counted as usable open space, the 
project would still fall short of ihe total open space requirements. 
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TABLE1 
PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS AND PLANNING CODE COMPIJANCE 

Proposed l'tojecl: 
Project Component Gross Building Area 

Residential 127,225 sq. ft 

Retail 2,012sq.ft 

Lobby 1,305sq. ft 

Vehicle Parking':- 19,484 sq. ft. 

Bicycle Parking 1,635sq. ft 

Bldg. Services b 36,935 sq. ft. 

TOTAL 188,596 sq. ft: 
Residential Open Space 10,025 sq. ft. c 
(common) 

Required Residential Open Space e 
9 ,36.o sq. ft. 

(common) 

Project Component Proposed Project 

Dwelling Units (total) 195 

Studios 47 

Jr. one-bedroom units 23· 

One-bedroom units 81 

Two-bedroom m;ii.ls 4.4 

Three-bedroom units 0 

Parking Spaces 

Autog 76 (98 principally permitted) 

Bicycle (Class 1) 200 (124 required) 

Bicycle (Class 2 sidewalk bike spaces) 16 (10 required) 

Height ofBuildingh 120feet 

Number of Stories 13 

a Includes ramp to garage and garage circulation space in the basement 
b Includes common areas and back of house services. 

Variantl: 
Gross Building Area 

198,227 sq. ft. 

2,012sq.ft 

1,314sq:ft 

19,042 sq. ft 

1,635 sq. ft 

51,454 sq. ft 

273,684sq. ft. 

9,560q.ftd 

14,352 sq. ft.£ 

Variant1 

299 

75 

59 

98 

56 

11 

76 (150 principally permitted) 

20[) (150 required) 

· 20 (15 re<iulled) 

20[) feet 

21 

" The commonly-accessible residential. open space provided includes only the Planning Code-compliant roof deck. 
d The commonly-accessible residential open space provided includes only the Pl=ing Code-compliant roof deck and 10th. floor 

terrace (8,380 square feet for the roof deck and 1,380 square feet for the 10th floor terrace). 
e Per Planning Code Section 138(b). 
f Remainder of Variant 1 open space requirement would be provided off-site, in form of improvements to the Laski<! Street right-

of-way, in accordance with the proposed-special use district . 
g Includes'two car-shares space and three ADA-accessible spaces. · 
h Excludes elevator/stair penthouse, parapet, and various rooftop elements. 

SOURCE: Architecture Inleroational, '2016. 

Streetscape Plan 

Both building options include proposed streetscape improvements that would adhere to the Better Streets 

Plan. The pedestrian right of way on Mission Street would include four new street trees (spaced 

Case No. 2014.0926ENV 17 1270 Mission Street Project 



Initial Study 

approximately 20 feet apart) with tree grates; 16 new Class 2 bicycle spaces (8 bike racks) for the 

proposed project and 20 new Class 2 bicycle spaces (10 bike racks) for Variant 1; and repaving of the 

sidewalk. Specific improvements along Laskie Street would include a single-surface "shared street" from 

lvlission Street to immediately north of the· project garage driveway. This "shared street'' would entail 

raising the elevation of Laskie Street to meet the elevation of the exi~ting sidewalks; removing and 

replacing the existing raised concrete sidewalks along both sides of the roadway with a 3-foot by 3-inch­

wide visual/tactile detection strip to delineate pedestrian and vclucular zones; removing the existing 

street trees and planting at least 10 new street trees (spaced approximately 20 feet apart) with tree grates;_ 

potentially relocating existing light poles, and adding P.edestrian lighting along the roadway. In addition, 

-these plans would include a raised crosswalk along Laskie Streef at the intersection of Mission Street,. 

wbich would a:ccommodate east-west pedestrian traffic along the north side of Mission Street and serve 

as a traffic calming devi~e since vehicles would be required to slow down considerably prior to entering 

or exiting L?Skie Street 

Landscaping 

As part of the proposed project and Variant 1, the eight existing street trees would be removed and at 

least 14 new trees would be planted along Mission and Laskie streets in accordance with Planning Code 

Section 138.1( c)(l). On. the Laskie Street frontage, the project sponsor would plant at least ten new street 

trees on both sides of Laskie Street (five on each side) starling up to 75 feet from Mission Street Jn 

addition, four new street trees would be planted along the Mission Street frontage, replacing four existing 

trees. All of the new street trees would have decorat~ve metal grates covering the soil and surrounding 

fue tree trunk. Decorative paving w9uld also be installed along the curb line of the JY.lission Street 

frontage, between the street trees. 

Foundation and Excavation 

The proposed project and Variant 1 would "entail ex~avation to ·a depth of approximately 20 feet to 

accommodate the below-grade parking level and fo-undation, and a small area of an additional four feet 

of excavation to accommodate the proposed elevator pit Total excavation would be up to about 12,000 . '• 

cubic yards. The proposed project and Variant 1 would likely be constructed on a mat foun4ation; 

depending on fue soil conditions identified beneath the si~e when soil borings are conducted, soil 

improvement (e.g., deep soil mixing or drilled displacement columns) m~y be required to :improve the 

bearing capacity of a relatively fuin liqueflable layer of sand that oilier nearby geoteclmical explor~tions 
have identified may exist not far beneafu the proposed foundation depth. 

Construction Schedule 

Demolition and constru,clion of the proposed project is estimated to take approximately 22 months and 

construction of Variant 1 is ~ated to take approximately 24 months. 
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Approvals Required for the Proposed Project and Variant 1 

Planning Commission 

• Approval of a Downtown Project Authorization from the Pl~ Commission per Pla:n.ning 
Code Section 309 for projects within a C-3 zoning district over 50,000 square feet :in area or over 
75 feet :in height, and for granting exceptions to the requirements of certain sections of the 
Pla:n.ning Code. 

• Approval of an exception, pursuant to Pla:n.ning Code Section309, from requirements of Planning 
Code Section 134(e) governing the configuration of rear yards, to provide open space in a 
copfiguration oilier ihan a rear yard (ie..., resident-only accessi'ble open spaces on ihe roof and at 
ihe second story). 

Approval of an exception, pursuant to Pla:n.ning Code Section309, from the pedestrian wind 
comfort requirements of Planning Code Section 148. 

• Approval. of Conditional Use auihorization from fue Planning Commission. under Planning Code 
Section 124(£) to exclude fue o~-site affordable units from fue calatlalion of gross floor area 

Zoning Administrator 

• Variance from the dwelling unit exposure requirements of Planning Code Section 140(a)(2) for 
ihose units ihat would have only windows facing onto ihe second-floor outdoor terrace. 

Variance from open space requirements of Planning Code Section 135(g)(2) for fue proposed 
second floor terrace ihat does not meet exposure requirements. 

Department of Building Inspection 

• Review and approval of demolition and build:ing permits. 

If any night construction work is proposed ihat wouid resu).t :in noise greater fuan five dBA above 
ambient noise levels, approval of a permit for nighttime constructioIL. 

Department of Public_ Works 

• Approv~ of a subdivision map to corob:ine ihe two on-site parcels into a single parcel, pursuant 
to ihe City's Subdivision Code: 

• If sidewalk(s) are used for construction staging and pedestrian walkways are constructed :in fue 
curb lane(s ), approval of a street space permit from ihe Bureau of Street Use and Mapp:ing. 

• Approval of construction wifu:in ihe public right-of-way (e.g., bulb-outs and si~ewalk extensions) 
to ensure (:onsistency wiih ihe Better Streets Plan. 

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

Approval of ihe placement of bicycle racks on fue sidewalk, and of other sidewalk 
improv~ents, by the Sustainable Streets ~ivision. 

• If sidewalk(s) are used for construction staging and pedestrian walkways are constructed in fue 
curb lane(s ), approval of a special traffic permit from ihe Susta:inable Streets DivisioIL 
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• Approval of construction within the public right-of-way- (e.g., bulb-outs and sidewalk extension£) 
to ensure consistency with the Better Streets Pian. 

' • Approval of the three on-street commercial (yellow zone) loacling spaces proposed on Mission 
Street · 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

• Approval of any changes to sewer laterals (connections to the City sewer). 

• . Approval of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, in accordance with Article 4.1 of the 
· San Francisco Public Works Code 

• Approval of post-construction stormwater design guidelines, including a stormwater control 
plan that corn.plies with the City's Stormw~ter Design Guidelines. 

Additional Approvals Required for Variant 1 

Actions by the Board of $upervisors 

• Planning Code Amendments for Height District Reclassification: The builcling height of Variant 1 
would exceed the height limit of the existing 120-X Height and Bulk District. The Board of 
Supervisors would need to approve an amendment to the Zoning Map Height and Bulk Districts 
(Sheet lITDl) pursuant to Planning Code Section 302. · 

• . Approval of a Special Use District (i) requiring that buildings in excess of 120 feet in height 
include a number of on-site inclusionary affordable units greater than the current 13.5 percent on.: 
site requirement of Planning Code Section 415.3; (ii.) pemri.tting open space improvements 
constructed off-site on Laskie Street to meet a portion of Planning Code-required residential open 
space for Variant 1(Section135(£)(2)); and (ill) permitting FAR in excess of the 6.0 to 1 otherwise 
established in Planning Code Section 210.2 for residentiaj. projects, such as Variant 1, that corn.ply 
with the SUD's affordable housing requirements. 

Actions by the Planning Commission 

• Recommendation to the Board_ of Supervisors to Approve AmenchrIBnts for Height District 
Reclassification and a Special Use District, described above. 

B. PROJECT SETTING . 

As noted above, the project site is located within the SoMa Deighborhood, which is generally bounded by 

Markeno the north, Highway 101 to the west, 16th Street to the south, and .San Franci.Sco B;;i.y lo the east 

Tue project site is bounded by :Mission Street to the south, three existing buildings abutting the lot line to the 

west, a new 17-story mixed.--use building to ·fue north, and Laskie Street to the east The project site also is 

within the Downtown Area Plan of the General Plan. The SoMa neighborhood is a deruJely built area that 

contains a variety of uses including neighborhood-serving retail uses on the ground level of residential 

buildings, as well as·pub~c utility buildings, hotels, comm.unity facilities, commercial and office buildings, 

production, distnbution, and repair uses-:including biit not limited to light industriaJ, auto repair, 

trucking, wholesaling, and arts a~tivities, such as performance spaces, studios, and workshops-and a few 
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public parks. The SoMa neighborhood is relatively large and contains a mix of low- to high-rise builclings. 

While .the project si!e is located adjacent to a mix of 2- to 6-story buildings, the project block includes the 

recently constructed, 17-story, approximately 130-foot-tall residential builcling located at 55 Ninth. Street, 

known as the Ava building. 

Land uses immediately surrounding the project site consist primarily of neighborhood-serving retail uses 

on the ground level with residential above, as well as hotel, office, community facility, and public utility 

land uses. The neareSt residential builclings :include the Ava builcling, noted above, as well as the recently 

completed Panoramic, an 11-story, approximately 120-foot-tall mixed-use residential building located one­

half block west of the project site at 1321 Mission, Street Additional recently constructed nearby residential · 

b1?ldings one block east of the project site include the Soma Grand, a 22-story building with ground-floor 

retail located at 1160 Mission Street, and two .of the proposed four residential towers for the Trinity Place 

development, one of which is the 2~tory builcli;ng located at 118~ Mission Street and the 19-story building 

located at 1190 Mission Street 

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

U.N.1'laza, about 0.19 miles north of the project site; Ci'jic Center Plaza, also about 0.19 miles north of the 

project site; Boeddeker Park, about 0.52 miles northeast of the project site; ·Howard & Langton Mini Park, 

abouf 0.24 miles southeast of the project site; Victoria Manalo Draves Park, about 0.41 miles southeast of 

the project site; and the Gene Fri.end Recrea~on Center, abou~ 0.44 miles southeast of the project site. 

The closest state highway to the project site is U.S. Highway 101, located three blocks west Interstate 80 is 

located about four blocks south of the project site. The Western SoMa Special Usepistrict lies one-half block 

south of the project site, while the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District lies 

one-half block west of the project site. Lastly, the project si~e is located one-half blqck north of the W estem 

SoMa tight fudustrial and Residential Historic District, which is pending.listing on the State and National 

Register of Historic Places (S/NR), and one block south of the San Francisco Civic Center Historic Distri.ct .. B 

·Cumulative Setting 

Past, presen~ and .reasonably foreseeable cumulative development projects within the vicinity of the 

project site are listed below in Table 2: Cumulative Projects :in Vicinity of Project Site and mapped on 

Figure 12. These cumulative projects, several of which are associated with the Market Sireet Hub 

Project-:-a transit-oriented, high.-Oensity, mixed-use neighborhood around the intersections of Market 

Street and Van Ness Avenue-are either under construction or the subject of an Environmental 

Evaluation Application on file with the Plannirig Department 

fu addition to the ormulative. projects identified in Table 2, the following transportation infrastructure 

project is also considered part of the cumulative setting: 

B The San Francisco Civic Center IDstorlc District j.s a locally designated Landmark District, :iS listed on the State and 
National Registers of IDstoric Places, and is a designated National IDstorlc Landmark. 
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• Van Ness Avenue BRT Project This project will implement Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
improvements along a fyvo-mile stretch of Van Ness Avenue from :Mission S_treet to North Point 
Streetr including ·replacing the overhead wire system, constructing dedicated bus Ian~s, and 
building new bus stations. Additional components of th~ project include pedestrian safety 
improvemenis, utility replacement and street repaving, and new landscaping and lighting. 

TABLE.2 

CUMULATIVE PROJECTS IN VICINITY OF PROJECT SITE 

Dwelling Office Comme:i;cial 
Address. Case File No. Units (gsf) (gsf) 

1 30VanNessAvenue< 2015-008571GPR. 

2 22 Franklin Street 2013.lOOSE 24 2,120 

3 
One Oak Street (formerly 1510-1540 Market 

2009.0l59E 320 12,970 
Street) Street 

4 ~-1564 Market Street 2012.0877E 109 4,900 
-

5 1629 Market Street 2015-005848ENV 584 27,300 9715 

6 1699 Market Street 2014-0484E 162 3/)37 

7 1700 Market Street 2013.1179E 42 1,753 

8 1740 Market Street 2014.0409E. 100 4,385 

? 1390 Market Street (Fox Plaza Expansion) 2005.0979E 230 449,818 17,500 

10 10 South ".an Ness _(ffonda Site) 2015-00456BENV 767 20,400 

11 lS00-1580 Mission Street (Goodwill site) b 2014-000362ENV 560 454,195 31,447 

12 30 Otis Street" 2015-010013PP A 354 4,600 

13 1.601 Mission Street (rower Car Wash) 2014.1121ENV 220 7,336 

14 1563 Mission Street 2014.0095E 40,600 

. 15 1532 Howard Street 2013.1305 15 

16 1298 Howard Street 2014.00llE 125 12,000 2,000 

17 1228 Folsom Street 2014.0964E 24 1,145 

18 1125 Mission Street 2014-002628ENV 36,000 

19 1125 Market Street ·2013.0511E 19,510 5,560 

20 150VanNessAvenue 2013.0973E 420 9,000 

21 Trinity Place (Phase lll)d 20l4.1014E_3 541 

22 101 Polle Street 2011.0702E 162 

Totals 4,759 1,039,423 138,328 

NOTES: 

a .Al!hough thereis no current development program for 30 Van Ness Avenue., the project site is slafed for future development 
b This project includes an approximately 4;377 sq_uare foot child care .facility. 

F!otel 
(rooms) 

160 

3 

163 

c This project includes approximately 13,125 sf for a ballet school that already eicisls on the site; therefore, it has not been included in the development 
program. 

d Documents available in PIM for Phase m of the Trinity Place development do not identify the retail sf for the project 

SOURCE: Unless otherwise specified, info.nnati.on obtained from San Francisoo Planning Department Property Information Database and Active 
· Permits in My Neighbo~lrnod Map. Available online athttp://property.map.sfplanning.org/. Accessed May 30, 2016. 
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C. COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS 

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

Discuss any conflicts witlt any !J.dopted plans and goals'?£ tlte City or Region, if 
applicable. 

Dis~s any approvals and/or permits from City departments other i:1uiJ:t the 
Planning Department or the Department of Builcling Inspection, or from 
R<:gion8I, State, or Federal Agencies. 

San Francisco Planning qode 

Initial Study 

Applicable Not Applicable 

!XI. D 

D 

D 

The Planning Code, which :incorporates by reference the City's . Zoning Maps, governs permitted uses, 

densities, and the configuration of buildings in San Francisco. Permits to construcfnew buildings (or to alter· 

or demolish existing ones) may not be issued unless ei!:her the proposed action conforms to the Planning 

Code, or an exception is granted pursuant to ~rovisions of the Planning Code. 

The proposed project would comply with the existing height limit of the 120-X Height and Bulk Dislrict. 

However, the build:ing height of Variant 1 would exceed the height limit of the existing 120-X Height and 

Bulk District; therefore,· the Board of Supervisors would need to approve an amendment to the Zoning 

Map Height and Bulk Districts (Sheet IITOl) pursuant to Planning Code Section 302 and the proposed 

Mission/N:inth Street Affordable Housing SUD :in order for Variant 1 to be approved. 

Allowable Uses 

.. The project site is located :in the C-3"G (Downtown - General) Zoning District, which covers the westem 

·po:i:tions ofDowri.toWIL As stated in Planning Code Section210.2, the.C-3-G Zoning District is composed of 

·a variety of uses, :includ:ing retail, offices, hotels, entertainment, clubs and institutions, and high-density 

residential Many of the~e uses have a citywide or regional function, alfuough the intensity of 

development is lower here fuan'in fue downtown core area further to fue east · 

The requirements associated with the C-3-G Zoning District are ~escribed in Section 210.2 of the !'lanning 

Code with references to other. applicable articles of fue Planning Code as necessary (for -example, for 

provisions concerning parldng, rear yards, street trees, etc.). As·in the case of other Downtown districts, no 

off-street parking is required for :individual r~dential or commercial build:ings. In the vicinity of Market 

Street, the configuration of this district reflects easy accessibility by rapid transit Any resulting potential 

impacts of the proposed project or Variant 1 and applicable Planning Code provisions are discussed below 

under the relevant topic headings. 
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Witl:rin the C-3-G district, retail uses (except formula retail, which requires Conditional Use 

authorization) on the ground floor and residential uses above the ground floor, as proposed by the 

project and Variant 1, are principally permitted.? 

Affordable Housing. 

The proposed project would comply with the City s Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Pla:n.ning 

·Code Section 415 et seq.) requirements by including 26 below-market-rate units o~site (13.5 percent of the 

total units, as required by Planning Codd Section 415.3). Variant 1 would exceed the affordable housing· 

r~quirements by providing 60 below-market~rate units on-site (20 percent of total units) more than 

13.5 percent of the total number of units witl:rin the project as affordable. The final amount of below 

market rate units is subject to change by the Board of Supervisors in connection with approval of the 

proposed SUD that would accommodate Variant 1. 

Height and Bulk 

The project site is located within a, 120-X Height and ')3ulk District This district allows a maximum building 

height of 120 feet and~ no bulk limit The proposed project would be 120 feet tall, as measured from the 

ground level to the top of tlie roof. Various rooftop elements und.er the proposed projetj: would extend up 

· to 20 feet above the top of the roof including a parapet extending approximately 4 feet beyond the height 

1iut1:t as allowable under Section260(b)(2)(A); stair and elevator penthouses that are ~empt £rom the 

building height limit by up to 16 feet, as allowable under Section 260 (b)(l)(A); and additional building . 

features to screen mechanical equipmeht from view that are exempt from the building height limit by up to 

20 feet, as allowable under 260 (b)(l)(F) of the Planning Code. Similarly, Variant 1 also would have various 

rooftop elements, including a parapet extending approximately . 4 feet beyond the height limit and 

additional building features to screen mechanical equipment from view that would extend 20 feet above the 

top of the roo£ Since the building height of Variant 1 would exceed the he~ght limit of the existing 120-X 

Height and Bulk District, an amendment to the Zoning Map Height and Bulk Districts would be required 

for Variant 1, as would the proposed Mission/N"mth Street Affordable Housing SUD, which woilld provide 

for exceptions to the 120-foot height limit for residential projects that comply with the SUD' s affordable 

housing requirements. 

Street Trees 

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

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

additional tree. The proposed project and Variant 1, which would include a combined total of 268 feet of 

property frontage along Laski.e and Jv.fission Streets (175. feet a:r_i.d 93 feet of frontage, respectively), would 

comply with Section 138.l(c)(l) by plantirig four new street trees along Mission Street and 10 new street 

trees along Laski~ Street (five on each side of the street). 

9 Planning Code Section 2102. 
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Open Space 

The proposed project would provide an approximately 10,025-square-foot, commonly-accessible open 

space on the roof of the building. 11ris would exceed fue 9,360 square feet of common usable residential 

open space required under Planning Cpde Section 135. Variant 1 would provide an approximately 8,380-

square-foot, commonly-accessible open space on the roof, as well as an approximately 1,380-square-foot, 

commonly-accessible terrace on ~e 10th floor. Together, these spaces would not meet the Planning Code . 

requirement for approximately 14,000 (8 units provide private open space, fuerefore the remaining 291 

units require at least 48 square feet of common usable open space). A~cording1y, fue p!=oject sponsor is 

proposing a Special Use District that, among other fuings, would allow for a portion of the Planning Coife 

residential open space requirement to be provided off site. In the case of Variant 1, the proposed Laskie 

. Street streetscape improvements would fulfill the rem~der of the Planning Code open space 

requirement. Bofu the proposed project and Variant 1 would have additional commonly-accessible open 

space on fue second floor that would be open to fhe sky but that would not meet Planning Code exposure 

standards and thus would require a Variance to be counted towards the Planning Code open space 

requirement. · 

RearYard Requirements 

Planning Cade Section 134 requires a rear yard equivalent to 25 percent of total lot deplh at all residential 

levels. The proposed project and Variant 1 would not provide open space within a rear yard and, 

therefore, the project applicant is requesting an eiception to fue rear yard requirements of Planning Cade 

Section 134( e), pursuan~ to the- procedures of Section 309, to allow for open space ma configuration other 

than a rear yard. 

Parking and Loading 

According to Planning Cade Sections 151.1 and 210.2, off-street parking for residential or commercial uses 

in the C-3-G district is not required; howev~, for residential uses, up to 0.5 parking spa~es per unit are 

prmcipally permitted., which would allow a maximum of 98 parking spaces for fue proposed project and 

150 parking spaces for Variant 1. With a Conditional Use aufuorization, up to 0.75 parking spaces per ~t 

is permitted. For retail uses, according t~ Planning Code Section 151.1, parking may not exceed seven 

percent of the gross floor are\} of the retail space. The proposed project would mclude 76 parking and 
loadmg spaces for the residential units, including two car-share spaces1°, three ADA-accessible spaces, 

and one service vehicle loading spac~: Variant 1 would.include 76 parking and loading spaces for the 

residential units, including "two car-share spaces, three ADA-accessible spaces; and two service vehicle 

loadmg spaces. Therefore,, both the proposed project. and Variantl would comply with Section 151.1. No 
parking is proposed for the retail use. 

For new ~esidential buildings containing more than 100 dwelling units, Planning Code Section 155.2 

requires 100 Oass 1.bicycle spaces (bicycle locker or space ma secure room) plus one Oass 1 bicycle 

space for every four dwelling units over 100, and one Oass 2 ·bicycle space (publicly-accessible bicycle 

10 Car-share spaces do not count towards parking maximums, per Planning Coile Section 151.1( d). 
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rack) for each 20 units. Therefore, the requirements for the residential use component of the proposed 

project would be 124 Oass 1 bicycle spaces. wd 10 Oass 2 bicycle spaces, and the requirements fpr 

Variant 1 would be 150 O.ass 1 bicycle spaces and 15 Oass 2 bicycle spaces. Section 155.2 also requires 

one O.ass 1 bicycle space for each 7,500 square feet of occupied retail space and a rrUnimum of two O.ass 2 

bicycle spaces or one for each.750 square feet of occupied restaurant space. As only 2,012 square feet of 

retail/restaurant is provided for both the proposed project and Variant 1, no Oass 1 and three O.ass 2 

bicycle parking spaces are required for the reiaiI/restaurant use. Therefore, the prcposed project would be 

required to provide 125 Oass 1 bicyclE: parking spaces (125 for residential use and none for the 

retail/restaurant use), and 14 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces (11 for the residential use and three for the 

retail/restaurant use, assuming restaurant use), while Variant 1 would be re~ed to provide 154 O.ass f 
bicycle parking spaces (154 for residential use and none for the retail/restaurant use), a;nd 18 O.ass 2 

bicycle parking spaces (15 for J;he residential use and three for the retail/restaurant use, assuming 

. restaurant use). The proposed project and Variar~.t 1 would provide 200 O.ass 1 bicycle spaces m secure 

ground-floor bicycle storage areas ~or the residential use. In addition, 16 O.ass 2 spaces for the proposed 

project and.20 Oass 2 spaces for Variant 1 also would be provided on the sidewalk. Therefore, both the 

proposed project and Variant 1 w:ould exceed the Section 155.2 requirements. 

Planning Code Section 152.1 requires one off-street freight loading space for residential buildings greater 

than 100,000 square feet and less than 200,000 square feet, and two off-street freight loading spaces for 

residential buildings greater than 200,000 square feet and less than 500,000 square feet. The proposed 

project would provide one service vehicle loading space m the garage, which can be substituted for the 

freight loading spa?e per Section 153(a) and 154(b) of the Planning Code. Variant 1 also would· provide one 

freight loading space and two service vehicle loadiri.g spaces m the ground floor parking area, the latter of 

which is allowed per Section 153(a) and 154(b) of the Planning Co~. Therefore, both the proposed project 

and Variant 1 would comply with Section 152.1 of the Planning Code. In addition, for the proposed project 

and Variant 1, the project sponsor would seek approval ~om the San Francisco Municipal Transportation 

Agency (SFMTA) to convert the three existing pn-street metered parking spaces adjacent to the project sire 

on the north side o~ Mission Street to an approximately 66-foot-long yellow zone for unmetered freight 

loading. 

Plans and Policies 

San Francisco Gener.al Plan 

In addition to the Planning Code, the project site _is subject to the General Plan. The General Plan provides 

general policies and objectives to guide land use decisions. The General Plan contams 10 elements 

(Commerce and Industry, Recreation and Open Space, Housing, Community Facilities, Urban Design, 

Environmental Protection, Transportation, Air Quality, Community Safety, and Arts) that set forth goals, 

policies, and objectives for the physical development of the city. In addition, the General Plan mcludes 

area plans that outlme goals ':11-d objectives for specific geographic planning areas, such as the Van Ness 

Avenue Area Plan, which includes the project Site. 
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A conflict between.a pmposed projeGt and a General Plan policy does.not, :in itseJ!, :indicate a significant 

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

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

general, potential conflicts with the General Plan a:re considered by the decisions-makers (normally the · 

Planning Commission) :independently of the environmental ;review · proce~s. Thus, in addition to 

considering :inconsistencies that affect environmental isrues, the Planning Commission considers other 

potential :inconsistencies with the Grmeral. Plan, :independently of the environmental review process, as 

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

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

environmental effects of the p~oposed project that are analyzed in this Initial Study .. 

The aim of the Downtown Area Plan is to encourage prn;u~ downtown office activities to grow, in~e~e 
.employment, reta:in a diverse base of S?-?port corri:mercial activity in and near downtown, expand the 

supply of housing :ill and· a~acent to downtown,. create. and maintain a comfortable pedestrian 

environment, create' building forms that ~e ~ally interesting and harmonize with surrounding 

buildings, and create attractive urban streetscapes. Centered on Market and Mission Streets, fue Plan 

covers an area roughly bounded by Van Ness Avenue to the west, Washington Street to.the north, the 

Embarcadero to the east and Folsom_ Street to fue south. The Plan contains objectives and policies 'fuat 

address housing, urb~ form, safety and livability, streetscape, preservation, and transportation. 
. . 

The proposed project and V ariaru 1 would not obviously or substantially conflict w.i.th any goals, policies, 

or objectives of _the General Plan, including those of fue Downt~wn Area Plan. The compatibility of the 

proposed project. and Variant 1 with General Plan goals, policies, and objectives that do not relate· to 

physical enviromnental issues will be considered by decision-makers as part of their decision.whether to 

approve or disapprove the proposed project and Variant 1. Any potential conflicts identified as part of the 

process would not alter the physical environmental effeetS of the proposed project and Variant 1. 

Priority Policies 

In Novem?er 1986, the -voters of San Francisco ap:eroved Proposition M, the Accountable Plarµ:rlng 

Initiative, whlch added Section 101.l to the Planning Code to.establish eight Priority Policies. These policies, 

and the subsection of Section E of this Initial Study addressing the environmental issues associated with the 

policies, are: (1) preservation and enhancement of neighborhood-serv:ing retail uses; (2). protection of 

neighborhood character (Topic 1, Land Use and Land Use Planning, Questions la, lb, and. le); 

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

wifu regard to housing supply and displacement issues); (4) discoura~ement of commuter automobiles 

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

land uses .from commercial office development and enhancement of r~dent employment-and business 

ownership (Topic 1, Land Use and Land Use Pl.3nning, Question i~); (6) maximization of earfuquake. 

preparedness (Topic i3, Geology a:r{d Soils, Questions 13a through 13d); (7) landm~ and historic building 

preservati~n (Topic 3, Cultural Resources, Question 3a); and (8) protection of open space (Topic 8, W:ind 

and Shadow, Questions 8a and 8b; and Topic 9, Recreation, Questions 9a and 9c). 
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Prior to issuing a permit . for any project which requires an. Initial Study under the Califo~a 
En.vir_onmental Quality Act (CEQA), and prior to issuing a permit for any demolition,. ~onversion, or 

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

Plan, the City_ is required to find that the proposed project or legislation is consistent with the Priority 

Policies. As noted above, the consistency of the proposed project and Variant 1 with the environmerital 

topics associated with the Priority Policies is disrussed in Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects, 

of this Initial Study, providing information: for use in the case report for the proposed project and Variant 

1. The case report· and approval motions for the proposed project and Variant 1 will contain the 

Department's comprehensive project analysis and findi:i:i.gs regarding consistency of the proposed project 

and Variant 1 with the Priority Policies. · 

Regional Plans and Policiqs 

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

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

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

Metropolitan Transportation Commissi<?n (MTq; the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

(BAAQMD)' s 2010 Clean Air Plan; the sa'n_ Francisco Regional Water Qu31ity Control Board's S~n Francisco 

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

Development Commission. Due to the relatively small size and infill nature pf the proposed project and 

Variant 1, there would be no anticipated conflicts with regioi:tal plans. 

D. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

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

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

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

D Land Use D Greenhouse Gas Emissions D Geology and Soils 

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

[gj Cultural Resources D Recreation. D Hazards/Hazardous Materials 

D Transportation and.Circulation 0 U~lities and Service Systems D Mineral/Energy Resoure;es 

D Noise D Public Services o· Agricultural/Forest Resources 

[gj Air Quality D Biological Resources D Mandatory Findings of Significance 
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E. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

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

Incorporated," "Less than Sigriificant Impact," "No Impact" o~ "Not Applicable" indicate that, upon 

evaluation, staff has det(;!rmined that the proposed project could not have a significant adverse 

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

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

with "No Impact" or ''Not Applicable." For all of the items checked ''Not Applicable" or '~o Impact'' 

without discussion, the ~onclusions regarding potential significant adverse environmental effects are 

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

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

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

maps, published by the California Department .of Fish and W~dlife. For each checklist item, .the 

evaluation has considered the impacts of the proposed project and Variant 1 both individually and 

cumulatively. 

· I 

Senate Bill 743 and CEQA Section 21099 

Oq. September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743, which became effective on January 1, 

2014..11 Among other ·provisions, SB 743 amends CEQA by adding Section 21099 regarding analysis of 

aesfhetics and parking :Up.pacts for urban infill projects.12 

Aesthetics and Parking Analysis 

CEQA Section 21099( d) states fhat, "Aesthetic and· parking impacts ofa residential, mbced-use residential, 

or employment center pr?ject on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered 

significan~ impacts on the environment"13 Accordingly, aesthetics and parking are no longer to be 

considered .in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for 

projects that meet all of the tallowing three cdteria:. 

a) The project is in a transit priority area, 14 

b) The project is on an.infill site,15 

c) The project is residential, need-use re~dential, or~ employment center.16 

13 See CEQA Section21099(d)(l). . · 
14 CEQA Section 21099(a)(7) defines a ''transit priority' area" as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major 

transit stop. A "major transit stop" is defined in CEQA Section 21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by 
either a bus.or rail transit service, or the intersection C?f two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval 
of 15 minutes or less d1¢ng fhe morning and afternoon peak commute periods. 

15 CEQA Section 21099(a)(4) defines an "infill site" as a lot located within an urban area that has been previously 
developed,. or a va~t site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of fhe ·site adjoins, or is separated only by an 
linproved public right-of-way from, parcels fhat are developed with qualified urban uses. . 

16 CEQA Section 21099(a)(l) defines an "employment center" as a project located on property zoned for commercial uses 
with a floor area ratio of no less fuan 0.75 andlocated within a transit priority area. 
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The proposed project and Variant 1 meet each of the above three criteria because they (1) are located 

within one-half mile of several rail and bus transit routes, (2) are located on an infill site that is already 

developed with an approximately 1,200-square-foot building and a surface parking lot ~at is surromded 

by other urban development, and (3) would be a residential project wifu ground-floor re.tail/restaurant 

space. 17 Thus, this Initial Study does not consider aesthetics and fue adequacy of parking in de!:ernrlning 

the significance of project impacts under CEQA. 

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

in information pertaining to the aesthetic effects of a proposed project and Variant 1 and may desire that 

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

that woulfi have otherwise been provi~ed :in an aesthetics section (i.e., "before" and "after" visual 

simulations) has been included in Section A, Project Description, of this Initial Study. However, this 

information is provided solely for informational purposes and is not used to determ:ine the significance of 

the environmental impacts of the project, pursuant to CEQA. 

In addition, CEQA section 21099(d){2) states that a Lead Ag_ency mainta:ins the authority to consider 

aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review ord:inances or other discretionary powers and that 

aesthetics impacts do not include impacts on historical or cultural resourceey (e.g., historic ari;bitectural 

resources). As such, the Planning Department does consider aesfuetics for design.review and to evaluate 

effects on historic and cultural resources. 

Automobile Delay and Vehicle Miles Trave[e~ Analysis 

In" addition, CEQA Section 21099(b)(l) requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 

develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria f~r determining the significance of 

transportation, impacts of projects that "promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the 

development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses." CEQA Section 

21099(b) (2) states that upon certification of the revised guidefui.es for determining transportation impacts 

pursuant to Section 21099(b)(l), automobile dela:r~ as described solely by level of servic~ or similar 

measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a sigDificant impact on the 

environment un~er CEQA. 

In January 2016, OPR published for public review and corruhent a Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA 

Guuklines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA18 recommending that transportation impacts for 

.projects be measured using a ve;hicle miles traveled (VMl') metric.. On March 3, 2016, in anticipation of 

the future certification of the revised ·CEQA Guidel:ines, the San Francisco Planning Commission adopted 

OPR' s recommendation to use the VMr metric instead of automobile· delay to evaluate the transportation 

l7 San Francisco Plannlng Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 - Modpnization of Transpmfation .Anal.ysis, 
1270 Mission Street (2014-0926ENV), March 18, 2016. This document (and all oilier documents cited in this report, unless 
otherwise noted), is available for review at 1650 :Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA, as part of Case No. 2014-
0926ENV. · 

18 Tiris document is available online at https://www.opr.ca.gov/s_sb743.php. 
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impacts of projects (Resolution 19579). {Note: the VMT metric does not apply to the analysis of impacts 

on non-automobile modes of travel such as riding transit, walldng, and bicycling.) 

Accordingly, this Initial Study does not contain~ discus?i,on of .automobp.e delay :impacts. Instead, a VMT 

and induced automobile travel :impact analysis is provided in Topic 4, Transportation and Circulation. 

The topic of automobile delay, nonetheless, may· be considered by decision-makers, independent of the 

environm~ntal review process, as part of fueir 'decision to approve, modify, or disapprove the p~oposed 

project and Varianil. 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 
Significant with Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

1. LAND .USE AND LAND USE PLANNING-
Would the project 

a) Physically divide an established communily? D D D lg] D 
b) Coufilct wifu any applicable land use plan, policy, or 

~gulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
D D lg] D D 

project (including, but not limited to !he general plan, 
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
orclinance) adopted for the pmpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

c) Have a substantial impact upon the ~g character· D 
of the vicinity? 

D lg] D D 

Impact LU-1: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not physically divic;Ie an established· 
community. (No Impact) 

The division of an establis~ed community would typiciiny involve the construction of a physical barrier 

to neighborhood access, such as a new freeway o;r the removal of a means of access, such as a bridge or,a 

roadway. The proposed project ~d variant 1 would be incorporated into fue existing street configuration . 

and would not alter the established str~et grid o_r p~rmanently close any streets. or.:impede pedestrian or· 

oilier travel through the neighborhood. Alfuough portions of the sidewalks ·adjacent to thi:: project site 

would likely b~ closed for periods of time during project conStruction, these closures would be temporary 

and sidewalk access woul4 be restored. The proposed project and Variant 1 would not construct a 

· physical barrier to neighborhood access or remove an existing means of access, such as a bridge or 

roadway; thus, it would not physically divide the established community. Accordingly, the proposed 

project and V a:riant 1 would not disrupt or physically divide an established community. Theref~re, the 

project would have no impact with respect to physically dividing an established community, md no 

mitigation measures are necessary. 
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Impact LU-2: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not conflict wifh. any applicable land use 
plans, policies or regulations of an agency wifh. jurisdiction over fh.e project adopted for the purpose 
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental .effect (Less fh.an Significant) 

'Pte proposed project and Variant 1 would not obviously or_ substantially conflict with applicable plans, 

policies, or regulations identified unde:i: Section C, Plans and Policies, such that an adverse physical 

change would result In addition, the proposed_ project and Variant 1 would not obviously or 

substantially conflict with any such adopted environmental plan or policy, such as the BAAQMD 2010 

Clean Air Plan, whiCh dired:ly addresses environmental issues and/or contairis targets or standards that 

must be met in order to preserve or improve characteristics of the city's physical enviroll:IXlent Therefm:e, 

the proposed project and Variant 1 would have a less-than-significant impact wifu regard to conflicts 

with existing plans and zoning and no mitigation measures are necessary.19 

Impact LU-3: The propo~ed project an~ Variant 1 would not have a substantial impact upon the 
existing character of the vicinity. (Less fh.an Significant) 

Tue proposed project and Variant 1 would be constructed on an already developed site in a i:lense urban 

environment, and the proposed mixed-use (residential and retail/restaurant) land uses for the proposed 

project and Variant 1 would be compatible with other mixed-use bUildings in the area." Although the 

proposed project and Variant 1 would intensify the use of the project site, the proposed project and 

Variant 1 would not alter ihe general ~d use pattern of the immediate area, whiCJ:: already includes nearby 

low- to mid-rise con:miercial buildings and mid- to high-rise residential buildings wifu commercial uses on 

the ground floor. 

The buildings in the project are~ are varied in height with most ranging from two to 25 storiE:;S. Tue 

proposed i3-story, 120-foot-tall building would be similar to oi;her tall bUildings in the area, such as ihe 11-

story, approXimately 120-foot-tall recently completed Panoramic residential building located one-J;ialf block 

. west of the project site and ~e 17-story Ava building located north of the project site. Variant 1 also would 

not alter the .general land use pattern of the immediate area, and would be comparable in height to oilier tall ... . . 
buildings such as the.22-story Soma.Grand located one block east of the project site on Mission.Street, as 

well as the 19- and 24-story Trinity Place towers located one-halfblocknorth of the project site. 

Tue proposed project and Variant 1 would establish a mixed-use bUilding within proximity to other 

similar mix~d-~e buildings, and therefore would contain land uses that are consistent and compatible 

~th surrounding land uses. The height and massing of the. proposed project and Variant 1 also would be 

in keeping with the existing character of the urban fabric of the neighborhood. Therefore, ihe proposed 

project and Variant 1 would have a less-than-significant impact upon the existing charactff of the vicinity 

and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

19 Per CEQA Seclion21099, fuis analysis sectionreflecl:s !he exclusionofaesfueJics-relatedimpacts. 
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Impact C-LU: The proposed project and Variant· 1 would not make a considerable ·contribution to any 
cumulative signific~t land use impacts. (Less than Significant) 

Cumulative development projects.located in the vicinity of the project site are identified in Table 2, p. 22 

and mapped on Figure 12, page 23. These cumulative development projects primarily include mixed-use 

residential buildings with grourid-£1.oor retail, several of which are associated with the ~et Street Hub 

Project. These projects· would result in the intensification of land uses :in the project vicinity and would be 

similar to the land uses envisioned under the proposed project and Variant 1. None of the cumulative infill 

projects would physically divide an established community by constructing a physical barrier to 

neighborhood access, such as anew·freeway, or remove a means of access, such as a bridge or roadway. The 

transportation :infrastructure project, the Van Ness BRT, also. would not physically divide an established 

community or remove a means of ·access to the ·neighborhood. In addition, the cumulative projects would 

not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or . . . 
mitigating an environmental .effect Although these development projects would introduce new infill 

residential, commercial, and office uses in the project vicinity, these uses currently exist.; therefore, .the 

cumulative development projects would not introduce new incompatible uses that would adv~rsely impact 

the existing character of the project vicinity. Thus, the proposed project and Variant 1, in combination with 

past, present and reasonably foreseeabl~ future projects, would not resuldn a considerable rnmulative land 

use impact and no mitigatioI\mea&rres are necessary. 

Less Than 
·Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Signmcant . Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics; impact Tncorporated Impact Tmpact App/ic<1ble · 

2. POPULATION AND HOUSING-
Would the project 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, D ·D 181 D D 
either direclly (for example, byproposmgnew homes 
and businesses) or indireclly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other IDfrastructure)? 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing units D D D D 
or create demand for additional housing, necessitating · 
the construction ofreplacement housing? 

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

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

PUw. Bay Area, which is the current regional transportation plan and Sustainable Communities. Strategy. 

that was adopted .by MTC and ABAG in July 2013,_ contains housing and employment projections 

anticipated to occur in San Francisco through 2040. Plan Bay Area calls for an increasing percentage of Bay 

Area growth to occUr as infill development in areas with good transit access and where services 

necessary to daily living are provided in pro?ffinity to housing and jobs. With its abundant transit service 
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and mixed-use neighborhoods, San Francisco is expected to ac;commodate an increasing share of future 

regional growth. Additionally, the proje<;± site is in fue DowntoW?'" Van Ness-Geary Priority Development 

Areas identified in Plan Bay Area. 20 In fue last few years the supply of housing has not plet fue demand 

for housin~ wifuin San Francisco. In July 2013, ABAG projected ·regional housing needs in the Regional 

Housing Need Plan for the SCIJt Fra:nciBco Bay Area: 2014-2022. In 2013, ABAG projected housing needs in 

San Francisco for 2014-2022 is 28,869 dwelling units, consisting of 6,234 dwelling units wiihin, the very: 

low income level (0-50 percent), 4,639 wifuin fue low income level (51-80 percent), 5,460 within fue 

moderate income level (81-120 percent), and 12,536 wifuin the above-moderate income .level (120 percent 

plus).21 As noted above, as part of the planning process for Plan Bay Area, San Francisco identified 

Priority Development Areas, which are existing neighborhoods near transit fuat are appropriate places to 

concentrate future groW:th, and fue project site is in fue Downtown-Van Ness-Geary Priority 

Development Area. 

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

substantial population increases an<l/or new development either directly o+ indirectly. The proposed 

project and Variant 1 would demolish the existing parking lot and retail building and co~truct an infill 

development containing retail/restaurant spaces on fue ground floor with dwelling units above. The 

propos~d project and variant 1 would be located in an urbanized area and would not be expected to 

substantially alter existing development patterns in fue So Ma neighborhood, or in San Francisco as a whole. 

Under fue proposed project the addition of 195 new residential units would :increase fue residential 

population on fue site by an estimated 333 persons. Under Variant 1, fue addition of 299 residential units 

would increase the residential population on the site by an estimated 511 persons. 22 The addition of 333 or . 

511 r~dents would not result :in a substantial increase to the population of the J.a:rger n~ghbm;hood or fue 

City and Co~ty of San Francisco. The 2010 U.S. Census indicates that the population of the census tract in 

which fue·project site is loca,ted is approximately 7,630 persons_23 The proposed project and Variant 1 would 

increase the population in the Census Tract by approximately 4 percent and 6.5 percent, respectively. The 

proposed project an~ Variant 1 would increase fue overall population of San Francisco by approximately 

0.04 percent and 0.06 percent respectively .:24 

The population of San Francisco is projected to increase by approximately 2~l0,490 persons for a total of 

1,085,730 persons by 2040.25 The resiqential population introduced ilS a result of the proposed project or 

Variant 1 would constitute approximately 0.12 o.r 0.18 percent of this population :increase, respectively. 

20 ABAG, Plan Bay Area,· Priority Dev,elopment kea Showcase. Available online at http://gis.abag.ca.gov/website/ 
PDAShowcase/, accessed May 20, 2016. . 

21 ABAG, Regional. Housing Neeil. Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area: 2014--2022. Available online athttp://planbayarea.org,Jpdf/ 
£nal_supplemental_reports/Fmal_Bay_kea_2014-2022_RHNA_Plan.pdf, acressedMay 20, 2016. 

22 The project site is located in Census Tract 176.01, which is generally bounded by Market Street to the north, If.oward 
Street to the south, 4th Street to the east,. and 11th Street to the west. The population calculation is based on Census 2010 
data, which estimates 1.71 persons per household in Census Tract 176.01. It should be noted fuat this census tract has 
somewhat smaller households than fue citywide average of 2.32 persons per household. · 

23 The population estimate is based on data from the 2010 Census £or Census Tract 176.01. 
24 This calculation is based on the eslimflted Census 2010 population of 805,235 persons in the City and County of 

San Francisco. ·. · 
25 ABAG, Plan Bay Area, p. 40. Available online athttp://files.mt!C-ca.gov/pdf/Plan~Bay_kea._FINAL/Plan_Bay_Area.pdf, 

accessed May 20, 2016. 
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Therefore, the population introduced on the project site as a result of the proposed project or Variant 1 

would be accommodated within the p~ed growth for the neighborhood and San Francisco: as a whole. 

Overall, implementation of the proposed project and Variant 1 would not directly induce substantial 

population growth. The proposed project and Variant 1 would not indirectly induce substantial population 

growth in the project area because the project site is au infill site in an urbanized area and the proposed 

project and Variant 1 would not involve any extensions to area roads or other infrastructure that could 

enable additional development in currently undeveloped areas. 

Based on the total size of the proposed retail/restaurant uses on the project site, the new businesses would 

employ a total of approximately 14staff :under both the proposed project and Variant 1.26 The 

~etail/restauraut employment in the prop?sed project would not likely attract new residents to 

Sau Francisco as ihefie jobs would typically be filled by existing area residents. Therefore, it can be 

anticipated that :i;nost of the employees would live in San Fran~co (or nearby communities), and that the 

proposed project and Variant 1 would not generate demand fo;r new housing f~r the .pbtential · 

retail/restaurant employees. Furthermore, employm~t· in San Francisco is projected to increase by 34 

· · percent (191,740 jobs) between 2010 and 2040.27 As employees generated by the proposed project and 

Variant 1 would constitute a negligible increase in ihe number of jobs in the project vicinity, this increase 

would be accommodated wiihin the planned employment growth in SanFrancisto . 

. There would be an overall increase in the number of residents and employees on the project site as a 

result of the proposed project and Variant 1; however, the project-related population and,. employment 

increases would not be substantial relative to the existing number of residents and employees in the 

. project vicinity, nor would the :increase in residents and/or employees exceed the projections for growth 

and employinent promulgated in the ABAG projections, the San Francisco Housing Element, or Plan Bay 

Area. Theref?re, ihe proposed project and Variant 1 would not directly or indirectly induce substantial 

population growth and would have a less-than-significant impact related to population growth and no 

. mitigation is necessary. 

Impact PH-Z: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not displace a substantial number of existing 
housing units, people, or employees, or create demand for additional housing elsewhere. (Less than 

. Significant) . . . 

The proposed project and Variant 1 would not displace any residents or housing units, since no residential 

uses or housing units cu:rrently exist on the prqject site. As noted above, the project site is occupied by a 

parking lot and a commercial buil~g containing a pizza restaurant, both of which employ a total of 14 

people (4 for the ABC.parking lot and 10 for the restaurant),28 Thus ihe proposed project and Variant 1 

26 The estimated number of employees is based on Planning Department Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for 
Environmental Reuiew (October 2002) (SF Guidelines) and assumes an average of one ,employee per 350 square feet of 
retail and restaurant, yielding approximately six employees. The residential use is estimated to _generate an additional 

· eight employees for both the proposed project and Va;r:i<lnt 1 (estimate provided by the project sponsor). 
27 ABAG and MIC,. Jobs-Housing Connectian Strategy, revised May 16, 2012, p. 49. Available online at 

http://www.p.lanbayarea.org/pdJ;/JHCS/.May.J.Ol2_Jobs_Housing_Connection_Strategy_Mallt_Reportpdf. Accessed May20, 
2016. 

28 fuformation provided by ABC Parking and SF Pizza. 
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would not result in ~ substantial loss of employment. Further, an estimated 6 new jobs would be created 

with the establishment of approximately 2,012 square feet of retaWrestaurant uses on the project site, and an 

estimated 8 new employees would be generated by the residential use, for a total of 14 employees generated 

by the proposed project and Variant i:· Therefore, the proposed project and Variant 1 would. have a less­

fban..:Significant impact related to the displacement of housing or employees, and.the creation of demand for · 

new housing elsewhere. No mitigation fu necessary. 

Impact C-PH: The proposed project: and V atjant i would not make a considerable contribution to any 
CUinulative significant effects related to population or housing. (Less than Significant) · 

As noted above, Plan Bay Area is the currenfregional transportation plan and Sustainable Communities 

Strategy that was adopted by MfC and ABAG.in July 2013, and contains housing and employment 

projections anticipated to occur in San Francisco through 2040. Therefore, the Plan Bay Area projections 

provide cont~ for the population and housing Cum.ulative analysis. 

. . . 
As described above; the proposed project would not induce substantial direct or indirect population 

growth or displace a substantial number of existing housing units, people, or employees, or create 

demand for additional housing elsewhere. 

The approved and proposed projects identified in Table 2 ~d mapped on Figure 12 would add 

approximately 11,041 new residents within 4,759 dwelling units in the vicinity of the project site.29 

Overall, these approved and proposed projects, when combined with the proposed project and Variant 1, 

would add 11,374 and 11,552 new residents in. the project vicinity (generally within 1/4-mile of the project 

site), respectively, which would represent a residential population increase of approximately 49 percent. 30 

These projects would be required to comply with the City's Inclusionary Housing Program. (Planning 

Code Sec. 415 et. Se<J.) and, therefore, would result in the creation of affordable housing in addition to 

market-rate housing .. 

As noted above, recently the supply of housing has not m~t the demand for housing within San 

Francisco. Therefore, .San Francisco identified Priority Development Areas as part of the planning: process 

for Plan Bay Area to identify existing neighborhoods near transit that are appropriate places to concentrate 

future growth, such as the Downtown-Van Ness-Geary Priority Development Area in which the proje.ct 

site is located. In addition, several cumulative projectS identified in Table 2 are located within the Market 

Street Hub Project boundaries, which is an area located in the ~tern portion of the Market and Octavia 

·Area Plan envisioned to become a new vi"brant, mixed.-use neighborhood. The Market and Octavia Area 

Plan also created the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District,. which encourages· 

the development of -a. transit-oriented, high-density, mixed-use residential neighborhood around the 

inte.rsections of Market Street, Mission Street, Van Ness Avenue, and South Van Ness Avenue. Projects in · 

this area would consist of mixed-use towers ranging from.250 to 400 feet in height constructed on large 

29. Assumes the City of San Francisco average of 2.32 persons per unit. Available ortline at https://www.census.gov/ 
quickfac!B/table/PST045214/06075, accessed May 30, 2016 · 

30 The population estimate of 23,168 persons is based on data from the 2010 Census for the Census Tracts :in· which the 
cumulative projects ar~ located: 124.02, 176.01, 177, 201, and 168.02. · 
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sites around transp~rtation ~ubs. 31 Thus, although the proposed project or Variant 1, in combination with 

other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would :increase the population :in ibe 

vicinity of the project site, the 49 percent increase would not constitute substantial unplanned growth. 

This population growth has been anticipated and accounted for in ABAG's and the City's projections 

and, therefor~, would accommodate planned .population growth that, in and of itself, would not result :in 

a sign1:ficant :impact on the physical en~oIIIllent. Other sections of this document that addres~ physical 

environmental iritpacts related to cumulative growth. with regard to specific resources can be found in 

Section E, Topic 4-Transportation and Circulation; Topic 5-Noise; Topic 6-Air Quality; Topic 9-

Recreation; Topic 10-Utilities and Service Systems; and Topic 11-Public Services. 

Furthermore, the proposed project and Variant 1, :in combination with other past, present, anc;I reasonably 

foreseeable future projects, would not result in substantial numbers of housing m:tlts or people being 

displaced because the majority of the approved and propose~ cumulative projects ~ould be collstructed 

on underutilized lots. For fues~ reasons, the proposed project or Variant 1, in combination with oilier 

pa5t, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in cumulative significant 

:impacts to population or housing, and therefore nei~er the proposed project nor Variant 1 would result 

in a cumulatively considerable impact on population ai:td housing and no rnitigatiol). measures are 

necessary. 

Based on the conservative assumption that all new employees would be new San Francisco residents, an 

estimated 4,322 new employees (:including fl;te 14 new .employees pssociated with the proposed project and 

Variant 1) would be added within the vicinity of the project site. 32 The 4,322 new employees would generate 

a potential demand for approximately 3,4.{)3 new dwelling units.3~ Based on ABAG's projected housing 

needs in San Francisco, the employment-related housing demand ass_ociated with the proposed project and 

Variant 1, as well as nearby cumulative development projects could be accommodated by the City's 

projected housing growth. of 28,869 units.34 Furthermore, the proposed project or Variant 1, as well as 

nearby cumulative development projects would add to the city's housing stock and could potentially 

accommodate some of the new employment-related housing demand. ID. combination with the past, 

.present, ~d :easonably foreseeable projects, the estimated employment gro:wtli. wouid account for only 

approximately 11.8 percent of projected citjwide household growth. 

For these r~asons, the proposed ·project in combination with other past, present, and ·reasonably 

foreseeable future projectS would not result iri a cumulatively considerable population and housing 

:impact. 

31 City and County of San Francisco, The Market Street Hub Project, http:Usf-planning.orymarket-street-htili-project, accessed June 
8,2016. . . " 

32 The estimated number of employees is based on Planning Department Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines fo/ 
Environmental Review (October 2002) (SF Guidelines) and assumes an average of one employee per TJ6 square feet for 
offi.ce and 350 square feet of retail and r~urant. Total number of employees for cumulative projects is 4,308, plus 14 . 
employees for proposed project and Variant 1, equals 4,322 new employees in project vicinity . 

. . 33 Assumes fue 2014 Housing Element figure of 1.27 workers per household for San Francisco in 2015, 
, 34 ABAc;;, Regional Housing Need Plan for the San Frandsen Bay Area: 20i4-2022. Available oriline at. 

http:/ /planbayarea.org/pdf/final_supplemen~por!s/Final_Bay_Area_,2014-2~22_RBNA_Plan.pdf, accessed May 20, 2016. 
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Less Than 
Potentially Significamwith Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Signiticam No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

3. CULTURAL RESOURCES-Would the project 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in fue significance of a D D D ~ D 
historical resource as defined in §15064.5, incl.udingfuose 
resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San 
Francisco Planning Code? 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the signi.6cance of D !XI D D D 
anardteologicalresource pursuant to §15~5? 

c) Disturb any hu:manremains, includingfuose interred D jg1 D D D 
outside of formal cemeteries? 

d) Cause a substantial adverse change in fue significance of": D !XI D D D 
tno"f cultural resource as defined in Public Resources 
Code§21074? 

Im.pact CR-1: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not result in a substantial adverse ·change in 
the significance of a historic artj:ritectural :resource as defined in §15064.5, including those resources 
listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San.Francisco Plantting Code. (No Jmpacl:) 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 requires the lead agency to consider the effects of a project on historical 

resources. A historical resource· is defined as ·a buileling, structure, site, object, or district (:in.dueling 

.landscapes) listed :in or determined to be eligible for list:ing :in the· California Register of Historical 

. Resources, :included in a iocal register or identified as significant :in an historical resource survey, or 

detemrined by a lead agency to be significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, 

agricultural, educational, social, political, or cultural annals of California The following discussion will 

focus on a.rchi~ectural resoi:irces_. Archeological resources, :in.dueling archeological resources th.at ·are 

potentially historical resources accorcling to Section 15064.5, are. addressed below. 

The project site conta:ins a stirface parking lot and· an approximately 16,220-square-foot, one-story, 

commercial buileling, constructed :in 1975, at the comer of Mission and Laski.e sb:eets. The c<:>ncrete-block 

bUil.eling has a shingled mansard roof and is parged with concrete, with brick veneer underneath the 

storefront windows on the Mission Sb:eet fa91de. The existing buileling is less than 45 years old and is not . . 
located :in or near a historic district Thus the buileling is not considered a historic resource for the 

purposes of CEQA. 

Development of the proposed project or Variant 1 would not result :in substantial adverse changes ·to the 

historic architectural resources near the project ~te. 35 The W estem SoMa. light fudustrial and Residential 

35 Article 11, adopted in 1985 as part of the implementation of the Downto~ Plan, divides all buildings in the C-3 Zoning 
Districts (generally, downtown) into five categories according to the Building Rating Methodology as set forth and 
explained m the "Preservation of the Past" section of the Downtown Plan (Planning Code Sec. 1102). Under Article 11, 
Category I and Il Buildings are buildings that are "judged to be Buildings of Individual Importance" Category ill and IV 
buildings are called out as "Contributory Buildings"; buildings in all fom: categories are presumed to be "historical· 
resources." 
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Historic District, which is pending listing .on the State and National Register of Historic Places (S/NR), is 
located one-half block south of the project site, and the San Francisco Civic Center Historic District is 
located one block north of the project site.36 Construction of the proposed project and Variant 1 would 
not appear to impact the integrity of setting of this eligible district, since ihe project site is located outside 
of the district boundaries. Therefore, the construction of the proposed project or Variant 1 would not 
result in a substantial adverse change to the significance of these known and potential historic resources. 

In addition, given the distance of the Western SoMa light Industrial and Residential Historic District 

(165 feet south) ~d the San Franci.sco Civic Center Historic District (470 feet north) from the project site, 

no adverse changes in the significance of those historic ~bids would.occur as a result of development of 

the proposed project and Variant 1. 1flerefore, the proposed project and Variant 1 would result in no 

impact on histop_cal architectural resources and :i;i.o mitigation is required_ 

Impact CR-~: The proposed project and Variant 1 could result :in a substantial adverse change :in the 
significance of an archeological resoru:ce. (Less than Signifi~twith. .Mitigation) . 

This section discusses archeological resources, both as historical resources according to Section 15064..5, as 

well as unique archeologi-cal resources as defined in Section 210832(g). 

The potential for encountering archeolo.gical resources is determined by several relevant factors.including 

- archeological sensitivity Criteria and models, local geology, site. history, and the extent of potential 

projects soils disturbance/m~difi.cation, as well as any documented infor.rriation on known archeological 

resources in the area. A San Francisco Planning Department archeologist completed ~ preliminary 

archeological review (PAR) for the proposed project and Variant 1.37 The ~AR (PAR Log February 22, 

2016) determined that the proposed project and Variant 1 has the potential to adversely affect legally­

significant archeological resourcei> due to proposed project- and Vapant 1-related basement and 

foundation excavations. Specifically, there is the .potential to affect prehistoric archeological deposits 

within the native sand dune deposits that underlie the artificial ~ benea¢ the parking lot. There is also 

moderat~ potential to affect historical archeological deposits that coul<1: be legally significant depending 

on the informational integrity of the hlstori~ archeological deposit/feature and ihe associations with an 

appropriate sod.al unit.. 

Project construction would require excavation to a depth of approximately 20 feet to accommodate the 

below-grade parking level and foundation, with a small area. of an additional 4 feet of excavation tq 

accommodate the proposed elevator pit; excavation would total up to about 12,000 cubic yards. The 

propos~d project; and Varian,t ·1 are anticipated to be construct~d on a mat foundation; however, 

depen~g on soil conditions identified beneath ihe site wh~ soil borings are complete(l, soil 

improvement (e_g., deep soil mixing or drilled displacement columns) may be requixed causing 

additional ground disturbance below 20 feet. 

36 The San Francisco civic Center Historic District is a locally designated Landmark District, is listed on !he State and 
National Registers of Historic Places, and is a designated National Historic Land:J;nark. . 

37 San Francisco Planning Departm~t, Env:ironmental.Plamrlng, 1270 Mission (2014-002953NV)-Prelirninary Archeological 
Review, February 22, 2016. · 
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Langar:i- Treadwell Rollo prepared a geotecbnical investigation (described in detail in Topic 13, Geology 

and Soils)3B and described the subsurface conditions at fue project site consisting of fill, dune sand, marsh 

deposits, and interbedqed sands. Grottnd distm:bance associated with the proposed project and Variant 1 

would extend into fill and dune sand; potential soil improvements would also extend into fue marsh 

deposit. According to Planning Deparbnent archeological staff, there is a reasonable potential that 

prehistoric archeological resources may be present witl:rin fue project site because the project is within an 

area that has a high degree of archeological sensitivity for prehistoric deposits.Pro~te to the project 

site are both a· National Register-eligi."ble prehistoric shell midden district consisting of. several· L~te 

Holocene period shell mounds with possibly ancillary occupation and workshop sites, and one of two 

Middle Holocene (7700--3800 years before fue"present) prehistoric sites (CA-SFR-28) documented to date 

wifhin San Francisco, which wa5 discovered 75 feet below existing grade. Commonly, prehistoric shell 

midden sites have been found within native sahd dune deposits, begirming at .the dune ba.Se, ~r on the· 
• . l • 

l~ of denser sand.39 According to the City's draft G~ertil. Plan Preservation Element, eyen disturbed or 

secondarily deposited pr$istoric deposits are presumed to be significant for. information,. and therefore 

significant under CEQA, until demonstrated to the contrary. 40 

' Additionally; there is a moderate potential !or historical archaeological reso~ces. Although ground 

distmb.ance has' occurred within the project site, portions remain sensitive for .the presence of buried 

hi_storical archeological resources. The portions of the project site with sensitivity for historical 

archeological resources are locations that: (1) have historically docrimented residential or commercial 

occupation; and (2) ~d not experience deep excavation or fill du?ng 20th century, construction,. and 

therefore may contain subsurfac~ archeol?gic;al deposits associated with historically documented. 

residences or businesses. The 1869 U.S. Coast Survey map shows two residences on the northern side of 

the project site. By 1886, the Sanborn Fire Insurance ni.ap shows eleven two-story residential buildings on 

the project site, with a saloon on the corner of Mission and Laskie streets. The 1889 Sanborn map shows, 

the same residential buildings. Following the 1906 earthquake and fire, a two-story residential building 

with eigl,t.t flats was constructed on the norfuem 8!-de of the project site (shown on the 1913 Sanborn map). 

By 1949, a reinforced concrete warehouse building was_ on the project site that housed a cabinet and metal 

sh:op. Res~arch :iSsu.~ relevant to ·19th-century domestic and industrial- archeological sites would be 

applicable to the project site, including themes fuat sp~cificaJly .relate to ailierences in social and 

economic class, ethnicity, race, and religious affiliation. Property types relevanUo addressing consumer 

behavior and social.status/identity would include refuse featUJ:es such as artifact-filled privies or wells. 

industrial featUJ:es and artifact deposits ass~ciated with the 20th century industry co¢d also be present. · 

In order to reduce the potential impact to undiscovered archeological resources to a less-than-significant 

level, monitoring of the site is required to identify any archeological resources potentially present. 

Therefore, per Mitigation Meas"o/e M-CR.-2 below, the project sponsor would be required to engage an 

archeologist from the D~partme:O.t Qualified Archeological Consultants List to develop and implement an 

38 Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, 1270 MissfuJJ Street, San. Francisco, California, November 19, 
2015. . . 

39 San Francisco Pl.amring Deparbnent, 1127 Market Street Mitigated Negative Declaration, October 24, 2012. 
40 San Francisco Pl.amring Department, DRAFT Preservation Element of !he Stm. Francisco General Plan, 2009. 

Case No. 2014.0926ENV 41 1270 Mis5ion Street Project 



• ln,ilial Study 

archeological resources monitoring plan. Implementation of l\fi.tigation Measure M-CR-2 below w~uld 

reduce the impact to a less-than-si~cant level. 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeology Resources (Monitoring) 

Based on the reasonable potential that archeological resources may be present within the project 
site, the following measures :;hall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect 
from the proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. The pr<_>ject. sponsor shall 
retain fue services of an archeological co~tant from fue rotational Department Qualified 
Ardieological Copsilltants List (QACL) maintained by fue Planning Department archeologist The 
project sponsor shall contact the Department archeologist to obtain fue .names and contact 
information for the next three archeological consultants on the QACL. The archeological consultant 
shall undertake an archeological monitoring program.. All plans and reports prepared by fue 
consultant as specified herein shall be ·submitted first and directly to the ERO for review "and 
comment, and shall be. considered draft reports subject to revision until final approv~ by the ERO. 
Archeologiail monitoring a:ri.d/or data recovery programs required by this measure could suspend 
construction of fue project for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of fue ERO, fue 
suspension of construction Can be extend~ beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is fue 
only feasible means to reduce. to a less than significant level potential effects on a significant 
archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect 15064.5 (a) and ( c). . 

Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an archeological site41 associated with 
descendant Native Americans or fue Overseas .Otlnese .an appropriate representative~ of the 
descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted. The represent<itive of fue descendant group 
shall be given the opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of the site and to 
consult with ERO regarcling appropriate archeological treatment of the site, of recovered data from 
the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment -Of the associated archeological site. A copy 
of the Final Archeological Resources Report shall be provided to the representative of the 
descendant group. 

Archeological monitoring program (AMP). The archeological monitoring program shall minimally 
include the following provisions: 

The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on fue scope of the 
AMP reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing activities commencing. The ERO in 
consultation wifu the project archeologist shall determine what project activities shall be 
archeologically monitored, In most cases, any soils disturbing activities, such as demolition, 
foundation removal, excavation, gracling, utilities installation, foundation work, driving of piles 
(foundation, shoring, etc.), :;ite remediation, etc., shall require archeological moriitoring because 
of the potential risk fuese activities pose to archeological resources and to their depositional 
context; 

• The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on fue alert for evidence of 
the presence of fue expected resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of the expected 

41 By the term "ru:cheological site" m intended here lo minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or 
evidence of burial 

-42 An "appropriate representative'' of the descend.ant group m here defuled to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any 
individual listed in the current Native American Contact List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the 
California Native· American Heritage Commission and in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Hisforical 
Society of America. 
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resource(s), and of the appropriate protocol :in the event of apparent discovery of an archeological 
resource; 

• The archeologiCal monitor(s) shall be present on fue project site· according to a schedule agreed 
upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, :in consultatiort wifu fue 

· archeological consultant, ~term:ined that project construclion aclivities could have no effects .on 
significant archeological deposits; 

• The archeological monitor shall record and be aufuorized to collect soil samples and 
arl:ifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis; 

• If an :intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils disturbing aclivities :in fue vicinity of the 
deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect 
demolition/excavation/pile driving/conStruction crews and heavy equipment until the deposit is 
evaluated. If :in fue case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), fue archeological 
inonitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity may affect an archeological resburce, 
the pile driving activity shall be terminated unip. an appropriate evaluation of the resource has 
been made :in consultation wifu fue ERO. The archeological consi:iitant shall immediately notify 
fue ERO of the encountered archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall, after 
making a reasonable effort to assess fue identity, :integrity, and significance of the encountered 
archeological deposit, present the .findings of this assessment to the ERO. · 

If the ERO iri consultation with fue archeological consultant determ:ines that a significant 
archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected by the proposed 
project, at fue discretion of the project sponsor either: 

A) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on the significant 
archeological resource; or 

B) An archeological data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that 
the archeologiC!Jl resource ~ of greater interpretive fuan research significance and that 
:interpretive use of fue re.source is feasible. 

If an archeological data recovery program is required by the ERO, the archeological data recovery 
program shall. be conducted :in accord with an. archeological data recovery plan (ADRP): The 
project aicheologJ.cal consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of 
fue ADRP. The archeological consultant shall prepare a draft ADRP that:shall be _submitted to the 

. ERO for review and approval. The.ADRP shall identify how the proP.osed data recovery program 
will preserve the significant information the archeological resource is expected to contain. That is, 
the ADRP will identify what scientific/bistc:irical research questions are applicable. to the expected 
resource, what data classes the resource is expected to posses;, and how the exPected data classes · 
would address the applicable research questions. Data recovery, :in general, should be limited to 
the portions of the histori~ p~operty fuat could be adversely affected by the proposed project.. 
Destructive data recovery fuethods shall not be applied to portions of the arch.eological resources if 
nondestruclive mefuods are praclical · 

The scope of fue ADRP shall :include the following elements: 

• Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, pro~edures, and 
operatioris. 
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• Cataloguing and Laboratory Anilysis. Description. of selected cataloguing system and artifact 
analysis procedures. 

• Discard and Deacceswm Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post-field discard and 
deaccesSion policies. · 

• Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive program during the 
course of the archeological data recovery program. 

• Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the archeological resource from 
vandalism,. looting, and non-intentionally damaging activities. 

•· Final Report. Description of proposed repor~ format and distribution of results. 

• Curatjon. Description of the procedures and recommenda,tions for the curation of any recovered 
data having potential research value, identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a 
summary of fue accession policies of the curation facilities. 

Human Remains, Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human r~a:ins and of 
associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils disturbing aetivity shall 
comply with applicable State and Federal Laws, including immediate notification of fue Coroner of 
jhe Cify and C01mty of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner's determination fuat the human 
remains are Native .AJ:nerican remains, notification of the California State Native American Heritage 

· CoID.IDission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) {P-11b. Res: Code Sec.. 

5097.98). The archeological consul~t, project sponsor, ERO, and MLD shall have up to but not 
beyond six days of discovery to make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for fue treabnent 
of human remains and associated or unassociated fune~ objects with appropriate dignity (CEQA 
Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)). The agreement should take futo consideration· the appropriate 
excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, curation, possession, and final disposition of fue human 
remains and associated or unassoCiated funerary objects. Noihing in existing State regulations or in 
fuis rriitigation measure compels fue project sponsor and the ERO to accept recommendations of an 
MLD. The archeological consultant shall retain possession of any Native American human re~a:ins 
and associated or unassociated burial objects until completion of any scientific analyses of the human 
remains or objects as specified in the treabnent agreement if such as agreement has been made or, 
otherwise, as determined by the archeological consultant and the ERO. . . 

Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant .shall submit a Draft Final 
Arcl:teological Resources Report (FARR) to fue ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any 
discovered archeologi~ resource and describes ·the archeological and historical research methods · 
employed in fue archeological tesfing/J?-lonitoring/data recovery progro;un(s) undertaken. Informaj:ion 
that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided :in a separate removable insert 
with:in the draft final report 

Copies of fue Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by the 
ERO copies of fue FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archeological Site Survey 
Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the El\O shall receive a 'copy of 
the transmittal of fue FARR to fue NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning 
Deparfment shall receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, search~ble PDF copy on CD of 
the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or 
documentation for nonrination to fue National Register of Historic Places/California Register of 

Case No. 2014.0926ENV ' 44 1270 Mission Street Project 



lnilial Simfy 

Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest or interpretive value, ihe ERO may require a 
different final report content, format, and distribution than fuat presented above. 

Wifu implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR:-2, the proposed project and Variant 1 woul'd have a 

less-than-significant impact on arcbeological resources. 

Impact CR:-3: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not disturb human remains, including those 
interred outside formal cemeteries. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

There are no known human remains, :including those :inter!ed outside of formal cemeteries, located in the 

immediate vicinity of fue project site. In fue event that construction activities disturb unknown human 

remafus within fue project site, any inadvertent dmuage to hunian remains would be considered a 

significant impact With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR:-2, as described above, fue 

proposed project and Variant 1 would have a less-fuan-sigci.fi.cant impact on previously unknown human 

remains. 

Impact CR-4: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not result in a substantial adverse change in 
fue significance of a tribal cultural resource. (Less than Significant With Mitigation) 

CEQA Section21074.2 requires fue lead agency to consider the effectS of a project on bibal cultural 

resources. As defined :in. Secti~n 21074, tnbal cultural resources are sites, features, places{ cultural 

landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe that are 

listed, or determined to be eligible for listing, on the national, state, or local register of. historical 

resources. _Based on discussions with Native American tribal representatives, :in San Francisco, prehistoric 

archeblogical resources are presumed to be potential tribal cultural resources. A tribal cultural re~ource is 

adversely affected when a project causes a substantial a~verse change :in. the resource's significance. 

Pursuant to CEQA Section 21080.3.l(d), with:in 14 days of a determination fuat an application for a project 

is complete _or a decision by a public agency to undertake a project, fue Lead Agency is required to . . 
contact the Native American tribes that are culturally or tradi~onally affiliated wiih fue geographic area 

:in. which the project is located.. N otifi.ed tribes have 30 days to request consultation with the Lea_d A.!?encjr 
to discuss potenti}tl impacts on tnoal. cultural resources a:µd measures for addressing fuose impacts. On 

September 29, 2015 the Planning Dep~tment contacted Native Ameri~ :in.dividuals and organizations . · 

for the San Francisco area, providing a description of the project and requesting comments on fue 

identification,. presence, and. significance of ~bal ccltural resources :in the project vicinity. 

During the 30-day comment period, no Native American tribal representatives contacted the Planning 

Department to request consultation. As discussed under Impact CR.-2, Mitigation Mea~ure M-CR.-2, 

Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources, would be applicable to fue proposed project fiS it 

would result in below-grade soil disturbance of 5 feet or greater below $Iound surface. Unknown 

archeological resources may be encountered durin15. construction fuat could be identified as tribal cultural 

resources at the· time of discovery or at a later date. Therefore, the potential adverse effects of the 
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proposed project on P.reviously unidentified archeological resources, diseussed under Impact CR:-2, also 

represent a potentially significant impact on tribal cultural resources. Implementation of Mitigation 

Measure M-CR-4, Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program, would reduce potential adverse 

effects on tribal cultural resources to a less-than-significant level Mitigation Measure M-CR-4 would . . 
req_uire either preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resources, if deter:o:rined effective and feasiole, or 

?ll interpretive program.. regarding the tribal cultural resourceE'. C!-eveloped :in consult~tion with. affiliated 

Native American tribal representatives. 

Mitigation Meas-Ure M-Cll-4: Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program 

If the ERO determines that a significant archeo~ogical resource is present, and if in consultation 

with. the affiliated Native Ameriean tribal representatives, the ERO determines that the resource 

constitutes a tnoal cultur~ resource (TCR) and that the resource could be adversely affected by 

the proposed project, the 'proposed project shall be redesigned so as to avoid any adverse effect 

on the significant tribal cultural resource, if feasible. 

If the Enviromnental Review Offi.cer.(ERO), if in consultation with. the affiliated Native American 

tribal representatives and the Project Sponsor; determines that preser:vation-in-place of the tribal 

cultural resources is not a suffi.tjent or feasible option, the Project Sponsor shall implement an 

interpretive program of the TCR m co~tation with affiliated tribal representatives. An 
interpretive plan produced in consultation with the ERO and a£filiated tribal representatives, at a 

minim.um, and approved by the.ERO would be required ~o guide the interpretive progra:tIL The 

plan shall identify, as appropri<;tte, proposed locations for rnstallations or displays, the proposed 

content and materials of those displays or installation, the producers or artists of the displays or 

installation, and a long-term maintenance progta:tIL The interpretive program may include ar~st 

installations, preferably by local Native American artists, oral histories with local Native 

Americans, artifacts displays and ~terpretation, and educational panels or other informational 

displays. 

In the event that construction activities disturb unknown archeological sites that are considered tribal 

cultri:ral resource9, any inadvertent damage would be considered a significant impact With 

~plementation·of Mitigation Measures M-CR-2 and M-CR-4, as described above, the proposed project 

and Variant 1 would have a less-than-significant impact on previously unknown tribal cultural resources 

·Impact C-CR: The proposed project and Variant 1 in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeabl~ future proj eds in the vicinity would not result in cumulative impacts to cultural resources. 
(Less than Significant) · 

The proposed project and variant 1 would demolish an existing structure that is not a historical resource. 

Therefore, demolition of the existing building wottld have no impact on historical (historic architectural) 

resour~es, and could not coniribute to any significant ~ulative effect on such resources. 
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Project-related impacts on archeological resources and human r~ are site-'Specific and generally 

limited to a project: s construction area For these reasons, the proposed project. in combination with other 

-past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects would not have a signfficant cum.Ulative impact 

on archeological resources, tribal cultural resources, or human rerrurins_ 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

4. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION-
Would the project: 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the 

D D D D 
performance of the circulationsys!Em, taking into 
account all modes of transportation iricl.ucling mass 
transit and non,-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the ciJ:culafum sys!Em, including but not 
limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, 
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

b) Conflictwithan applicable oongestionmanagement ·o D 181 D D 
. program, including but not limited to level of service 
standards and travel demand measures, iYr other 
standards established by the county congestion 
management agency' for designated roads or highways? 

c) Result in a ch!lnge in air traffic patterns, including D ·o D D ~ 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location, that results in substantial safety risks? 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature D D D D 
(e.g., sharp cuxves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses? 

e) Resultinina?-equate emergency am=? D D 181 D D 
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs D D 181 D D 

regarding public transil;. bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, 
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of sudi. 
facilities? 

The projec~ is not located within an airport land use plan area or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. 

Therefore,· Question ~ is not ·applicable to the project A transportation study was prepared for the 

proposed pr.oject43 The following discussion is based on the info:rmation provided in the transportation · 

study. 

Setting 

The project site is located in San Francisco's SoMa neighborhood, bounded by Mission Street to the south, 

Ninth Street to the west, and Laskie Street to the east, and abuts a recently completed mixed-~e 

: residential building to the north. The project site has frontages on both Mission and Laskie streets. Access 

43 CHS Consulting Group, 1270 Mission. Street Mixed-U~e Residential Project TIS, San Francisco, CA. March, 2016. 
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to the project site by transit, foot, or bicycle is available through existing bus transit service, sidewalks, . 

streets, and crosswalks near the site. 

Ihe study area for the transportation am!If$is is generally bounded by Market Street to the north, 

Howard Street to the south, Tenth Street to the east, and 7th. Street to ihe west :Mission Street is a two­

way street ihat has .two travel lanes m each direction, and on-street parking on boih sides of ihe street ih.at 

is .subject to tow-away regulations. The ou~er lane is designated as "bus only" in boih travel cfuections.' 

Laski.e Street extends from ·:Mission Street to its terminus (dead end) about 300 feet north of Mission Street 

at the Ava Building's gated open space area The street includes one travel lane ill each direction. There 

are sidewalks along boih sides of ihe street and on-stJ:eet parking is only located along.ihe west side of 

the street. 

The project si~e can be accessed by anUJI!ber of Muni bus routes, ia.cl'.1ding 6, 7, 7R, 9, 9R, 14, 14R, 19, and 

83X, all of which run witlrin one block of ihe project site. ~addition, ihe project site is one block south of 

ihe Muni Meb:o Civic Center station, which provides access to J, K/f, L, N, and M light rail lines. BART 

servi!2e is also provided at the Civic Center station. Two SamTrans bus routes serve the project area, KX 

and 292; Golden Gate Transit does not have any stops m proximity, to the project site. The nearest Cal.train 

station is located at 4th Street and King Street (about two miles southeast of the project site). 

There is an existing 26-foot-wide curb cut for. the driveway entrance and exit at the existing surface 

parking lot on Laski.e Street. The proposed project and Variant 1 would reduce the length of this curb cut 

by 11 feet for access .to the off-street parking garage driveway. There are three existing metered parking 

spaces and one metered loading space (yellow zone) on the north side of Mission Street, adjacent to the 

project site. 

Vehicle Miles Traveled in San Francisco and the Bay Area 

Many factors· affect trav~ behavior. These f~ctors include density, diversity of land u.Ses, design of the 

transportation network, access to regiona:I destinatioI\S, distance to high-qliality transit, development sca:Ie, 

demographic5, and tI~ortation demand management.. Typically, low-density 'development at great 

d.ista:r\ce from other land uses located m areas with poor access to non~private veJ:?.cular modes of travel 

generate more automobile travel compared to development located m urban areas, when;! a higher density, 

mix of land uses; and travel options other than private vehicles are available. 

Given 'ihese travel behavior factors, San Francisco has a lower vehicle miles traveled (VMI) .ratio than the 

nine-county San Francisco Bay Area region. In addition, some areas of the city have lower VMT ratios than 

other ·areas of ihe city. These areas of the city can be expressed geographically through transportation 

analysis zones. Transportation ana:Iysis zones are used in transportation planning models for transportation 

analysis and other planning purposes. The zones vary in size from smgle city blocks in the dovmtown core, 

multiple blocks ia. ou!er neighborhoods, to even larger zones in historically industria:l areas like the Hunters· 

Pomt Shipyard. 
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· The San Francisco County Transportation Authority (Transportation Authority) uses the San Francisco 

Ch.ailed Ac?-vity Model Process (SF-cHAMP) to ·estimate VMT by private automobiles and taxis for 

different land use types. Travel behavior in SF-CHAMP is calibrated based on observed behavior from the 

California Household Travel Survey 2010-2012, Census data regarding au~ornobile ownership rates and 

county-to-county worker flows, and observed vehicle counts and transit boardings. SF-CHAMP uses a 

synthetic population, which is a set of individual actors that represents the Bay Ar.elf s actual. population, 

who make simulated travel decisions for a complete day. The Transportation Authority uses tour-based 

analysis for office and residential uses, which exarrrines the entire chain of trips over the course of a day, not 

. just trips to and from a project For retail uses, the Transportation Authority uses trip-based analysis, which 

counts VMT from individual !rips to and from the project (as apposed to the entire chain of trips). A mi 
based approach, as opposed to a tour-ba5ed approach, is necessary for retail projects because a tour is likely 

to consist of trips stopping ht multiple locations; and the summarizing of tour VMT to each location would 

over-estimate VMT.44.45 

For residential development, the regional average daily ~ per capita is 17 .2. 46 For office and retail 

development, regional av~age daily work-related VMT per employee ~e 19.l and 14.9, respectively. See 

Table 3, which includes the traffic analysis zone CT'AZ) in which the project site is located, TAZ 620. 

TABLE3 
DAILY VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED 

Existing Cumulalive 2040 

Bay Area · BayArea 
Bay Acea Regional 

TAZ620 
Bay Area Regional 

TAZ620. Regional Average minus Regional Average nrinus 
Land Use Average 15% Average· 15% 

Households 
17.2 14.6 2.1 16.1 13.7 1.9 

(Residential) 

Employment 
14.9 126 8.3 14.6 124 7.9 

(Retail) 

Vehicle. Miles Traveled Impact Analysis Methodoiogy 

Vehtcfe Miles Traveled Analysis 

Land use projects may cause substantial additional VMf. The following identifies thresholds of 

significance and screening criteria used to determine if a land use project· vyould result in significant 

impacts under the VMr metric. 

44 To state another way: a tour-based assess~t of VMT at a reqill. site would consider the VMT for all trips in the toui, for any 
tour with a stop at the retail site. If a single tour stops at two retail locations, for example, a coffee shop on the way to work and 
a restaurant on the way back home, both retail locations would be allotred the total tour VMT. A trip- based approach. allows us 
to apportion all retail-related VMt to retail sites without double-<:otlnting. 

45 San Francisco Planning Deparbnent, 2016. Executive Summary: Resolution Modifying Transportation Impact Analysis, 
Appendix F, Attachment A. March. 3, 2016. _ 

46 fucl.udes fue VMT generated by the households in the development: 

Ca;;e No. 2014.0926ENV 49 1270 Mission Street Project 



Initial Study 

Residential and Re.tail (and Similar) ~rojects 

· For residential projects, a project would generate substantial additional VMT if it ~ceeds the regional 

household vMr per capita minus 15 percent. 47 As documented .in the Califo~a OPR Revised Proposal 

on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (proposed 

transportation impact guidelines), a 1!? p~cent threshold below existing development. is "both reasonably 

ambitious ai,;i.d generally acbievable."48 For retail projects, the Planning Deparbnent uses a VMr efficiency 

metric approach for retail projects: a project would generate substantial additional VMf if it exceeds the 

regional VMf per retail employee minus 15 percent This approach :i.s consistent with CEQA Section 

21099 and the thresholds of significance for other land uses recommended in OPR' s proposed 

transportation. impact guidelirtes. For mixed-use projects, each proposed land use is evaluated 

. independently, per the significance criteria described previously. 

OPR' s proposed transportation :impact g¢delines provide screening criteria to identify types, 

characteristics, or locations· of land use projects fuat would not exceed these VMf thresholds of 

significance. OPR recommends that if a project or land use proposed as part of a project meets any of the 

following screening criteria, VMr :impacts are presumed to be less than significant for that land Use and a 

detailed VMr analysis· is not required. The screening criteria applicable tc', the proposed project and how . 

they are applied in San Francisco are described as follows: 

• Map-Based Screening for 'Residential and Retail Projects. OPR rec<;immends mapping are.as that 

exhibit VMT less than the applicable threshold for thatland use. Accordingly, fue Transportation 

Authority has developed maps depicting existing VMT levels in San Francisco for residential and 

retail land uses based on the SF-CHAMP 2012 base-year model run. The Planning Deparbnent 

uses these maps and associated data to determine whether ·a proposed project is located in an 

area of the city that is below fue VMr threshold. 

• Proximity to Transit Sta):i_ons. OPR recommends that residential and retail projects,_ as well 

projects that are ~mix of these uses, proposed wifuin 0.5 mile of an existing major transit stop (as 

defined by CEQA Se~tion 21064.3) or an existing stop along a high-quality transit corridor (as 

defined by CEQA Section 21155) would not result in a substantial increase in YM'f. However, 

this presumption would not apply if fue project would (1) have a floor area ratio of less than 0.75; 

(2) include more parking for use by residents, customers, or 'employees of the project than 

required or allowed, without a conditional use; or (3) is inconsisteRt wifu the applicable 

Sustainable Communities Strategy.~ · 

47 OPR' s proposed transportation impact guidelines state that a project v.:ould cause substantial additlonal Viv.IT if it exceeds b~th 
the existing City household VMI' per capita minus 15 percent and existing regional household VMr per capita miri.us 15 percent 
Irl'San Francisco, the City's average VMl' per capita is lower (8.4) than the regional average (17.2). Therefore, the City average is 
irrelevant for the purposes of the analysis. 

48 This docmnent is available online at https://www.opr.ca.gov/syb743.php, page III: 20. 
49 A project is considered to be inconsistent with the Susbrlnable Communities Strategy if development is located outside of areas 

contemplated for development in the Sustainable Communities Stra,tegy.. · · 
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O~R' s proposed transportation impact guidelines do not provide screening criteria. or thresholds of 

sigoilicance for-other types of land uses, other than_ those projects !]mt meet the definition of a small 

project (the proposed project does riot meet the small project criterion). Therefore, the Planning 

Depar~ent provides additional screening criteria ~d .thresholds of significance to determine if land uses 

similar in function to residential and retail would generate a substantial increase in~- These screening 

criteria and thresholds of_ significai:ice are consistent with CEQA Section 21099 and the screening criteria 

recommended in OPR' s proposed transportation impact guidelines. 

The Planning Department applies the Map-Based Screening and Proximity to Transit Station screening 

criteria to the following land ruie types: -

• Tourist Hotels, Student Housing,_ Single:-Room. Occupancy Hotels, and Group Housing. Trips 

associated with these land uses typically.function similarly to :residential. Therefore, these land 

uses are treated as residential for screening and analysis. 

• ClUldcare, K-12 SchooI:i,. Medical, Post-Secondary Institutional (non-student housing), and 

-Production, Distribution, and Repair. Trips associated with these land uses typically function 

similarly to office. While some of these uses may hav~ some visitor/customer bips associated 

with them (e.g., childcare and school drop-off, patient visits, etc.), those trips are often a side trip 

within a larger tour. for. example,-the visitor/cusfomer trips are influenced by the origin (e.g., 

home) and/or ultimate destination (e.g., work) of those tours. Therefore, these land uses are 

treated as office for screening and analysis. 

Grocery Stores, Local-Serving Entertainment Venues, Religious Institutions, Parks, and Athletic 

Clubs. Trips associated with these land uses typically function similar to retail. Therefore, these 

types of land uses are treated as retail for screening and analysis. 

2040 Cumulative Conditions 

San Francisco 2040 cumulative conditions were projected using a SF-CHAMP model run, using the. same 

methodology as outlined in the Environmental Setting for existing conditions, but including residential 

and job growth· estimates a:itd reasonably foreseeable transportation investments through 2040. For 

residential development, the projected 2040 regional average daily VMI per capita is 16.L For retail 

· development, regional average daily retail VMf per employee is 14.6. Refer to Table 3, Daily.Vehicle 

Mil.es Traveled, wbicl:t includes the TAZ in which the project site is located (TAZ 620). 

Induced.Automobile Travel Analysis 

Transportation projects may substantially induce additional automobile iravel The following identifies 

thresholds· of significance and screening criteria used to determine if transportation projects would result 

in significant impacts by inducing substantial additional automobile travel 

Pursuant to OPR' s proposed tJ:ansportation impact guidelines, a transportation project would 

substantially induce automobile travel if it would generate more than 2,075,220 ·VMT per year. This 
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threshold is based on the fair share "M'! allocated to transportation projects required to ~cbieve 

Calif<?rnia' s long-term greenhouse gas emissions reduction goal of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. 

OPR' s proposed transportation impact guidelines include a list of transportation project types that would . 

· not lik~y lead to a substantial or measureable increase :in VMT. If a project fits within the general types of 

projects (incl.udillg comb:inations of types) described in fhe following list, it is pre.sllmed that. VMf. 

impacts would be less than ~igtrificant and a detailed VMT analysis is not required. Accordingly, the 

proposed project would not result in a substantial :increase :in VMr because it would. include the 

following components and features: 

• Active Transportation, Righ~g (aka Road Diet), and Transit Projects: 

o Jn.&;astructure projects, including safety and a~cessibility improvements, for pt?ople 

walling or bicycling 

o Installation or reconfiguration of traffic cah:ning devices 

• Other Minor Transportation Projects: 

o Rehabilitation, maintenance, replacement and repah prqjects designed to improve the 

condition of existing transportation assets (e.g., highways, roadways, bridges, culverts, 

tunnels, transit systems,· and bicycle and pedestrian facilities) and that do not add 

additional motor vehicle capacity 

o Installation, removal, or reconfiguration of traffic control devices, including Transit 

Signal Priority features 

o Timing of signals ~o opfunize vehicle, bicycle, or pedestrian flow on local or collector 

streets 

o Addition of transportation wayfinding signage 

o Removal of off- or on-street parking spaces 
- . 

o Adoption, removal, or modification of on-street parking or loading resirictions (including 

meters, time limits, accessible spaces, and ·preferential/reserved parking permit .. 

programs) 

Travel Demand · 

The proposed project and V ariailt 1 would meet the previously described criterion described for map-based 

screeiring of residential and retail projects, proximity to -transit stations, and tourist/single room occupancy 

hotels. As such, potential transportation· impacts are determined under the VMT analysis, and would not 

require an induced automobile travel analysis. Over.ill, the proposed project would generate 

approximately 2,780 daily person-trips of which 434 person-trips would occur in the weekday pm. peak 

hour. and approximately 104 vehicle trips in the p.m. peak hour. During ihe wee:k&y p.IlL peak hour, the 

proposed project would generate 126 neW person-trips by. automobile, 96 new person-hips by transit, 146 
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new person-trips by walking, and 66 new trips by other modes (:including,bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis). 

In addition, the proposed project would generate 104 new vehicle-hips during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 

No existing person or vehicle trips generated by the existing pizza restaurant and parking lot off of 

Laski.e Street were subtracted from the project trip genera~on calculations. Therefore, these hip_ 

generation rates represent a "worst-case" scenario of potential project-related traffic impacts by assuming 

that the estimated vehicle hips to/from the project site are all "new" trips on the adjacent roadway 

network. . 

Variant 1 would generate approximately person-trips per day, about 883 daily vehicle trips, and 

approximately vehicle hips :in the p.m. peak hour. Of the 580 p.m.. peak hour person hips, ·would be by 

auto, by transit, would be pedeshian trips, and would be via "other" modes (including bicycles, 

. motorcycles, and taxis). appro:Ximately 3,617 daily person-trips of which 580 person-hips would oc~ in 

i;he weekday p.fil p~ hour. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the propo5ed project would generate 

170 new person-trips by automobile, 132 new person-trips by transit, 186 new person-trips by w~g, and 

92 n~w trips by other model?· In addition, Variant 1 would generate 146 new vehicle-trips during the 

weekdayp.IlL peakhour. 

Impact TR-1: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not cause substantial additional VMT or 
substantially induce automobile travel (Less than Significant) 

Vehicle 'Miles Traveled Analysis- Residential and Tourist Hotel 

As previously mentioned, exis:ting average daily VMI' per capita for residential uses :in TAZ 620 is 2.1 miles. 

This is 87.7 percent below·the existing regional average daily VMT per capita of 17.2. Given the project site 

is located in an area where existing VMf is more than 15 percent below the existing regional averflge, the . . 
proposed project's residential uses would not result D;i substantial ad.Pitional VMf and impacts would be 

less-than-significant Also, the project site meets the Proximity to Transit Stations screening criterion, 

which indicates that th~ proposed project and Variant l's residential uses would not cause substantial 
additional VMT.50 . 

Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis- Retail 

As mentioned previously, existing average daily VMI' per employee for retail uses in TAZ 620 is 8.3 miles. 

This is 44.2 -percent below the existing regional average daily VMf per capita of 14.9. Given the project site 

is located in an ar~a where existing VMf is more than 15 percent below the existing regional average,' the 

proposed project's restaurant use would meet the Map-Based Screening for Retail and Residential Projects 

criterion and would not result in substantial additional VMT; impacts wmtld be less ~ significant The 

project site also meets the Pro:xin:\ity to Transit Stations screening ~terion, which indicate:, that the 

proposed project's residential uses would not cause substantial additional VMT.51 

50 San Francisco Plaru;ting Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099''_ Mot!ernization of Transportation .A111!lysis for 1270 
Mission Street, March 18, 2016. · 

51 Ibid. . 
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Although the proposed project is not expected to result in a substantial additio~ of VMT and impacts would 

be less than significant, the following Improvement Measure could be impleu;iented to further decrease 

these less-than-significant impacts with regards to automobile traffic in the proposed project vicillity: 

Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Implement Transportation Demand Management Strategies to 
Reduce' Single Occupancy Vehicle Trip!! · 

The project sponsor and subsequent property owner has agreed to implement a Transportation 
Demand Management ('IDM) Program. that seeks to minimize the number of single occupancy 
vehicle trips (SOV) generated by the proposed project and Variant 1 for the lifetime of the project. 
The TDM Program. targets a reduction in SOV trips by eneouraging persons to select other modes 
of transportation, including: walking, bicycling, transit, car-share, carpooling and/ or other modes. 
The project sponsor has agreed to: 

Identify TDM Coordinator . 
The project sponsor should identify a TDM coordinator for the project site. The TDM Coordinator 
is responsible for the implemer:itation and ongoing operation of all other TDM measures described 
below. The TDM Coordinator .could be a brokered service through an existing transportation 
management association (e.g. the Transportation Management Association of San Francisco, 
'IMASF), or the TDM Coordinator could be an existing staff member (e.g., property manager); the 
TDM Coordinator does not have to work full-time at the project site. However, the TDM 
Coordinator should be the single point of contact for all transportation-related questions from 
building occupants and City staff. The TDM Coordinator. should provide IDM training to other 
building staff about the transportation ameniti~ and. op~ons available at the project· site and 
nearby. 

Transportation and Trip Planning Infortnation · . 
• Move-in packet: Provide a transportation insert for the move-in packet that includes information 

on iransit service (local and regional, schedules and fares), information on where transit passes 
could be purchased, information on the 511 Regional Rideshare Progr~ and nearby bike and 
car-share programs, and illformation . on where to find additional mobile- or web-based 
alternative transportation mate:cials (e.g., Nexflv.foni phone app ). This move-in packet should be· . 
continuously updated as local transpo~tion options char:i-ge, and the packet should be 
provided to each new building occupant Provide Muni maps, San Francisco Bicycle and·. 
Pedestrian maps upon request 

Data Collection 
• · City Access. As part of an ongoing effort to quantify the efficacy of TDM measures, City staff 

may need to access the project site (including the garage) to perform trip counts, ~d/or 
intercept surveys and/ or other types of. data collection. All on-site activities shall be 
coordinated through the TDM Coordinator. The project sponsor asSu:res future access to· the 
site by City Staff. Providing access to existing developments for data collection purposes is also 
encouraged. 

Bicycle Measures 
• Parki.ng: Increase the number of on-site secured bicycle parking beyond Planning Code 

requirements and/or provide additional ·bicycle facilities in the public right-of-way in on public 
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right-of-way locations adjacent to or within a quarter mile of the project site (e..g., sidewalks, 
on-street parking spaces). 

• Bay Area Bike Share: The project sponsor shall cooperate with the San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency, San Francisco Deparbnent of Public Works, and/or Bay Area Bike 
Share (agencies) and allow installation of a bike share station in the public right-of-way along 
the project's frontage. · · 

. . 
The proposed project includes 76 vehicle parking spaces. Evidence shows that a reduction in the number of 

on-site accessory parking spaces associated with a land use development project would r~tin a reduction 

of vehicle trips associated with the project. 52 Accordingly, if fewer vehicle parking spaces were included, a 

portion of the person trips generated by the proposed project would be redistn"buted to mIBtainable 

transportation modes includingpedestriiin, bicycle and transit trips, which would further reduce the vehicle 

miles traveled associated with the proposed project. 

Induced Automobile Travel Analysis 

Tue·proposed project and Variant 1_ do not constitute a transportation project However, the proposed 

project anci Y ariant 1 would include features that would alter the tra:nsportation network These features 

would include. the conversion of three existing metered on-street parking spaces to an on-street 

commercial loading zone on the north side of Mission Street (subject to SFMTA approval),·the shortening 

of an existing curb cut from 26 feet to 15 feet for access to the parking garage, increased on-site parking 

capacity, streetscape 4nprovements on Laskie Street and Jvlission Street consistent with the Better Streets 

Plan, as well as operational arid safety strate!P-~s id,entified in Improvement Measures I-TR-2 and I-TR-7. 

The proposed project and Variant 1 would also remove an 80-space capacity parking use at the site, and 

would include 76 new parking spaces, a net d~crease in off-street parking. These features fit within the 

general types of projects identified previously ·that would not substantially induce automob4e travel 

Therefore, impacts would be l~ss than significant.. 

Impact TR-2; The proposed project and Variant 1 would not conflict with an applicable plan, 
ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the· circulation 
system, nor wo~d it conflict with an applicable congestion management program. (Less than 
Significant) 

Vehicle Queuing Analysis 

As noted previously, vehicle access to· the parking garage would be provided along lhe we~t side of Laskie 

Street via a 15-foot:-wide parking garage ramp. V ehicl~ qtieuing conditions were evaluated taking into 

account this ~onfigurati.on and the anticipated volume of vehicles accessing the parking garage during the 

p..:m. peakhour. 

52 San Francisco Planning Deparbnent, Transportation Demand Management Tedmical Justification, June 2016. Available online at 
http://defu:ult.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/emerging_issues/tsp/IDM_TechnicalJuslification_ftdm:inDraft--071416.pdf; 
accessed August 9, 2016. 
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Although Variant 1 could ~esult in temporary and mornentru:y vehicle queues alo~g Mission Street or 

Lask:ie Street, such traffic impacts would be conpidered less than significant bec;;mse Variant 1 would not 

substantially interfere with vehicle, transit, bicycle or pedestrian access nor would it create hazardous 

conditions. 11ris determination is based on an evaluation of peak demand for garage parking and the 

available capacity for queued vehicles on Laskie Street that found that queued vehicles could be 

· accommodated without cauSing any spillback onto Mission Street 

However, vehicle queues at the proposed project driveway into the public right-of-way would be subject to 

the Planning Department's vehicle queue abatement Conditions of Approval since any vehicle queues 

·could interfere with bicycle, pedestri~· transit or vehicular movements ori Mission ~d/or Lasl<le streets. 

Therefore, the following Improvement Measures have been. identified to ensure queues from the parking 

garage do not back up onto city streets: 

Improvement Measure I-TR-2a: Monitoring and Abatement of Queues 

As an improvement measure to reduce the potential for queuing ·of vehicles accessing the project 
site, itshall be the responsibility of the project sponsor or subsequent property owner to ensure that 
recurring vehicle queues do not occur adjacent to the site (i.e.,· along :Mission or Lask:ie Streets). 

Because the proposed project would include a new off-street parking facility with more than 
2.0 parking spaces (excluding loading and car-share spaces), the project is subject to conditions of 
approval set forth by the San Francisco Planning· Department to address the monitoring and 
abatement of queues. 

It shall be the responsibility of the owner/operator of any off-street parking facility "Wtth more than 
20 parking spaces (excluding loading and car-share spaces) to ensure that recurring vehicle cj:ueues 
do not occll:r on the public right-of-way. A vehicle queue is defined as one or more vehicles 
(destined to the parking facility) blocl<lng any portion of any public street, alley or sidewalk for a 
consecutive period of three minutes or longer on a daily or weekly basis. 

If a recurring queue occurs, the owner/operator of the.p~g facility shall employ abatement 
methods as ne~ded to abate the queue. Appropriate abatement methods will vary depending on 

. the characterutics and causes of the recurring queue, as well as the characteristics of the parking 
"facility, the street(s) to which the fad1:i-ty connects, and the associated land uses (if applicable). 

Suggested abatement methods include but are no:t limited to the following: redesign of facility to 
improve vehicle circulation and/or on-site queue cap~city; employment-of parking attendants; 
installation of LOT ·FULL signs with active management by parking attendants; use of valet 
parl<lng or other space-efficient parl<lng techniques; use of off-site parkirig facilities or shared 
parklng with nearby uses; use of parking occupancy sensors and signage directing drivers to 
available . spaces; travel demand management strategies such as additional· bicycle parking, 
customer shuttles, delivery services; and/or parl<lng demand management strategies such as 
parking time ~ts, paid parl<ln.g, tiine-of-day_parl<lng surcharge, or validated parking. 

If the Pla:mring Director, or his or her designee, suspects that a recurring queue is present, the 
Department shall notify the property owner in writing. Upon request, the owner/operator shall hire 
a qualified transportation consultant to evaluate the conditions at the site for no less than seven 
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days. The consultant" shall prepare a monitoring report to be submitted to the Department for 
review. If the Depru:tment dete:anines that a recurring queue does exist, the facility owner/operator 
shall have 90 days from the date of the written determination to abate the queue. 

Improvement Measure 1-TR-2b: Installation of Roadway/Traffic Devices on Mission Street 

As an improvement measure to create a right-in/right-out operation and encourage drivers to abide 
by these turning restrictions in order to access Laskie Street from Mission Street as well as to exit 
from Laskie Street to Mission Street, the SFMfA shall consider the following off-site, 
roadway/traffic treatments: 

• Installation of raised delineators (i.e., flexible traffic separator) and road bumps within-the 
double-strip~ median along Mission Street to serve as a physical barrier and preclude vehicles 
in the eastbound Mission Street direction from turning left (northbounq) to Laskie Street as 
well as precluding vehicles in the southboup.d Laskie Street direction from turning left 
(eastbound) to Mission Street; 

• Installation of signage in the eastbmmd Mission Street direction to notify driver; of "No Left 
Turn" to reinfor_ce that left-turning ~ovements from eastbound Mission Street to no:i:tb.bound 
Laskie Street is prohibited; 

• Installation of signag~ in the southbound Laskie Street direction to notify drivers of "No Left 
Tum." and/or "Right Turn Only" to reinforce that left-turning movements from southbo~d 
Laskie ~treet" to eastbound Mission Street is proluoited; 

• Installation of a "STOP" sign and bar along the southbound Laskie Street approach at the 
intersection of Mission Street to notify drivers to come to ·a complete stop and yield to any 
passing pedestrians and wait for a proper gap in the westbound Mission Street traffic stream 
prior· to exi.~g Laskie Street; and 

• Installation cif a "Keep Oear'' roadway niarkip.g along the two westbolind Mission Street travel 
lanes at the intersection of Laskie Street. Such mru:kings would restrict vehicles along 
westbound Mission Street from stopping/queuing at the intersection and allow for increased 
accessibility for vehicles attempting to tum right (westbound) to :Mission Street fro:i:n Laskie 

. Street. 

It is noted that installation of the above-mentioned roadway/traffic treatments require approval 
and installation by SFMTA, and other feasible treatments may also be considered, as appropriate. 

As described above, Improvement Measure 1-TR-2b: Installation of Roadway/Traffic Devices on 

Mission Street would create a right-in/right-out turning restrictions for drivers turning onto Laskie Street 

from Mission Street, and onto. Mission Street from Laskie Street. This would simplify the turning 

movements and reduce queuing that coul~ occur behinci drivers waiting to make. a leff turn, further 

reducing the potential for vehicle queuing associated with the proposed project. Jn addition, also as 

described above, ln?-provement Measure 1-TR-1: Implement Transportation Demand Management 

Strategies to Reduce Single Occupancy Vehicle Trips, ~ould reduce single-occupancy dri~g to/from the 

project site which could further reduce any potential vehicle queues. 
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Loading 

The proposed project would generate a demand of less than one freight loading space during both the 

average and peak hour of loading activities (0.20 truck trips average and 0.25 truck trips dupng the peak 

hom). Under Planning Code Section 152.1, the prop.osed project would be required t~ proVide one (1) off­

street commercial loacling space. The proposed project would provide one service vehicle loading space in 

the garage, which can be substituted for the freight loading space per Section 153(a) and 154(b) of the. 

Planning Code, and, therefore, would comply with Section 152.1 of the Planning Code: 

AB shown iri Table 3, Variant 1 would generate a demand of less than one freight loading space during botl:i. 

the average and peak hour of loading activities (0.30 truck trips average anq 0.37 tru4 trips during the peak 

hom). Section 152.1 of the Planning Code requires Variantl to provide two (2) off-street commercial loading 

spaces. Variant 1 would.provide one freight loading space and two serviee vehicle loading spaces; the 

latter of which is allowed per Section l53(a) and 154(b) of the Planning Code. Therefore, Variant 1 also 

would be compliant with Section 152.1 of the Planning Code .. In addition, the project sponsor would seek 

approval.from SFMTA to convert tlie three existing metered on-street parking spaces adjacent to the project 

si~ on the north sidl:'. of Mission Street to an approxi.inately 66-foot-long yellow z~me, unmetered .freight 

loading space. 

'The proposed proj~ and Variant 1 would not include any new on-street passenger loading spaces. 

However, the project sponsor is considering the possibility of designating an on-street lo'.3-ding zone iJi_at 

would accommodate both passenger and commercial lo~ding for the proposed three-space commercial 

loading zone along the Mission Street project frontage. If this combined Pa:3senger and commercial lciading 

zone is not approved, passenger loading activities for residents, visitors, or employees would otherwise ~e · 

required to occur within an available, nearby on-street parking space along Mission Street (including the 

one passenger loading space on the north side of Mission Street in front of the Hotel Potter adjace:nt to 

Ninth Street) or within the off-street parking garage. The garage entrance would consist of a roll-down . 

vehicle entry door and side pedestrian door for secme access by residents and service vehicle operators. 

Commercial deliveries to the proposed restaurant would be accommodated within the existing and/or 

proposed (if approved by SFMrA) on-street loading s?aces al~ng the north side of Mission Street locate.d 

adjacent to the project site, if approved. Additionally, the proposed project would include one off-street 

service vehicle space, and Variant 1 would include tWo off-street service vehicle sp<;tces, which would serve 

small delivery trucks. Deliveries requiring large trucks (i.e., 18-wheel semi-trucks) would not be 

accommodated in the off-street loading and service spaces for fue proposed project or Variant 1, primarily 

due to their size and required right-of.way to accommodate'necessary turrring movements. These trucks 

would be reqUired to use available metered parking spaces adjacent to the project site. As stated above, the 

project sponsor is seeking approval from the SFMTA to convert three on-street general metered parking 

spaces to one 66-foot-lon& yellow zone, unmete:i;ed freight loading space along the north side of Mission 

Street If appmv~d, deliveries requiring largei; freight trucks would be able to use this space. 

However, in the event that no curbside space iS available, the double-parking of large trucks along Mission 

Street could exacerbate traffic congestion, slow transit vehicles, and/or block travel lanes, which could also 
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conhibute to reduced visibility for pedestrians. and cyclists. In order to further reduce the potential for these 

less-than-significant impacts to occur, Improvement Measure M-TR.-2C: Coordination of Movi!-In/Move­

Out Operations, Large Deliveries, and Garbage Pick-Up Operations, is included fur the proposed project 

and Variant 1 to enforce appropriate loading procedures to avoid any blockages along Mission or Laski.e 

Streets dur.ing loading activities and reduce any potential conflicts between delivery ·vehicles, movers, and 

other users of the adjacent roadway including transit vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians. 

Residential move-in and move-out activities would occur at the.existing on-street loading space on the 

north side C?f Mission Street, adjacent to the project site, the off-street service vehicle spaces (for smaller 

vehicles), or within the proposed 66-foot-long on-street loading space on the north side of Mission Street 

. adjacent to the project site (if approved by SFMfA). Movers would access the project site via the residential 

entrance on Laskie Street, and would then transport items to their dwelling ~t(s) by using the elevators 

provided on the ground floor of the proposed building. It is noted that any curbside parking should be 

reserved tbrough SFMTA, in coordination with huilding staff. The proposed project and Variant 1 would 

not result in any adverse effects to traffic, bicycle, or pedestrian flow along adjacent streets nor would such 

activities IDhibit access to the project site. While impacts asso~ated with residential move-:in/move-out 

activities would 'not be conSidered signillcani;. Improvement Measure M-TR-2c: Coordination of Move­

In/Move-Out Operations, Large Deliveries,.and Garbage Pic;k-Up Operations would further reduce any 

potenti~ traffic-related impacts and cqnflicts betweei; delivery operations, movers, and pedestrians walking 

along adjacent streets. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-2c: Coordination of Move-in/Move-Out Operations, Large 
Deliveries, and Garbage Pick-Up Operations 

To reduce the potential for parking of delivery vehicles within tµe travel lane adjacent to the curb 
lane on Mission Street or along Laskie Street (in the event that the on- and off-street loading spaces 
are occupied), residential move-in and mcive-out activities and larger deliveries shall be scheduled 
and coordinated through building managi:ment For care/restaurant uses, appropriate delivery 

. times shall be· schedule(! and shall be restricted to occur before 7:00 am.., and between the homs of 
10:00 am. and 4:00 p.m., an~ no delive:?-es shall occur after 4:00 p.m. to' avoid any conflicts with 
peak commute period traffic as well as pedestrians and bicyclists on adjacent streets and sidewalk 

' . . . 
areas . 

. For the ~building option, the project. sponsor shall enforce strict tn.ick size regulations for use 
of the off-street loading space in the proposed freight loading area. Truck lengths exceeding 17 feet . 

·shall be prohibited from entering the parking garage and shall utilize existing on-street loading 
space along Mission s.treet, adjacent to the project site. All serVice/freight deliveries for the large 
building option shall occur cm Mission Street Appropriate signage shall be located at the parking 
giuage entrance to notify drivers of ~ck size regulations and notify drivers of the on-street 
loading spaces on Mission Street The project sponsor shall notify built;ling management and 
related staff, and retail tenants of imposed truck size limits in the proposed freight loading area. 

Building managemeri.t staff shall notify drivers of large trucks of proper loading procedures. 
Because large tru~s would be required to utilize the existing loading space on the north side of 
Mission Street (adjacent to the project site), or if approved by SFMfA, the three on-street loading 
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spaces, building management shall require at least one (i) additional building staff member to 
safely guide the truck driver and assist in maneuvering the truck wifl:riri the loading zone. The 
truck driver and building staff member(s) would be responsible for placing traffic safety cones or 
related devices along the parking lane on lvlission Street to provide an adequate buffer or spacing 
between the truck and moving vehicles ·on the street and to avoid large trucks from blocking Laskie 
Street or other nearby la;nd uses. 

Appropriate move-in/move-out and loading procedures shall be enforced to avoid any blockages 
of any streets adjacent t? the project site over an extended period of time and reduce any potential 
conflicts between other vehitj_es and users of adjacent streets ·as well as movers and pedestrians 
walking along Mission Street or Laskie Street Curb parking on lvlission Street shall be reserved 
through SFMIA or by directly contacting the local 311 service. It is recommended that residential 
move-in/move-out activities be scheduled during weekday midday hours between 10:00 am. and 
4:00 p.m. and/or on weekends to avoid any potential conflicts with peak commute period traffic 
and all users of adjacent roadways. Large trucks used for ;esidential move-in/move-out operations 
shall be pro~bited from parking alo~g Laskie Street and such activities should occur along the . 
curbside space on the north side of Mission Street adjacent to the project site. In the event SI?J.all 
trucks are utilized for such activities (i.e., trucks less than 17 feet.long and less fhiin·B feet wide), 
these vehicles shall utilize the off-street parking spaces within the garage or the service/delivery 
space (only for the small building option), as appropriate. 

The project sponsor shall coordinate with Recology and enforce strict garbage pick-up periods. 
Such pick-up times shall be restricted to occur before ?:00 a.m., and between the·hours of 10:00 ·am. 
and 2:00 p.m., and no garbage pick-up activities shall occur after 3:00 p.m. to avoid any conflicts 
with vehicle traffic and pedestrians on Missio:i;i. or Laskie Streets. Specific loading procedures (as 
described above) shall also be enforced for Recology vehicles during garbage pick-up periods. 

Based on the discussion of loading operations above and implementation of Improvement Measure M-TR--

2c: Coordination of Move-In/Move-Out Operations, Large D~veries, and Garbage Pick-Up Operations, 

loading activities would not create potentially hazardous traffic conditions or significant delays affecting 

ttaffic,. transit bicycles o:r pedestrians; therefore, the proposed project and Variant 1 would have a less-than­

significant loading impact. The :inclusion of Improvement Measure l\f TR.-2.G Coordination of Move­

In/Move-Out Operations, Large Deliveries, and Garbage Pick-Up Ope:citions would further reduce these . . . ' . 
less-than-significant imI'acts on load:ing. 

Construction Activities 

The proposed project would have would have a 22-monfu construction period, and Variant 1 would have a 

24-month construction period. Therefore, similar to the discussion of traffic impacts above, the 24-mo~th 

construction period for Variant 1 was used to evaluate potential construction-related traffic impacts, as it 

represents "worst case'' conditions. During the 24-month construction period for Variant 1; temporary and 

:intermittent transportation impacts would result from truck movements to and from the project site. 

Truck movements during periods of peak traffic fl.ow would have greater potential to create conflicts 

than during no:r:t-peak heurs because of the gre~ter numbers of vehicles on the streets during the peak 

hour that would have fo maneuver around queued trucks. The affected area of Mssion Street is expected 

to include the sidewalk area and parking lane directly adjacent to the project site; the three metered and 
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one cornmerci~ metered on-street parking spaces would be temporarily eli:rninated during constructioIL 

It is not anticipated that project construction would require any travel lane closures on Mission Street 

Although not anticipated, any temporary traffic lane closures wo~d be coordinated with the City :in 

order to minimize the impacts on local traffic. In general, lane and sidewalk closures are subject to reyiew 

and approval by San Francisco Public-Works (Public Works) and the City's Transportation Advisory Staff 

Co:mmittee (TASC) that consists of representatives of City departments includ:ing .SFMfA, Public Works, 

Fire, Police, Public Health, Port and the Taxi CommissioIL 

Throughout the construction perio~, th~e could be a potential for a temporary reduction to the capacities 

of local streets due to the slower movem,ent and larger turning rad?- of construction trucks, which would 

affect both tr~c and transit operations. However, impacts related to an applicable transportation 

circulation system plan or policy as a result of the proposed project and yaiiant 1 would be less th~ 

significant The followmg .improvement me~es would further reduce less-than-significant 

construction-related impacts for the proposed project and Variant 1: 

Improvement Measure 1-'fR...2d: Construction Truck Deliveries During Off-Peak Periods 

Any construction traffic occurring between 7:00 a.m. and 9;00 a.m. or between 3:30 p.m. and 
6:00 p.m. would coincide with peak hour traffic and could temporarily impede traffic and transit 
flow, although it would not be considered a significant impact Limiting· truck movements to the· 
hours between 9:00 am. and 3:30 p.m. (or other times, if approved by SFMfA) would further 
;minimize disruption of the general traffic flow on adjacent streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak 
periods. 

As required, the project sponsor and construction contractor(s) sbJill. meet with the Sustainable 
Streets Division of the SFMTA, the fire Department, Muni,. and the Planning Department to 

determ:ine feasible mea,sures to reduce traffic congestion, :inclu~g potential transit disruption, and 
pedestrian circulation impacts during construction of the project To rrrinimize cumulative traffic 
impacts due to project construction, the project sponsor shall coordinate with construction 
contractors for any concurrent nearby projects that are planned for construction or which later 
become known. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-2e: Construction Manag~entPlan. 

Jn addition to items required in the Construction Managern6:tt Plan, the project sponsor shall · 
:include the following: · 

• Carpool and Transit Access for Construction Workers - AB an improvement measure to 
m.irrimize parking demand and vehicle trips assoc:iated with construction w.orkers, the 
construction contractor shall include methods to encourage carpooling and transit use to the 
project site by construction workers ":in the Construction Management Plan contracts. 

· Project Construction Up~ates - As an improvement measure to ro:inimize construction impacts on 

nearby business~s, the project sponsor shall provide regularly-updated :information (typically :in the form 

of website, news articles, cin-Site posting, etc.) regarding project construction and schedule, as well as 

contact information for specific construction :inquiries or concerns. While construction-related impacts for 
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the proposed project and Variant 1 would be less than significant, Improvement Measure I-TR-2d: 

.Construction Truck· Deliveries During Off-Peak Periods, and Improvement Measure I-TR-2e: 

Construction Management Plan would further :minimize disruption of the general traffic flow on 

adjacent streets dm~g weekday conunute peak commute periods, require coordination with SFMI'A, the 

Fire Department, Mm.ii, and the Planning Department to determine· feasible measures to reduce traffic 

congestion, minimize construction impacts on nearby businesses, and minimize traffic and parking· 

9-emand associated with' construction workers. Implementation of these improvement measures would 

not have any additional transportation-related impacts. The project sponsor has agreed to implement 

these measures. 

Impact TR-3:. The proposed project and Varianf: 1 wou:1d nof: result in substantially increased hazards 
due to a d~sign feature (e.g., sharp cru:ves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses. (Less than 
Significant) 

The proposed project and Variant 1 would not include any design features that would substantially 

:increase traffic hazards (e.g., a new sharp curve or dangerous ~tersections ), ·and would not include any 

incompatible uses, as discussed in Topic l;Land Use and Land Use Plaillring. Therefore, the proposed 

project and Variant 1 would .not cause adverse impacts associated with traffic hazards. AB noted above, 

there is an existing 26-foot-wide curb cut for the driveway entrance and exit at the surface parking lot ~n 

Laskie Street. The proposed project and Variant 1 would reduce the width of the existing curb cut and 

driveway along the project's Laskie Str_eet frontage, whi~ would be used to acc.ess fue p~king garage. 

As noted previously UI\der the traffic impact discussion, vehicle queuing conditio~ were evaluated taking 

into account this configuration. and the anticiP.ated volume of vehicles accessing the parking garage during 

fue p.m peak hour, and it was determined that vehicle queues alon_g J.v.lission Street or Laskie Street may · 

occasionally occur but would be ~porary and wo~ld not substantially interf~e with vehicle, iransit, 

bicycle or pedestrm:n access, ~or would it create hazardous conditions. Based on this analysis, the proposed 

project ru:1d V arianfl would have a less-than-si~cant impact related to transportation hazards due to a 

design feature or resulting from incompatible uses. 

Impaet TR-4: The proposed projecf: and Variant 1 would not result in inadequate emergency access. 
(Less than Significant) 

The street network cmrently provides access to the project site for em.ergency·vehides. Under both the 

proposed project. and Variant 1, emergency vehiqes would access the project site as under existing 

conditions. Also, although the proposed proje~ and Variant 1 would generate additional traffic to the 

area, this increase in vehicles would not impede or hind~ the movement of emergency vehicles in the 

project area, for example from the neighboring fire stations (Fire Department Fire Station No. 1, Fire 

Station No. 7, Fire Station No. 3, and Fire Station No. 8). 

Any new obstructions or change to the road geo)Iletry fuat decreases the response time and access for 

emergency vehicles :is of critical importance. The existing effective rqad width to be maintained for 

emergency vehicle access is a minimum of .14 feet Neither the proposed project nor Variant 1 woulc:'!. 
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result :in the reduction or expansion of roadway widths along Jv.fission Street In addition, the proposed 

streetscape plans would not reduce the overall roadway width of Laskie Street below the 14-foot 

minimum requirement and would allow for continued access for emergency vehicles. Based on these 

f:ind:ings, impacts to emergency vehicle access would be less than significant for both the proposed project 

and Variant 1. 

Impact TR-5: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not conflict with adopted policies, plans or 
programs regard:ing public transit, bicycle or pedestrian facilities, or o~erwise decrease the 
performance or safety of such features. (Less than Sigriificant) 

.Transit Conditions 

'Ihe proposed project would generate an estimated 599 daily and 96 p.m. peak-hour transit trips, which 

would be distributed ru:r1ong Muni, BART, Golden. Gate Transit, and SamTrans lines. Variant 1 would 

generate an estimated 808 daily and 13~ p.m. peak. hour transit tnps. Similar to the discussion of traffic 

and construction activity :i:rn.pacl:s above, transit demand for Variant 1 was used to evaluate potential transit 

impacts, as it represents "worst case" conditions. The project site is well served by public transit. The 

additional riders generated by Variant 1 could be accommodated on the multiple Muni lines (6, 7, 7R, 9, 

9R, 14, 14R, 19, 83)(, J, K(f, L, N, and M lines~, BA.RT, and SamTrans lines fuat operate with:in close 

proximity to the project site. These bus and rail lines provide access between the project; site and the rest 

of the city, the East Bay, the North Bay, and the Peninsula. 

This analysis of transit :i:rn.pacl:s focuses.on the increase m transit patronage across "screenlines" :in the 

outbound. dire~tion during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Four screenlines have been established :in San 

Francisco· to analyze potential impa~ of projects ·on 1_1uni service, and three screenlines have been 

established for regional .transit service. Muni has a capacity utilization performance standard of 85 

percent The threshol¢1. ~f .significance for identifying regional transit crowding impacts is 100 .percent 

capacity utilization. Bus stops serviced by multiple M~ routes are located witlUn one block of the site. 

Muni bus stops are located within one block of the project site, and BART and Muni Metro are located 

one biock to the north, at Civic Center S~tion. The proposed ?ff-street parking would not conflict with 

bus operations; therefore, ~a-impacts to bus circulation were identified for Variant 1 or proposed prciject 

A1l of the screenlines ~the majority of sub-corridors (i.e., major transit corridors operat:ing with:in each 

screenline) would operate below Muni's standard 85-percent capacity utilization with implementation of 

Variant 1, with the exception of the Fulton/Hayes ~b-corridor along the no.rthwest screenline and the 3rd . 

Street sub-corridor along the southeast screenline. These tvio sub-corridors currently operate above 85 

percent capacity and would continue to operate above capacity. with ·the addition of project-generated 

transit trips. However, Variant 1 would contribute less than one percent to these sub-corridor ridership 

levels, :including the sub-corridors currently operating at or above the 85-percent utilization standard. 

Because Variant 1 would not result in a substan~ contnlmtion to existing ri~rsbip levels, Variant 1 and. 

~e proposed project would both result in a less-than-significant impact 
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It should be noted that transit-related policies include, but are not limited to: (1) discouragement of 

commuter automobiles (Planning Code Section 101.1, established by Proposition M, the Accountable 

Planning Initiative); and (2) the City's "Transit First" policy, established in the City's Otarter 

Section 16.102. The proposed project and Variant 1 would not conflict with transit operations as disrns.sed · 

above and also would not conflict with the transit-related policies established by Proposition M or the 

City's Transit First Policy. Therefore, impacts to the City's transit network as a reS.W.t of the praposed 

project and variant 1 would be considered less than significant 

· Pedestrian Conditions 

Similar to the cliscussion of traffic, transit,. and construction impacts above, fue. variap.t pedestrian demand 

was used to evaluate potential pedestrian impacts, as it represents "worst case" conditions. Variant 1 woul?­

generate 318 pedestrian trips during a typical weekday p.m.·peak hour. 0£ these 318 p.m.. peak hour 

pedestri~ trips, 220 trips are associated with the residential use and 98 with the retail/restaurant use. The 

318 pedestrian trips average out to approximately 5.3. pedestrian trips per minute during this peak hour. 

'variant 1 would include mUltiple pedestrian entrances· to accommodate residents, employees, patrons, . . . . . 
and other visitors. Pedestrian entrances to the retail/restaurant _use would be provided alo:ng Mission 

Street; the residential entrance would be provided on Laskie Street and would include a residential lobby 

area with elevators to 'allow residents and their visitors tO access fue dwelling mrl.ts. Access to the off­

street bicycle parking spaces would be from both Mission Street and Laskie Street via the residential 

lobby and parking garage. 

Laskie Street is approximately 14 feet wide and is currently used primarily for Ioading activities for the 

AV A residential building and Holiday Inn Hotel, and also provides access to the existing SUrface parking 

lot on the :rroject site and. the AV A guest parking lot The west side of the alleyway includes a nine-foo~­

wide sidewalk, though street trees within the sidewalk space reduce the effective width to six: feet The east 

side of Laskie Street includes four-foot-wide sidewalks with interrni~t bollards to prevent vehicular 

encroachment: Laskie Street does not currently accommodate high volumes of pedestrian traffic and the 

narrow sidewalks and roadbed do not provide muclr capacity for pedestrians or accommodate standard .· . . . 
two-way traffic fl.ow. Vehicles sometimes 1711croach on the sidewalk to accommodate two-way traffic flow. 

. . . . . 

The Mission Street sidewallc adjacent to the project site is 15 feet '.m.de, although the presence of street 

trees reduces the effective width of the sidewalk to about 10 feet In contrast to Laskie Street, no vehicles 

encroach onto the sidewallc for loading activities and the sidewalk provides adequate capacity to 

accommodate current pedestrian traffic levels. 

As discussed in Section A, Project Description, the proposed project and Variant 1 are subject to the 

reqclr~ents of the Better Streets Plan, as codified in Planning. Code S~ction 13·8.l. The proposed project 

and Variant 1 would modify the existing streetscape on both Mission and Laskie Streets by removing 

existing street trees and :Uistalling new street trees and landscaping in compliance with the Better Streets 

Plan. The pedestrian right of yvay on Mission. Street would include four new street trees .(spaced 

approximately 20 feet apart) with tree grates, nev-: Class 2 bicycle spa~es (16 for the proposed project and 

20 for Variant 1), and resurfacing. of the _sidewallc. Specific improvements along Laskie Street would 
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include a single-~face "shared street'' along the alleyway"from Mi~sion Street to immediately north of 

the project ~~ge driveway. This "shared street'' would entail raising the elevation of Laskie Street to 

meet the elevation of the exisfu;tg sidewalks; removing and replacing the existing raised concrete 

sidewalks along both sides of the roadway with a three-foot by three-inch.--w,i.de visual/tactile detection 

strip to delineate pedestrian zones and :vehicular zone?; removjng the· exis~g street trees and planting 

ten new street trees (fiv~ on each side, spaced apJ?roximately 20 feet apart) with tree grates; potentially 

relocating existing light poles; and adding pedestrian lighting along the roadway. Jn addition, these plans 

:would include a raised crosswalk along Laskie Street at the mtersection of :Mission Street~ which would 

accommodate east-west pedestrian traffic and_ serve as a traffic c~g device since vehicles would be 

required to slow down considerably prior to entering or exiting La5kie Street 

The proposed streetscape plan for the proposed project and Variant 1 would ultim;;i.tely reduce th~ 

effective sidewalk width on th~ west side of Laslg.e Street from 5.8 ·feet to 4.0 feet and decrease the 

roadbed width by about 2i feet. As noted above, there :i,s an existing deficiency in pedestrian and vehicle 

di:culation at the intersection of Laskie Street and :Mission Street.. Moreover, because Variant 1 would 

geni:rate 93 new inbound vehicle trips and 318 IDbound pedestrian trips to the project site during the 

· weekday p.m.. peak hom, it is reasonable to assume.that Variant 1 would exacerbate these pedestrian­

veJ;ri.cle conflicts and create an unsafe environment for pedestrians wall<lng to/from the project site. 

However, the proposed streetscape plan in combination with the proposed right-in/right-out tu:rrring 

operation at the Laskie Street/Mission Street intersection (see Improvement Measure J.. TR-2b: 

Installation of Roadway/Traffic Deyices on Mission Street in the Vehicle Queuing Analysis discussion) 

w<?uld address these existing deficient conditions for pedestrians moving in and around the project site. 

As descr.ibed above, the proposed streetscape plan would meet the :minimum requirements of the Better 
Streets Plan and address the inadequate sidewalk space on the west side of Laskie Stre~t As a result, the 

streetscape plan for the proposed project and Variant 1 would result in a less-than-significant impact 

While _pedestrian lirtpads would be .less ~ signifiqmt, Improvement Measure I-TR.-5: Installation of 

Traffic Caiming Devices at Basement Garage Exiting Lane, would further reduce potential vehicle-­

pedestrian conflicts. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-5: Installation of Traffic Calming Devices at Basement Garage 
Driveway Lane 

As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between vehicles exiting the basement 
garage and pedestrians traveling along the west sidewalk of Laskie Street, the project sponsor 
shall install appropriate traffic calming devl.ces (e.g., speed bump, rumble ships, "slo:w speed" 
signage, etc) at tp.e exiting -Q:avel lane along the garage driveway to reduce vehicle speeds of 
existing vehicles traveling out of the basement parking garage and to further reduce potential 
vehicle-pedestrian conflicts. · 
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Bicycle Conditions 

The proposed project and Variant 1 would provide 200 Oass 1 bicycle parlcing spaces located on the 

ground level of the garage, along with 16 Class 2 bicycle parlcing spaces (racks) for the proposed project 

and 20 Class 2 bicycle parlcing spaces for Variant 1 on the sideW<llk on Mssion Street Planning Code 

Section 1552 requµes one Class. I bicycle space (bicycle locker or space in a secure room) per dwelling 

unit for up to 100 dwellingunits and one Class 1 bicycle space for every four dwelling units overlOO, and 

a minimum of one Clas~ 2 space per 20 units, in addition to one Oass 1 bicycle space for each 

7,500 occupied square feet of retail space and. one Gass 2 space for each 2,500 occupied square feet of 

retail space. Based on the proposed project's land uses ahd these · Planning Code requjrements, the 

proposed project wDuld be required to provide. 125 Class 1 and 12 Class 2 bicycle parking spa~s, while 

Variant 1 would bi: required tq provide 154 Class 1 pnd 16 Class 2 bicycle parlcing spaces. Based on these 

calet,tl.ations, the proposed project and V ad.ant 1 w:ould provide Class 1 and dass 2 bicycle parlcing in 

excess of the requirements of the Planning Code. 

The San Francisco Bicycle Plan includes goals and objectives i:o encourage bicycle use in the c;ity, de.scribes 

the existing bicycle route network (a series of interconnected streets and pathways on which bicycling is 

enCOUIJlged) and identifies improvementS to achieve the established goals and objectives. There are three 

designated bicycle rout~ near the project site: ~oute 30 along Howard an~ Folsom Streets, Route 23 

along Eighth Street, and.Route 50 along Market Street 

The proposed project and Variant 1 would provide adequate bicycle access and parking and, therefore, 

would not conflict with the City's Bicycle Plan, or other plan, policy or program related to bicycle use in 

San Francisco. 

hnpact C-TR-1: The proposed project and Variant 1, in combination with past, present,. and reasonably 
f~reseeable future proj ecfs, would not result in a considerable conf:cibution to cumulative regional VMT. 
(Less than Significant) 

. VMI', by its very nature, is largely a cumulative impact '.The VMr associated with past, present, and future 

projects Gontribute to physical 8eco:ridary environmental iinpacts. It is likely that no single project by itself 

would be sufficient in size to prevent the region or state from meeting its VMT reduction goals. ~tead, a 

project's individual VMf c~ntributes. to ·cumulative VMI' ll:npacts. The VMT and ~uced automobile travel 

project-level thresholds are based on levels at which new projects are not anticipated to conflict with state 

and regional long-term greenhouse gas einission reduction targets and Statewide VMI' per capita reduction 

targets set in 2020. Therefore, because the proposed project and Variantl woul~ not exceed the project-level 

thresholds for VMr and induced automobile travel (Impact 1R-1), the proposed project and Variant 1 

would no~ be considered to result in a cumulatively considerable contnlmtlon to VMr impacts . 

. F~thermore, as shoWn in Table 3, Daily Vehicle Iv.files Traveled, projected 2040 average daily vMr per 

capita for residential uses in TAZ 620 is 1.9 JI!iles. This is 882 percent below fue projected 2040 regional 
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average daily vMr per capita of 16.1. 53 Projected 2040 average daily VMr per employee for retail uses in 

TAZ 620 is 7.9 miles. This is 45.9 percent below the projected 2040 regional average daily VMI' per . 

employee of 14-6.54 Given the project site is located fu an area where VMr is greater than 15 percent below 

the projected 2040 regional average, the residentiaLand retail uses for the proposed project and Variant 1' 

wouid not result i:ri substantial additional VMr. Therefore, the proposed project and Variant 1' s residential 

and ret~ uses would not contnoute considerably to any substantial cumulative incr~ in VMr. 55 

. . 
Impact C-TR-2: The proposed project and Variant 1 in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in substantial cumulative transportation impacts. (Less 
than Significant) 

Cumulative Transit Impacts 

The arialysis of cumulative transit utilization considers foreseeable changes in lochl and regional transit 

service in the future, such as Muni service changes due to the Muni Forward program and ihe growth in 

ridership based on future development Similar to the transit analysis presented under the existing plus 

project conditions, analysis of transit impacts across the Muni and regional screenlines was conducted to 

deferrn:ine the extent to which an increase in. transit trips associated with the proposed ·project and 

Variant 1 wouJd affect local and regional transit lines under ~ulative (Year. 2040) condition.S. While 

some screenlines and sub-corridors would operate above Muni' s established capacity utilization 
\ 

threshold (85 percent) by 2040, the proposed project and Variant 1 would conlri.bute less·than one percent 

of the transit trips on tttese sub-corridors and the entire screenline. The in~ea.Se in regional transit trips 

gener~ted by the proposed project and Variant 1 would contnoute less than one percent to all regional 

screenlines and ridership levels would continue to be below the 100-percent capacity utilization 

:performance standard. Therefore, the impact to this screenline and sub-corridors would be less th~ 

significant for both the proposed project and Variant 1. · 

Cumulafive.Bicycie and Pedestrian Impacts 

Bicycle and pedesi:rian impactS are by their nature· si~"specific and generally do not contribute to 

cumulative imP.acts from other development projects .. Bicycle trips throughout the city .. niay increase 

under the cumulative scenario due to general growth. Bicycle trips generated by the ~reposed project and 

Variant 1 would include bicycle. trips to and from the projett site. However, as stated in the project 

aruu,.ysis, the proposed project and Variant 1 would provide adequate.bicycle access and parking and 

would therefore not conflict with the Gty' s Bicycle Plan, or any other plan, policy or program related to 
bicycle use in San Francisco. There would be a projected increase in background vehicle traffic between 

existing plus project and 2040 cumufu.ti.ve conditions. This would result in an increase in the potential for . 

vehicle-pedestrian conflicts at intersections in the study area As described previously, development on 

the project site, including the Laskie Street streetscape plan, would address any .potentially significant 

53 Thid. 
54 Ibid. 
55 . San Francisco Planning Department. Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 - Modernization of Transportation Analysis for 

1270 Mission Street, Case No. 2014-0926, March 18, 2016. 
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pedestrian impacts. Thus, development on the project site m combination with future developments in 

fue are'.'l would result :in a less-than-significant :impact ~or bofu the proposed project and Variant 1,. 

Cumulative Loading Impacts 

Loading impacts are by fuclr natu:re localized and site-specific; therefore, fue loading impact identified 

for fue proposed project and Variant 1 would not contribute to cumulative impacts from oilier 

development projects near the project site. As sucl:i, since development on the project site would not 

result in individual loading impacts, both the proposed. project and Variant 1, in c;ombination with past, 

present and reasonably foreseeable developments in San Francisco, would result :in less-fuan-signilicant 

cumulative loading impacl:S. . 

Cumulative Construction Impacts 

Construction on the project sit~ may overlap with the construction of oilier projects, including but not 

limited to the nearby planned developments located at 950-974 Market Street, 1028 Market Street, 1055 

11arket Street, 1066 Market ·Street, and 1125 Market Street, as well as other planned developments 

proposed under fue Mid-Market SUD proposal (which are to begin construc!].on:in 2016) . 

.As a result, · construc~on activities associated. with fuese projects would affect access, tr~c, and 

pedestrians on streets used as access routes to and from fue project sites (e.g., Market Street, Mission 

Street, etc.). Overall, cumulati.:ve construction-related transportation impacts· could occur due to 

construc~on activities associated wifu other nearby projects that may occi;rr at fue same ti.me and on fue 

same roads ?S fue proposed project and V ar}.ant 1. The construction manager for each individual project 

would work with fue various departments of fue City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that 

:would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and pedestrian movement adjacent to fue 

construction area for fue duration of any overlap· in construction activity. As noted above, the project 

sponsor bas agreed to· implement Improvement Measure I-TR-2d: Construction Truck Deliveries 

During Off-P~ak Periods and Improvement Measure 1-TR:-2e: Construction Management Plan, which 

would further n:rinimize disruption of the general traffic flow ori. adjacent streets, particularly during 

weekday peak commute periods, require ·coordination wifu SFMI'A, fue Fire Department, Muni,. and fue 

Planning Department to .determine feasiole measures to reduce traffic congestion, minimize ·consfruction 

. impacts on nearby businesses, and minimize traffic and parking demand associated wifu construction 

workers. These improvement measures would .flll:ther reduce the less-fuan-signilicant construction 

impacts related to potential conflicts betw.een construction activities and pedestrians, transit, and autos, 

including construction truck traffic management project construction updates for adjacent businesses 

and residents, and carpool and transit access for construction workers. 

In summary, fue cumulative !mpacts of the construction of the proposed project in combination wifu 

multiple nearby construction, projects would not be considerable, as construction on the project site and 

other nearby project sites would be temporary. Further, the project sponsor would coordinate wifu 

various City departments such as SFMTA and Public Works through fue TASC to ~evelor coor\linated · 

plans th~.t-would address construction-related vehicle routing and pedestrian/ bicycle movements 
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adjacent to the construction area for the duration of construction overlap. Therefore, project construction, 

in combination with past,. present, and reasonably foreseeable constructi.on:in San Francisco, would reSult 

:in a less-f:han...significant cumulative construction-related transportation impact for both the proposed 

·project and Variant 1. 

As described above, the proposed project and Variant 1, in combination with other past,. present,. and 

reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in cumulaiivcly considerable transportation and 

circulation.impacts. · 

Based on the above analysis, the proposed project and Variant 1 would result in a less-than-significant 

impact with regard to transportation, both :individually and cumulativcly. 

l.essThan 
Potentially Significant with L.ess Than 
Sfgniticant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact lncorpor.ited Impact Impact Applicable 

5. NOISE - Would tho:! project: 

a) Result in exposure of persons te or generation pf noise 
levels in excess of standards established in the local 

q D 0 D D 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of.other agencies? 

b) Result in exposure of persons to or generation of D D 0 D ·o 
excessive grourulbome vibration or groundbome noise 
levels? 

c) Result in a substantial pennanentincrease in ambient D D 0 D 0 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in D D 0 D 0 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity iihove levels 
existing without the project? 

e) For a project located within an all:port land use plan D D D D 0 
area, or, where such a plan has not been adopted, in an 
area within two miles of a pl.)blic airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people residing or 
working in the area to excessive noise level~? 

£) For a project located in file vicinity of a private airstrip, D D D D 18] 
would the project expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels'? 

g) Be substantially affected by. existing noise levels? D D (gl D D 

The project site is not witlrln an airport land use plan area, 56 nor is it in the vicinity .of a private airstrip. 

Therefore, Questions Se and Sf are not applicable. 

56 Gty/County AsSociation of Governments (C/CAG) of San Mateo County, Airport Land Use Compritibility Pla:n_fo.r. .. tk. ... 
Environs of San. Francisco Internaf:ional Airport, November, 2012 See also, Alameda County Community Development 
Agency (ACCDA), Oakland International Airp'?'t'. Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, December, 2012.. 
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Impact N0-"1: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not result in the exposure of persons to or 
generation of noise levels in excess of established standards, nor would the proposed project or 
Variant 1 result in a substantial penruinent increase in ambient noise levels or otherwise be 
substantially affected by existing noise. (Less than Significant) 

Applicable Noise Standards.ST 

The Environmental Protection Element of ihe General. Plan contains Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for 

Community Noise. These guidelines, which .are s:imilir to state guidelines promulgated by the Governor's 

Office of Plaro:ri:Ilg and Research (OPR), indicate maximum acceptable noise levels for various newly 

develope~ land uses. The uses for the proposed project and Variant 1 correspond to ihe "Residential" land 

use category in the Land Use Compatibility Guidelines. 58 For this land use category, the maximum 

"satisfactory, wiih no special insulation requiremei}ts" exterior noise levels are approxjmatdy 60 dBA 

(Ldn)_s9,60 Where exterior noise levels exceed 60 d.BA (Ldn) for a new residential building, it is generally 

recommended ihat a detailed analysis of noise reduction requirements be conducted prior to final review 

and approval of the project, and that th~ needed_noise insulation features be included :in the project design. 

In addition, Cl:iapter.12 of ihe California Bui1ding Code (CBq (Part 2 of Title 24. of fue California Code of 

RegulaHons), adopted as part of ihe San Fran.cisco Bm1din.g Code, contains acoustical requirements for 

interior sound levels in habitable rooms of multi-family developments. In summary, the CBC requires an 

interior noise level no higher than an Ldn of 45 dB. Projects exposed to an exterior Ldrl of 60 dB, or 

greater, require an acoustical analysis showing that fue proposed design would limit interior levels to the 

prescribed allowable interior level. Additionally, if window_s in.ust be in ihe closed position to meet the 

:interior standard, fue design must include a ventilation or air-conditioning system to provid~ fresh-air, 

which also would be required under Article 38 ·of the San Francisco Health Code (see Topic 6, Air Quality) 

and, therefore, a habitable interior environment. An Environmental Noise Study was prepared for the 

proposed project and Vari.ant 1 and is discuss~d below .. 61 

S7 fu. a decision issued on December 17, 2015, the California Supreme Court held that CEQA does not generally reqillre an 
agency to consider the effects of existing environmental conditions on a proposed project's future users or residents 
except where a project or its residents may exacerbate existing environmental hazards (California Building Industry 
Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District, December 17, 2015, Case No. 5213478. Accordingly, the discussion 
of exposure of the proposed project's future resid~ts to existing ambient noise :is provided for informational purposes 
only. 

SB San Francisco General Plan. Environmental Protection Element,. Land Use Compatibility Chart for Community Noise: 
Available online at http://www.sf-planrrlng.org/flp/generalplan/I6_Environmental_proteclion.htm. Accessed on 
October 22, 2014. 

59 The dBA, or A-weighted decibel, refers to a scale of noise measurement that approximates ihe range of sensitivity of the 
human ear to sounds of different frequencies. On this scale, the normal range of human hearing extends from about 
OdBA to about 140 dBA. A 10-dBA increase in the level of a continuous no:ise represents a perceived doubling. of 
loudness: 

60 The DNL or Ldn :is fue Leq, or Energy Equivalent Level, of the A-weighted noise.level over a 24-hour period with a 
10 dB penalty applied to noise levels between 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. Leq fu fue level of a steady noise which would have 
the same energy as fhe fluctuating noise level.integrated over the time period of interest 

61 Shem Milsom Wilke., Environmental Noise Repart, 1270 Mission I.LC Resiilejttial Development San Francisco, California, 
November 4, 2015. 
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Existing Noise in Project Site Vicinity 

Ambient noise levels in the project vicinity are typical of noise levels found in San Francisco, wbiGh are 

dominated by vehicular traffic, including, cars, trucks, Muni buses, arid emergency. vehicles. Mis;ion 

Street and Ninth Street are both heavily traveled streets, and generate traffic noise in excess of 70 d.BA at 

grormd level locations. 01. While land uses in the prOject site vicinity do not generate a substantial amount 

of noise, high traffic volumes along the surrounding streets result in a relatively loud noise environment 

One long-term continuous (24-hour) noise monitor measurement was conducted at the project site in 

order to quantify the. existing noise environment in the p~oject vicinity and additional short term 

monitoring was conducted at two other on-site !~cations and one off-site location to extrapolate Ldn 

levels at these alternate locations. The results of the noise .measurements are provid.ed in Table 4, below. 

TABLE4 
Results of Noise Monitor Measurements in Project Vicinity 

Monitor Location Calculated Ldn 

L1 Eastern building rooftop of the project site at Mission Street and Laskie Street, 
69.6dB 

approximately 20-feet above grade. 

L2 Eastern ground-level street fai;ade of fhe project site at Mission Street, approximately 5-
74.8 dB 

feet above grade. 

L3 Northeastern ground-level street .fusade of the project site at Laskie Street, approximately 
61.9dB 

5-feet above grade. 

L4 Southwestern ground-level (n<?t on project site) at N'mth Street, approximately 5-feet 
74.4dB 

above grade. 

SOURCE: Shen Milsom Wilke, October 2015. 

Proposed Project and Variant 1 Noise Exposure 

As noted above, the proposed project would :ip.clude new sensiti.v!! receptors in the form of residences. 

The proposed projeet would be required to incorporate ':q.tle 24 noise insulation features such as double­

paned windows and insulated exterior walls as part of its construction, which would reduce indoor noise 

levels by at least 30 decibels. Given the relatively high exterior noise levels in the, project vicinity, the 

noise study mcluded ~gn recommendations to ensure that interior noise levels are in accordance wi~ · 

Title 24 standards, ~LGreen interior noise criteria, and the San Francisco. Building Code. The noise study 

recommended that the proposed project include soun~ rated assemblies at exteridr building fa~des, with 

window and .exterior door assembly Sound Transmissions Oass (STC) ratings that meet the City 

standards. The noise study estimated that exterior windows on residential floors would require .an STC 
. ' 

rating of 26 to 34, and that exterior walls be designed and constructed to achieve an STC rating of 40. 

62 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Map of Areas Potentially Requiring Noise Insulations, Marcl.1. 2009. 
Available at http://www.sf-plarutlng.org/ftp/.files/publications_reports/library_of_cartography/Noise..pdf. Reviewed 
February 8, 2016. 
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Because windows must be closed to achieve fhe interior noise criteria 45 dBA, fhe noise study also noted . 

fhat an alternate means of providing outside air (e.g., fresh-air exchange units, HVAC, Z-dncts, etc.) to 

habitable spaces is requir~d for building fa~des exposed to an exterior Ldn of 60 dB, or greater. The 

Deparbnent of Building Inspection (DBI) would review fhe final building plans'. to ensure fhat fhe 

proposed project meets the interior noise requirements of Title 24 and fhe San Francisco _Buz1ding Code. 

Therefore, fh:rough compliance with applicable codes and standards, fhe proposed project would not 

expose persons to noise levels in excess of standards established in the General Pla:n, Noise Ordinance, or 

San Francisco Building Code. 

The above analysis also would apply to Variant 1. There are no aspecl:l? of Variant 1 fhat would result in 

greater noise exposure impacts. Additional residences accommodated by the increase in building height 

would be located further from existing no~ sources and would require similar but likely lesser STC­

rated building materials .. fhan fhose described above for the proposed project Therefore, like fhe · 

proposed project, fhe potential environmental impacts resultant from Variant 1 associated wifh locating 

residential uses in ;;n area fhat currently exceeds acceptable ambient noise levels for such uses would be 

ameliorated fh:roughBuilding Code compliance. · 

Noise from Proposed Project and Variant 1 Operations 

Generally, traffic llUlSt double in voluffie to produce a noticeable increase in the ambient noise"level in the 

project vicinity. The proposed proje~t would generate approximately 644 net new daily vehicle 1:rips, wl.th 
104. of fhose 1:rips occurring :in fhe p.m. peak hour .. 63 This increase in vehicle 1:rips would noi: cause traffic 

volumes to double on nearby streets, and would not have a noticeable effect on ambient noise levels in fhe 
. . 

project site vicinity. The prop9sed project would contain ground-floor retail/restaurant uses with residential 

uses above and would not include features or uses that would generate substantial noise. Therefore, 

operational noise from fhe proposed project, including lraffie:-related noise, would not significantly increase 

fhe existiJig ambient noise levels in the project vicinity." 

- . fu. addition to vehicle-related noise, building equipment and ventilation are also noise sources. Jn addition 

to vehicle-related. noise, mechanical equipment, :i?-cluding bt?ilding heating and ventilation system 

equipment is. also considered to be a potentiai noise source, once the. pi:opo~~d project is operational 

Mechanical equipment would be subject to Section 2909 of the Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police 

Code). This section eshililishes a noise limit from mechanical sources such as builafug equipment, specified 

as a certain noise level in excess of. the ambient ·noise level at fhe property line. For noise generated by 

residential uses, fhe limit is 5 dBA in excess of ambient noise levels; fhis limitation would apply to fhe 

proposed project ·Jn addition, ~e Noise Ordinance provides· for a separate fixed-source noise limit for 

residential interiors of 45 dBA at night and 55 dBA during the daytime a:nd evening.~ours. 

Compliance with Section 2909 of the Noise Ordinance serves· to minimize stationary source noise from 

building operations. Given that the proposed project's vehicle 1:rips would not cause a doubling of traffic 

63 Trip generation estimate is reported in the 1270 Mission Street Mixed-Use Residential Project Transportai:ion Impact Study, 
prepared by CHS Consulting Group, March,. 2016. 
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volumes on nearby streets, thereby not resulting in a noticeable increase in ambient noise levels, and that 

any proposed. mechanical equipment y.rould be required to comply wifu .the Noise Ordinance, the 

proposed project would not result in a noticeable increase in ambient noise levels. Thus, fue proposed . 

project's impact related to project operations would be less than significant.and no mitigation measures 

are necessary. 

V ~ant 1 would generate approximately 883 net new daily vehicle trips, wifu 146 of those trips occurring in 

the p..m.. peak houi:.64 L:ike the proposed project, this increase in vehicle trips under Variant 1 would not 

cause traffic volumes i:o double on nearby streets, and it would not have a noticeable effect on ambient noise . . 
levels :in the project site vicinity. Therefore, operational noise from Variant 1, including traffic-related noise, 

would not.substanfa!lly increase the existing ambient noise levels in the project vicinity, and Variant l's 

impact related to project operations- woUid be less than significant and no mitigation me~es are 

necessary. 

Impact N0-2: During construction, the proposed project and Variant 1 would not tef!ulf in a 
substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise Xevels and vibration in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project. (Less than Si~cant) 

Construction Noise from the Proposed Project and Variant 1 

Demolition, excavation, and building construction would cause a temporary :increase in noise levels 

within the project vicinity. Construction equipment would generate noise and possibly vibrations that 

could be considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties. The project sponsor estimates that 

project construction activities would occirr over a period of approximately 22 monfus. The magnitude of 

construction-related noise impacts during this period would depend on a number of factors that include 

the type and size of equipment operated during a given construction phase, the duration of a given 

construction ph~se, the distance between the noise source(s) and the affected receptor(s), and fue 

presence (or absence) of barriers. Impacts would generally be limited to demolition and ihe periods 

during which new foundations and exterior structural and fa\;ade elements would be constructed. 

futerior. construction noise would be substantially red,uced by exterior walls. However, there would be 

limes when nqise could interfere with indoor activitles in nearby residences and other businesses ne~ the 

project site. 

As noted above, construction noise is regulated by fue Noise. Ordinance (Article 29 of fue Police. Code). The 

ordinance requires that noise levels from individual pieces of construction equipment, oilier than impact 

tools, not exceed 80 cl.BA at a distance of 100 feet from the source. I:iµpact i:ools (e.g., jackhammers, hoe rams, 

iffipact wrenches) must have manufacturer-recommended and City-approved mufflers for bofu intake and 

exhaust. Sectiop. 2908 of the Ordinance prohibits construction work between 8:00 p.~ and 7:00 am., if noise 

would exceed the ambient noise level by five d.BA at fue project property line, unless a special permit is 

64 Trip generation estimate is reported :in the 1270 Mission Street Mixed-Use Residential ProjeCt Transportation Impact Study, 
prepared by CHS Consulting Group, Febniary 2016. 

Case No. 2014.0926ENV 73 1270 Mission Street Project 



Initial Study 

authorized by the Director·of the Department of Public Works or the Director of Building fuspection. The 

project would be required to comply with regulations set forth in the Noise Ordinance. 

The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site are the residential uses at 55 Ninth Street, approximately 

20 feet west of the project site and at 81 Ninth Street, approximately 40 feet north of the project site. These 

uses would experience temporary and intermittent noise associated with site clearance and construction 

activities as well as the passage of.qmstruction trucks in and out of the project site. Site excavation would 

involv~ removal of approximately 12,000 cubic yards of soil for a below-grade garage. No pile driving is 

anticipated as part of f:l:i.e proposed project, as noted in fue geotechnical report, whidt specifies that all 

soldier piles would be installed either by pre-drilling techniques or forming soil-cement mixed columns. 65 

Construction noise :impacts would be temporary in nature and would be limited to the 24--month period of 

construclion. Moreover, the projeCt demolition and coI)Sl:ruction activities would be required to co~ply 
wifu the Noise Ordinance requirements, whldt p~ohibit constrµction after 8:00 p.m. Although construction­

related noise could be annoying at times, it would be temporary, and the noisiest phases of construction are 

typically of shorter duration. Further, construction noise would not be expected to exceed noise lev.el.s 

commonly experienced in an urban environment Therefore, construclion noise impacts would be less than 

significant No mitigation measures are necessary. 

The above analysis would also apply to Variant 1. According to the project sponsor, fue construction 

period would last approximately 24 months, two months lo~er fuan the proposed project Other than 

fhiS marginal increase m duration, there are no aspects of Variant 1 !hat would result :in greater 

construction noise impacts. Therefore, like the proposed project, consti;uction noise for V ari~t 1 would be 

temporary and ·would not be expected to exceed noise levelS commonly experienced in an urban 

envTI:orunent Therefore, construclion noise impacts would be less fuan significant No mitigation measures 

are necessary. 

Impact C-NO: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not make a considerable contribnticin to any 

cumulative significant noise impacts. (Less than Significant) 

Coll;8truction activities in the vicinity of the project site, such as ~cavaJ;ion, grading, or construction of 

other buildings m fue area, would occur on a temporary and intermittent basis. In general, compliance 

with Noise ~clinance. requirements would render the noise impacts from project ·construction at a less­

fuan-signIBcant level. The proposed. project and Variant 1 construction-related noise would not 

sµ.bstantially :increase ambient noise levels at locations greater fua'n a few hundred feet fr~m the project 

site. Oilier than renovation projects, there is one development project, fue third phase of -.Trinity Place, 

!hat is close enough (within 500 feet) to combine. with the noise created dur.iilg the construction of the 

proposed project and Variant 1 to result m any cumulative construction noise impact Bowever, the 

Trinity Place site is separated from the project site by multiple buildings, including fue Holiday Inn hotel 

. and PG&E substation, and would be unlikely to noticeably combine with project construction noise, even 

if fue two were constructed s:imultaneously. As such, construc~on noise effects associated wifu the 

65 Langan Treadwell Rollo, Geotechnical Investigation :f.270 Mission Street San Francisco California, November 19, 2015. 
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proposed project and Variant 1 are not anticipated to combine with other prop~sed and under 

construction projects located near the project site. Therefore, cumulative conshuction-related noise 

:impacts from the proposed project and Variant 1 would be less than significant and no mitigation 

measures are necessary. 

Localized traffic noise would increase in conjunction with foreseeqble residential and commercial growth 

in the project vicinity. Analysis of traffic vol-llmes on roadways used to access the project site (Mission 

Street, Eighth Street, and Ninth Street) indicates the cumtilative traffic volumes would increase by no 

more than 36 percent compared to existing conditions, resulting in a cumulative traffic noise increase of 

less than 2 dBA, which. would not be a perceptible increase..66 C~ulative traffic noise would not result in 

a doubling of traffic volumes, which. would be necessary to create a perceptible change. Consequei:i-tly, 

cumulative noise :impacts would be less than significant, and the proposed project and Variant 1' s limited 

number uf daily vehicle trips (644 net new daily vehicle trips under the proposed project and 883 under 

Variant 1) would not contnoute considerably to any cumulative traffic-related increases in ambient noise. 

Therefore, cumulative traffic noise :impacts would be less than signific;ant and, no mitigation measures are 

necessary. 

Project-related stationary source noise, such as from ventilation equipment would not substantially 

increase ambient noise levels at locations greater than a few.hundred feet from the project site. Trinity 

Place, Phase ill is ·fue only. cumulative development project close enough (within 500 feet) to even 

consider the potential to result in a cumulative operational noise :impact However, as noted above, the 

Trinity Place site is separated from the project site by multiple buildings and would be unlikely to 

noticeably combine with project stationary source noise. Consequen,tly, cumul~tive noise impacts .from 

stationary noise sources would be less than significant Additionally, the proposed project and variant 1' s 

mechanical equipment, as·well as_that used for Trinity Place, would be required to comply with the Noise 

Ordinance. 

In. light of the above, the proposed project and V arlant 1 would result in less-than-significant cumulativ:e 

impacts related to noi.Se and no mitigatiori measures are necessary. 

Less Than 
Potentially· Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mifigalion Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact AppUcable 

6. AIR QUALITY - Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the .D D ~ D D 
applicable air quality plan? 

b) Violate any air quality standard or c~ntribute D ~ D D D 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

66 CHS Consulting Group, 12JO Mission Street Mixed-Use. Residential l'.roject Transportation Impacts Study, March. 2016, 
Figures 5, 12, and 13. · 
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c) Resultin a cwnulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-atWnrnent under an applicable federal, slate, or 
regional ambient air quality standard (including 
releasing emissions which exceed quantitalive 
thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

d) Expo~e·sensitive receptors tp substantial pollutant 
concenl:ral:ions? 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
riumber of people? 

Potentially 
Sfgnfflcant 

fmpact 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

··-·I 

· Initial Sludy 

Les5Than 
Signfflr;ant No Not 

fmpact Tm pact App/icabfe 

12] D D 

D D D 

D D 

Th~ Bay Area Air ·Qualify Management District BAAQ:MD is the regional agency with jurisdiction over the 

Irine-counfy S~ Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB), which :includes San Francisco, Alame\fa, Contra 

costa,.Marin, San Mateo, Santa Clara, ~d Napa Counties, ~d portions of Sonoma and S~lano Counties. The 

BAAQ:MD is responsible for attaining and ma:in~g air qualify :in fue SFBAAB Wifhln federal and state air 

qualify staildards, ~ established by the federal Oean Air Act (CAA) and fue Califo:r:nia Gean Air Act 

(CCAA), respectively. Specifically, fue BAAQMD has the responsibilify to monitor ambient air pollutant 

levels throughout the SFBAAB and to develop and implement strategies to attain the applicable federal and 

· state standards. The CAA and the CCAA require plans to be.developed for areas that do not meet air qualify 

stqn.dards, generally. The most recent:air qiJ.ality plan,-the 2010 Clean .Ai.r Plan (CAP),~ adopted by the 

BAAQMD on September 15, 2010.67 The CAP updates the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy in accordance with 

the requirements of the CCAA to implement all feasible measures to reduce ozone; provide a control strategy 

to reduce ozone, particulate matter, air toxies, and greenhouse gases in a single, integrated plan; and establish 

emission control measur~ to be adopted or implemented. The 2010 CAP contains the following primary 

goals: 

• Attain air quality standa.l:~s; 

Reduce population exposure and protect public health iJ?. the·S~ ~rancisco Bay Area; and 
R~duce gr~o~e gas emi.Ssions and prbtect the climate. . " . · 

• 
• 

The CAP represents fue most current applicable air ~ty plan for the SFBAAB: Consistency wifu this 

plan is the basis for deterrn.irrlng whefuer the proposed project or Variant 1 would conflict with or 

obstruct :implementation of an applicable air qualify plan. 

Criteria Afr Pollutants 

In accordance wifu the state and federal CAAs, air pollutant standards are identified for fue follow:inl?_ six 

criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), par~culate matter (PM), nitr?gen Cli,oxide (N02), 

sulfur dioxide (S02), and lead. These air pollutants are termed criteria air pollutants because they are 

regulated by developing_ specific public health- and welfare-based criteria ·as fue basis for ·setting 

permissible levels. In general, fue SFBAAB experiences low concentrations of most pollutants when . 

l>1 . An update tO the 2010 CAP, the 2016 CAP, is not ~licipated tri go befor~ the District Board until the end of 2016. 
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compared to federal or state standards. The SFBAAB is designated •as either m f!.tta:i:oment6B · or 

unclassified for most criteria pollutants with the exception of ozm;ie, PMis, and PMio, for. which. these 

pollutants are designated as non-atta:i:oment for eif!ter the. state or federal standards. By its very nature, 

regional air pollution is largely a CUillulative impact m that no sll:tgle project is sufficient :in size to, by 

itself, result :in non-atta:i:oment of air quality standards. Instead, a project's individual emissions 

contribute to existing cumulative ·air qllality impacts. If a project's contribution to cumulative air quality 

impacts is considerable, then the project's impact on air quality would be considered significant 

La.rid use projects .may contribute to regional criteria air pollutants during the construction and operational 

phases of a ptojeel Table 5 identifies air quality significance thresholds followed by a discussion of each 

threshold. Projects that would result in criteria air pollu~t emissions below these significance thresholds 

would not violate ari air quality standard, contribute substantially to an air quality violation, or result :in a 

cumulatively considerable net increase :in criteria air pollutants wifuin the SFBAAB. . I 

Table5 
Criteria ·.Afr Pollutants Significance Thresholds 

Consfru~tion Thresholds Operational Thresholds 

Average Daily Annual Average 
Pollubmf Average Daily Emissions (lbs./day) Emissions Ubs./day) Emissions (tons/year) 

ROG 54 54 10 

NO~ 54 54 10. 

PMio 82 (exh;mst) 82 15 

PM2.5 54 (-exhaust) 54 ·10 

Fugitive Dust 
Construction Dust Ordinance or other Not Applicable 
Best Management Practices 

SOURCE: BAAQMD, Revised Dnift Optipns im4 Justification Report, Oilifamia. EnvirrmmCntal Qwilif:y Act '[hresho/ds of SignijiCance, 
October 2009 • 

Ozone Precmsors. As discussed previously, ·the SFBAAB is currently desig;riated as non-attamment for 

ozone.. Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere through a complex series of 

photocheffiical reactions :involving reactive organic gases. (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx). The 

potential for a project to result in a cumulatively con5iderable net increase :in criteria air pollutants, which 

may contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, are based on the state and federal Clean 

Air Act's emissions limits for stationary sources .. 'fl?.e ~ederal New Source Review (NSR) program was 

created by the federal CAA to ensm:e that stationary sources of air pollution are constructed in a manner 

that is consistent with atta:i:oment of federal health ba:'ed aml:>ient $ quality standards. S:imilarly, to 

ensure that new stationary sources do not cause or contribute to a violation of an air quality staiidard, 

BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 2 requires that any new source that emitS criteria air pollutants abovi: a 

68 ",Atbrinment'' status refers to those regions that are me~ling federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria 
poilufant. "Non-attainment'' refers to regions that do not meet federal anil/or state standards for a specified criteria 
pollutant. "Unclassified" refers to regions where the:reis ~ot enough data to determine fue region's attainment status. 
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specified emissions Jpnit must offset those emissions. For ozone precursors ROG and NOx, the offset 

emissions level is an arullial average of 10 tons per year (or 54 pounds (lbs.) per day).69 These-levels 

represent emissions by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or 

result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants . 

.Although this regula\ion applies to new or modified stationary sources, land use development projects 

result in ROG and NOx eririssions as a result of ~creases in vehicle trips; architectural i;:oating, and 

· construction activities. Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the consfruction and operational 

phases of land use proj.ects, and those projects that result in emissions below these thresholds would-not 

be considered to contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation or resul~ in a considerable net 

increase in ROG and NOx emissions. Due to the te:ripo~ary nature of construction activities, only the · 

average dajly thresholds are applicable to construction phase emissions. 

Particulate Matter (PMio and PM2.s). The BAAQMD has not established an offset limit for P~. 

However, the emissions limit in the federal NSR for stationary sources ·in nonattainment areas is an . . 
appropriate significance threshol4 For PMio .and PM2.s, the emissions limit under NSR ll? 15 tons per year 

(82 lbs. per day) and 10 tons per year (54 lbs. per day), respectively. These einissions limits represent 

levels at which a source is not expected to have an impact on air quality.70 Similar to ozone precursor 

thresholds identified above, land vse development projects . typically result in particulate matter 

emissions as a result of increases in yehicle trips, space l;teating and natural gas combustion, landscape 

~tenance, and construction activities. Therefore, fue above thresholds can be applied to the 

construction and operational phases of a l~d use project _Again, because construction activities are 

.temporary in nature, only the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction-phase emissions. 

Fugitive Dust Fugitive dust e~sions are typically generated during construction phas~. Studies have 

shown that the application of best management practices (BMl's) at construction sites significantly control 

. fugitive dust 71 Individual measures have been shown to reduce fugitive dust by anywhere from 30 to 

90 perc~t 72 The BAAQMD has identified a. number of BMl's to control fugitive dust emissions from 

construction ·aciivities.73 The City's. Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176~08, effective' 

July 30,' 2008) requires a number of measures· to control fugitive dust to ensure that co~truction projects 

do not result in visible dust The BMl's employe~ in compliance with the City's Construction Dllst 
Control Ordinance is an effective strategy for controlling consti.:uc!ion-related fugitiv~ dust. 

69 BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance,. 
Oclnber 2009, page 17. Available on fue internet al: http://www.baaqmd.gov/-/media/Files/Plan:ning"/o20and%20Reseai:cli/ 
CEQA/Revised%20Draft%20CEQA%20Thresholds%20%20Juslification%20Report%200ct%202009.ashx?la9!Il. · Accessed 
February 9, 2016. · • 

70 BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance,. 
Oct?ber 2D09, page 16. . 

71 Western Regional Air Partnersb!p. 2006. WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook. September 7, 2006. This document is available 
online athttp://www.wrapair.org{£orums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev _06.pdf. Accessed February 9, 2016. · 

72 BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Qlltllity Act Thresholds of Significance, 
October2009, page27. 

73 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Qlltllity Guiilelbies, May 2012. Available on the internet at http://www.baaqmd.gov/-/ 
media,1Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/BAAQMD%20CEQA %20Guidelines_Final_May%202012.ashx?la'"€i:t. 
Accessed February 9, 2016. 
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Other Criteria Pollutants. Regional concentrations of CO m the Bay .A,rea have not exceeded the state 

standards in the past 11 years and 502 concentrations have never exceeded the standards. The primary 

source of CO emissions from development projects is vehicle traffic. Construction-related 502 emissions 

represent a negligible portion of the total basin-wide emissions and construction-related CO emissions 

represent less than five percent.of the Bay Area total bas)n-wide CO emissions. As discussed previously, 

the Bay Area is in attainment for bofu CO and 502. Furthermore, the BAAQMD has demonstrated, based 

on modeling, that in order to exceed fue California ambient air quality standard of 9.0 ppm (8-hour 

average) or 20.0 ppm (1-hour averq.ge) for CO, project traffic in addition to existing traffic wpuld need to 

exceed 44,000 vehicles per.hour at affected intersections (or 24,000 v:ehicles per hour where vertical and/or. 

horizontal mbdng is limited). Therefore, given the Bay Area's attainment status and fue limited CO and 

502 emissions that could result from a development project, the proposed project and Variant 1 would 

not result !n a cUinulatively consider_able net increase in CO or S02, and a quantitative analysis is not 

required. 

Local Health Risks and Hazards 

Jn addition to ·criteria air pollutants, :individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs). TACs 

-collectivd.y refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of caus:ing chronic (i.e., of long­

duration) and acute (ie., severe but .of short-term) adverse effects to human health, includµtg 

carcinogenic effe~. A TAC is defined :in Cal.ifomia Heal.th m:td Safety Code Section 39655 as an air pollutant 

which may cause or contn'bute to an :increase in mortality or serious illness, or which may pose a present 

or potential hazard to human health. Human health effects of TACs :include birth defects, neurological 

damage, cancer, and death. 'lb.ei:e are hundreds of different types of TACs wifu vary:ing degrees of 

toxicity. Individual TACs vary greatly in the health risk they present; at a given level of exposure, one 

TAC may pose a hazard that is many times greater than another. 

Unlike criteria· air pollutants, TACs do not have ambient air quality standards but are regulated by the 

· BAAQMD·using a risk-b8;8ed approach. This approach uses a healfu risk assessment to determine which 

sources and pollutants to control as well as fue degree of controL A health. risk assessment is an analysis 

in whi~ human health exposure to toxic substances is estimated, and considered together Wii;h 
information regard:ing .the toxic potency of fue _substances, to provide quantitative estimates of healfu 

risks.74 

Air pollution does not affect every individual in the p~P1;11ation in the same way, and some groups are 

more sensitive to adyerse health effects than others. Land uses such as residences, schools, drildren' s day 

care centers, hospitals, and nursing and convalescent homes are considered to be the mo~t sensitive to 

poor air quality because the population groups associated with these uses have increased susceptibility to 

respiratory distress or, as in the case of residential receptors, tlieir exposure time is greater than for other 

land uses. Exposure f!.SSessment guidance typically assumes that residences would be exposed to air 

74 In general, a health risk assessment js required if the BAAQMD concludes that projected emissions of a specific air toxic 
compound from a proposed new or modified source suggest a potential public healih risk. The applicant js ihen subject 
to a health risk assessment for fue source in question. Such an assessment generally evaluates chronic, long-term effects, 
_estimatjng the increased risk of cancer as a result of exposure to one or more TA Cs. 
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pollution 24 hours per day, 350 days per year, for 70 years. Therefore, assessments of air pollutant 

. exposure to residents typically result in frte greatest adve~se healfrt outcomes of all population groups. 

Exposures to fine particulate matter (PMz.5} are strongly associated with mortality, _respiratory diseases, 

and lung development in children, and other endpoints such as hospitalization for cardiopulmonary 

disease.75 In addition ,to PM2.s, diesel particulate matter (DPM) is also of concern. The California Air 

Resources Board (ARB) identified DPM as a TAC in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating 

cancer effects in humans. 76 The estimated cancer risk frqm exposure to diesel exhaust is much higher frtan 

ihe risk associ~ted with any ~iher TAC rouiin~y measured in ihe regioIL 

In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected by sources of TACs, San Francisco 

partnered with ihe BAAQMD to inventory and assess air pollution and exposures from mobile, 

stationary, and area sources within San Francisco. Areas with poor air quality, termed ihe "Air.Pollutant 

Exposure Zone," were identified based on health-protective criteria ihat consider estimated cancer risk, 

exposures to fine particulate matter, proximity to freeways, and locations wiih particularly vuJ.nerable 

populations. h project site is located within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Each of the Air Pollutant 

ExposureZone criteria is discussed below. 

Excess Cancer Risk The above 100 per one million persons (100 excess cancer risk) criteria ii; based on 

United State Environmental Protection Agency (USEP A} guidance for conducting air toxic analyses and 

making risk management decisions at ihe facility and community-sCale level. 77 As described by ihe 

BAAQMD, ihe USEPA consider~ a cancer risk of 100 per million to be within the "acceptable" range of 

cancer risk. Furthermore, in ihe 1989 preamble to the benzene National Emissions Standards for Hazardous 

Air ~ollutants (NESHAP) rulemaking,78 the USEPA states that it " ... strives to provide maximum feasible 

protecl;ion against risks to health from hazardou,s air pollutants by (1) protecting the greatest number of 

persons possible to an individual lifetime risk level no higher frtan approximately one in one million and {2} 

limiting to no higher than ·approximately one in ten thousand [100 in one million] ihe estimated risk that a 

person living near a plant would have if he or ~he were exposed to the maximum pollutant concentrations 

for 70 ~ars." The 100 p.er one million excess cancer cases is also cons.iStent wiih fu.e ~.ent cancer rlsk in 
the most.pristi:q.e portions of thi: Bay Area based onBAAQ;MD regio~mo~eling: 79 • 

Fine Particulate Matter. In :8-Pril 2011, ihe USEP A published Policy Assessment for the Particulate Matter 
Review of the National Ambimt Air Quality Standards, "Particulate Matter Policy Assessment" In ihis 

75 SFDPH, .Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Healfh Effects from Intra-Urban Rnadways: Guidance for Land. Use Planning 
and Environmental Review, May 2008. . · 

76 California Air Resources Board (ARB), Fact Sheet, "The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification Process: Toxic Ai:c 
. Contarrrlnant Emissions from Diesel-fueled Engines," October 1998. 

77 BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and. Justification Report,_ California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, 
October 2009, page 67. Available on the mtemet at http:/{www.baaqmd.gov/-/media/FilesfPlanning%20and%20Researcb/ 
CEQA/Revised.%20Draft%20CEQA%20Thresholds%20%20Jus!ification%20Report%200ct%202009.ashx?la=en.. Accessed 
February 9, 2016. 

78 54 F~deralRegister 38044, September 14, 1989 .. 
• 79 BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and. Justificatio1f Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, 

October 2009,.page 67. Available on the internet at http://www.baaqmd.gov/-/meclia/FilesfPlanning%20and%20Researcb/ 
CEQA/Revised%20Draft"(o20CEQA%20Thresholds%20%20Jus!ificalion%20Report%200ct%202009.ashx?la=en.. Accessed 
February 9, 2016. 
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document, USEP A staff concludes that the current federal annual PM:z.5 standard of 15 µgfm3 should be 

reviSed to a level within the range of 13 to 11 µgfm3, with evidence strongly supporting a standard within 

the range of 12 to 11 µg/m3. Air pollution hot spots for San Francisco are based on the health protective 

PM2.s standard of 11 µg/m3, as supported by the USEP A's Particulate Matter Policy Assessment, although 

lowered to 10 µgfm3 to account for error bounds in emissions modeling programs. 

Proximity' to Freeways. According to the ARB, stu~es have shown an association between the proximity 

of sensitive 4ud uses to freeways and a variety of respiratory symptoms, <iSthma exacerbations, and 

decreases in lung function in children. Siting sensitive uses in close proximity to freeways increases both 

exposure to air pollution and the potential for adverse health effects. As evidence shows that sensitive 

uses in an area within a 500-foot buffer of any freeway are at an :incr~ed health risk from air pollution, BO 

lots that are within 500 feet of freeways are included in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. 

Health Vulnerable Locations. Based on the BAAQMD' s evaluation of health vulnerability in the Bay 

Area, those zip codes (94102, 9410&, 94105, 94124, and 94130) in the worst quintile of Bay Area Health 

vufuerability scores as a result of air pollution-related calises were afforded additional protection by 

lowering the standards for identifying lots in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone to: (1) an excess cancer risk 

greater than 90 per one million persons exposed, and/or (2) PMi.s. concentrations· in excess of 9 µg/m3 .Bl 

The above citywide health risk mo~g was also used as the basis in approving a series of amendments 

to the San Francisco Build!ng and Health Codes, generally referred to as the Enhanced Ventilation Required 

for Urban Infill Sensitive Use D~velopments or Health Code, Article 38 (Ordinance 224-14, effective 

December 8, 2014) (Article 38). The purpose of Article 38 is to protect the public health and welfare by 

establisb:ing an Air Pollut".Ilt Exposure Zone and mi.posing an enhanced ventilation requirement for all 

urban infill sensitive use devcl.opment within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Jn addition, projects 

within the Air Pollutant Expo.sure Zone require special consideration to determine whether the project's 

activities would add a s:ubstantial amount of emi~sions to areas ~eady adv~sely affected by poor air 

quality. The project site is located within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. 

Construction Air Quality Impacts 

Project-related air quality impacts fall into two categories: short-term impacts due to construction and 

long-term impacts due to project operation. The following addresses construction-related air quality 

impacts resulting from the proposed project and Variant 1. . · 

Impact AQ-1: The proposed project and Variant 1' s construction activities would generate fugitive dust and 
criteria air pollufants but would not viqlate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or 

BO California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspectiue.. April 2005. Available 
online at http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm. 

Bl San Francisco Plannlng Department and San Francisco Department of Public Health, 2014 Air Polluta;nt Exposure Zone 
Map (Memo and Map), April 9, 2014. These documents are part of San Francisco. Board of Supervisors File No. 14806, 
Ordinance No. 224-14 Amendment to Health Code Article 38. ' 
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projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net mcrease in criteria air pollutants. 
(Less than Significant) 

Construction activities (short-term) typically result in ~missions of ozone precursors and PM in the form 

of dust (fugitive dust) and exhaust (e.g., vehicle tailpipe emissions). Emissions of ozone precursors and 

PM are primari.1:y a result of the combustion of fuel from on-road and off-road vehicles. However, ROGs 

are also emitted from activities that involve painting, other types of architectural coatings, or asphalt 

paving. The proposed project would involve demolition of the existin~ one-story, 1,200-square-foot, 

approximately 12-foot-tall commercial building, and construction of a new 120-foot-tall, 13-story, mixed­

use building contairtjng approximately 195 dwelling units and about 2,012 square feet of retail/restaurant 

space. Constrriction of Variant 1 also would involve' demolition of the existing building on the project site, 

and construction of 200-foot-i:all, 21-story, mixed-use building containing ·299 dwelling units and about 

2,012 sq_uare feet of retail/restaurant space. During the proposed project's _approximately 22 month 

·construction period and Variant 1' s approximately 24 month construction period, construct:i'.on activities 

would have the potential to result m emissions of ozone precursors and PM, as discussed below. 

Fugitive Dust 

The proposed project-related and Variant 1-related demolition, excavation, grading, and other 

construction activities may caµse"wind-blown dust that could contribute particulate matter into the 16cal 

atmosphere. Although there are federal standards for air pollutants_ and implementation of state and 

regional air quality control plans, air pollutants continue to have impacts on human healfu throughout 

the country. California has found that particulate matter exposure can cause health effects at lower levels · 

than national standards. The current health burden of particulate matter· demands that, where possible, 

public agencies take feasible available actions to reduce sources of particulate matter exposure. According 

to the .AJIB, reducing particulate matter PMi.s concentrations to state and federal standards of 12 µg/m3 in 

the .San Francisco Bay Area would prevent beJ:Ween 200 and 1,300 premature deaths ... 82 

DuBt can be an iiritant causing watering eyes or irritation to the lungs, nose, and throat Demolition, 

excavation, grading, and other construction ~clivities can cause ~d-blown dust. that adds particulate 

matter to the local atmosphere. Depending on exposure, adverse health effects can occur due to ~ 

particulate matter in g~eral and also due to specific contaminants such as lead or as~estos that may be· 

constituents of soil 

In response, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to the San Francisco 
Building and Health Codes generally referred hereto as the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordllance . . . 
176-08, effective July 30, 2008) with the intent of reducing the quantity of dust generated during site 

preparation, demolition and construction work in order to protect the health of the general public and of 

onsi.te workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and to avoi~ orders to stop work by the DBL 

82 ARB, Methodnlogy for Estimating Premature Deaths Associated with Long-term Exposure to Fine Airborne ParticuMe Matter in. 
Californ.~a, Staff Report, Table 4c, October 24, 2008. 
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The Ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or other construction activities wi~ 

San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 

500 square feet of soil compiy with specified dust control measures whether or not the activity requires a 

permit from DBL The Director of DBI may waive this requirement for activities on sites less than one half­

acre that ffi:e unlikely to result in any visible wind-blown dust 

In co~pliance with fue Construction Dust Control Orilinance, fue project sponsor and the contractor 

resi>onsible for construction activities at the project site would be requb:ed to use the following practices 

to control construction dust on the site or. other practices that result :i;n,equivalent dust control that are 

acceptable to ·fue Director of DBJ;- Dust suppression, activities· may include watering all active construction 

areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne; increased watering frequency may be 

necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. During excavation and dirt-moving activities, 

contractors shall wet sweep or vacuum the streets, sidewalks, paths, and intersection$ where work is in 

progress at the end of the workday. Inactive stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for more than seven 

days) greater than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of excavated material, backfill material, import 

material, gravel, sand, road base, and soil shall be covered with a 10 mil (0.01 inch) polyethylene plastic 

(or equivalent) tarp, braced down, or use other ~quivalent soil stabilization techniques. The City and 

CoU?-ty of San Francisco Ordinance 175-91 restricts the use of potable .water for soil compaction and dust 

control activities undertaken in conj~ction with any construction or demolition project occurring within 

the boundaries of San Francisco, unless permission is obtained nom the San Francisco Public Utilities 

Commis'sion (SFPUC). Non-potable water must be used for soil compaction and dust control activities . . 
during project construction and demoliti.o!L The SFPUC operates a recycled water truck-fill station at the 

Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant that provides recycled water for these activities at no charge. The 

propo.sed project site is less than one half-acre and the sp?nsor would not be required to prepare a site­

specific. Dust Control Plan pursuant t? the Dust Control O:rdipance. The project sponsor would be 

required to designate an :individual to .monitor compliance wi~ these dust controJ r_equirements. 

Compliance with the regulations and pr?cedures set forth by the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance 

would ~e that potential dust-related air quality impacts would be reduced to a less-fhan..significant 

level Therefore, no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Constructi_on~Related Criteria Air Pollutants 

A.s discussed above, construction activities would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants from the 

use of off- and on-road vehicles and equipment .To evaluate construction emissions of criteria pollutants, 

a quantitative analysis was conducted.. Construction-related criteria air pollutantS genera~ by the 

proposed project and Variant 1 were quantified using the California Emissions Estimator Model 

(CalEEMod) and provided within an Air Quallt:J: Memorandum. 83 The model was develope~ :includ:ing 

default data (e.g., emission factors, meteorology, etc.), in.collaboration with California air districts' staff. 

Default assumptions were lliied where project-specific information was unknown. 

83 Envfronmental Science Associates, Air Qualif:y Memor~ndum, 1270 Mission Street, March 2, 2016 .. 
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Construction of the proposed proj~ct would occur over an approximately Z?- month period with 

construction activity occurring five days a week. Emissions were converted from tons/year to Ths./day 

using' the estimated construction duration of 471 working days. As shown :in Table 6, the_ unmitigated 

project construction emissions would be below the threshold of significance for NOx, PM10, and PMis; 

therefore, the construction-related air quality impacts of the proposed project with respect to a;iteria air 

pollutants would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

TABLE6 
DAILY PROJECT CON~TRUCTION EMISSIONS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Unmitigated Project Emissions 

Significance Threshold 

Emissions over threshold. levels are in hold. 

SOURCE: BAAQMD, 2011; ESA, 2016 

PmposedProjectPollu.bmtllmissions (Average Pounds per Day) 

ROG . NOx Exhaustl'M:m Exhaust PM:u 

7.95 14.74 0.82 0.76 

54.0 54.0 82.0 54.0 

~above analysis :would also a?ply to Variant 1. Accord:ing to the project sponsor,, the consb:uctiorr 

period would last approximately 24 months, two months longer than the proposed project. Other than 

this marginal increase ill duration, there are no aspects of Variant 1 that would result in greater 

construi;:tion air quality impacts. 

Construction of Variant 1 would occur over an approximately 24, month period with construction activity 

o_ccurring five days a week. Emissions were converted from tons/year to Ths./day us:ing the estimated 

construction duration of 520 working days. As shown :in Table 7, the unmitigated Variant 1 construction 

emissions would be below the fureshold of significance for NOx, PM10, and ·PM2.s; therefore, the 

construction-related air quality impacts of Variant 1 with respect to criteria air pollutants would be less 

than significant and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

TABLE7 
DAILY PROJECT CQNSTRUCTION EMISSIONS OF VARIANT 1 

Urunitigated Project Emissions 

Significance Threshold 

Emissions over threshold levels are in bole!. 

SOURCE: BAAQMD, 2011; ESA, 2016 
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Variant1 Pollutant Emissions (Average Potmds per Day) 

ROG NOx Exhaust PM:>• Exhaust: PM>.. 

11.67 16.98 0.90 0.83 

54.0. 54.0 82.0 54.0 

84 1270 Mission Street Project 



Initial Shldy 

Impact AQ-2: The proposed project and Variant 1's construction activi~es would generate. toxic air 
contaminants, including diesel parlicalate ma~, but would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations. (Less than Sigaificantwilh Mitigation) 

The project site is located within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, as desoibed above. The nearest 

sensitive receptors to the project site are the residential uses at 55 Ninth Street, approximately '.?0 feet west 

of the project site and at 81 Ninth Street, apprqximately 40 feet north of the project site. Additionally, both 

the proposed project and Variant 1 include new residential uses, which would be considered sensitive 

receptors, although these ilses would not be occupied until construction would be completed. 

With regar~ to construction emissions, off-road equipment (which includes construction-related 

equipment) is a large contributor to diesel particulate matter (DPM} emissions in the State of. California, 

although since 2007, the ARB has found the emissions to be substantially lower than. previously 

ex:pected .. 84 Newer and more refined emission :inventories have substantially lowered the estimates of 

DPM emissions from off-road equipment 85 Tiris reduction in emissions is due, in part, to refined 

emissions esfimation methodologies. For example, revised PM eirrlssion estirr:ates for the year _2010, 

which DPM is a major component of totil. PM, have decreased by 83 percent from previous 2010 

emissionS estimates for the SFBAAB. 86 

Additionally, a number of federal and state regulations are requiring cleaner off-road equipment. 

Specifically, both the USEP A and the State of California have set emissions standards for new off-road 

equil_'ment engines, ranging from Tier 1 to Tier 4. Tier 1 emission standards were phased in between 1996 

-and 2000 and Tier 4 Interim and Final emission standards for all new engines were phased in between 

2008 and 2015. To meet the Tier 4 emissipn standards, engine manufacturers will be required to produce 

new engines with advari:ced emission-control technologies. Although the full benefits of these regulations 

will not be realized £01:: several years; the USEP A estimates that by implemenfui.g the federal Tier 4 

standards, NOx and PM emissions will be reduced by more than 90 percent 87 

In additio~ consj:tuction activities do not lend themselves to ~alysis of long-term health ~ks because of 

their temporary and variable natirre. As explained in the BAAQMD' s CEQA Air Qualii!( Guif!elines: 

Due to the variable nature of conStruction adivity, the generation of TAC emissions in most cases 
would be temporary, especially consi!iering the short amount. of time such equipment is typically 

- witltln. an influential disl:al\ce that would result in the exposure of. sensitive receptors ~ substantial 
concentrations. Concentrations of mobile-souice diesel PM emissions ar~ typically reduced by 
70 percent at a distance of approximately 500 feet .... In addition, current models and methodologies 
for conducting health risk assessments are associated with longer-term exposure periods of 9,. 40, and 

84 ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In-Use Off 
Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Rbad Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, p.l and p. 13 (Figure 4), October 2010. 

B5 ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statemmt of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In-Use Off 
Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, October 2010. · 

86 ARB, ''Jn-Use Off-~0ad Equipment, 2011 Inventory Model," Query accessed online, April 2, 2012, http://www.arb.ca.gov/ 
msei;lcategories.hlm#:inuse_ or_ category. . · · 

87 USEP A, "Clean Air Nonroad Diesel Rule: Fact Sheet," May 2004. 
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70 years, which do not correlate well with the temporary and highly variable nature of construction 
activities. This results :in difficulties with pro~ucing accurate estimates of health risk 88 

Therefore, project-level analyses of construction activities have a ~endency to produ~e overestimated 

· assessments of long-term health risks. However, within the Air P~llutant Exposure Zone, as discussed 

above, additional construction activity may adversely affect populations that are already at a higher risk 

for adverse long-term health risks from existing sources of air pollution. 

The proposed project would require construction ".lctivities for an approxim;;i.te 22-month construction 

period and Variant 1 for an approximate 24-month ~onstruction period. The.proposed project and Variant 

1 construction activities would result in short-term emissions of DPM and other TACs. The project site is 

located in an area that already exp°eriences poor air quality and project construction .activities would 

generate additional air pollution, affecting nearby sensitive receptors and resulting :in a ·significant 

impact Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2, Construction Air Quality, would reduce th~ 

magnitude of this impact to a less-than-significant level While emission reductions from limiting idling, . 

educating workers and the public and properly maintairring equipment are difficult to quantify, other 

measures, specifically the requirement for equipment wifu Tier.2 eng:ines and Level 3 Verified Diesel 

Emission Control Strategy (VDECS) can reduce construction emissions by 89 to 94 percei:t compared to 

equipment with eng:ines meeting no emissi~n standards and without a VDECS .. 89 Emissions reductions 

from the combination of Tier 2 equipment with level 3 YIJECS is almost equiyalent to requiring mtly 

equipment with Tier 4 Final eng:ines, which is not yet available for eng:ine sizes subject to the mitigation. 

Therefore, compliance w;ith Mitigation. Measure M-AQ-2 would reduce construction emissions impacts 

on nearby sensitive receptors to a less-than-significant level for both the proposed project and Variant 1. 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality 

Th~ project sponsor or the project sponsor's Contractor shall c~mply with the follow:ing for 
construction of cither the proposed project or Variant 1: 

A. E.iJ.gine Re9.utrements. 

1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for more than 20 total hours over 
the entire duration of construction activities shall have engines that meet or exceed either 
U.S. Environmental Protection J?.gency (USEP A) or California Air Resources Board· (ARB) 
Tier 2 off-road emission $1:andards, and have been retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 Verified 

88 BAAQ:MD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2012, page 8-6. . 
· 89 PM emissions benefits are estimated by comparing off-road PM emi,ssicin standards for Tier 2 with Tier 1 and 0. Tier 0 

off-road engines do not have PM emission standards, but the United States Environmental Protection Agency's Exhaust 
and Crankcase Emissions Factors for Non:road Engine Modeling - Compression Ignition has estimated Tier 0 engines 
between 50 hp and 100 hp to have a PM emission factor of 0.72 g/h.p-lu: and greater than 100 hp to have a PM emission 
factor of 0.40 g/hp-lu:. Therefore, requiring off-road equipment to have atleast a Tier 2 engine would result :in between a 
25 percent and 63 percent reduction in PM emissions, as compared to off-road equipment with Tier 0 or Tier 1 engines. 
The 25 percent reduction comes from comparing the PM emission standards for off-road engines between 25 hp and 50 
hp for Tier 2 (0.45 g!bhp-lu:) and Tier 1 (0.60 g/bhp-lu:). The 63 percent reduction comes from comparing the PM 
emission standards for off.road engines above 175 hp for Tier 2 (0.15 g/bhp-lu:) and Tier 0 (0.40 g/bhp-lu:). In addition IQ 
the Tier 2 requirement, ARB Level 3 VDECSs are required and would reduce PM by an additional 85 percent Therefore, 
the mitigation measure would result in between an 89 percent (0.0675 g/bhp-lu:) and 94 percent (0.0225 g/bhp-lu:) 
reduction in PM emissions, as compared to equipment with Tier'l (0.60 g/bhp-lu:) or Tier 0 engines (0.40 g/bhp-lu:). 
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Diesel Emissions Control Strategy. Equipment with engines meeting Tier 4 Interim or Tier 
4 Fmal off-road emission standards automatically meet this requirement 

2. Where access to alteniative sources of power are available, portable diesel engines shall be 
prohibited. 

3. Diesel engines, whether for off7road or on-road equipment, shall not be left idling for more 
. than tyvo minutes, at any location, except as provided m exceptions fo the applicable state 
regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment (e.g., traffic c9nditions, 
safe operating conditions). The Contractor shall post legible and visible signs in English, 
Spanish, and Clrinese, m designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind 
operators of the two minute idling limit. 

4. The Contractor shall mstruct construction workers . and equipment operators on the 
maintenance and tuning of coristrucfion equipment, and require that such wo~rs and 
operators properly maintam and tune equipment m accordance with manufacturer 
specifications. 

B. Waivers. 

1. The Planning Department's Environmental Review Officer or· designee (ERO) may waive 
the alternative source of power requirement of Subsection (A){2) if an alternative source of 

· power is limited or mfeasible at the project site. If the ERO grants the waiver, the 
. Contractor must submit documentation that the equipment used for· onsite power 

generation meets the requirements of Subsection (A){l ). 

2. The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subsection (A)(l) if: a particular piece 
of off-road equipment with an ARB Level 3 VDECS is teclmically not feasible; the 
equipment would not produce desired emissions reduction due to expected operating 
modes; IDstallation of the equipment would create a safety hazard or impaired visibility for 
the operator; or,' there is a compelling emergency need to use off-road equipment that is not 
retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 VDECS. If the ERO grants the waiver, the Contractor must 
use the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment, according to the Table below. 

Table- 0££-Ro~d Equipment Complia.Ilce Step-down Schedule 

Compliance 
Engine Emission Standa:rd. Emissions Control 

Alternative 

1 Tier2 ARB Level 2 VDECS 

2 Tier2 ARB Level 1 VDECS 

3 Tier2 Alternative Fuel* 

How to use the table: If the ERO determines that the equipmeal:requiremenls cannot be me!; 
then the project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1. If fhe ERO determines 
that the Contractor cannot supply off.road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then 
the Contractor must meet Compliance Altemative·2 If the ERO de!ennines tbat the Conlraclor 
cannot supply off.road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then the Contractor must 
meet Compliance Altemative 3. · 

•• Al!emative fuels are not a VDECS. 

C. Constrncf:Wn Emissions Mi.nimization Plan. Before starting on-site construction activities, the 
. Contractor shall submit a Construction Emissions Jv.furimization Plan (Plan) to the ERO for 
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review and appro'.'"al. The Plan shall state, in reasonable detail, how fue Contractor will meet fue 
requirements of Section A 

1. The Plan shall include estimates of fue construction timeline by phase, with a description of 
each piece of off-road equipment required for every construction phase. The description 
may include, but is not limited .to: equipment type, equipment manufaqurer, equipment 
identification number, engine model year, engine certification (lier rating), horsepower, 
engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and hours of operatibIL For VDECS 
instaJJ.ed, the description may :include: technology type, serial number, make, model, 
manufacturer, ARB verification number level, an~· installation date and hour meter reading 
on installation date. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, fue description shall 
alf>o specify the tf.Pe of alternative fuel being used. 

2. The ERO shall ensure that all applicable requirements of fue Plan have .been :incorporated 
into the contract specificatioris. The Plan shall :include a certification statement that fue 
Contractor agrees to co:nply fully.wifu the PlaIL 

3. The Contractor shall make the Plan available to the public for review on-site during 
worl&ig liours. The Contractor shall post at the construction site a legible and visible sign 
summarizing the Plan. The sign shall also state that the public may ask to :inspect the Plan 
for the project. at ~y time during working hours and shall e)cplain how to request to 
inspect the Plan. The Contractor shall post at least one copy of the sign in a visible location 
on each side of the construction site facing a ~ublic right-of-way. -

D: Monitoring . .After start of CODStruction Activities, fue Contractor shall submit quarterly reports 
to fue ERO documenting compliance wifu the PlaIL .After completion.of construction activities 
and prior to receiving a final certificate of occupancy', the project sporisor shall submit to fue. 
ERO a .final report summarizing construction activities, :including the start and end dates and 
duration of each coristruction phase, ~d the specific information required in the PlaIL 

Operational Air Quality Impacts 

Land use proj~cts typically result in emissioris of criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants 

p~y from an :increase in motor yebide trips. However! lfil!-d use projects may also result in criteria 

air pollutants· and toxic air contaminants from combustioJ?. of natural gas, landscape maintenance, use of 

consumer products, and architectural coating. The following addresses air quality impacts resulting _from 

op~ration of fue proposed project and Variant 1. 

Impa~t AQ-3: During project operati.ons, the proposed project and Variant 1 would result in emissions of 
criteria air pollutants, but not at level!! fhatwould violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or 
projected air quality violati.on, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increa5e in criteria air pollutants. 
(Less than Significant) · 

Operational Criteria Air Pollutants 

The proposed project would involve demolition of the existing one-story commercial building and 

surface parking lot, and construction of a new 120-foot-tall, 13-story mixed-use building containing 

approximately 195 dwelling t;rnits and about 2,012 square feet of retail/restaurant space, which does not 
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excee?- BAAQMD's operational screening criteria:. ~general,. emission modeling shows that i:i. project 

must generate more than 5,000 daily vehicle trips to result in an ex:ceedance of the significance criteria for 

criteria air pollutants from project operations. As described in Topic 4, Transportation and Grculation, 

the proposed project would generate approximately. 644 net new dap.y vebi~e trips.90 Thus, quantification 

of project-generated criteria air pollutant emissions is not required, and the p~oposed project would not 

exceed .any· of the significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants, an~ would result in less than 

significant impa_ct with respect to" criteria air pollutants. No mtigation measmes are necessary . 

. Variant 1 also would involve demolition. of the existing commercial building and SUiface parking lot, and 

· construction of a new 200-foot-tall, 21-story mixed-use building containing approximately 299 dwelling 

units and about 2,012 square feet qf retail/restaurant space,. wl;ri.ch also does ·not exceed BAAQMD' s 

operational screening criteria. As noted above, emission modeling shows that a prpject must generate 

more t:J:tan 5,000 daily vehicle trips to result in an. exceedance of the significance criteria for criteria air 

poll.utqnts from project operations. As descn"bed in Topic4, Transportation and Circulation, Variant 1 

would generate approximately 8~ net new daily vehicle 'b:i.ps.91 Thus, quantification of Variant 1 -

generated criteria air pollutant emissions is not. required, and Variant 1 would not exceed any of the 

significance ~esholds for criteria air pollutants, and would resul~ in less than significant impact with 

respect to operational criteria air pollutants. No mitigation measures are necessary .. 

Impact AQ-4: The proposed. project and Varlani: 1 would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel 
particulate matter, exposing sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations. (Less than 
Significant with Mitigation) 

As discussed above, the. project site is within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. The nearest sensitive 

. receptors to the project si,te are the residential uses at 55 Ninth Street, approximately 20 feet west of the 

project site and at 81 Ninth Street, approxU;nately 40 feet north of the project site. Additionally, both the 

proposed project and Variant 1 include new residential uses, which would be considered sensitive 

receptors, although these uses would not be occupied until construction would be completed.. 

Sources Qf Toxic Air Contaminants 

Vehicle Trips. Individual projects result in emissions of toxic air contaminants primarily as a resul.t of an 

increase in vehicle trips. The BAAQMD considers roads with less than 10,000 vehicles per day "minor, 

low-impact" sources that do not pose a significant health impact even in combination with. other nearby 

soi,rrces and recommends that f?.eiie sources be excl~ded from the environmental anaiy$. The proposed 

project's 644 vehicle trips and Variant l's 883 vehicle trips [would be well below this.level and would be 

. distnbuted among .the local roadway nE;twork; therefore, an assessment of project-generated TACs 

resulting from vehicle trips is not required and the proposed pr9ject and Variant 1 would not generate a 

substantial amount of TAC emissions that could affect nearby sensitive receptors. 

90 . Trip generation estimate is reported in the 1270 Mission Street Miied-Use Residential Project Transportation Impact Study, 
prepared by CHS Consulting Group, February 2016. 

91 Trip generation estimate is reported in the 1270 Mission. Street Mixed-Use Residential Project Transportal:i.on Impact Study 
prepared by CHS Consulting Group, February 2016. 
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On-Site Diesel Generator. The proposed project and Variant 1 also would include a backup emergency 

generator. Emergency generator~ are regulated by the BAAQMD through their New Source ·Review 

(Regulation 2, Rule 5) permitting process. The project applicant would be required to obtain applicable 

permits to operate an emergency generator for the proposed project arid Variant 1 from the BMQMD. 

Although emergency generators are intended only to be used in periods of power outages, monthly 

testing of the g~erator :-v-ould be required. The BAAQMD limit testing to no more than 50 hours per 

year. Additionally, as part of the permitting process, the BAAQMD would limit the excess cancer risk 

from any facility to no more than ten per one million population and requires any source that would 

result in an excess cane~ risk greater than one per one million population to install Toxic Best Av~able 

Control Technology {T-BACT). However, because the project site is located in an area that already 

experiences poor aii: quality, the emergency back-up generator for the proposed project and Variant 1 has 

the potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of diesel particulate emissions, a 

known TAC, resulting in a significant air quality impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-

4, Best Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators, would reduce the magnitude of. this impact 

to a less-than-sigrrifi.cant level by reducing emissions by 89 to 94 percent compared to equipment with 

engines that do not meet any emission standards and without a VDECS. Therefore, although the 

proposed project and Variant 1 would add a new source of TACs within an area that already experiences 

poor air. quality, implementation of Mitigation Measure M--AQ-4 would reduce this_ impact to a less­

th.an-significant level 

Mitigation Measure M--AQ-4: Best~vailable Control Technology for Diesel Generators 

The project sponsor shall ensure th.at the backup diesel generator meet or exceed one of the 

following emission standards for particulate matter: (1) Tier 4 certified engine, or (2) Tier 2 or Tier 3 
certified engine that is equipped with a California Air Resources Board (ARB). Level 3 Verified 
Diesel E:IDissions Control Strategy (VDECS). A non-verified diesel emission control strategy may be 
used if the filter has the same particulate matter reduction as the identical ARB verified model and 

if the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) approves of its use. The project 
sponsor shall submit documentation ·of compliance with the BAAQMD New Source Review 
permitting process (Regulation 2, Rule 2, and Regulation 2, Rule 5). m;i.d the emission standard 
requirement of this mitigation me.asure to:the Planning Department for review and appro:val prior 
to issuance of a permit for a backup diesel generator .from any City agency. · 

Siting Sensitive Land Uses 

The proposed project and Variant 1 would include development of 195 .and 299 dwelling units, 

respectively, which would be considered a sensitive land use for the purposes ·of air quality evaluation. 

For sensitive use projects within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone as defined by Article 38, such as the 

proposed project and Variant 1, Article 38- requires that the project sponsor submit an Enhanced 

. Ventilation Proposal for approval by the Deparbnent of Public Health (DPH) that achieves p_rotecti.on 

from PMz.s (fine particulate matter) equivalent to that associated with a Minimum Efficiency Reporting 

Value 13 MERV filtration. DBI will not issue a building permit without written nofi!ication from the 

Director of Public Health that the applicant has an approved.Enhanc~d Ventilation Proposal 
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In compliance with Article 38, the project sponsor has submitted an initial application to DPIL92 ·The 

regulations and procedures. set forth by Artic;le 38 would ensure that .exposure to sensitive receptors 

would not be significant Therefore, impacts related to siting new sensitive land uses would be less than 

significant through compliance with Article 38. 

ImpactAQ-5: The proposed proje~and Variant1 would not conflidwifh, or obstructlln.plementafion of the 
2010 CleanAir Plan.. (Less than Significant) 

The most recently adopted air quality plan for the SF}3AAB is the CAP. The CAP is a road map that 

demonstrates how the San Francisco Bay Area will achieve compliance with the state ozone standards as 

expeditiously as practicable and how the region will reduce the transport of ozone and ozone precursors 

· to neil?bboring air basins. In determining consistency with the ~, this analysis conSiders whether the 

project would: (1) si:i.pport fue primary goals of lhe CAP, (2) incll!de applicable control measures from the 

CAP, and (3) avoid disrupting or hindering implementation of conb:ol measures idenli.6.edin the CAP. · 

The primary goals of the CAP are to: (1) reduce emissions and decrease concentrations of ha:tmful 

pollutants, (2) safeguard the public health by reducing exposure to air pollutants lhat pose fue greatest 

healfu risk, and (3) reduce greenhouse gas emissions. To meet fue primary goals, lhe CAP reco~ends 

specific contro~ measures and actions. These control measures are grouped into various categories and 

include stationary and area somce measures, mobile somce measures, transportation control measures, 

land use measures; and energy and cliinate measures. The CAP recognizes lhat to a great extent, 

community design dictates individual travel mode; and .that a key long-tebn control strategy to reduce 

emissioru: of crit~a pollutants, air toxics, and greenhouse gases from motor vehicles is to channel future 

Bay Area growth into vib:i;ant urban communities. where goods and services are dose at hand, and people 

have a range of viable transportation options. To this end, fue CAP includes 55 control measures rumed at 

reducing air pollution in lhe SFBAAB. 

The meastires most applicable to the Proposed project and Variant l are transportation control measures 

and eyi.ergy arid dllnate control measures. The proposed.project and Variant l's impact with respect to 

greenhouse gas emissions is discussed in Topic 7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which demonstrates that 

the proposed project and Variant 1 would comply with the applicable provisions of" the City's 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy. 

The compact development of the proposed project and Variant 1 and high availability of viable 

transportation options would ensure .that residents could bicycle, walk, and ride transit to and from lhe 

project site instead of talcing trips via private automobile. These fea~es ensure that the proposed project 

'.ffid Variant 1 would avoid substantial growlh in automobile trips and vehicle miles traveled. The 

proposed project's anticipated 644 net new ·vehicle trips and Variant l's anticipated 883 net new vehicle 

trips would result in a negligible increase in air pollutant emissions. Furlhermore, the proposed project 

and Variant 1 would be genera;n.y consistent .wilh the General Pla:n, as discussed in Section C, Compatibility 

92 .San Francisco PJ.amrlng Department, Application for Article 38Compliance Checklist-1270 Mission Street, April30, 2015. 
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with Existing Zoning and Plnns. Transportation conjrol measures that are identified :irt the CAP are 

implemented by the Gener-al Plan and the Plnnni:ng Code, through the City's Tr~t First Policy, bicycle 

parking requirements, and transportation sustainability fees. Compliance with these policies, 

requirements, and fees would ensure the proposed project and Variant 1 ID.dude relevant transportation 

control measures specified m the CAP. Therefore, the proposed project iina. Variant 1 would ID.dude 

apl'licable control measures identified :in the CAP to the meet the CAP' s primary goals. 

Examples of a project that could cause the disruption or delay of CAP control measures are projects that 

would preclude the extension of a transit lIDe or bike path, or projects that propose excessi;,e parl.Gng 

beyond parking requirements. The proposed project would d~molish the existing one-story commercial 

buildIDg on the site and construct a new 13-story, mixed-use buildmg containing 195. dwelling units and 

about 2,012 square feet of retail/restaUiant space, while Variant 1 would demolish the existing one-story 

commercial building and construct a new 21-story, mixed-use building containing 299 dwelling units and 

about 2,012 square feet of retail/restaurant space. Both the proposed project and Variant 1 wollld be 

located within a dense, :walkable Uiban area near a concentration of regional and local transit service.. The 

proposed project and Variant 1 would not preclude the extensio:°- of a transit lIDe or a bike path or any 

other transit improvement, and thus would not disrupt or binder implementation of control meaSUies 

identified m the CAP. 

For the reasons described above, the proposed project and V ~t 1 would not mterfere with 

implementation of the CAP, and because the proposed project and Variant 1 would be consistent with the 

applicable air quality ·plan that demonstrates how the region will improve ·ambient air qtiality and 

achieve the state and federal ambient air quality standards, the impact would be less than significant and 

no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact.AQ-6: The proposed project and Variantl·would not create objectionable odors that would affect a 
substantial number of people. (Less than Significant) · 

·Typical odor soUices of COIJ,cern ID.elude wastewater treatment p1'.mts, sanitary l~, transfer stations, 

composting facilities, petr~leum refineries, asphalt batch phintS, · ch~mical manufactu:ring facilities, . · 

fiberglass manufacturing facilities, auto body shops, rendermg ·plants, and coffee roastfug facilities~' . 

During _construction, diesel exhaust from construction equipment would generate some odors. However, 

construction-related odors would be temporary and would not persist upon project completion. 

Observation :indicates that the project site is not substantially affected by sources of o~ors . .93 Additionally, 

the proposed project and Variant 1 ID.dude residential anP. retail/restaurant uses, which would not be a 

significant sources of new odors. Therefore, odor impacts from the proposed project and Variant 1 would 

be less than significant and no .mitigation measures are necessary. 

93 Recoroaissance of project site and .en.wons was conducled by ESA staff of February 23, 2016. 
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Impact: C-AQ: The proposed project and Variant 1, in combination- with past, present, and reasonably 
forese~able future development in the project area would contribute to cumulative an quality impacts. (Less 
than Significant with Mitigation) 

As discussed. above, regional air pollution is by its very nature largely a cumulative impact Emissions 

from past, present,, and future projects contn'bute to the region's adverse air quality on a cumulative 

basis. No single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in regional nonattainment of ambient 

air qualify standards. Instead, a project's :individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative adverse 

air quality impacts. The project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which 

new sources are not anticipated to contnoute to an air quality· violation or result in a considerable net 

increase in criteria air pollutan±s. Therefore, 1?ecause the proposed project and Variant l's construction 

(Impact AQ-1) and operational (fi?:i.pa~ AQ-3) emissions would not exceed the project-level thresholds for 

criteria air pollutants, the proposed project_ and Variant 1 w:ould not be considered to result in a 

cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality impacts. 

As discussed above, the project site is located in an area that already experiences poor air quality. The 

proposed project and Variant 1 would add construction-related DPM emissions and emissions from 

maintenance operations of standby diesel generators within an area identified as an Air Pollutant 

Exposure ·zone, resulting in a considerable contribution to cumulati:re health risk impacts on nearby 

sensitive receptors. 'Ibis would constitute a sigoificant cumulative impact The proposed project would 

be required to implement Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2, Construction Air Quality, as noted above, 

which will reduce construction period emissions by as much as 94 percent, and Mitigation Measure M­

AQ-4, Best Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators, also noted above, which requires best 

available control technology to limit emissions from the proposed project and Variant l's emergency 

back-up generator. Furthermore,· compliance with Article 38 would ensure that new sensitive receptors 

are not exposed to cumulatively significant levels of air pollution. Implementation of these mitigation 

measures and adherence to Article_ 38 would reduce the proposed project's and Variant l's contribution 

to CUID,u)ative air quality impacts to a less-than-significant level 

Less Than 
Potentially S[gpiticant With Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant· No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact . Applicable 

7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS-
Woul_d the project 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, eilher directly or D D D D 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

. b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or D D D D 
regulation of an agency adopted for !he purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 
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Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and global climate cl:i.ange represent cumulative impacts. GHG 

emissions cumulatively contribute to the significant adverse environmental impacts of global climate 

change. No single project could generate enough GHG emissions to noticeabl:V change the global average 

temperature; instead, the combination of GHG emissions from past, present, and future projects have 

contributed and will continue to contribute to global climate change and its associated environmental 

impacts. 

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQlv.ID) has prepared guidelines and methodologies 

for analyzing GHGs. These guidelines are consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.4 and 15183.5 

which address the analysis and determination of significant impacts from a proposed project's GHG 

.emissions. CEQA Guidelines· Section 15064.4 allows lead agencies to rely on a qualitative analysis to 

describe GF(G emissions resulting from a project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 allows for public 

agencies to analyze and mitigate GHG emissions as part of a laTger plan for the reduction of GHGs and · 

describes the required contents of such a plari. Accordingly, San Francisco has prepared Strategies to 
Address Greenhouse Gas Emissinns,.94 which presents a comprehensive assessment of policies, programs, 

and ordinances that collectively represent San Francisco's qualified GHG reduction strategy in 

compliance with the CEQA guidelines. These GHG reduction actions have resulted in a 23.3 percent 

reduction in GHG emissions in 2012 co~pared to 1990 levels, 95 exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals 

outlined in the BAAQMD' s Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Pla:n, Executive Order (EO) S-3- 05, and Assembly Bill 

(AB) 32 (also known as the Global Warming Solutions Act). 96 

Giyen that the City has met the State and region's 2020 GHG reduction targets and San Francisco's GHG 

reduction goals are consistent with, or more aggressive than, the long-term goals established under EO S­

S-0597 and EO B-30-15,9B,99 the Ciiy' s GHG reduction goals are consistent with EO S-3-05, EO B-30-15, AB 

32, and the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan. Therefore, proposed ~rojects that are consistent with the Ciiy' s 

GHG reduction str~tegy would be consistent with the aforementioned GHG reduction goals, would not 

conflict with these plans or result in significant GHG emissions, and would therefore not exceed San 

Francisco's applicable GHG threshold of significance. 

94 San Francisco Planning Deparfment, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San. Francisco, 2010. This document 
is available online at http://~.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=2627~ . 

95 ICF Inter.national, Technical Review of the 2012 Community-wide btven.tory for the City and County of San Francisco, January 
21,2015. . 

96 Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill32, and fhe Bay Area 2010 CTean. Air Plan set a target of:reducing GHG emissions to 
below 1990 levels by year 2020. · · 

97 Executive Order S-3-05, sets forth a series of target dates by·whichstatewide emissions of GHGs need tu be progressively 
. reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels (approximately 457 nilllion metric tuns of carbon 

dioxide equivalents (MICOili)); by 2020, reduce emissions to 1990 levels (approximately 427 million MTCOili); and by 
2050 reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85 million MI'COili). Because of fhe differential 

· heat absm:ption potential of various GHGs, GHG emissions are frequently measured in "carbon dioxide-equivalents," 
· which present a weighted average based on each gas's heat absorption (or" global wanrrlng") potential. 

98 Office of fhe Govemor, Executive Order B-30-15, April ~9, 2015. Available athttps://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938, 
accesse.d March 3, 2016. Executive Order B-30-15, issued on April 29, 2015, sets forfh a target of:reducing GHG emissions 
to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (estimated at2.9 millionMICOili). 

99 San Francisco's GHG r!!duction goals are codified in Section 902 of the Environment Code and include: (i) by 2008, 
detemrlne City GHq emissions for year 19~0; (ii) by 2017, reduce,GHG emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels; (iii) by 
2025, reduce GHG emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels; and by 2050, reduce GHG emissions by 80 percent below 
1990 levels. 
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The following analysis ·of the proposed project and Variant 1' s impact on climate change focuses on the 

project's contribution to cumulatively significant GHG emissions. Because no :individual project could 

emit GHGs at a level that could result in a significant impact on the global climate, this analysis is in a 

cumulative context, and this section does not include an :individual project-specific impact statement. 

Impact C-GG: The propos.ed projecl: and Variant 1 would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but not 
at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, 
or regulation adopted.for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. (Less than Significant) 

Individual projects contribute to fue cumulative. effects of climate change by directly or indirectly 

emitting GHGs. during constniction and operational phas~- Direct· operational emissions include GHG 

emissions from new vehicle trips· and area sources (natural gas combustion) .. Indirect ~missions inclu~e 

emissions from electricity providers; energy required to· pump, treat, and convey water; and emissions 

associated with.waste removal, disposal, and landfill operations. 

The pn:iposed project and Variant 1 would increase the :intensity of use of the site by introducing new 

residential. and retail/restaurant uses on the site. Uterefore, the proposed project and V ~iant 1 would 

contribute to anrtual long-term increases :in 0fGs as a result of increased vehiclt; trips (mobile sources) · 

and residentj.al and commercial operations that result in an increase in energy use, water use, wastewater 

treatment, and solid waste disposal. Construction activities would also result in temporary :increases in 

GHG emissions. 

The proposed project and Variant 1 would be subject to regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions as 

identified in the GHG reduction strategy. As discussed below, compliance with the applicable regulations 

would reduce the proposed project ~d Variant l's GHG emissions related to transportation, energy use, 

waste disposal, wood burning, and use of refrig~ants. 

Compliance with the City's C::ommuter Benefits Program, Emergency Ride Home Program, 

transportation management programs, Transpo~tion Sustainability Fee, Jobs-Housing Linkage 

Program, bicycle parking requirements, iow-e:o;rissioh car parking requirements, and car sharing 

requirements would reduce the proposed p;roject and Variant 1' s transportation-related emissions .. These 

regulations reduce GHG emissions from single-occupancy v~cles by p~omoting the use of alternative 

transportation modes with zero or lower GHG emissions on a per capita basis. 

The proposed project and Variant 1 would be required to comply wi.th the energy efficiency reqt.U:ements 

of the City's G~een Building Code, Stormwater Management Ordinance, Water c;onservation and Irrigation 

ordinances, and Energy Conservation Ordinance, whi\it would promote energy and water efficiency, 

thereby reducing the proposed p~oject and Variant l's energy-related GHG emissions.1°0 Additionally, 

the proposed project and Variant 1 would be required to meet the renewable energy criteria of the Green 

Building Coile, further re4ucing the proposed project and V ~t 1' s energy-related GHG emissions. 

100 Compliance with water conservation measures reduce the energy (and GHG emissions) required to convey, pump and 
treat water required fpr the project 
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The proposed project and Variant 1' s waste-related emissions would be reduced furough compliance 

with the City's Recycling and Compositing Ordinance, C?nstruction and Demolition Debris Recovery 

Ordinan_ce, and Green Building Code requirements. These regulations reduce fue amount of materials sent 

to a landfill, reducing GHGs emitted by landfill operations. These regulations also promote reuse of 

materials, conserving their embodieq energylO~ and reducing ·the energy required to produce new 

materials. 

Compliance with the City's Street Tree Planting requirements would serye to increase carbon 

sequestration. Other regulations, including those limiting refrigerant emissions and the Wood Burning 

Fireplace Ordinance would reduce emissions of GHGs and -black carbon, respectively. Regulations 

. requiring low-emitting- finishes would reduce volatile organic compounds (VQCs).!02 Thus, the proposed 

project and Variant 1 'l_V'ere determined ~o be consistent with San Francisco's GHG reduction strategy.103 

The project sponsor is required to comply with these regulations, which have provei;i. effective as San 

Francisco's GHG emis_sions have meastirably decreased when compared to 1990 emissions levels, 

demonstrating that the City has met and exceeded EO S-3-05, AB 32, and the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan 

GHG reduction goals for the year 2020. Other existing regulations, such as those implemented furo.ugh 

AB 32, will continue to red-i:ce a proposed project and Variant l's contribution to climate change. In 

addition, San Francisco's local GHG reduction targets are cons;tstent with the long-term GHG reduction 

goals of EO S-3-05, EO B-30-15, AB 32, and the Bay .Area 2010 'Clean Air Plan. TherefC?re, because the· 

proposed project and Variant 1 are consistent with the City's GHG reduction strategy, they would also be 

consistent with the GHG reduction goals of EO S-3-05, BO B-30-15, A,B 32 and the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air 

Plan, would not conflict with these plans, and_ would therefore not exceed San Francisco's applicable 

GHG threshold of significance. As 5uch, the proposed project and Variant 1 would result ID. a less-fuan­

significant impact with respect to GHG emissions. No mitigation meastires are necessary.· 

Less Than 
Potenti.ally Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 'No Not 

Topics: Impact · Incorporated Impact impact App/fcabfe 

8. WIND AND SHADOW -Would the project: 

a) Alter wind in a :manner that substantially affects D D ~ D D 
public areas? 

b) Create new shadow.in a manner that substantially D D ~ D D 
affects outdoor recreation facilities or oilier public 
areas? 

lOl Embodied energy is the total energy required for the extraction, processing, manufacture and delivery of building 
materials to the building site. . . 

102 While not a GHG, voes. are pre=sor pollutants that form ground level ozone. fucreased ground level ozone is an 
anticipated effect of future global warming that would result in added health effects locally. Reducing voe emissions 
would reduce the _anticipated local effects of global warming. · .... 

103 San Francisco Planning Deparbnent, Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist for 1270 Mission Street, August 12, 2015. 

Case No. 2014.0926ENV 96 1270 Mission Sl[eet Project 



Initial Study 

Impact WS-1; The proposed project and Variant 1 would not alter w.ind in a: manner fhat sub~tantiaIIy 
affects public areas. (Less than Sigail:icant) 

Average wind speeds iri San Francisco are the highest in the summer and lowest in winter. However, the 

strongest peak winds occur in wiilter, under storm cpnditions. Throughout the year the highest typical 

Wind speeds occur in mid-afternoon and the lowest in the early morning. Of ~e primary wind directions, 

four have the greatest frequency of occurrence and aisO make up the majority of the strong winds that 

occur. These winds include the northwest, west-northwest, west and west-southwest (referred to as 

prevailing winds). 

The project site is in an area that is subject to Planning Code Section 148, Reduction of Ground-level Wind 

Currents in C-3 Districts. The Planning Code outlines wind reduction criteria for projects in C-3 Districts, 

sets wind speed criteria for both pedestrian comfort and hazardous winds, and requires buildings,to be 

shaped so as not to cause ground=-level wind currents to exceed these criteria The Planning Code specifies 

that new buildings and building additions be shaped so as not to cause ground-level wind currents to 

exceed, more than 10 percent of the time, between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., the comfort level of 11 miles . . 
per hour (mph) in substantial pedestrian use areas, and 7 mph in public seating areas. When a project 

would result in exceedances of a comfort criterion, an exception may be approved, purSu.ant to Section 

309, if the building or addition cannot be designed to meet the criteria-Section 148 also establishes a 

hazard criterion, which is an equivalent wind speed of 26 mph as averaged for a single full hour of the 

year.104 Under Section 148, new buildings and additions may not cause wind speeds that ~eet o~ exceed 

this hazard criterion and no exception may be granted for buildings that result in winds that exceed the 

hazard critenoit. 

A building taller than its immediate surrounding buildings will intercept winds and deflect them down· to . 

the gro~d level, causing wind flow accelerations around building comers. When· the gap b~tween tw~ 

buildings is aligned with the prevailing winds, high wind activity is expected along the gap. The project Site 

is currently_ occupied by an approximately 12-foot-tall building fianked by a two-story and four-story 

building with an 11-story buil@:g located west of the site and a 17-story buildings lo~ted north of the site. 

At> a result some of the prevailing winds are channeled through the gap. over' the existing building and 

between the taller buildings on either side. 

To evaluate the potential for wind effects on surrounding sidewalks, wind tunnel testing, using a three­

dimensional model of th7 proposed project and Variant 1, was conducted.105 The wind tunnel testing 

modeled wind speeds at 41 wind speed sensor locations, at a pedesbi'.'111 height of approximately five feet 

.under existing conditions, existing plus project conditions, and cumulative conditions. The model 

included all development within an approximately 1,500 foot radius of the project site. For the purposes 

104 The w:ind hazard criterion is derived from !he 26 mph· hourly average wind speed tb;it would generate a 3-second gust of 
w:ind at 20 meters per second, a commonly used gµiP,eline for w:ind safety. Because the original wind data on which the 
testing is based was collected atone-minute averages (i.e., a measurement of sustained w:ind speed for one minute, collected 
once. per hour), the :26 mph hourly average is converted to a one-minute average of 36 mph, which is used to detemrlne 
compliance with fhe 26 mph one-hour hazard criterion in the Planning Code. (Aiens, E. et al., "Developing the San Francisco 
Wll:!d Ordinance and its Guidelines for Compliance," Building and Environment, Vql 24, No. 4, p. 297-303, 1989.) 

105 RWDI, 1270 Mission Street Pedestrian Wmd StuJ.y, May 13, 2016. 
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of evaluating impacts under CEQA, the analysis uses -the hazard criterion to determine whether -the 

pr.oposed project and Variant 1. would alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas. The 

proposed project and Varian±. l's effects related to -th~ comfort criterion are presented below for 

:informational purposes (and are also used in the Planning Department'"s separate dete:i;mination of 

compliance with Section 148). 

The results o£° -the wind tunnel testing indicate that one sensor location would exceed the hazard criterion 

under exiSting and existing plus project conditions for boih the proposed project and Variant 1. The 

exceedance occurs on the west side of Nin-th Street just nor-th of Jessie Street. However, wiih the addition 

of -the proposed project building, wind conditions would slightly improve under the existing plus proje~ 

conditions, as the number of hours per year that the wind would exceed -the hazard criterion would be 

reduced from 7 hours per year under existing conditions to 4 hours per year with the addition of the 

proposed project. Similarly, wind conditions 'Yould slightly imp~ove under existing plus Variant 1 

conditions, as the number of hours per y~ar that the wind would exceed the hazard criterion would be 

reduced from 7 hours per year under existing conditions to 6 hours per year with the. addition of Variant 

1. 

Because the proposed project and Variant l:would not result in any new increases of the wind haza:rd 

criterion or excee~ces of the wind hazard criterion at new test point locations, and because -the number 

of hours -that the wind hazard criterion is exceeded would decrease under existiri.g plus proposed project 

conditions and existing plus V aria;nt 1 conditions, the proposed project ~d Variant 1 would not alter 

win!l in a manner that substantially affects public areas; -therefore, the proposed projec:J; and Variant l's 

wind impacts would be less than significant. 

Jn terms of -the comfort criteria, 41 of the test points were located on sidewalks and, accordingly, are 

considered areas of substantial pedestrian use. The results of the w:irid tunnel testing for -the project site 

indicate -that 9 of the 4i sensor locations exceed the Planning .code's 11 ~ph pedestrian comfort criterion 

under ~ting conditions. Wind. speeds exceeded 10 percent of the l_ime average 10 mph. Comfort 

criterion exceedances occur north of the project site on the west side of Laskie Street, on the east and west 

sides of Nin-th Street north of Mission Street, <;nd on the east and west corners of Mission and Eighth 

Streets. The highest wind speeds measured occurred on the east and west sides of Ninth Street nor-th of 

Jessie Street. 

According to the wind tunnel test results, -the proposed project would ~te one pedestrian comfort 

criterion exceedance on the east side of Ninth Street between Mission and Jessie Streets. The proposed 

. project also would introduce two new pedestrian comfort criterion exceedances, on the northeast comer 

of Ninth and Mission Streets and on the northeast corner of Ninth and :Mlnna Streets. Under existing plus 

project conditions, pedestrian conditions would not substantially change given that one new pedestrian 

comfort criterion exceedance would be introduced and one would be eliminated. In addition, -the average 

of wind speeds exceeded 10 percent of the time would rem;:rin 10 mph under ·existing plus project 

conditions, and thus would not change from existing conditions. Overall, wind conditions around -the 

project site would somewhat improve with the proposed project given that wind speeds at seven 
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··. ·· ·locations. adjacent to the project site along Mission and Laskie streets would be lowered from the 8-11 

mph range m existing conditions to the 1-7 mph under existing plus project.conditions. As with existing 

conditions, the highest wind speeds measured occurred on the east and west sides of Ninth Street north 

of Jessie Street 

Similar to the proposed project, Variant 1 would l,iliminate one pedestrian comfort criterion exceedance 

on the east side of Ninth Street between Mission and Jessie Streets. Variant 1 also would introduce two 

new pedestrian comfort criterion exceedances, on the northeast corner of Ninth and M1ssion Streets and 

on the northeast corner of Ninth and Minna Streets. Under existing plus Variant 1 conditions, pedesbian 

conditions would not suhstan,tially change since only two new pedestrian comfort criterion exceedanc;es 

would be introduced and one would be eliminated: In addition, the average of wind speeds exceeded 

10 percent of the time would :remain 10 mph under existing plus Variant 1 conditions, and thus WQul.d 

not change from existing conditions. Overall, wind conditions around the project site would somewhat . . . 
improve with Variant 1 given that wind speeds at five locations adjacent to the project site along :Mission 

and Laskie streets would be lowered from the 8-11 mph range in existing conditions to the 1-7 mph range 

under · existing plus Variant 1 Conditions. As with existing conditions and existing plus project 

conditions, the highest wind speeds :ip.easured occurred on the east and west sides of Ninth Street north 

of Jessie Street 

In light of the above, the proposed project and Variant 1 would resul.t in less-than-significant impl;lcts on 

wind conditions in public areas and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact WS-2: The proposed proj~ct and Variant 1 would not create new shadow in a manner that 
substantially affects oufdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. (Less th<ll:1 Significant) 

Planning Code Section 295, which was adapted in response to Proposition K (passed November. 1984), 

mandates that new structures above 40 feet in _height that would cast additional shadows on properties 

under the jurisdiction of, cir designated to be acquired by, the Recreation and Parks Deparhnent (RPD) 

cannot be approve\! by the Planning Coromission (based on recommendation from the Recreation and 

Parks Coromission) .if the shadow "will have any adverse impact on the use" of the park, unless fue impact 

is determined to be insignificant The height of the proposed project would be 120 feet; therefore, a 

prelinrinary shadow fan analysis was conducted by the Planning Department The shadow fan analysis 

shows that, at its greatest extent, the project's shadow would ~Xtend east to roughly halfway between 

Eighth and Nmth Streets, south to Tehama Street, west to just past Tenth Street, and north to. Grove 

Street.. According to the shadow fan, shadow generated as a result of the proposed project would not 

r~ch any parks protected by Secti<;>n 295. It is noted that th,e Planning Department's prelimlnary shadow 

fan does not consider existing buildings or their shadow; rather, it merely illustrates the maximum extent 

of potential shadow from ~proposed project, and is therefore conservative. 

The height of Variant 1 would be 200 feet, with a 20-foot-i:all elevator penthouse located on the southern 

portion of the roof closer to JI.fusion Street Therefore, a detailed shadow analysis was conducted to 

.determine if Variant 1 would cast net new shadow on the Howard & Lm:gton Mini-Park located 

Case No. 2014.0926ENV 99 1270 Mission Street Project 



Initial Study 

approximately two blocks southeast of ~e project site and/or Gvic Center Plaza, located approximately 

l:wu · blocks north of the project .site, both of which are RPD properties subject .to Section 295 of the 

Planning eoae.106 

The shadow analysis demonstrates that V ariru:i.t 1 would add no net new shadow to either Civic Center 

Plaza or the Howard & L~gton Mini-Park because intervening buildings.preclude Variant lshadow 

from reaching both parks. In the case of Civic Center Plaza, when the solar elevation (relativ.e height of· . 

the sun :in the sky) and solar azimuth (horizontal angle of the sun relative to Variant 1) is such that 

Variant lshadow would be long enough to reach Ovic Center Plaza, that shadow falls :instead on ~e 

approximately 70-foot-tall Bill Graham Civic Auditorium, which already castS shadow on Civic Center 

Plaza during the early . morning hours. Since the auditorium is closer to Civic Center Plaza 

(approximately 200 feet) than the project site (approximately 960 feet), the Civic Auditorium will always 

cast longer shadow on Civic Center Plaza than Variant lat.the sam~ sun angles. 

In the ca5e of fue Howard & Langton Mini-Park, Variant 1 shadow is generally prevented from reaching 

the mini-park by intervening buildings, :including the five-story buildings at 670 Natoma Street and 1180 

Howard Street, and, in the case of the longest Variant 1 shadows, by two-story buildings farther east 

along' Howard, Street. The longest shadows cast by Variant 1 towards fue Howard & Langton 1Yfini-Park 

fall on the roof of these intervening buildings and do not reach the mini-park Th~refore, based on fu~ 

detailed.·shadow analysis, Variant lwould not cast net new shadow on either Gvic Center Plaza or the 

Howard & Langton Mini-Park, and v.:ould comply with Planning Code Section 295. 

While the proposed projeC:t and Variant 1 may reduce sunlight on properties and residences near fue 

project site, this effect would generally not be considered a si~cant impact under cE9A. 

Therefore, the proposed project and Variant 1 would not result in new shadow that would substantially 

affect outdoor recreation fac!llties or other public areas, and this impact would be less fuan signi.fi:cant 

No mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-WS: The proposed project and Variant 1, in combination with other past,. present,. and :i:easonably 
foreseeable projects, would nc;it result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to wind and sha'1ow. 
(Less than Significant) 

As described above, neither the propose,d project nor Variant 1 would cast any net new shado~ on any 

park protected by Pla:n.ning Code S~ction295, nor would it addnetnew shadow to any publicly-accessiole 

open space. Accordingly, the proposed project and Variant 1 could not contnoute considerably to any 

cumulative shadow effects that would result from the· combination of the proposed project and Variant 1 

and other projects; therefore, the cumulative effect with respect to shadow would be less than significant. 

Wind ~el testing Wa:>·conducted for cumulative conditions (which includes the proposed project and 

Variant 1, as well as reasonably foreseeable development within the wind-tunnel test area boundary, 

106 Environmental Science Associates (ESA), Shadow.Analysis of Pruposed.1270 Mission Street: Project, lv.farch 11, 2016 • 
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including proposed projects nearby such ~s Fox Plaza at 1390 ~arket Street, 150 Van Ness Avenue; 

30 Van Ness Averiue, 1500 Mission Street, 1298 Howard Street at Ninih Street, and 11~ Market Street) at 

the same 41 sensor locations as under existing, existing plus proposed project conditions, and existing 

plus Variant 1 conditions .. 1o7,1os The results of ihe wind tunnel testing for the proposed project indii;:ate . 

that 8 of the 41 sensor locations would exceed ihe Planning Code's 11 mph pedestrian comfort criterion 

under cumulative condi_tions, a decrease of two locations compared to ihose under existing conditions. 

The results of the wind tunnel testing for Variant 1 indicate ihat 9 of the 41 sensor locations would exceed 

ihe Planning Code's 11 mph pedestrian comfort criterion under cumulative conditions, a decrease of one 

location compared to e~ting conditions. 

Wind test results further indicate that the addition of cumulative development in the project area would · 

not introduce any new excee~ances of the wind hazard crite:P.on. The results of the wind tunnel testing 

indicate that one sensor location would exceed the hazard criterion under existin&" and existing plus 

project plus cumulative conditions for boih the proposed project and Vari!lllt 1. The exceedance occurs on 

ihe west side of Ninih Street just north of Jessie Street However, with the addition ·of ihe cumulative 

projects, wind conditions would improve, compared to existing plus project conditions, as the number of 

hours per year ihat the wind would exceed the hazard criterion would. be reduced from 4 hours per year 

under existing plus project conditions to 3 hours per year under cumulative conditions. Similarly, wind 

conditions would slightly improve under cumulative conditions with V a:riant 1, as ihe number of hours 

per year that the wind would exceed the hazard criterion also would be reduced from 6 hours per year 

under existing plus V a:riant 1 conditions to 3 hours per year under cumulative conditions for Variant 1. 

Therefore, project-related wind impacts are considered less than significant and would not result in a 

considerable contribution to any cumulative effect 

Under · culli.ulative conditions wiih ihe proposed project, an additional pedestrian comfort criterion 

exceedance that occurs under existing and existing plus project conditions would be eliminated, on the 

_east side of Ninth Street between :Mission and Jessie Streets. Additionally, the new pedestrian comfort 

criterion exceedance that occurs under existing plus project conditions at Ninfl). and Minna Streets would · 

be eliminated. Conditions would be similar under cumulative conditions wiih Vanant 1, except that the 

pedestrian comfort criterion exce~dance occurring on the east side· of Ninth Street under existing and 

existing plus project conditions would not be eliminated. Therefore, under cumulative conditions wiih 

the proposed project, there would be eight ·exceedances of ihe pedesb:i.an comfort criterion, one fewer 

than under existing conditions and two fewer than under existing plus project conditions. Under 

cumulative conditions wiih Variant 1, there would be nine e:Xceedances of the pedesb:i.an comfort 

criterion, the same as under existing conc:11-tions and one fewer ihan under existing plus project 

conditions. Average wind i;peeds exceeded 10 percent of the time would be 10 mph under the proposed 

project, which is the same under existing :onditions. However, average wind speeds exceeded 10 percent 

107 Two proposed projects within the test area that are too far downwind of the project site and/or too small to be relevant were not 
considered in the cumulalive scenario: 1228 Folsom Street (six-story, 24-unit residential-over-retail. building) and 1125 Mission 
Street (interior conversion from auto repair to office, with no change to building envelope). 

108 Existing Conditions includes projects under co~truction, such as Trinity Place at Bib, Market, and MJssion streets. · 
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of the time would be 9 mph under Variant 1, a decrease of 1 mph compared to existing conditions, which 

constitutes a slight improvement in pedestrian wind conditions around the project site. 

As noted above, test results indicate that the addition of C11ID.ulative development in the project area 

would not introduce any new exceedances of the wind hazard criterion as a result of the proposed project 

or Variant 1. Therefore, cumulative wind :impacts are consl.dered less than significant for the proposed 

project and Variant 1 and neither the proposed project nor Variant 1 would result in a c9nsiderable 

contribution to any cumulative effect 

Based on the discussion above, the proposed project and Variant 1 would not result in cumulatively 

considerable impacts related to wind and shadow. Thus, the propoS<;!d project and Variant 1 C11ID.ulative · 

- wind and shadow impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Topics: 

9. RECREATION-Would the project 

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 
paiks or other recreational facilities such that 
substantlal: physical deterioration of the facilities would 
occur or be accclerated? 

b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction 
or expansion ofrecreational facilities thatmighthave 
an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

c) Physically degrade existing recreational resources? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

D 

' 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Signifir:ant No Not· 

Impact Impact Applicable 

12] D D 

D D 

D 

The proposed project and Variant h~ould develop approximately 2,012 square feet of retail/restaurant uses 

and 195 residential units, and 299 ;residential units, r~spectively, _on a parcel that currently contains a 

parking lot and one-story commercial building. The new residents of the proposed project and Variant 1 

would be serv'ed by the San Francisco Recr!=ation and Parks Department (SFRPD), which administers more 

than 220 parks, playgrounds, and open spaces throughout the city, as well as recreational facilities including 

recreation centers, sw:imrrring pools, golf courses, and athletic fields, tennis courts, and basketball courts_ 109 

The project site is loca~ed in a densely developed urban neighborhood that does not contain large regional 

park facilities,· but does include a number of neighborhood parks and open spaces, as well as other 

recreational facilities. ?Jte General Plan's Recreation and Open Space Element, revised and updated in April 

2014, identifies the project site area as 8: high needs open space area 

109 San Francisco Planning Department, Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE), April 2014.. Available online at 
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/Gei;i.eralYlan/Recreation_OpenSpace_Element_ADOPTED.pdf, .accessed February 22, 
2016. . . . . 
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Impact RE-1: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not result in a substantial increase in the use of 
existing parks and recreatiollal facilities, fhe deterioration of such facilities, include recreation facilities, or 

· require the expansion of recreational facilities, or physically degraCI.e existing :recreational :resources. (Less 
than Si~cant) 

There are several facilities managed by the SFRPD near the project site: 

• Father Alfred E. Boeddeker Park. (at the intersection of Eddy arid Jones Streets): An 
approximately 0.97-acre park containing basketball half-court, swmgs, slide and play structures 
as well as a community cluphouse, located about four 0.51 miles northeast of the project site. 

• U.N. Plaza;. An approximately 3.03-acre open spac~ containing fountains and seating areas, 
located approximately 0.21 miles northeast of the project site. 

• Gene Friend Recreation Center (at the intersection of 6th and Folsom Streets): .An approximately 
1.3-acre park and recreation center containing playgrounds, indoor and outdoor basketball 
courts, and seating areas, located approxiiuately 0.44 miles southeast of the project site. 

· • Civic Center Plaza (at the intersection of Grove and Larkin Streets): An approximately 5.9-acre 
public open space containing lawn areas and two tot lots, located adjacent to th~ City Hall, 
approximately 0.19 miles north of the project site. 

• Howard & Langton Mini Park (at the intersection of Howard and Langton Streets): An 
approximately 0.2-acre mini park and c9mmunity garden, located approximately 0.24 miles 
s9utheast of the project site. 

• Victoria Manalo Drave~ Park (at Folsom and Columbia Square Street): An approximately 2.52-acre 
park contallring a softball field, basketball court, dual-level playground, picnic area, community 

garden and large grass field, located approximately 0.42 mile~ southeast of the project _site. 

As noted above, the ROSE identifies portions of Van Ness A venue as a "high needs area" of ihe city. The 

ROSE defines a "high needs area" of the city as an area "with high population densities, high cqncentrations 

of seniors and youih, . and lower income pqpulations that are located outside of existing park service 

areas.".11° As shown on Maps 4a ihrough 4c of the RO~m, the project site is located within ~e 1h-mile service 

area of "Active Use/Sports Fields" and "!'assive Use/franquil Spaces'; and the *-mile service area of 

"Playgrounds." As shown on Maps Sa, 5~, and 5d of the ROSE, ihe project site is also wiihin an area o~ the 

city that exhibits higher population densifa;s and seniors relative to the city as a whole, although it is not 

wiihin an area with higher percentages of children and youth: The project site also is wiihin an area wiih a 

lower percentage of low- income households relative to ihe city as a whole (Map 5b) and an area designated 

to absorb future population growih (Map 6 of the ROSE). Based on these variables, a composite map was 

generated to identify areas of the city ihat receive priority when opportunities to acquire land for 

110 San Francisco Planning Department, ROSE, April 2014, p.13. Available online at http://www.sf­
planning.org/ftp/General_Flan/Recreation_OpenSpace_Element_ADOPTED.pdf, accessed May 23, 2016. 
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development of :i:iew parks arise and when funding decisionS for fue renovation of existing parks are made 

(Map 7 ~f fue ROSE).111 AB shown on Map 7, the project site is not located wifhin a "high needs area" 

The proposed project would involve demolition of an existing building and construction of a new 

residential building wifu ground-floor retail As described in Topic 2, Population and Housing, fue 

proposed·projectwould ada 333 permanent refil?ents on fue project site, while Variant~ would add 511 

residents, which woul~ increase fue demand for parks and :recreational services ju the project vicinity. The 

proposed project and V arlant 1 would provide passive recreational uses for fue residents, onsite, :including a 

~ooftcip open space and seco~floor open space fhat would be accessible to building residents only. fu 

addition, Variant 1 would include a terrac~ on fue lOfu floor. The proposed· project would :include an 

approximately 10,025-square-foot rooftop terrace and an appr_oximately 2,683-square-foot terrace on fue 

· second floor. Variant 1 would include an approximately 8,380-square-foot rooftOp terrace, an approximately 

2,501-square-foot terrace on fue second floor, and ari approximately l,380~square-foot terrace on fue 10th 

floor. In <!.ddition, residents of the proposed project and Variant 1 would be wifhin wa)king distance of~ 
above-noted open spaces. 

The project site is not located wifuin a liigh needs area of fue city, as designat~d by SFRPD. With fue 

availability of open space on and :in the immediate vicinity of fue ·project site, and given fuat fue 

population growfu due to fue proposed project and Variant 1 would be incremental, project-generated 

demand could be accommodated by fue existing local and regional recreationa). resources, such as Father 

Alfred E. Boeddeker Park, U.N, Plaza, Gene Friend Recreation Center, Civic Center Plaza, Howru;d & 

Langton Mini Park, Victoria Manalo D.i;aves Park, and Golden. Gate Park Overall, ~e proposed project 

and Variant 1 would not create a substantial jucrease :in fue use of existing neighborhood or regional 

recreational facilities such that physical deterioration or degradation of existing facilities would occur, nor 

would it result ju th~ need for fue expansion or consb;uction of recreational facilities. Therefore, fue 

proposed project and Variant 1 would have a less-fuan-sigrrificant fulpact on existing recreational facilities, 

and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-RE: The proposed project and Variant 1, in combination with oilier past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable projects would resn!t in less-than-significant impacts to recreati~ resources. (Less ~ 
Significant) 

Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects located within fue vicinity of fue project site are 

identified :in Table 2 and mapped on Figure 12. AB ~cussed :in Topic 2, Population and Housing, fuese 

projects would add approximately 11,041 new residents wifuin 4,759 dwelling ~ts ju fue project vicinity. 

Overall, fuese approved and proposed projects, when combined wifu the proposed project and :Variant 1, 

would add 11,37 4 and 11,552 new residents in fue projec~ vicinity, respectively, which would represent.a 

residential population :increase of 49 percent Recreational facility use in the project area would most · 

likely :increase wifu the development of the proposed project and Varian± 1, as well as fue past, present; 

and reasonably foreseeable future projects identified ju Table 2. Although introduction of approximately 

111 ROSE, April 2014, Maps 4 through 7. Available online athttp://www.sf- . 
plamring.org/ftp/General_Plan/Recreation_OpenSpace_Elemenl;_ADQPTED.pdf, accessed May 23, 2016. 
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11,374 o:r 11,552 residents :in ilie project vicinity as a result of ilie proposed project and Variant 1, as well as 

oilier past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects would result in a 49 percent increase in the 

residential population in the area, it is not anticipated ihat ihis added population would increase the use of 

existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities to such an extent ihat substantial 

physical deterioration of fuose facilities would occur. 

Moreover, the added residential populatio:µ as a result of development of the proposed project or Variant 1 

and CUIIlulative projects also would not require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities, nor 

would it physically degrade existing recreational resources. Each project identified in Table 2 would be 

subject to compliance with the City's open space requirements, as define_d in Section 135 of the Planning 

Code, regarding provision of public and/or private open space to partially mee~ the demand for 

recreational resources from future residents of those projects. Also, in J~e 2016, ?an F~ancisco voters 

approved Proposition B, which extends until 2046 funding set-aside in the· City budget for SFRDP and also 

provides for annual increases through 2026-2027 in General Fund monies provided to SFRPD. Thus, going 

forward, SFRPD will have additional funding for programming and park maintenance.112 For these 

reasons, when considered in combination with oilier past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future 

projects, the proposed project and V ariantl would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to 

impacts on recreation, and the impact would be less than significant No mitigation measu'res are 

necessary. 

Less Than 
Potenfia/Ty Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 

Topics: Impact· Incorporated Impact 

10. UTILmES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -
Would the project 

a)" Exceed wastewater trealment requirements of the D D [gl ' 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

b) Require or resultm the construction of new water or D D [gl 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmi:ntal effects? 

c) Require or result in the construction of new stonn D D [gl 
water drainage faciliti~ or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

d) Have sufficient water supply available to serve the D D 
project from existing entitlements and resources, or 
require new or expanded water supply resources or 
entitlements? 

112. Unofficial election results from the San Francisco Registrar of Voters website, reviewed June 11, 2016: 
ht!;p:ffwww.sfelections.org/resultsf201606W/. 
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Less Than 
Potentially Significant 'll{ith Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

e) Result in a detei:mination by the wastewater 0 D [g) D D 
trealmentprovider that would serve the project that 
it has inadequate capacity to serve !he project's 
projected demand in addition to the provider's 
existing commitments? 

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 0 D l8l D D 
capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste . · disposal needs? 

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 0 D 0 [gj D 
regulations related to solid waste?. 

The project site is wifuin an urban area that is served by utility service systems, including water, 

wastewater and storm water collection and treatment, and solid waste collection and disposal The 

proposed project and Variant 1 would add new daytime and nighttime population to fue site that would 

:increase fue demand for. utilities and service systems on fue site. However, as discussed in Topic2, · 

Population and Housing, the growfu associated·with fue proposed project would not be in excess of 

growfu planned for fue project area 

Impact UT-1: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of 
the applicable Regional Water Quality Conlrol Board, would not exceed the rapacity of the Wastewater 
treatment provider serving the project site, or reqliire consiruction of new storm.water drainage facilities, 
wastewater treatment facilities, or expansion of existing facilities. (Less than Significant) 

The project site is served by San Francisco's combined sewer system, which handles bofu sewage and 

stormwater runoff. The Southeast Water Polluti.on· Control Plmt (Soufueast Plant) provides wastewater 

and stonnwater treatment and management for the east side of the city, :incl~ding fue project site. As 

described in Impact J;'H-1inTopic2, Population and Housing, fue proposed project and Variant 1 would 

add 333 or.511 residents to the project site, respectively, and 14 employees, which would :increase the .. 

amount of wastewater generated at the project site by approximately 18,022 gallons per day. for fue · 

proposed project and 27,238 gallons per day for Variant 1 . .113 This increase would represen~ only a 0.03 · 

percent increase in the Southeast Plant's average daily treatment capacity of 60,000,000 gallons per day 

for fue proposed project and a 0.04 percent:increase for Variant 1.114 In addition, the proposed project and 

.Variant 1 would ~orporate·water-efficient :fixtures, as required by Title 24 of the Cal.ifornia Code of 

Regulations and the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance. ·Compliance wifu fuese regulations would 

reduce wastewater flows and the amount of potable water used for building functions. The ~corporation 

of water-efficient :fixtures into new development is also accounted for by fue SFPUC, because widespread 

113 The 95 percent of w~ter use (see Impact UT-2) assumed to be discharged to the combined s.ewe:r eystem is consistent with. 
the SFPUC's standard assumption for multi-family residential buildings (SFPUC, 'Wastewater Service Charge Appeal" 
webpage:·http://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=l32; reviewed May 20, 2016). The SFPUC assumes that non­
residential (and Single-family resj.dential) uses discharge 90 percent of water used to the combined sewer. The 95 percent 
figure is nsedli.ere for pmposes of a conservative assessment of combined sewer system demand. 

114 SFPUC, San Francisco's Wastewater Trealment Facilities, June, 2014. Available online at 
http://sfwater.org/modules/showdocumentaspx?documentid=5801r accessed May 30, 2016. 
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adoption can lead to more efficient use of existing capacity. Additionally, the proposed project and 

Variant 1 would meet the waste"."'ater pre-tre~tment requirements of the SFPUC, as required by the San 

Francisco Industrial Waste Ordinance in order to meet· Regional Water Quality Control Board 

requ.iJ:ements (see discussion under Impact HYD-1, :in.Tc;>pic 14, for additional storm.water management 

requirements).115 Although the propo~ed project and Variant 1 ~ould add new residents_ and employees 

to the project site, i_:hls additional population is witl:Un the growth projections :included :in long range 

plans and the wastewater generated by the proposed project would not excet;d the capacity of the 

wastewater treatment provider. Therefore, the :incremental :increase :in the demand for wastewater would 

not require construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or ~ansion of existing facilities. 

The project site is currently covered with impervious surfaces and the proposed project and Variant 1 

would not create any additiof!.al impervious surfaces; therefore, the proposed project and Variant 1 

would not result :in an increase in stormwater runoff. Compliance with the City's Stormwater 

Management Ordinance (Ordinance No. 83-10), adopted :in 2010 and amended :in 2016, and the 2016 

S~ormwater Management RequirementS and Design Guidelines would require the proposed project and 

Variant 1 to reduce or eliminate the existing volume and rate of stormwater runoff discharged from the 

project site. Since the proposed project or Variant 1 would be loc.ated on a site that has more than 

50 percent impervious surface at present the proposed project would create or replace more than 5,000 

square feet of impervious surface, and the project site is served by the_ combined sewer system, the 

stonnwater management approach must reduce the existing i:moff flow rate and volume by 25 percent 

for a two-year 24-hour design storm. The Stonnwater Management Reqillrements set forth a hierarchy of 

BJ'JPs meet the storm.water runoff requirements. First priority ~MPs :involve reduction :in stormwater 

runoff through appro_aches such as rainwater harvesting and reuse (e.g., for toilets and urinals and/or 

irrigation); :infiltration through a rain garden, swale, trench, or basin; or through the use of permeable 

pavement or a green roof. Second priority B:MPs :include biotreatment approaches such as the use of fl.ow­

through planters or; for large sites, ~nstructed wetlands. 'Third priority BJ'JPst only permitted under 

special circumstances, involve use of a filter to treat storm.water. 

To achieve compliance with the Stormwater Management Requirement, the proposed project andVariant 

1 would implement and install appropriate stormwater management systems, such as Low Impact 

pesign approa~es, rainwater reuse, green roof, or other systems or approa~es that would manage 

stormwater on:-site and limit demand on both collection system and wastewater facilities resulting from 

stormwater discharges. A Stonnwater Control Plan, required per the City's Stormwater Management 

Ordinance (Ordinance No. 83710), would be designed for review and approval by the SFPUC because the 

proposed project and Variant 1 would result :in ground disturban~ of an area greater than 5,000 sf. The 

Stormwater Control Plan would also include a maintenance agreement that must be signed by the project 

sponsor to ensure proper care of the necessary stormwater controls. Therefore, the proposed project and 

Variant 1 would not substantially increase the amount of stormwater runoff to the extent that existing 

115 City and County of San Francisco, Ordinance No. 19-92, San. Fra1tcisco Municipal Code (Public Works), Pa:rtII, Clia:pter X, 
Article 4.1 (amended), January 13, 1992. 
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facilities would need to be expanded or new facilities would need to be constructed; as such, the impacts 

would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are necessary. · 

Overall, while the proposed project and Variant 1 would add to wastewater flows ID. the area, it wouid 

not cause collection treatment capacity of the sewer system ID. the city t<;> be exceeded. The proposed 

project and Variant·l also would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the Regional Water 

Quality Control Board, and would not require the constructio!l of new wastewater/storm water treatment 

facilities or expansion of existing ones. Therefore, sffice the proposed project and Variant 1 would not 

require the construction of new or expanded wastewater or stormwater collection, conveyance, or 

treatment facilities that could have a significant impact on the environment, the linpact would be less 

than significant. No mitigation measures are necessary .. 

fyt.pact uT-2: The SFPUC has sufficient water supply available to serve the project from existing 
enfitl~ments and re?ources, a:nd the proposed project ~d Variant 1 wotild not require expansion o~ 
constluction of new water supply resources or facilities. (Less than Significant) . 

As 1:1.oted above, the proposed project and Variant 1 would add residential and retail/restaurant uses to 

the proji=ct site, which would increase the demand for water on the site, but not in excess of a;mounts 

planned and provided for ID. the project area. The SFPUC currently provides an average of approximately 

219 million gaTI.ons of water to 2.6 million users ID. Tuolumne, Alameda, Sarita dara, San Mateo, and San 

Francisco counties-116 The proposed project's 333 new resid~ts and.Variant l's 51i new residents and the 

14 employees would use an estimated 18,971 and 28,672 gallons of water P.er day, respectively.117 The 

SFPUC' s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. and 2013 Water Availability Study for the City and County of San 

Francisco uses 2035 growth projections that were prepared by the Planning Deparbnent and ABAG to 

estimate future water demand.118 The SFPUC estimates ah additional 500,000 million gallons of water 

per day will be needed to meet future demand.119 The population generated by the proposed project 

would account for 3.8 percent of. this additional deman~ while the Variant 1 population would account 

for 5.7 pei;cent Therefore, while the proposed project and Variant ·J. would incrementally. ID.crease the 

demand for water ID. San Francisco, the estimated ID.crease ID. demand could be accommodated within. 

anticipated water use and supply. As such, the proposed projecf and Variant 1 coul~ b~ serv~d by 

existlngmain.s and no new or larger mains would be required. 

. . 
116 SFPUC, 2013 Water Availabilif:y Study for the Cily and Cnunf:y of ~an Francisco, May 2013, p. 2. Available online at 

http://www.sfwater.org/mod~es/showdoc:ument.aspx?documentid=4168, accessed May 28, 2016 
117 SFPUC, 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. for the City and Cnunty of San Francisco, June 2011, p. 34 and Appendix D. The 

current consumption rate for residents in San Francisco is 50 gallons of water per capita. The consumption rate for retail 
employees is 53.9 gallons per day. The anticipated new residenfuil population for the proposed project of 333 residents x 
50 gallons per day yields 16,650 gallons per day; the 14 employees x 539 gallons per day yields 755 gallons per day. A 9 
percent water loss factor is also included in the total water usage. Therefore, anticipated total gallons per day usage for 
the proposed project wo'4d be 16,650 + 755 + l,.566 (9 percent of 17,405) = 18,971 gallons per day. The anticipated new 
residential population for Variant 1 of 511 residents x 50 gallons per day yields 25,550 gallons per day; the 14 employees 
x 53.9 gljll.ons per day yields 755 gallons per day. Therefore, anticipated total gallons per day usage for the proposed 
project would be 25,550 + 755 + 2,367 (9 percent of 26,305) = 28,672 gallons per day. · 

118 SFPUC, 2013 Water Availability Study for the City and Cnunty of San Francisco, May 2013, p. 16. Available online at 
http://www.sfWater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documenti.d=4168, accessed May 28, 2016. · 

119 Thid., p.17. . 
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The proposed project and Variant 1 would also be designed to incorporate water-conserving measures, 

such as low-flush toilets and urinals, as required by the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance. The 

project site is not located within a designated recycled water use area, as defined m the Recycled Water 

Ordinance 390-91 and 393-94; however, pursuant to the Non-potable Water Ordinance (Ordinance 109-15, 

approved July 2, 2015), if the proposed project or Variant l's site permit is isSued after November 1, 2016, 

it will be required to mstall a recycled water system and to use non-potable water (Rainwater, Graywater, 

F~undation Drainage, arid/or treated Blackwater) for toilet and urinal flushing.120 . Since the proposed 

project and Variant 1' s water demand could be accommodated by the existing and planned supply and 

conveyance infrastructure, no exp~on or co~truction of new water supply resources or facilities 

would be requll:ed and the proposed project and Variant 1 would result in less-than-significant water 

supply impacts. No mitigation measures are n~cessary. 

Impact UT-3: The proposed project and Variant 1 would be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted qpacity to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs. (Less than Significant) 

In September 2015, the City entered into a landfill disposal agreement with Recology, Inc. for disposal of 

all solid waste collected in San Francisco at the Recology Hay Road ~dfill in Solano County for nine 

years or· ~fil 3.4 million tons have been disposed, ~bichever occurs first The City would have an option 

to renew the agreement for a period of six years or until an additional 1.6 million tons have been 

disposed, whichever occurs first l21 The Recoloi:;Y Hay Road Landfill is permitted to accept up to 

2,400 tons per day of solid waste, at that maxim.um rate the landfill would have capacity to accomm.odate 

solid waste until approximately 2034. At present, the landfill receives an_ average of approximately 

1,850 fons per day from all sources, with approximately 1,200 tons per day from San Francisco; at this rate 

landfill closure would occur in 2041.122. The City's contract with the Recology Hay Road Landfill is set to 

terminate in 2031 _or when 5 million tons have been disposed, whichever occurs :first At that point, the · 

City will either further extend the Recology Hay Road Landfill contract or find and entitle another 

landfill site. Therefore, the proposed project and Variant 1 would be served by landfills with sufficient 

permitted capacity to a~~ommodate its solid waste disposal n~eds, and would. not have a significant 

impact rclated to solid waste disposal. No mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact UT-4: The construction and operation of the proposed project and Variantlwould comply with 
ah applicable statutes and regulations related to solid waste. (No Impact) 

The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 requires municipalities to a~opt an Integrated 

Waste Management Plan (IWMP) to establish objectives, policies, and programs relative to waste 

120 Graywater wastewater from bathtubs, showers, bathroom sinks, lavatories, clothes washingmachfues, laundry tubs, and 
. the like. Blackwater is wastewater containing bodily or other biological wastes, sudt as from toilets, dishwashers, kitchen 

sinks, and utility sinks. . . . 
~ San Francisco Plaruring Department, Agreement for Disposal of San Francisco Municipal Solid Waste at Recnlogy Hay Road 

Landftll. in Solano County Final Negative Declaration, Planning Department Case No .. 2014.0653, May 21, 2015. Available 
oriline at http://sfmea.sfplaruring.org/2014.0653E_Revised__FND.pdf, accessed May 27,2016. 

122 San Francisco Planning Department, Agreement for Disposal of San Francisco Municipal Solid Waste a1 Recology Hff!f RDad 
Landfill in Solano County Final Negative Declaration, Planning Department Case No. 2014.0653, May 21, 2015. Available 
oriline at http://sfmea.sfplamUng.org/2014.0653E_Reyised__FND.pdf, accessed May 27, 2016. 
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disposal, management, source reduction, and recycling. Reports filed by the San Francisco Depar~ent of 

the Environment (DOE) showed the City generated approximately 872,000 tons of waste material in 2000. 

By 2010, that figtire decreased to approximately 455,000 tons. ·Waste diverted from landfills is de.fined as 

recycled or composted. San Francisco has a goal of 75 percent landfill diversion by 2010 and 100 percent 

by 2020. As of 2009, 78 percent of San Francisco's solid waste was being diverted from la:ridfills, having 

met the 2010 diversion target 

San Francisco Ordinance No. 27-06 requires a minimum of 65 percent of all construction and demolition 

debris to be recycled and diverted from l~- The San Francisco Green Building Code also requires 

certain projects to submit a recovery plan to the Department of the Environment demonstrating recovery 

or diversion of at least 75% of all demolition debris. Furthermore, the project. would be required to 

comply with City's Ordinance 100-09, the Mandatbry Recy~g and Composting Ordinance, which 

requires everyone in San Francisco .to separate their refuse into recyclables, compostables, and trash. The 

Recology Hay Road landfill is required to meet federal, 'state, and local solid wast~ regulations. The 

proposed project and Variant 1 would comply with the solid Waste disposal policies and regulations 

identified above. Therefore, the proposed project and Variant 1 would have no adverse impact with 

respect to soU.d waste statutes and regulations and no rnitigationmeasur~s are necessary. 

Xmpact C-UT: The proposed project and Va:ciantlwould not make a considerable contribution to any 
cumulative significant-effects related to utilities or service systems. (Less than Significant) 

The cumulative development projects identified in Table 2 would :incrementally increase demand on 

citywide ui;ilities and service systems, such as water consumption; water and wastewater conveyance and 

treatment facilities and ~olid. waste services. AB noted above, the SFPUC has accounted for such growth 

in its water demand and wastewater service projections, as noted ID. their 2010 l)rban Water Management 

· Plan and 2013 Water.Availabi1ity Study for the City and County of San Francisco. The SFPUC is also currently 

iQ;tplemer\ting a $7 billion, 20-year capital program called the Sewer System Improvement Program (SSIP) 

to address system-wide needs and update the aging combmed sewer systern.123 Regarding solid waste, 

the City has implemented various programs to achieve 100 percent landfill diversiGn by .2020. As with the 

p~oposed project . and Variant 1, nearby cumulative d~velopm_em projects ~~uld be -subject t~ ·wa~er . 
conservation,. wast~water diScharge, recycling and compostfilg, and construction demolition <lll;d debris 

ordinances. Compliance with these orcfylances would reduce the effects of cumulative development 

Moreover, the cumulative development projects ID. the project vicinity also would not result :in a growth 

ID. population or employment ID. excess of planned growth for the project vicinity, the city, or the region. 

. For these reasons, no cumulative impact on utilities or service systems would occur, and th~ proposed 
- \ 

project and Variant 1 would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact. 

123 SFPUC, Sewer System Improvement Program (SSlP). Available online at http:Owww.sfwater.org[mdex.aspx?page=116, accessed 
June 8, 2016. 
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11. PUBLIC SERVICES -Would the project: 

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated wilh lhe provision of, or the need for, new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order lo mairitain acceptable 
service ratios, response l:imes, or other performance 
objectives for any public services such as fire protection, 
police protection, schools, parks, or other services? 

Potentially 
Significant 

lmpact 

D 

Less Than 
Significant wffh 

Mitigation 
lncarporated 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 

lmp<1ct 

D 

No 
. lmpact 

Initial Sb.Jdy 

Not 
Appficab[e 

D 

The proposed projec;t and Variant l's impacts to parks and open 8paces are discussed under Topic 9, 

Recreation. Impacts on ofher public services are discussed below. 

Impact PS-1: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not result in an increase in demand for police 
protection,. fire protection,.. schools, or other services to an extent that would result in substantial adverse · · 
physical impacts associated with fhe construction or alteration of governmental facilities. (No Impact) 

Police Protection 

The prnp~sed project and Variant 1 would result in a more intensive use of the project site than currently 

exists with the addition of residential units, and fhus wottld likely: incrementally increase the number of 

police service calls in the project area. Pplice protection for the project site is provide_d by the Tenderloin 

Task Force. Police Station located at 301 Eddy Street (between Jones and Le~venworth Streets), 

approximately 0.48 miles norfh of fhe project site). Although the proposed project and Variant 1 would 

likely increase the number of calls received from fhe area, the incremental increase in responsibilities 

would not be substantial in light ot fhe _existing demand for police protection services. The Tenderloin 

Task Force Station would be able to provide the necessary police services and crime prevention in the 

area.124· Meeting fhis additional service ·demand would not require fhe construction of ne~ police 

facilities .that could cause significant environmental :impacts. Hence, the proposed project and Variant 1 

would have UO' impact related to fhe provision of police services and no mitigation measures are .. 

necessary. 

Fire Protection 

The proposed project ap.d Variant 1 would result in more intensive use of the project site than Cu:r:rently 

exists, and thus, as with police service calls, would likely incrementally increase fire service calls in fhe 

project area The project site receives fire protection services :l;rom the San Francisco Fire Department 

(SFFD). Fir~ stations located nearby include Station 3, at 1067 Post Street (near the comer of Post and Polle 

Streets, appr~ximately 0.73 miles north of the project site), Station 1, at 935 Fo~om Street (at Falmouth 

Street ~pproximately 0.59 miles southeast of the project site), and Station 36, at 109 Oak Street (~t Franklin 

Street,. approximately 0.39 miles northwest of the project site). Although the proposed project and Variant 

124 San Francisco Police Department, 2014 Annual Report, p. 118. Available online at http://sanfranciscopolice.org/annual­
reports, accessed May 28, 2016. 
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1 would likely increase the numb~r of calls received from the area, the increase in responsibilities would 

not be substantial in light of existing demand for fire protection services. 

Furthermore, the proposed project and Variant 1 would be required to comply with all applicable . 

building and fire code requirements, which identify spetjfic fire protection systems, including, but not 

limited to, fue provision of state-mandated smoke alarms, fire alarm and sprinkler systems, fire 

extinguishers, required number and location of egress with appropriate distance separation, and 

~ergency response notification systems. Compliance with all applicable building and fire codes, would 

further reduce the demand for Fire Department service and oversight 

Given that the prosed project and Varian~ 1 would not result in a fire service demand beyond the 

projec~ed growth for the area or the city, the proposed project.and Variant 1 would not result in i;he neeci 

for new fire protection facilities, and would have no adverse impact on the physical environm.ent related 

to the construction of new or physically altered fire protection facilities and no mitigation measures are 

necessary .. 

Schools 

A decade-long decline in San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) enrollment ended in the 2008-2009 

school yearr and total enroilillent :in the SFUSD is currently 53,095 for the 2014-2015 school year-125 

According to a 2015 SFUSD enrollment study, new market-rate units in San Francisco generate very few 

new public school students. In projecting future enrollment,. the study used a mix of enrollment factors, and 

the student generation rate was 0.25 Kindergarten through 12th grade students per unit for inclusionary 

housing and 0.10 students per unit for market rate housing.126 Applying those rates to the propos~d 
project's 195 dwelling units would result :in an enrollment increase in the SFUSD of approximately 

24 students.127 Applying those rates to Variant 1' s 299 dwelling units w01J].d result in an enrollment increase 

in the SFUSD of approximately 39 students.128 · 

The Tenderloin Community School, at 6Tl Turk Street (about 0.47 miles north of the project site), the 

Bessie Carmichael School, at 375 Seventh Str17et (about 0.43 miles southeast of the project site), and the 

Market Street Elementary Sclto~l, at 5555 M;rrket Street (llhqut 0.10.miles north of the project site) are the 

nearest public elementary schools to the project site. The closest middle schools are Everett, about one 

mile'.west, and Francisco, about 1.9 miles north. Jv.lission, O'Connell, Galileo, and Independent Studies 

125 California Deparbnent of Education, Data Reporting Office, San Francisco Unified School Disfrict, K-12 Public School 
Enrollment, Most Current Enrollment Available on the internet at http://www.sfusd.edufen/asse!s/sfusd-staff/about­
SFUSD/files/dernographic-analyses-enrollment-£orecastpd£ Reviewed February 22, 2016. 

126 Lapkoff & Goblat Demographic Research,. Inc., Demographic Amdyses and Enrollment Forecasts for the San Francisco Unified 
School District, November 23, 2015, page 33. Available online at http://www.sfusd.edu/en/asse!s/sfusd-staff/about-
SFUSD/files/dernographic-analyses-enrollment-forecastpd£ Accessed March 1, 2016. · 

127 The analysis assumes !he proposed project would provide 13.5 percent of !he total number of units as inclusionary units, 
which would result in 26mclusionary units and 169 market rate units. Applying the 0.25 generation rate for the 
inclusionary units (26 x 0.25 = 7) and !he 0.10 generation rate for the marketrat.e units (169x0.10=17) would yield a total 
of 24 students. · 

128 The analysis assumes Variant lwould provide 20 percent of !he total number of units as inclusionaryunits, which would 
result in 60 inclusionary units and 239 market rate units. Applying the 0.25 generation rate for the inclusionary units (60 
x 0.25 = 15) and the 0.10 generation rate for !he market rate units (239 x 0.10 = 24) would yield a total of 39 students. As . 
noted, Variant l's percentage of affordable units would be determined by !he Board of Supervisors. 
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Academy high. schools are all within about 2 miles. of fue si_te. Ne~by private schools include the 

following: DeMarillac Academy, at 175 Golden Gate Avenue (about 0.35 miles north of the project site), 

and fue San Francisco Gty Academy, at 230 Jones Street (about 0.46 miles north of the project site). The 

proposed project, a ~ of commercial and residential uses, would incrementally ID.crease the number of 

school-aged children that would attend public schools in fue project area, by a total of about 24 students, 

as noted above. Variant 1, also a mix of commercial and residential uses, would mcrem.entally increase 

fue number of _school-aged children that would a~d public schools in the project area, by a total of 

about 39 students. However, this increase would not exceed fue projected student capacities fuat are 

expected and provided for by the SFUSD and private schools in fue project area Therefore, the 

implementation of the proposed project and Variant lwould not necessitate the need for new or 

physically altered schools. 

Since the proposed project and V ariaii.t 1 would not :i:esult in a substantially increased demand for school 

facilities, and would not require new or expanded school facilities the proposed project and Variant 1 

would thus have no adverse impact related to the construction of new or physically altered school 

facilities and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Other Government Services 

The proposed project and Variant lwould incrementally increase demand for gov~rnmental services and 

facilities such as public libraries; how~ver, the proposed project and ~ ariant 1 would not be of such a 

magnitude that the demand could not be accommodated by facilities. Therefore, the proposed project and 

· Variant 1 would have no adverse impact related to the coruitruction or physical alteration of 

governmental service facilities and no mitigation measures are necess~. 

Impact C-PS: The proposed project anci. Variant 1, combined with past, present,. and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in the vicinity, would not result in significant physical impacts on the environment 
associated with the conshnction or alteration of public s~ces facilities. (Less than Significant) · 

Development of the proposed project and Variant 1 in conjunction with the cumulative projects identified 

in the vicinity of the project site ID. Table 2 and projected population grow:fu in fue project area and within 

the. city would increase overall demand for police protection, fire protection, schools, and other 

government services, such as public libraries;·however, this increase would not be considerable since this 

growth would not exceed growth projections for the area or the region, as discussed in Topic 2, Population 

and Housing, and the San Francisco Police Department, SFFD, the SFUSD, and other a~cies have 

accounted and planned for such growth ID. order to continue to provide public services to San Francisco 

residents. 

Further, the proposed project and Variant 1 would contribute to an increased demand for police services 

provided by the Tenderloin Station and for fire services provided by Fire Stations 1, 3, and 36, but 

increased demand would not require the construction of new facilities or the expansi9n of existing facilities. 

Similarly, the proposed or Variant 1 with cumulative projects in the vicinity would ID.crease demand for 

schools and other government services, such as libraries, but again, this increase would not require the 
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construction of new facilities or the expansion of existing facilities .. F~r these reasons, the proposed project 

. and variant 1 would not com.b:ine with past, presen~, and reasonably foreseeable future projects :in the 

project vicinity to create a considerable Cll.IIlulative impact on p~blic services such that new or expanded 

facilities would be requll:eci and this lln.pact would be less than significant No mitigation measures are· 

necessary. 

Less Than 
Potentialfy Signmcant with Less Than 
Signmcant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact /in pa.ct Applicable 

12. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -
Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or D D [gl D D 
through.habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or sp~cial-status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by !he California Deparbnent of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian D D D D [gl 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
idehfiliedinlocal or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by !he California Department of J!ish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

c) Have a substantial adverse \iliect on federally D D D D [gl-
. protected wetlands as defined by Section404 of the 

Cley.n Water Act (mcluding, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, c?astal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydro~ogical interruption, or o!her means? 

d) Interfere substantiallywi!h the movement of any o· D [gl D D 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or 
· wi!h established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede !he use tlf native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances D D [gl D D 
protecting biologica+ resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

f) Conflict with !he provisions of an adopted Habitat D. D D D ~ 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Pian, or other approved local, regional, or state 
habltat conservation plan? 

The proposed project is located with:in a built urban environment. As such, the project area does not 

include riparian habitat or other sensitive natural comm.unities as defined by the California Department 

of Fish and Wildlife and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service; therefore, Question 12b is not 

applicable to the proposed project or Variant 1. In addition, the project area does nof contain any 

wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Oean Water Act; therefore Question 12c is not applicable to the 

proposed project or Variant 1. Moreover, the proposed project and Variant 1 do not .f?ll with:in any local, 

regional or state habitat conservation plans; therefore, Question 12£ is also not applicable to the proposed 

project and Variant 1. 
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Impact BI-1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species, riparian 

habitat or sensitive natural communities, and would not interfere substantially with any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife conidors, or 

impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. (Less than Signifi~t) 

The project site is fully developed and located witlrin a built urban environment Currently, the project Site 

is-entirely covered with impervious surfaces and does not provide habitat for any rare or endangered plant 

o:i: animal species. Thus,, the proposed project and V arlant 1 would not affect any sensitive plant or wildlife 

species or habitats; nor would it interfere with any resident or migratory species; affect any rare, threatened 

or endangered_ species, or interfere with species movement or migratory corridors. 

:Migrating birds do pass through San Francisco. Nesting birds, their nests, and eggs are fully protected by 

California Fish and Game Code (Sections 3503, 35~;5) and the federal :Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). 

Although the proposed project and Variant lwould be subject to the MBTA, tl;le site does not contain 

habitat supporting migratory birds. 

The location,. height, and matepal, particularly transparent or reflective glass, may present risks for birds 

as they travel 8Iong their migratory paths. The City has adopted guj_delines to address this issue and 

provided regulations for bird-safe design within the city. Plmming Code, Section 139, Standards for Bird­

Safe Buildings, establishes building design standards to reduce avian mortality rates associated with bird 

strikes.129 The project site also is not located in an Urban Bird Refuge, so the standards concerning 

location-related l:tazards are not applicable to the proposed project.130 The proposed project would comply 

with the building feature-related hazards standards of Section 139 by using bll:d-sate .glazing treatment on 

100 percent of any building feature-related hazards 

Overall, the proposed project would be subject tc;i and would comply with City-adopted regulations for 

bird-safe buildings and federal and State migratory bird :regulati~ns; therefore~ the proposed project would 

not interfere With the movement; of native resident or wildlife species or with established native resident or 

migratory wildlife. corridors, and the ·rn:;.pact would be "less ~ si~cant No mitigation measures are 

necessary. 

Impact BI-2: The proposed project and Variant lwould not conflict with the City's local free ordinance. (Less 
than Signilicant) · 

The City" s Urban Forestry Ordinance, "]?ublic WorkS Code Sectio~ 801 et. seq., requires a permit from Public 

Works to remove any protected trees. Protected trees include landmark treeS, significant trees, or street trees 

located on private or public property anywhere witlrin the territorial limits of the City an9- CoUI).ty of San 

Fr~cisco. The designations are defined as follows: 

12.9 San Francisco Planning Department, Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, July 14, 2001. Available online at 
http://208.121.200.84/ftp/files/publications_r~ports/bird_safe_bldgs/Standards%20for%20Bird%20Safe%20Buildings%20-
%2011-30-11.pdf, accessed on May 28, 2016. 

130 San Francisco Planning Department, Urban B!rd Refuge Map. Available ortline at http://www.sf..planning.org/ftp/files/ 
~uhlications_reportsflibrary _of_cartography/Urban_Bird_Refuge_Foster.pdf, accessed May 28, 2016. 
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A landmark tree is designated by the Board of Supervisors following no:n:rination of a tree by the 
Urban Forestry Council based on a written request from a property owner or fue director of any 
Gty agency, or by the BC?ard of Supervisors, .Planlling Commission,. or Landmarks Preservation 
Advisory Board.. The Urban Forestry Council determines whether a no:n:rinated tree meets the 
qualification for landmark designation by using established criteria set forth in Section 
810(£)(4)(A)-(E) of the Public Works Code .• Special permits are required to remove a landm~ tree. 
on private property or on City- owned property. 

A signlficant tree is defined either on property under tht'; jurisdiction of the Public Works, or on 
privately-owned property with any portion of its trunk within 10 feet of the public right-of-way 
and that satisfies at least one of the following criteria: a) diameter at breast height (DBH) in excess 
of twelve (12) inches, (b) a height in exc;ess of twenty (20) feet, or ( c) a canopy in excess of fifteen 
(15) fet';t.131 The removal of significant trees on privately-owned property is subject to the 
requirements for fue removal of street trees. The Director of Public Works may authorize removal 
of a significant tree after only after factors such as size, age, species, visual and aesthetic 
characteristics, cultural and historic cbaracteri.Stics, or ecological characteristics have been 
considered (Section810A (c)). 

• Street trees are trees within the public right-of-way or on land within fue jurisdiction of the 
Public Works. Their removal by abutting property owners requires a permit (Section 806(b)(3)). 

Four existing trees are located on Mission Street in front of the existing building and parking lot, and four 

existing trees are located on Laski.e Street As part of the proposed project and Variant 1 all of fuese trees 

would be removed. Although none of the trees located on the project site are landmark trees, removal of 

street trees or significant trees would require a permit per Section 806(b )(3) of the Puhlic Works Code. 

Tree remov'.11 activities could potentially disturb nesting birds that are protected under the California Fish 

and Game Code or the MBT.A}32 For the purposes of CEQA, a project that has the potential to substantially 

reduce the habitat, restrict the range, or cause a population: of a native bird species to drop below self­

sustaining levels could be considered a potentially significant biological resource impact requiring 

mitigatioIL Alfl).ou,gh removal of trees on fue project site could have an adverse impact on nesting birds, 

. compliance wifu J:he requirements of the Fish and Game Cotk and f!ie META would ensure that there woUld 

be no loss of active nests or.bird mortality. The requirements include one or more of the following: 

• Tree removal and p~g activities would be conducted putside bird nesting season (January 15-
August 15) to the e:ctent feasible; 

• If tree removal actiyities are proposed during the breeding season (March through August), 
preconstruction surveys would be conducted by a qualified biologist within 15 days prior to the 
start of work from March through May, or 30 days prior to the start of work from June through 
August, to determine if any birds are nesting in or in the vicinity of any vegetation fhat is to be 
:removed for the construction to be undertakm If active nests are located during fue 
preconstruction bird nesting survey, fhe project sponsor would contact the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife for gui,dance on avoiding any adver~e impacts on the nesting birds, su<;h as 

131 Public Works Cade, Section 810A (a). 
132. Cilifarni.a Fish and Game Cade Section3503; California Code of Regulations, Section 681, Title 14. 
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establishing a construction-free buffer zone that would be maintained until the nestlings have 
fledged. 

In addition, Section ?06(d)(2) requires fuat for every 20 feet of property frontage along each street, one 

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

additional tree, which would require 13 street trees be planted for the proposed project and Variant 1. As 

part of fue proposed. project and Variant 1, all eight str~et trees on Mission and Laskie streets would be 

removed and four new trees wGuld be planted on :Mlssion Street, and ten new trees would be planted on 

boih fue norih and soufu sides of Laskie Street, in accordance wifu Public Works Code Section 806. Because 

the proposed project and Variant 1 would not conflict wifu the City's local tree ordinance, ibis :impact 

would be less fuan signific.ant and no mitigation measures are ne~essary. · ../ 

Impact C-BI: The proposed project and Variant 1 in combination with other past, present or reasonably 
foreseeable projects, wouldnotresultin significant impacts to bfulogical :resources. (Less than Significant) 

The cumulative development projects notedm Table 2, coupled wifu projected local and regional growth, 

would result in an overall intensifica~on of land uses wifrri?:t a dense urban environment, as is typical 

with of infill development San Francisco does not currently support any candidate, sensitive, or special­

status species, any riparian habitat, or any ofuer sensitive natural comm.unity identified :in local or 

regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the C~omia Depru;tment of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service. 

The proposed project or Variant 1, and other nearby development.projects could add a number of tall 

buildings which could, in the event of a bird-strike collision(s) potentially injure or kill birds. 

In addition, nearby cumulative development projects would, likely, result ID the removal of existing 

street trees and/or other vegetation. How~ver, as with. the proposed project and Variant 1, nearby 

cumulative development projects would be subject to the MBTA, which protects special-status bird 

species, the California Fish a:nd Game Code, and the bird-safe building and urban forestry ordinances. As. 

with fue propose<! project and Variant 1, compliance with. these ordinances would reduce the effects of 

other development projects to less-than-significant levels. 

In summary, as noted above, implementation of the proposed project and.Variant 1 combined witb. other · 

past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects would not modify natural habitat and would have no 

:impact on any c.andidate, sensitive, or special-status species, any riparian habitat, or other sensi~ve natural 

community; and/or would not conflict with. any local policy or ordinance protecting biological resources or 

an approved conservation plan."For these reasons, the proposed project and Variant 1 would not combine 

with. past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects :in the project vicinity to result in a signific.ant 

cumulative impact related to biological resources. 

Therefore, cumulative :impacts to biological resources would be less th.an significant 
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Less Than 
Potentially Slgnffl~ntwith Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact · Incorporated . Impact Impact Appl/cable 

13. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -
Would the project 

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, in~ucling the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fauli:,, as D D D D 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo . 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to 
Division of :Mlnes and Geology Special 
Publication 42.) 

ii) Srrongseismicgroundshaking? D D 181 D D 
ill) Seismic-related ground failure, including · D. D 181 D D 

liquefaction? 

iv) Laildslides? D D D ~ D 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of D D 181 D D 

topsoil? 

c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or D D 181 D D 
that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, 
lateral spreacling, subsidence, liquefaction, or 

- collapse? 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in D D D D 
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Builcling Code, creating 
substantial risks to life or property? 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting fue d D D D ~ 
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems where sewers are not available for 
the disposal of wastewater? 

f) Change substantially the topography or any unique D D D ~ D 
geologic or physical features of the site? 

g) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique D D 181 D 'D 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

The project site would be connected to the existing sewer system and would not require use of septic 

systems. Therefore, Question 13e would not be applicable to the project site. 

A geotechnical investigation was conducted for the project site. In general, the subsu±face conditions at 

the site consist of fill, dune sand, marsh deposits, and interbedded sands.133 Subsurface conditions are 

described in more detail, as follows: 

133 Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Gebfeclmical Investigation, 1270 Mission Sf:ree/:, San Francisco, California, November 19, 
2015. 
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Fill: The site is blanketed by approximately 7.5 to 8.5 feet of fill; however, :in one bor:ing, the fill was 

found to extend to a depth of 18 feet. The fill generally consists of medium dense -~d with variable 

gravel content~ brick ap.d debris. 

Dune Sand: The fill is underlain by loose to very dense sand and sand with $ilt, locajly referred to as dune 

sand. The dune sand typically increases in density with depth, becom:ing dense at a depth of about 18 to 

20 feet below ground surface (bgs). 

Marsh Deposit: A marsh deposit is present beneaih the dune sand. This marsh deposit generally consists 

·bf sand, sand with silt, and organic silt. The sand is p:tedium dense to dense and the organic silt is stiff. 

This marsh deposit was generally encountered approximately 24.5 to 30 feet bgs, but was not 

encol:tntered near the northwestern comer of the site. Elsewhere, the marsh deposit ranges from 3 to 5 

.feet thick. 

San<k The upper marsh deposit is und~lain by a dense sand layer consisting of sand and sand with silt. 

This material is dense to very dense and ranges :in thickness from about 22 to 32.5 feet 

Lower Marsh Deposit: Beneath the dense s8nd layer is a lower marsh deposit, consisting of sand with. 

vary:ing amounts of silt and clay and organic silt The sand is loose to medium dense and the organic silt 

is very stiff. The lower marsh deposit was encountered :in all ex:Ploratory locatioD!J across th.e site at 

depths between 55 and 72 feet bgs and ranges in thickness from 5.5 to 11 feet. 

Interbedded Sand: The lower marsh deposit is underlain by :interbedded sands wifu varying amounts of 

silt and sand. The sand is dense to very dense to the maximum depth explored of 111.5 feet. 

Groundwater: Groundwater was estimated at about 2.6 feet bgs during this time of extreme drought. 

Previous groundwater measurements :in the site vicinity indicate tJ:i-at ihe groundwater table has ranged 

from about 23 to 28 feet bgs. Groundwater iS expected to fluctuate several feet due to seasonal raffifall 

Impact GE-1: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not result in exposure of people and structures 
to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a 
known earthquake fault, seismic ground-shaking, liquefactio~ lateral spreading, or landslides. (Less 
than Significant) 

Wiih respect to potential rupture of a known earthquake fault, published data indicate that no known active 

. faults nor extensions of active faults exist beneafu th.e project site or :irrrniediate :vicinity. Therefore, the 

potential of surface rupture occurring at the site is very.low and impacts are considered less than significant. 

No mitigation measures are necessary. 

Wiih respect to.seismic ground shaking, the site is located within a 40-mile radius of several major active 

faul~, :including th.e San Andreas (7 miles), San Gregorio (11 miles), and Hayward (11 miles) fault lines. 

According to a U.S. Geological Survey, the overall probability of moment magnitude 6.7 or greater . . . 
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earthquake to occµr in the San Francisco Bay Region during the next thirty years is 72 percent Therefore, 

there is potential that a strong to very strong earthquake would affect the project during its lifetime. 

ABAG has classified the Modified Mercalli Intensity Shaking Severity Level of ground shaking in the 

proposed project vicinity due to an earth~e on the North San Andreas Fault as "VIIl-Very Strong.".134 

Very strong shaking would result in damage to some masonry buildings, fall of stucco and some 

masonry walls, .fall of clrimneys and elevated tanks, and shifting of unbolted wood frame structures off 

their foundations. In act0rdance with the San Francisco Building Code e requirement, the design-level 

Geotechnical Investigation analyzed the potential for strong seismic shaking and recommended that the 

proposed project seismic design be in accordance with the provisions of the 2013 California Building Code. 

With implementation of these recommendations, as required by the San Fran~co Building Code, the 

impacts to the proposed project and Variant ldue to strong seismic ground shaking would be less than 

si~cant and no mitigation meaSm:es are n~cessary_l35 

Liquefaction and lateral spreac:ling of soils can occur when ground s~g causes saturated soils to lose 

strength due to an increase in pore pressure. In terms of seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction, the site is within a designated liquefaction hazard zone as shown on the Califo:rnia. 

Geologic4 Survey (CGS) seismic hazard zone map for the area titled State of California Seismic Hazard 

Zones, Gty and County of .san Francisco, Official Map, dated November 17, 2000 .. 136 CGS provided 

recommendations for the content ~f site investigation reports and appropriate mitigations within seisinic 

hazard zones that are contained within Special Publication 117 A, which recommends that at least one 

ex:plora~on point extend to a ~epth of at least 50 feet to evaluate liquefaction potential. 

According to the geotechnical report, the data collected indicated that loose to medium d~e sand is 

present at the site with a potential for liquefactioIL There is a dense sand layer between what would be 

the bottom of the foundation and fue liquefiable layer, but nonetheless some settlement from liquefaction 

during a major earthquake may occur.137 The potentially liquefiable sand layers ranged from 3 to 7-5 feet 

thick and were encountered about 10 to 55 feet below the proposed· foundation level. Overall, the 

investigation concluded that the potential for lateral sprea~g is low given that the liquefi.able layer 

beneath the site is relittively dense. As noted abqve, the g~technical report recommended that the 

proposed project seisrni~ design be in accordance with the provisions of the 2013 California Building Code 

and meet the standards 'for identifying and addressing liquefaction potential within Special Publication 

117 A. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the DBI would verify that all plans comply with Speciai 

Publication 117 A and the San Francisco Bui1ding Code wpich :incorporates the California Building .Code along. 

with local amendments. Implementation of these recommendations, as required by the San Francisco 

Building Code, would reduce any potential impacts of· seismic-related ground failure, including 

l3t Association of Bay Area Governments. Earthquake Hazard Map for San Francisco Scenario: Enfue San Andreas Fault 
System, http://www.abag.ca.gov/cgi-bin/piclanapx.pl. Accessed on February 5, 2016. · 

135 Langan Treadwell Rollo, PrelimiJiary Geotechnical Investigation, 1270 Mission Street, San Francisco, California, November 19, 
.2015. 

136 California Geologic Survey, Seismic Hazard Zones, City and Cnunf:y of San Francisco, Official Map, November 17, 2000. 
137 Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, 1270 Mission Street, San Francisco, California, November 19, 

2015. 
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liquefaction, to a less-than-significant level for both the proposed project and Variant 1 and no mitigation 

.measures are necessary. 

The project site is relatively level and is not located within a mapped landslide zone . .138 The site is also nC!t 

within a designated earthquake-mduced landslide zone as shown on the CGS seismic hazard zone map 

for the area. Therefore, the proposed project and Variant 1 would have no impact with respect to potential 

for landslides. 

Impact GE-2: The· proposed project and Variant 1 would notresult in substantial loss of topsoil or erosion. . 
(Les~ than Significant) 

The project site is generally flat and is currently largely covered with impervious surfaces. The proposed 

project and Variant lwould not ~bstanti.ally change fue general topography of the project site or any 

unique .geologi<:: or physical features of fue· site. The proposed project and Variant 1 would require 

exc~vation for the construction of fue subterranean level and removal of approximately 12,000 cubic 

yards of soil The project site size of 16,220 square feet (0.37 acres) would be under the one-acre threshold 

for a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Generitl Construction Permit 

Nonetheless, the project sponsor and its contractor would still be required to :implement Blv.IPs that 

mclude erosion and sedimentation control measures, as required by the City and/or resources agencies, 

which would reduce short-term construction-related erosion impacts to less-fu~significant levels. Once 

developed, the threat of erosion or loss of topsoil would be removed. Therefore, no mitigation measures 

a:re necessary. 

Impact GE-3: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not be located on a geologic unit C?r soil that is 
unstable, or ihat would become unstable as a result of the projec~ and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. (Less than Significant) 

The project site is underlain by approximately 7.5 to 8.5 of artificial fill over loose to v~ dense dune 

sand. If not engineered appropriately, the proposed structure could become subject to damage from 

instability. The project_site is relatively level and the surrounding area does not fuclude any substantive 

grades or cut slopes likely to be subject to landslide. Proposed project improvements mclude a one-story 

basement below grade, which would require excavation to a maximum of approximately 20 feet bgs. In 
·general, artificial fill is often unsuitable ~or adequately supporting new structures or often iS compacted 

to older specifications fuat do not meet current standards. The excavation for the subterranean level 

would likely remove the majority of the fill 

As noted above, groundwater was estimated at about 26 feet bgs dUring the geotecl:rrtlcal mvestigation 

and has ranged from· about 23 to 28 feet bgs in the past According to the geotechnical !eport, the 

foundation floor would likely be above the design groundwater level, although waterproofing may be 

incorporated into the design. LC).teral spreading and.liquefaction hazards would be addressed furough· 

138 San Francisca General Plmt, Comp:mnity Safety Element Map 4. A~ailable online at httpi!VJWUJ.sfpTanning.org!ftpl 
Gene_ral_Plan/Community_Safefy_Flement_2012.pdf. Acces~ed onFebmary 9, 2016. 
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complianc;e with Special Publication 117 A and the San Francisco Building Code as con.fumed by DBI 

review. 

Du:r:ing construction, excavation of the fill materials and dune sand would be necessary to construct t:l:i.e 

proposed basement level of the structure. The geotechnical investigation includes specific 

r~commendaiions to be implemented during construction in order fo prevent the dune sands from caving 

and to protect ~eighboring structures. Excavation activities would require the use of sl).oring and · 

underpinning in accordance wiih the· recommendations of the geotechnical report and San Francisco 

Building Code requirements. 

The proposed project and Variant 1 are required to comply with the San Francisco Bui1ding Code which 
includes seismic safely standards for all new· construction in San Francisco. The DBI will review the 
proj.ect~specifi.c geotechnical report during its review of the building permit application for the proposed 
project In addition, the DBI may require additional site-specifi.~ soils report(s) as needed. Implementation 
of the recommendations in the geotecbnical report, in combination with the requirement .for a 
geotedmical report and the review of the buililing permit application pursuant to the DBI's 
implementation of fue Building Code; wou"ld minimize ihe risk of loss, injury, or death due to seismic or 
other geologic hazards. · 

Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

I:oipact GE-4: The proposed project and Variant 1 could be located on expansive soil, as defined in the 
California Building Coile, creating substantial risks to life or property. (Less ·than Significant) 

Expansive soils expand and contract in response to changes in soil moisture, most notably w?en near 

surface soils change from saturated to a low-moishue content condition, and back again. The presence of 

expansive soils is typically deterinined on site sp!;!cific data. :As noted above, _the site is likely underlain by 

approximately 7.5 to 8.5 feet of fill. Anticipated ex~vation of the basement garage and foundation is 

expected to remove the majorily of existing fill materials at the s~te, leaving mostly ihe underlying dune 

sands. Due to the low clay content within the dune sands, there would be a low likelihood for expansion. 

However, areas not excavated, including sidewalks, p.tilily trenches and oilier adjacent :improvements, 

· may be affected by expansive soils, if present Due to ihe San Francisco Building Code requirement that the 

project applicant include analysis of the potential for soil expansion impacts as part of the. design-level 

geotechnical investigation prepared for the pr<;>posed project and Variant 1, potential impacts related to 

expansive soils would be less than significant and no mitigation measwes are necessary. 

Impact GE-5: The proposed project and Va:riant· 1 would not .indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. (i.ess ~.Significant) 

Paleontological resources include fossilized remains or ~aces of animals, plants; and invertebrates, 

including their imprints, from a previous geological period. Collecting loca!iti.es and the geologic 

formations containing those localities are also considered paleontological resources as .they represent a 

limited, non-renewable resotirce and once destroyed, cannot be replaced. 
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Paleontological resources· are lithologically dependent; fuat is, deposition and preservation of 

paleontological resources are related to the lithologic unit in which they occur. If the rock types representing 

a deposition enviromnent conducive to deposition and preservation of fossils are not favorable, fossils will 

not be present Llfuological units that may be fossiliferous include sedimentary formations. 

. . 
The project site is underlain by fill and dune sands to depths of approximately 25 to 30 feet bgs. 139 

A:l;tificial fills do not contain paleontological resources and dune sands are originally derived from rocks, 

but have been altered, weafuered, or reworked to such a degree that the dIBcovery of intact fossils wou1:d 

be nearly irn,possible. The proposed project would entail excavation to a depth of approximately 20 feet to 

accommodate the below-grade parking level and foundation, with a small area of an additional four feet 

of excavation to accommodate fue proposed elevator pit Excavation would fuerefore not extend below 

the artifici,al fills and dune sands. The likelihood of accidental dIBcovery of paleontological resources or 

unique geological features in artificial fills and ·dune sands is low. Therefore,. the potential accidental 

discovery of paleontological resources or unique geologic features during construction of fue proposed 

project and Variant 1 would be unlikely and woUJ.d be considered a less-than-significant impact, and no 

mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-GE: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not make a considerable conhibution to any 
cumulative significant effects related to geology or soils. (Less fuan Significant) 

Given that fue proposed project and Variant 1 would not result in a large degree of excavation and that 

fuere are no- other foreseeable projects in the project vicinity that would. combine with the proposed 

project's impacts in a considerable manner, fue proposed project and Variant l's impacts related to 

geology and soils, both individually and cumulatively, would be less fuan significant and nci mitigation 

measures are necessary. 

Topics: 

14. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -
Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater re.charge 
such that fuere would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volmne or a lowering of the local groundwater table 
level (e.g., fueproductionrate of pre-existing nearby 
wells would drop to a level which would not support 
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits 
have been granted)? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

LflSSThan 
Significant with Less Than 

Mitigation Significant No Not 
Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

D 181 D D 

D 181 D D 

139 Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Geotedmical Investigation, 1270 Mission Street, San Francisco, California, November 19, 
2015. 
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Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation significant No Nat 

Topics: Impact fncorporated Imp" ct Impact Applfcable 

14. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -
Would the project 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 0 0 0 0 
the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, in a manner that 
would result in Substantial erosion of siltation on- or 
off-site? 

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would 0 0 0 181 0 
exceed the capacify of existing or planned 
stoxmwater drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional. sources of polluted runoff? 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade Water quality? ·o D 18] D D 
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 0 0 0 D 18] 

mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundaxy or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map.or other authoritative 
flood hazard delineation map? 

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 0 0 0 D 18] 
that would impede or redirect flood flows? 

i) Expose people or structures to a significant:rlsk of 0 D D 181 D 
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including 
flooding as !'-result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

j) Expose people or structures to a sig;oificant risk of D D 0 D 181 
loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow? 

The project site is approximately 1.5 miles from the Bay shoreline and not within an area identified as 

slisceptible to seiche or potential inundation in the event of a levee or dam failure, or tsunami along ip.e 

San Francisco coast (Maps 5, 6., and 7 of the Community Safety Element of the General Plan). In addition, 

the project site is relatively-level and would not be subject to mudflow. Thus, Question 14j doe~ not 

apply. The project site is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area designated on the City's interim 

floodplam map, ai:d would not place. ho~ing or .structures within a 100-year flood hazard area that 

would :impede or redirect flood flows.14Q Therefore, Questipns 14g and i4h are not applicable. 

Impact HY-1;: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements and would result in less-tfum...significantimpacts to water quality. (No Impact) 

As discussed in Topic 10, Utilities and Services, wastewater an?- stormwater from the project site would 

continue to fl.ow into the City's comb:ined stonnwater and sewer system and woul?- be treated to the · 

standards contained within the City's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit 

for the .southeast Water Pollution Control Plant, prior to discharge into the S:m Francisco Bay. Treatment 

would be provided pursuant to the effluent discharge standards included within the City's NPDES 

permit for the plant Additionally, as new construction, the proposed project and Variant lwould be 

l4.ll FEMA Preliminary Flood Insurance Rate Map, November 12, 2015. Available online at http://sff;;a.org/sites/deiault/files/ 
!Docrnnent/SF_NE.pdf, accessed May 30, 2016. 
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required to m~et the standards for stormwater management identified in the San Francisco Storm.water 

Management Ordinance and meet the SFPUC sto°:11water ·management requirements per the 2016 

Stormwater Management Requirements and Design Guidelines. 

The project sponsor would be required to submit and have approved by the SFPUC a St?nnwater Control 

Plan that complies with the City's 2016 Stormwater Management Requirements and Design Guidelines 

using a variety of BMPs. As descn"bed in Topic 10, Utilities and ~ce Systems, for the proposed project . 

and Variant 1, the stormwater management approach must reduce the existing runoff flow rate and. 

volume by 25 percent for a two-year 24-hour design storm through employment of a hierarchy of BMPs 

set forth in the Stormwater Management Requirements. Therefore, the proposed project and Variant 

lwould not substantially degrade water quality and water quhlity standards and waste discharge 

requirements would not be violated. Thus, the proposed project and Variant lwould have a less-tlian­

signilicant impact on water quality and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact HY-2: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer wlume 
or lowering of the local groundwater table. (No Impact) 

The project site~ currently largely covered with impervious surfaces; the proposed project and Variant 1 

would not increase the amount of impervioTI.s surface on the site .. Therefore, the proposed project and 

Variant 1 would not result in any substantial change in lnfiltration or runoff. As noted above, excavation 

for '.he subterranean garage and foundation would be required to a depth of approximately 20 feet below 

ground surface. (bgs), and groun<;iwater is expected to be encountered at about 26 feet bgs, so the 

proposed basement slab would likely be above the existing groundwater table. However, if groundwater 

were encountered during on-site excavation, dewa±ering activilies would be necessary. 

The Bureau of Systems Plamring, Environment, and Compliance of the SFPUC m~t be notified regarcling 

projects that necessitate dewatering. In this case, the SFPUC may require water analysis prior ·to 

discharge to the stormwater/sewer system. If dewatering is necessary, the proposed project and Variant 1 

would be required to obtain a Batch Wastewater Discharge .Permit from the SFPUC Wastewater 

Entetprise Collection System Division prior to co~encement of any dewatering activities. 

Groundwater encountered during construction of the proposed project and V ru;i.ant 1 would be subject to 

the requirements of Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, Indust:tial Waste, requiring that groundwater _ 

meet specified water quality si:andards before it may be discharged into the storm.water/sewer system. As 

a result, pumped water may require treatment prier to dischai:ge in order to meet water quality 

standards. If necessary,· any dewatering activities would be temporary and have no lasting effects on 

groundwater supplies. Th~ standards would eilsm:e protection of water quality during construction of 

the proposed project and Variant 1. Once constrticted, as noted above, the proposed project and Variant 1 

would be required to meet the standards for stormwater management identified in the San Francisco 

Stormwater Management Ordinance and meet the SFPUC stormwafer management req~ements per the 

Storm.water Design Guidelin~s. Therefore, groundwater resources wo~d not be substantially degraded 
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or depleted,_ and the proposed project and.Variant 1 would not substantially interfere with groundwater 

recharge. Thus, the proposed project and Variant 1 would have a Iess-:fhan-significant impact related to 

groundwater supplies and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact HY-3: The proposed p~ject and Variant 1 would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern. 
of the site or area,. including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or substantially increase. 
th~ rate or amount of surface mnoff in a manner that would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or 
flooding on- or off-site. (No lmp?-ct) 

The project site is currently covered with impervious sutlaces, and no streams or creeks are preser_i.t on 

the project site. The proposed project and Variant 1 would be designed to incrementally reduce the 

amount of impervious surface currently located on the project site through :implementation of Low 

Impact D~gn measures and other measures identified in the Stormwater Management Ordinance, 

which also requires a decrease in the amount of stormwater runoff associated with the proposed project 

and Variant 1 per the City's drainage control requirement Therefore, although the proposed project is 

expected to result in a slight decrease in the amount of :impervious surface on the project site; overall, 

impervious surfaces on the site would not substantially change as part of the proposed project or Variant 

1 and drainage patterns would generally remain the same. As such,. the proposed project and Variant 1 

would not be expected to result in substantial erosi.ori. or flooding associated with changes in drainage 

patterns, and potential to result in erosion or flooding would have no impact. No mitigation measures are 

necessary. 

Impact HY-4: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not create or contribute runoff water that 
/ 

would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial 

additional sources of polluted runoff. (Less than Significant) 

During construction and operation of the proposed project and V a:riant 1, all wastewater and stonnwater 

runoff from the project site would be treated at the Soufueast Water Pollution Control.Plant AB noted 

above, treatment would be provided pursu~t to the effluent ?:IB~ge standards contained in fue City's· . 

NPDES permit for the planl During construction and operation, the proposed project and Van~t 1 

would be required to comply with all local wastewater discharge, stormwater runoff, and water quality 
requirements, :inc!-uding the 2016 San Francisco Stonnwater Management Requirements . and Design 

Guidelines, described above under Impact HY-1 and the Stormwater Management Ordinance (Ordinance 

No. 83-10). Compliance with the Stormwater Management Reqrrirements and Desigri Guidelines would 

ensure that all stormwater generated by the proposed proj~ct and Y ariant 1 would be managed on-site to 

reduce the existing runoff flow rate and volume by 25 percent for a two-year 24-hour design storm, such 

. fuat the proposed project and :Variant 1 would not contribute additional volumes of polluted runoff to the 

City's s~ormwater infrastructure. Compliance with the Stqrmwater Management Ordinance woul!i 

ensure that the design of the proposed project and Variant 1 would include installatio~ of appropriate 

stormwater management systems fuat retain runoff on site, promote stormwater reuse, and limit (or 

eliminate altogether) discharges from the site from entering fue City's com_bined stormwater/sewer 

system. Therefore, the proposed project and Variant 1. would not exceed the capacity of existing or 
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planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff, and 

this :impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

ImpactHY-5: The proposed project and Variantl would not exacerba~ flooding conditions such that people 
or structures would be exposed to a significant risk from future £1.ooding. (No Impact) · 

The City _and County of San Francisco is a participant ID th~ National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). 

As a condition of participating ID th~ NFIP, f:J:i.e City has adopted and enforces a Floodplain Management 

Ordinance IDtended to reduce the risk of damage from floodillg ID the city. The Floodplain Management 

Or<,fulail.ce governs construction iil flood-prone areas and designates fb.e City Adrrrinistrato:t' s Office as 

the City's Floodplain Adrrrinistrator.141 The ground surface elevation at the site ranges from 

approximately 39 to 41.feet San Francisco City ~atum..142 The project site is not located within a Special 

Flood Hazard Area identified en San Francisco's Interim Floodplain ¥ap, nor is it adjacent to a shoreline 

that could be affected by sea level i;ffie.143,_144 

The Planning Department considers whether pro]ects located ID areas prone i:o floodillg - under existing 

conditions or future conditions with project~d sea-~evel rise - would expose people or structures to 

signifiCa:nt risks due to floodillg. However, in fb.e Ca1-ifornia Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air 

Quality Management District case decided ID 2015, the California Supieme Court determined that .CEQA 

does no~ generally require lead agencies to coilsider how existing hazards or conditions might impact a 

project's users or residents, except wher~ the project would exacerbate an existing environmental 

hazard.145 ~ccordillgly, hazards resulting from a project that places development in an existing or future 

flood hazard area are not consic;Iered impacts up.der CEQA unless the proj~ct would exacerbate the flood 

hazard. 

The project site is within the South of Market Flood Zone-an area that SFPUC has specifically identified 

as being prone to floodillg hazards as a result of the depth of sewer lines relative to the ground surface 

elevation of the properties they serve.146 However, during the building permit review process, the SFPUC · 

would require design features necessary to minimize the potenti~ of a sewer backup durmg st~rm events 

an9. minimize the potential of street storm flow from entering the property. 

141 San Francisco Administrative Code, Article XX, Section 2A280 through 2A.285. Available online at 
http://lilirary.am.legalcom/nxt/gateway.dll/Callfomia/planning/planrrlngcode?f=templates$.fn=d.efault.htm$3.0$vid=amle . 

· gal:sanfrancisco_ca.$sync=l, accessed May 30, 2016. . 
142 SanFrancisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City's zero point for surveying purposes at approximately ll.3feet 

above the current 1988 NorthAnierican Vertical Datum. Because tides a"remeasured£rommeanlowerlowwater (about 
3.1 feet below mean sea level [,MSL]), an elevation of 0 SFD is approximately 8.2 feet above MSL. . 

143 FEMA Preliminary Flood Insurance Rate Map, November 12, 2015. Available online at http://sfgsa.org/sites/default/ 
fllesADocument/SF_NE.pdf, accessed. May 30, 2016. · 

144 SFPUC, Oimate Stressors and Impact Bayside Sea Level Rise Mapping, Final Technical Memorandum. Prepared for 
SFPUC by the Sewer System Improvement Program,. Prepared by Program Management Consultant AECOM Contract 
CS-165, June 2014. · 

145 California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal41h369. 
146 San Francisco Planning Department, Plannmg Director Bulletin No. 4: Review of Projects in Areas Prone to Flooding, April. 

,2007. Available online at http://www.sf-plamring.org/ftp/files/puhlications_reporis/DB_04_Flood_Zones.pdf, accessed 
May 30, 2016. . 
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Areas located on fill or bay mud can subside to a point at which the sewers do not drain freely _during a . 

storm. (and sometimes during dry weat?er) and there can be backups or flooding near these streets and 

sewers. AE described m Topic 13, Geology and Soils, the project site is underlaln by approximately 7.5 to 

8.5 fe~t of artificial fill but would receive geoteclmical site preparations to improve soil stabiJ!ty. The 

SFPUC, as part of the building permit ;eview process, reviews project plans and make~ recommendations 

about how to prevent future flooding of mclividual properties. Requirements may mclude provision of a 

pump station for the sewage flow, raiSed elevation of entryways, and/or special sidewalk constrnction 

and the provision of deep gutters. The project sponsor would therefore be required to provide to SFPUC 

a hydrologic detemrination as to whether the proposed project and Variant 1 would te5ult in ground­

level flooding during sto~. If so, the sponsor would be required to ·comply wifu SFPUC post­

construction storm.water design guidelines as part of the permit approval process. These measures could 

also include raising the elevation of entryways, provi~g special sidewalk cons~ction, and constrncting 

deep gutters, among ofuers. Implementation of SFPUC requirements for projects m flood-prone zones as 

part of fue permit approval process would ensure that ~e proposed project and Variant 1 would not 

result in flood hazards that would endanger people or result m structural damage. Therefore, there 

would be no adverse impacts related to exacerbation of flooding cqnditions such that people or strnctures 

would be exposed to a significant risk fr?m future flooding as a result of the proposed project or Variant 

·1, arid no mitigation measures are necessary 

Impad: C-HY: The proposed project and Variant 1, in combination with other past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable. projecfs, would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts to hydrology .and water 
quality. (Less than Significant) 

AE stated above, the proposed project an~ Variant 1 would result in no adverse impacts or less~than­

significant impacts related to wat~ quality, groundwater levels, alteration of drainage patterns, capacity 

of drainage infrastructure;100-year flood zones, failure of da:rnS or levees, and/or seicli.e,,tsunami, and/or 

mudflow hazards. The proposed projecr and Variant 1 would adhere to the same water quality and 

9rainage co~trol requirements that apply to all land use development projects in San Francisco. Since all 

development projec;ts would be required to follow the same dewa~g and water quality regulations, as 

fue proposed_ project and Vari~t 1, pe8.k stormwater drainage r_ates and volumes for a !YV9-year 24:-Jiour 

design storm woul!1 gradually decrease over time with the implementation of new; conformmg, . 

development projects, meaning that no substantial adverse cumulative effects with respect to drainage 

patterns, water quality, stormwater runoff, or storm.water capacity of the combined sewer system -w;ould 

occur. 

Furfuer, fue limited use of groundwater in San Francisco wou}-d preclude any significant adverse 

cumulative effects to groundwater levels, and the proposed project and Variant 1 would not contribute to 

any cumulative effects wifu respect to groundwater. There are no dams or levees m San Francisco, and 

thus failure of dams or levees would not occur. ~ general, hazards related to 100-year flood zones, seiche, 

tsunami, and/or mudflows are extremely unusual in San Francisco and are thus typically not considered 

to be substantive issues such that any cumulative significant impacts .would be anticipated. Since . 

cumulative impacts are not anticipated, the proposed project and Variant 1 would not contribute to 

Case No. 2014.0926ENV 128 1270 Mission Street Project 



Initial Study 

cumulative effects. Therefore, the proposed project and Variant 1 would not comb:ine with other 

cumulative projects to create any significant cu:n;tulati.ve impacts. Cumulatj.ve impacts related to 

hydrology, water quality, and flooding would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are 

·necessary. 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

15. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS-
Would the project 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the D D D 0 
environment through the routine transport,. use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

b) Create a significant hazard to fue public or the D D D D 
environment ibrough reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involvmgthe release of hazardous 

· materials into the environment? 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or D D ·o l8l 0 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an ~g or proposed 
school? 

d) Ile located on a site which is included on a list of D D D l8l D 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to fue pub~ or 
the environment? 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan D D D D ~ 
. or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,. 
would the project result in asafelyhazardforpeople 
residing or working in fueproject area? 

f) For a projectwithin the vicinity of a private airstrip, 0 D . D D ~ 
would the project result in a safet:y-hazar\l for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere D D D D 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

h) Expose people or structures to asignificantrisk of D D. D D 
loss, injury or death involvmg fires? 

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area or in.the vicinity of a private airship. 

Therefore, Qriestions 15e and 15f are not applicable. 

Impact HZ-1: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not create a significant hazard to the public _or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. (Less than Significant) 

Construction activities would require the use of limited quantities of hazardous materials suCh as fuels, oils, 

solvents, paints, and other common construction materials. The G.ty would require fhe projed: sponsor and 
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its contractor to implement Best Management Practices {BMPs) as part of fueir grading pem:ri.t 

requirements, including hazardous materials management measures, which would re.duce ~e hazardS 

associated with short-term construction-related transport, and. use and disposal of hazardous matetjals to 

less-than-significant levels. In addition, the handling and use of hazardous materials is governed by federal, 

state, and local laws.147 

Once constructed, fue proposed project and Variant lwould likely result in fue u.Se of common types of 

hazardous materials typically associated 'with retail/restaurant and residential uses, such as cleaning 

products and disinfectants. These products are labeled to inform us~s of their potential risks and to inst:i:u.ct 

them. in appropriate.handling and disposal procedures. However, most of these materials are consumed 

furough use, resulting in relatively little waste. Businesses are required by law to ensure ~ployee safety by 

identifying hazardous materials in the workplace, providing safety information to workers who handle 

hazardous materials, and adequately training workers. For fuese reasons, hazardous materials used during 

project operation would not pose ari.y substm;ttial pubJ,i.c health or safety hazards resulting from haza:rdous 

materials. Thus, the proposed project and Variant 1 would result in less-than-significant :imp!lcts related to 

the use of hazardous materials and no· mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact HZ-2: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment fhrough reasonably foreseeable condifions involving the release of hazardo:us materials into 
the envirOrun.ent (Less than Significant) 

The project site is loC!lted just outside of the area of San Francisco governed by Article '22A of the San 

Francisco Health Code, also known as the Maher Ordinance, which is administered an(J_ overseen by the 

San Francisco Depa:r:tment of Public-Health.148 The Maher Ordinance requires the project sponsor to retain 

the ~ervices of a qualified professional to prepare a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) in order 

to assess the potential for encountering subsurface contamination at the site. Although the project site is 

not subject to the requirements of the Maher .Ordinance, a Phase I was prepared. 

. . 
The Phase I ESA included: (1) ·a reconnaissance-level site visit to look for evidence of the release(s) of 

hazardous materials and petroleum products; (2) inquiry by telephone, visit, online databases, and /or 

written correspondence to regulatory agencies regarding bu?-ding or environmental permits, 

environmental violaP,ons, incidents and/or status of enforcement actions at the project site; (3) review of 

local, state, and ~ederal recor.ds pertinent to a ~hase I ESA; (4) review of relevant documents and maps 

regardiilg local geologic and hydrogeolo~c conditiorn~ and (5) review of historical documents including 

aerial photographs and topographical maps. 

147 Mimy federal, state, and local laws govern the handling and usage of hazardous materials, including but not limited to: 40 CFR 
355; 40 CFR 370; Health and Safety Code, Section 25531 through 25543.4; and the San Francisco Health Code, Article 21, · ' 

148 San. Francisco Plarrrrlng Deparlment, "Expanded Maher A:rea" Map, March 2015. Available on the internet at 
http://www.sf..plamring.org/ftp/files/publicati.ons_reports/library_of_cartography/Maher%20Map.pdf.. 
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According to historic somces, the project site was occupied by upholstery, cab:in,et, and metal shops as of 

1949_149By1974, the project site appears to have been vacant The 1984,Sanborn map shows the project 

site was still vacant with the exception of one small building located in the southeast comer. The project 

site remains in this configurationin the 1988, 1990, and 1999 Sanborn maps. 

No obs~rved evid~ce of any significant staining, spillage, and/or po~ded liquids or unconfined solids 

was discoV:ered ori the project site during site reconnaissance. No recognized environmental conditions 

associated with the storage .of hazardous materii:ils at. the project site were observed. No potential 

underground storage tanks (USTs), fill ports, or groundwater monitoring wells were noted at adjacent 

properties. No apparent signs of chemical releases or leaks were noted at any of the nearby facilities. 

·As noted in .the Phase I ESA, a regulatory agency database. report fu.dicates that facilities of environmental 

concern in the vicinity of the project site had no violations, were closed by the regulatory agency, were 

hydrologically cross-gradient or down-gradient, or were de~ed to be a significant distance {greater 

than a 1;4-niile) from the project site .. AB a result, these listings are not expected to pose an environmental 

ri.Sk to the project si~e and.are not discussed. The project site, itself, vyas not listed on any of the regulatory 

databases.150 

Asbestos-Containing Materials and Lead-Based Paint 

The project site is occupied by a building that was constructed in 1975. Buildings of this era commonly 

contain asbestos-containing materials (ACMs) within building materials such as ducting insulation, 

ceiling tiles, floor tiles, and qthers. The California Department of Toxic Substance Control considers 

asbestos hazardous and removal of ACMs required prior to demolition or construction activities that 

could resuli; in disturb~ce of these materials.. Asbestos-containing materials must be removed in 

accordanee with local and state regulations, BAAQMD, the California Occupational Safety· and Health 

Admiriistration (CAL OSHA), and California Department of Health Services requirements. Specifically, 

Section 19827.5 of the Clilifornia Health a:nd Safety Code, adopted January 1, 1991, requires that local 

agencie!l not issue dem<?lition or alteration permits until an applicant has demonstrated compliance :with 
notifi.c;:ati~n requirements under applicable _federal regulations regarding hazardous ill pollutants, 

including asbestos. The California l~gislatUie vests.the BAAQ~ with the <l;Uthbri~ to regulate airborne 

pollutants, including asbestos, through both inspection and law enforcement, and the BAAQMD is to be 

notified ten days in advance of any proposed demolition or abatement work Any asbestos-containing 

material disturbance at the project site would be subject to fue requirements of BAAQMD Regula!ion 11, 

. Rule 2: Hazardous Materials-Asbestos Demolition, Renovation, and Manufacturlng. The local office of 

CAL OSHA must also be notified of asbestos abatement to be carried out Asbestos abatement contractors 

must follow state regulations contame.d in Title 8 of California Code of Regulations Section 1529 and 

Sections 341.6 through 341.14, where there is asbestos related work involving 100 gsfor.more of ~sbestos­

containing material. The owner of the p~operty where abatement is to occur must have a Hazardous 

149 Langan Treadwell Rollo, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 1270 Mission Street, San Francisco, California, September 9, 
Wli . . 

150 State Water Resources Control Board, Geotracker Database, http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/map/?CMD=rum:eport& 
myaddress=1270+Missi.on%2.C+San+Francisco+CA.Accessed~ebrua:ry10,2016. 
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Waste Generator Number assigned by and registered with the Office of the California Deparbnent of 

Health S~ces. The contractor and hauler of the material are required to file a Hazardous W:aste 

Manifest that details the hauling of the material from the site and the disposal of it. Pursuant to California 

law, DBI would not issue the .required permit until the applicant has complied with the requirements 

described above. 

These regulations and procedures already established as part of fue building permit review process 

woulP, ensure that any potential ~pacts due to asbe1>tos wo\lld be reduced to a less-than-significant level 

· Therefore, no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Lead~Based Paint 

Similar to ACMs, lead-based paint was identified through earlier renovations and may still be prese~t :in 

areas that have not beeri renovated.151 Work that could result :in disturbance of lead paint must comply . . . 
with Section3426 of the San Francisco Bui1ding Code, Work Practices for Lead-Based Paint on Pre-1979 

'Buildings and Steel Structures. Where there is any work tliat may disturb or remove lead paint on the 

exterior of any b~ding qui!.t prior to 1979, Section ~6 requires specific notification and work standards,. 

and identifies prohibited w.ork methods and penalties. (The reader may be familiar· with noj:ices 

commonly placed on residential and other buildings :in San Francisco that are undergoing re-painting. 

These notices are generally affixed to a o/ape that cove~s all or portions of a building and are a required · 

part of the Section 3426 notification procedure.) 

Section 3426 applies to the ex~rior of all buildings or steel structures on which original construction was 

completed prior to. 1979 (which are assumed to h~ve lead-based paint on their surfaces, unless 

demonstrated otherwise through laboratory analysis), and to the interi~r of residential buildings, hotels, 

and child care centers. ·The ordinance contains performance standards, including establishment of 

containment barriers, at least as effective at protecting h~an health and the environment as those in the 

U.S. D~parbnent of Housing and Urban Development· Guidelines {the most recent Guidelines for 

Evaluation and Control of Lead--Based Paint Hazards) and identifies prohibited practices that may not be 

'used :in disturbances or removal of lead-based paint. Any person perfo:cn:ri?-g work subject to the.· 

ordinl!Ilce shall, to the maximum eXtent possible, protect the ground from contamina'ti.on during exterior 

work; protect floors and o~er horizontal surfaces from work debris during interior work; and mcike all 

reasonable efforts to prevent migration of lead paint contaminants beyond containment barriers. during 

the course of .the work. Clean--up Standards requJ:re the removal of visible work debris, :including the use 

of a High Efficiency Particulate Air Filter {HEPA) vacuum following interior work 

.The ord:in.ance also includes notification requirements and .. requirements for signs. Prior to the 

commencement of work, the responsibl~ partY must provide written notice to the Director of :pBI, of (he 

address and location of the project; the scope of work, including specific location within the site; methods 

and tools to be used; the approximate age of the structure; an?-cipated job start and completion dates for 

the work; whether the building is residential or nonresidential, owner-occupied or rental property; the 

151 Thid. 
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dates by which the responsible party has fulfilled or will fulfill any tenant or adjacent property 

notification requrrementsi and the name, addres~, telephone number, and pager number of the party who 

will. perform the work ·Further notice requirements include a Posted Stgn notifying the public of 

restricted access to the work area, a Notice to Residential Occupants, Availability of Pamphlet related to 

·protection from lead in the home, and Notice of Early Commencement of Work (by Owner, Requested by 

Tenant), and Notice of Lead Contaminated Dust or Soil, if applicable. Section3426 contains provisions 

regarding inspection and sampling for compliance by DBI, as well as enforcement, and describes 

penalties for non-compliance with the requirements of the ordinance. 

Demolition would also oe subject to the Cal OSHA Lead in Construction Standard (8 CcR Section 1532.l). 

'J;bis standard requires development and implementation of a lead compli~ plan when materials 

containing lead would be disturbed during construction. The plan must descnoe activities that could emit 

lead, methods that will be used to comply with the standard, safe work practices, and a plan to protect 

. workers from exposure to lead during construction activities. Cal/OSHA would require 24-hour notification 

if more than 100 square feet of rnat~rials contairring lead would be disturbed. 

Implementa:ti.on of. procedures reqajred by Section 3426 of the San Francisco Building Code and the Lead in 

Construction Standard would ensure that potential impacts of demolition or renovation of structures 

with lead-based paint would be less than significant Therefore, no :mitigation measures are necessary. 

Construction 

Use of hazardous materials during construction activities would adhere to the City's grading permit 

requirements, as stated above under Topic 13, Geology and Soils, which require the project sponsor and 

its contractor to implement BJY.IPs as pa):t of construction specifications. These BMPs would mclude 

hazardous materials use, storage, and disposal measures that would limit the potential for upset and 

accident conditions in order to protect water quality. As a result, the potential for accidental releases 

. during construction would be rrUnimized. 

Based on mandatory compliance with existing regulatory requirements and the information and 

conclusions from the Phase I ESA and the regulatory requirements of construction and operation, the 

proposed project and Variant 1 would not result in a significant hazard to the public or environment from 

contaminated soil and/or groundwater, asbestos, o~ lead-based paint and the proposed project would 

result in a less-than-significant impact'With respect to these hazards. Therefore, the proposed project and 

Variant 1 would result in a less-than-significant ~pact on the public and environment 

Impact HZ-3: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within a quarter-mile of an existing or proposed school. 
(Less than Significant) 

Several schools are located within a quarter-mile of the project site, including the following: Judith Baker 

Child Development Center, at 685 Natoma Street, about 0.15 miles east of the project sitei Market Street 

Elementary School, at 5555 Market Street, about 0.10 miles north of the project site; Love & Lean'.1; Nursery 
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School, at 1419 Howard Street, about 0.2 miles south of the project site; Kids By The Bay Preschool, at 90 

7th Street, about 0.16 mil~ east of the project site; and the Presidio Knolls School, at 250 Tenth Street, 

~bou~ 0.23 miles south of the project site. 

The proposed project and Variant 1 would not result in the storage, handling, or disposal of signilicant 

quantities of hazardous materials. and would· not otherwise include any uses that would result in the 

substantive emissj.ons of hazardous substances. Any hazardous materials currently on the site, ·such as 

asbestos or lead-based paint, PCBs, and DEHP, would be removed during or prior to demolition of the 

existing building and prior to project construction, and would be handled in compliance with applicable 

laws and regulations, as described above. With adherence to these regulations, there would be no potential 

for such materials to affect the nE'.arest school Thus, the proposed project and Variant 1 wouid have a less­

fuan..significant impact related to hazp:rdous emissions or the handling of hazardous materials within a 

quarter mile of a school and no mitigation measures are necessary. · 

Impact HZ-4: The proposed project and Variant 1 is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. (No Impact) 

The project site is not on any available environmental databases as compiled by the California 

Department of Toxic Substances Control or the State Water Resomces Control Board pursuant to 

Government Code Section 65962.5. T.4e project site is not listed in: database reports from state and federal 

regulatory agencies that identify businesses and properti~ that handle or have released hazardous 

materials and/or waste.152 Therefore, the proposed project and Variant lwould have no :impact related to 

this criterion and no ~ligation measures are necess'.ITY· 

Impact HZ-5: The proposed project and V ari<lll;t 1 would not expose people or structures to a significant risk 
of loss, injury or death involving fires, nor niterfere with the :implementation of an emergency respo~e 
plan. (Less than Significant) 

San Francisco ensures fire safety primarily through provisions of the Building !llld Fire -Codes. Final 

. building plans ?re reviewed by the San Francisco Fire Department (as weU as _:the DBI), to ensure 

confoimance with.these provisions. fu this way, potential fue hazards, including those associated with 

hydrant water pressures and emergency access, would be addressed through the permit review process. 

Compliance with fire safety regulations would ensure that the proposed project and V arian.t 1 would not 

impair implem~tation of, or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response or emergency 

evacuation plan or expose people or structu:res to a significant risk of loss, injury ·or death involving fues. 

'Ibis impact would be less than sigID.ficant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

152. Langan Treadwell Rollo, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 1270 Mission Street, San Francisco, California, September 9, 
2014. 
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Impact C-HZ: The proposed project and Variant 1 would not make a considerable contribution to any 
camulati.ve significant effec!s related to hazardous materials. (Less than Significant) 

Impacts from. hazardous materials a:re gener<:ily site-specific and typically do not result in cumulative 

impacts because incidents tend to be infrequent and isolated. Any potential haza:rds occurring at nearby 

sites would be scibject to the same safety or remediation requirements ~sed for the proposed project 

· and Variant labove, which would reduce any hazardous effects to less-than-significant levels. As such, 

no cumulative impacts would octur, and the. proposed project and Variant l's impact related to hazards 

anq hazardous_ materials, both individually and cumulatively, would be less than significant and no 

mitigation meas?Ies are necessary. 

Less Than 
Potentially · Signiflcantwith Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

16. MINERAL AND ENE13-GY RESOURCES -
Would the project 

a) Result :in the loss of availability of a known µllneral D D D D ~ 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally- D D D D ~ 
important mineral resource recovery site delineated 
on a Io~al general plan, specific plan or other land 
use plan? 

c) Encourage activities which result in the use of large D D ~ D D 
amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a 
wasteful manner? 

All land in the City of San Francisco, including the project site, is designated by th~ CGS as 1vlineral 

Resource Zone Four (MRZ--4) under the Surface 1vlining and Reclamation Act of 1975. The MRZ-4 

designation mdicates that adequate information does not exist to assign the area to any other M:RZ; thus, 

the area is not designated to have significant mineral deposi.ts.153 The P.roject site has pre:viously been 

developed, and future evaluations· of the presence_ of minerals at this site would therefore not be affecter;i 

by the pr-oposed project and Variant 1. Further, the development and .operation of the proposed project 

and Variant 1 would not have an impact on any off-~.te operational mineral resource reco~ery sites. 

Therefore, Topics 16a and 16b are not applicable to the proposed project or Variant t 

153 California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, Sped.al. Report 146, Parts I and II (1986) and DMG 
Open File Report 96 03 (1996). Available oriline at http://www:conservation.ca.gov/cgs/minerals/mk/Pages/index.aspx, 
accessed May 30, 2016. 
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Impact M:E-1: The proposed project and 'vatjant 1 would not encourage activities that would result in the 
use of large am.ormts of fuel, water, or ene:rgy, or use these resources in a wasteful manner. (Less than 
Significant) · 

The proposed project and V arlant 1 would add new retail/restaurant and residential uses, and an increased 

interisity of use to the project site, although not to an extent fuat exceeds anticipated growth in the area AB a 

new building in San Francisco, the proposed project and. Variant 1 would be subject to the energy 

cqnservation standards included in the San Francisco Green Buil~g Ordinance that would reqillre the 

proposed project and V ~t 1 to meet a niunber of conservation standards, including installation of water 

efficient fixtures and energy efficient appliances, as well as the provision of features that encourage 

alternative modes of transportation, such as bicycle racks and car-share parlcing spaces. Documentation 

showing compliance with the San Francisco Green Building· Ordinance would be submitted with the 

application for the project's building perri:ri.t, and would be enforced by the DBI 

In ad~tion, the proposed project and Variant 1 would be required to comply wifh Title 24 o~ the California 

Corle of Regulati.ons, which regulates energy consumption for the heating, cooling, ventilation, and lighting 

of residential and nonresidenfuil buildings; it is enforced by the DBL Compliance wifh Title 24 and the San 

Francisco Gr~ Building Ordincince would ensure reduction in the use of fuel, water, and energy by the 

proposed project 

Therefore, the proposed project and V~t 1 would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, 

or energy, or result in the use of these resources in a wasteful manner, and effects related to the use of 

these resources would be less than siguilicanl:, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-:ME: The proposed project and Variant 1, in combination with other past, present or reasonably 
foreseeable projects, would not result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts on mineral and energy 
resources. (Less than Significant) 

No known minerals exist in fhe project site or in the vicinity, as all of San Francisco falls within :MRZ-4, as 

described a.Pove; therefore, no cumUlatiye impacts would occur with respect to mineral resources and the 

proposed project and Variant 1 would not contribute to any cumulative impact on mineral resources. Jn 

addition, the cUrn.ulative development projects identified in Table 2, and all land use development 

projects in the ci.fy would be required by the DBI to conform with Title 24 and the San Francisco Green 

Building Corle regarding minhnizing the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy by, for instance, 

installing energy efficient appliances and water efficient fixtures, which would preclude cumulative 

significant imP.acts on fuel, water, or energy. While statewide efforts are being made to :increase ~ower 
supply and to encomage energy conservation, the demand for energy created by the proposed project 

and Variant 1 would be insubstantial in the context of the total demand within San Francisco and the 

state, and would not require a major expansion of power facilities. The City also plans to reduce GHG 

emissions to 25. percent below 1990 levels by 2017, a:r_i.d ultimately· reduce. GHG emissions to 80 percent 

below 1990 levels by 2050, which would be achieved through a number of different strategies, 

including energy efficiency. Thus, the energy demand that would be created by the proposed project and 
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Variant 1 would not contribute to a cumulative impact. As such, the proposed project filul Variant 1, in 

combination with other past, present or reasonably foreseeable projects would result in less-ihan­

sigi:uficant impacts on fuel, water, and energy resources and no mitigation measures are necessqry. 

Topics: 

Patent/ally 
Significant 

/mp., cf 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Imp., ct 
No 

lmp"ct. 
Not 

Applicable 

17. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES: Jn determinlngwhe!her impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assess~ent Model 
(1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agric:ul.ture and 
fannland. Jn determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, 
leacl. agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the . 
state's in.;entory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; 
and forest carbon measurement methodology provided :in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. -
Would the project 

a) Convert Prime Farmland,. Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on tli.e 
maps prepared pursµantto the Fannland Mapping 
and

0

MonitoringProgramoftheCaliforniaResoi"rrces 
Agency, to non-agric:ul.tural. use? 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Wtlliarnson Act contract? 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause i:ezoning 
of, forestland (as defined:inPublicResources Code 
Section 12220(g)) or funbetland (as defined by 
Public Resources Code Section 4526)? 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 

e) Involve other changes ~the existing environment 
whlch, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of F~and to non-agricultural use or 
forest land to non-forest use? 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D D D 

D D D 

D D D 

D D D 

D D D 

The project site is lo.cated within an urbanized area of San Francisco. No land in San Francisco County has 

been designated by fue California Department of Conservation's Farmland Mappi?-g and ~orritoring 

Program as agricultural land. BecaU$e the project site does not contain agricultural uses and is not zoned 

for suclt uses, the pre>posed project and Variant 1 would not require the conversion of any land designated 

as prime farmland, unique farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use. The 

proposed project and Variant lwo:uJ.d not conflict with any existing agricultural zoning or Williamson 

Act contracts .. 154 No land in San Francisco is designated as forest land 9r timberland by the California 

Public Resources Code. Therefore, the proposed project and Variant lwould not conflict with zoning for 

forest land, cause a loss of forest land, or c~mvert forest land to a different use. For fuese reasons, Topics 

17 a,. 17b, 17 c, 17 d, and 17e are not applicable to fue proposed project 

154 San Fr~cisco is identified as ''Urban and. Built-Up Land" on the California Department of Conservation Jm.portant 
Farmland in California Map,2008. Available oriline afwww."consrv.ca.gov. AccessedonJanuary 23, 2016. 
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Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Signifir;ant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics; Tmpad Incorporated Tmpad Tmpar;f Applicable 

18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIACANCE-
Would the project 

a) · Have the potential to degrade the quality of the D D D D 
environment, substantially reduce the habilat of a 
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to elirninate a plant or anllnal co=unity, 
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important 
examples of ihe major periods of California history 
or prehistory? 

. b) Have impacts that would be individually limited, D D ~ D D 
but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively 
considerable" :i;neans ihat the incremental effects of a 
project are cor\$iderable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, 11Il:d the effects of probable future 
projects.) 

c) Have environmental effects that would cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either '. 

D D D D 

directly or indirectly? 

·The foregoing analysis identifies potentially .sigriificant impa~ related to archaeological resources and 

construction air' quility, which would all be mitigated through implementation ohnitigation measures 

. identified below and described within Section E. 

. a) As discussed in the various topics :in this Ioitial Study, the proposeq project and Variant 1 are 
anticipated to have less-than-significant impacts on the environmental topics discussed: The 
proposed project and Variant 1, however, could have potentially significant impacts resulting 
from disturbance to archeological resources, tribal cultural resources, and construction air 
quality. These impacts would be mitigated through implementation of Ivli'tigation Measures M­
CR-2, J:v.r-CR.-3, M-AQ-2, ~Q. M-AQ-4 to ~ess-than-significant levels, as described within s.ecii~n . 
E. 

b) The proposed project in combination with the past, present and foreseeable projects as described 
in Section E, would not result in cumulative impacts to land use, aesthetics, population and 
housing, transportation and circulation, noise, air quality, GHG emissions, wind and shadow, 
recreati9n, utilities and service systems, public services, biological resources, geology and soils, · 
hydrology and water quality, hazards and hazardous materials, mineral and energy resources, 
and agricultural and forest resources. 

c) The proposed project, as discussed :in Section C (Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans) 
and Section E, Topic 1 (Land Use and Land Use Planning) would ]Je generally consistent with 
local and zoning requirements. Ivlitigation Measures M-CR-2, J:v.r-CR-3, M-AQ-2,_ and M-AQ-4 
would address Cultural resources and air quality impacts. Implementation of these mitigation 
measures would reduce any impact to elimh~ate important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory and construction-related air quality issues to less-than-significant 
levels. · 
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F .. MITIGATION MEASURES AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

The· following mitigation measures have been identified to reduce potentially si~cant impacts 

resulting from the proposed project to less-than--signifi.cant levels. Improvement measures recommended 

to reduce or avoid less-fuan-significant impacts are also identified below. Accordingly, the project 

sponsor has agreed to implement all mitigation and improvement measures described below. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeology R!;!sources (Monitoring) 

Based on the reasonable potential ~t archeologic;u resourc~ may be present within the project 
site, the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any pptenlially significant adverse effect 
from the proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. The project spm;umr shall. 
retain the services of an archeological consultant from the rotational Department Qualified 
Archeological Co~ultants List (QACL) maintained by the Plaruring Department archeologist The 
project sponsor shall contact the Department archeologist to obtain the names and contact 
information for the next three archeologi~ consultants on the QACL. The archeological consultant 
shall undertake an arCheological monitoring program.. All plans and reports prepared by the 
consultant as specified hercin shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and 
c~n~1me:nt, and shall be considered draft ;reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO. 
Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by this measure could suspend 
construction of the project for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the 
suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the 
only feasible means to reduce to a less than significant level potentiql effects on a significant 
archeologicalresource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect 15064.S (aj and (c). · 

Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an archeological site.155 associated with 
descendant Native Americans or the Overseas Chinese an appropriate representativel59 of the 
descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted. The representative. of the descendant group 
shall be given the opportunity to monitor archeological' field investigati~ns of the site and 'to 
consult with ERO regarding apprepriate archeological treabnent of the site, of re~overed data from 
the site, and,. if applicable, any :interpretative treabnent of the associated. archeological site. A copy 
of the Final· Archeological Resources Report shall ·be provided to the .representatiye·. of the 

·descendant group. 

Archeol.ogical .monitoring program (AMP). The .archeological monitoring program shall.mllrimally 
.include the following provisions: 

• The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the 
AMP reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing activities commencing. The ERO in 
consultation with the project archeologist shall determine what project activities shall be 
archeologically monitored. In most cases, any_ soils disturbing activities, such as demolition, . . 

155 By the rerm "archeological site'' is intended here to :minimally include any archeological deposit,. feature, burial, or 
evidence of burial . 

156 An "appropriate representative" of the descendant group is here defined to mean,. in the. case of Native Americans, any 
individual listed in the current Native American C!Jntact List for the City and Counfy of San Francisco maintained by the 
California Native American Heritage Commission and in the case of the Overseas c::hll)ese, the Clrlnese Historical 
Society o~ America. . 
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foundation removal, excavation, gracling, utilities installation, foundation work, driving of piles 
(foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require archeological monitoring because 
of the potential risk fuese activities pose to archeological resouxces and to fueir depositional 
context; 

• The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the alert for evidence of 
fue presence of fue expected resource(s}, of how tO identify fue evidence of fue expected 
resoci:rce(s), and of fue appropriate protocol in fue event of apparent discovery of an archeological 
resource; 

• The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule agreed 
upon by the archeological consultant <µid fue ERO until fue ERO has, in consultation wifu fue 
archeological consultant, determined fuat project construction activities could have no effects on 
significant arche?logical deposits; · 

• · The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples and 
arfifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis; 

• If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils distuxbing _activities in the :vicinity of fue 
deposit shall cease. ·The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily recfuect 
demolition/excavation/pile driving/consb:uction crews and heavy equipment until fue deposit is 
evaluated. If in the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological 
monitor has cause to believe fuat fue pile drivmg activity may affect an archeological resouxce, 
fue pile drivmg ac~vity shall be terminated until an appropriate evaluation of fue resource h~ 
been made in consultation wifu fue ERO. The archeological consultant shall immediately notify · 
the ERO of fue encountered archeological deposit The · archeological consultant shall, after 
making a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the encoimtered 
archeological deposit, present fue finclings of this assessment to the ERO. 

If fue ERO in consultation wifu fue archeological consultant. determines fuat a significant 
archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected by fue propos~d 
project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either: 

A) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to avoid any adverse. effect on the sigrrificant 
archeological resource; or 

B) An archeological data recovery p~ogram shall b~ implemented, unless fue "ERO determines fuat · 
the archeological resource is ·of. greater interpretive ·than research Significan~ and fuat 

. interpretive us.e of the resoutce is .feas.ibie. 

If an artjleological data iecovery program is required by the ERO, the archeological data recovery 
program shall be conducted in accord with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP): The 
project archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on fue scope of 
fue ADRP. The archeological consultant shall prepare a draft ADRP that shall be submitted to fue 
ERO for review and approval. The ADRP shall identify how the propose9- data recovery program 
will preserve the significant infonnation·fue archeological resource is expected to contain. That is, 
the ADRP will identify what scientifi:c/hiStorical research ~estions are applicable to fue expected 
resoµrce, what data classes the resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes 
would address the applicable research questions. Data recovery, ill general, should be limited to 
the ·portions of fue historical property fuat could be adversely affected by the proposed project 
Destructive data recovery mefuods shall not be applied to portions of the archeological resources if 
nondestructive methods are practical 

Case No. 2014.0926ENV 140 1270 Mission Street Project 



!nifial Study · 

The scope of fhe ADRP shall include the following elements: 

• Field M.ethods and Procedures. Descriptio~ of proposed field strategies, procedures, and 
.operations. 

• Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact 
analysis procedures. · 

• Discard and Deai;:cessi.on Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post-field discard and 
deaccession policies. 

Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive program during the 
course of fhe archeological data recovery program. 

• Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect fhe archeological resource from 
vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally damaging activities. 

· • Final Report Description of proposed report format and distn'bution of results. 

• Curati.on. Description of the procedures and recommendations for fhe curation of any recovered 
data having potential research value, identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a 
summary of the accession policies of fhe curation facilities. · 

Human. Remains, Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. Th~ treatment of human remains and of 
associated or unassociated fm:erary objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall 
comply with applicable State and Federal Laws, including immediate notification of fhe Coroner of 
fhe City and Co~ty of San Francisco and in fhe event of fhe Coroner's determination fhat.fhe human 
remains are Native American remains, notification of fhe California State Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most likely Descendant (MID) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 
5097.98). The archeological consultant, projeP: sponsor, ERO, and MLD shall have up to but not 
beyond six days of discovery to make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for fhe treatment 
of human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects wifh appropriate dignity. (CEQA 
Guidelines. Sec. 15064.S(d)). The agreement should take into consideration ·the appropriate 
excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, curation, possession, and final disposition of fhe human 
remains and as~ociated or unassociated funerary objects. Nothing~ existing State regulations or in 
ihis mitigation measure compels fhe project sponsor and fhe ERO to accept ~commendations of an 
MLD. The archeological consultaJ:!t shall retain possession of any Native Americ~ human remains 
and associated or unassociated burial objects until completion of any scientific analyses of fhe human 
remains or objects as specified in fhe treatment agreement if such as agreement has been made or, 
ofherwise, as determined by the archeological consultant and the ERO. · 

Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final 
Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to fhe ERO fhat evaluates the historical significance of any 
discovered archeological resource and describes fhe archeological and historical research mefhods 
employed in-fhe ar4teologiCal testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information 
that may put at risk any archeological resource spall be provided in a separate removable insert 
within fhe draft final report 

Copies of fhe Draft FARR shall be sent to fhe ERO for review and approval. Once approved by the 
ERO copies of fhe FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archeological Site Survey 
Norfhwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and fhe ERO shall receive a copy of 
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the transmittal of the FARR to ihe NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning 
Department shall receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of 
the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 s~es) and/or 
documentation for nomination to ihe National Register of Historic Places/California Register of 
Historical Resources. ht :instances of high public Merest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a 
different final report content, format, and distribution fuan that presented above. 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-4: Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program 

If the ERO determines that a significant archeological resource is present, and if in consultation 

with the affiliated Native American tribal representatives, ihe ERO determines fuat the resource 

co~titutes a tribal.cultural resource (TCR) ru;id that the resource could be advi:;rsel.y affe~ted by the 

proposed project, the proposed project shall be redesigned so as to avoid any adverse effect ·on the 

signi.fi,cant tribal rnltural resource, if feasible. 

If the Environmental Review Officer (ERO), if iri consultation with the affiliated Native American 

tribal representatives and the Project Sponsor, dete~ that preservation-in-place of the tribal 

cultural resources is not a sufficient or feasible option, the Project Sponsor shall implement an 

. interpretive program of the TCR in consultation with affiliated tribal representatives. An 

interpretive plan produced in ·consultation with the ERO and affiliated tnoal representatives, at a · 

minimum, and approved by the ERO _would be required to guide the interpretive program. The 

plan shall identify, as appropriate; proposed locations for installations or displays, the proposed 

content and materials of those displays or installation, the producers or artists of the displays or 

installation, and a l~ng-tei:m maib.tenance program. The interpretive program may include artist 

installations, preferably by local Native American artists, oral histories with local Native 

Ai;nericans, artifacts displays and interpretation, and educational panel.s or other informational 

displays: 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality 

The project sponsor or the project sponsor's Contractor shall comply with fue following for 
construction of either fue proposed project or Variant 1: 

A Engine Requirements .. 

5. All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for mor~ 1han 20 total hours over 
the entire duration of construction activities shall have engines fuat meet or exceed either 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) or California Air Resources Board (ARB) 
Tier 2 off-road emission standards, and have been reqofitted with an ARB Level 3 Verified 
Diesel Emissions Control Strategy, Equipment with engines meeting Tier 4 Ip.terim or Ti.er 
4 Final off-road emission standards automatically meet this requirement. 

6. Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel. engines shall be 
prolu"bited. 

i Diesel. engines, whether for off~road or on-road equipment, shall not be left idling for more 
than two minutes, at any location, except as provided in exceptions to the applicable state 
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regulations regarding id1ing for off-road and on-road equipment (e.g., traffic conditions, 
·safe operating conditions). The Contractor shall post legi.ble and visible signs in English, 
Sp~, and Chinese, in designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind 
operators of the two minute idling limit 

8. The Contractor shall instruct construction workers and equipment operators on the 
maintenance and hming of construction equipment, and require that such workers and 
operators properly maintain and tune eqllipment in accordance with manufacturer 
specifications. 

B. Waivers. 

3. The Planning Department's Environmental Review Officer or designee (ERO) may waive 
the alternative sou:rce of power requirement of Subsection (A)(2) if an alternative source of 
power is limited or infeasible at the project site. If the ERO grants the. waiver, the 
Contractor must submit documentation that the equipment used for onsite power 
generation meets the requirements of Subsection (A)(l). 

4. The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subsection (A)(l) if: a particular piece 
of off-road equipment with an ARB Level 3 VDECS is technically not feasible; the 
equipment would not produce desired ·emissions reduction due ·to expected operating 
modes; installation of the equipmeJ?.t would create a safety hazard cir impaired visif?ility for 
the operator; or, there is a compelling emergency need to use off-road equipment that is not 
retro.fitted with an ARB Level 3 VDECS. If the ERO grants the waiver, the Contractor must 
use the next cleanest piece of off-ro!'ld equipment, according to the Table below. 

Table -.Off-Road Equipment Compliance Step-down Schedule 

Compliance 
Engine Emission Standaxd ·Emissions Control 

Altemalive 

1 Tier2 ARB Level.2 VDECS 

2 Tier2 ARB Level 1 VDECS 

3 Tier2 Alternative Fuel* 

How to use the table: If the ERO determines that the equipmeotrequiremeots cannot be met, 
then the project sponsor would need lo meet Compliance Alternative 1. If the ERO delemllnes 
that the Contractor cannot supply off.,,oad equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then 
the Contractor must meet Compliance .Alternative 2 If the ERO deterntlnes that the Contractor 
cannot supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then the Contractor must 
meet Compliance .Alternative 3. · 

.. Alternative fuels are not a VDECS. 

C. Constructi.on Emission.s Minimization PT.an. Before starting on-site construction activities, the 
Contractor shall submit a Construction· Errri,ssions- :Minimization Plan (Plan) to the ERO for 
revie~ and approval. The Plan sl:uill state, in reasonable detail, how the Contractor will rq_eet the 
requirements of Section A. 

4. The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase, with a description of 
i:;ach piece <?f off-road equ;ipment required for every construction phase. The description 
may include, but is not limited to: equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment 
identification number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, 
engine serial number; and expect~d fuel usage . and hou:rs of operation. For VDECS 
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installed, the descij.ption may include: technology type, serial number, make, model, 
manufacturer, ARB verification number level, and installation date and hour meter reading 
on installation date. For off-road equipmen~ using alternative fuels, the description shall 
also specify the type of alternative fuel being used. 

5. The ~O shall ensure that all applicable requirements of the Plan have been incorporated 
into the contract specifications. The Plan shall include a certification statement that the 
Contractor agrees to comply fully with the Plait. 

6. The Contractor shall make· the Plan available to the public for review on-site during 
w~rking hours, The Contractor shall post at the construction site a legible and visible sign 
summarizing the Plan. The sign shall also state that the public may ask to :inSpect the Plan · 
for the project at any time during working hours and shall explaln. how to request to 
inspect the Plan. The Contractor shall post at least one copy of the sign in a visible1ocation 
on each side of the construction site facing a public right-of-way. 

D. Monitoring. After start of Construction Acj:ivities, the Co;ntractor shall submit quarterly reports 
to ihe ERO documenting compliance wiih the Plan. After completion of construction activities 
and prior to receiving a final certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor shall submit to the 
ERO ~ final report summarizing construction activities, including the start and end dates and 
duration of each ~o:nstruction phase, and the specific information required in the Plan. 

Mitigation Me~sure .M-AQ-4: Best Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators 

The project sponsor shall ensure that ihe backup diesel generator meet or exceed one of ihe 
following emission standards for particulate matter: (1) Tier 4 certified engine, or (2) Tier 2 nr Tier 3 
certified ·engine ~t is equipped with a California Air Resources Board (ARB) Level 3 Verified 
Diesel Emissions Control Strategy (VDECS). A nqn-verified diesel emission control strategy may be 
used if the filter has the same particulate matter reduction as the identical.ARB verified model and 
if th~ Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) approves of its use. The project 
sponsor shall submit documentation of compliance with the BAAQMD New Source Review 
permitting process (Regulation 2, Rule 2, and Regulation 2, Rule 5) and the emission standard 
requirement of thls mitigation II1,easure to the Planning Department for review and approval prior 
to issuance of a permit for a backup diesel generator from any City ageno/· · 

Improvement Measures 

Irii.provement Measure I-TR-1: Implement Transportation Demand Management Strategies to 
Reduce Single Occupancy Vehicle Trips 

The project sponsor and subsequent property owner. has agreed to implement a Transportation 
Demand Management (TOM) Program that seeks to m:iniinize the number of single occupancy 
vehicle trips (SOV) generated by ihe proposed project and Variant 1 for the lifetime of .the project 
The IDM Program targets. a reduction in SOV trips by encouraging persons to select other modes 
of transportation, including: walking, bicycling, transit, car-share, carpooling and/or oilier modes. 

Identify TDM Coordinator 
The project .sponsor should identify a TDM coordinator for the project site. The TDM Coordinator 
is responsible for the implementation and ongoing operation of all other TOM measures described 
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below. The TDM Coordlnator could be a brokered service through an existing transportation 
rrumagement assC?ciation (e.g. the Transportation M~agement Association of San Francisco, 
TMASF), or the TDM Coordinator could be an existing staff member (e.g., property manager); the 
TDM Coordinator does not have to wo:i:k full..tim:e at the .project site. However, ip.e TDM 
Coordinator should be the single point of contact for all transportation-related questions from 
building occupants and City staff. The TDM Coordinator should provide TDM training to other 
building staff about the rransportation amenities and options available at the project site and 
nearby. · 

Transportation and Trip Planning Tu.formation 
• Move-in packet: Provide a transportation insert for the move-ill packet that includes information 

on transit service (local and regional, schedules and fares), information on where transit passes 
could be purchased, :information. on the 511 Regional Rideshare Program and nearby bike and 
car-share programs; and information on where to find a~ditlonal mobile- or web-based 
alternative rransportation materials (e.g., Ne:KtMuni phone app ). This move-in packet should be 
continuously updated as local transpo_rtation options change, and fu.e packet should be· 
provided to each new building occupant Provide Muni maps, San Francisco Bicycle and 
Pedestrian maps upon request 

Data Collection 
• ·city Access. As part of an ongoing effort to quantify the efficacy of TDM meaSllres, City .staff 

may need to access fue project site (including the garage) to perform trip counts, and/or 
intercept surveys and/or .other types of data collectioIL All on-site activities shall be 
coordinated fbrough fue TOM Coordinator. The project sponsor assures future access to fue 
site by City Staff. Providing access to existing developmel)ts for data collection purposes is also 
enco~aged. · 

Bicycle Measures 
• Parking: Increase fue numper of on-site secured bicycle parking beyond Planning Code 

requirements and/or provide additional bicycle facilities ill the public right-of-way in on public 
right-of-way locations adjacent to or within a quarter mile of fue project site (e.g., sidewalks, 
on-street parking spaces). 

I 

• ·Bay Area Bike Share: The project sponsor shall cooperate with the San Francisco Mrinidpal 
Transportation Agency, San Francisco Peparbnent of Public Works, and/or Bay Area Bike 
share (agencies) and allow :installation of'a bike share station in the public right-o_f-way along 
the project's frontage. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-2a: Monitoring and Abatement of Queues 
. . 

As an improvement measure to reduce fue potential for queuing of vehicles accessing the project 
site, it shall be the responsibility of the project sponsor or subsequent property owner to ensure that 
recurring vehicle queues do not occur adjacent to the ~te (i.e., along N.lission or Laskie Strei:ts). . 

Because the proposed project would include a new off-street parking facility with more than 
20 parking spaces (excluding loading and car:share spaces), the project is subject to conditions of 
approval set forth by fue San Francisco Planning Deparbnent to address the monitoring and 
abatement of queues. 
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It shall be the responsibility of the owner/operator of any off-street p_arlcing facility with more than 
20 parking spaces (exclucling loacling and car-share spaces) to ensure i:hat recurring vehicle queues 
do not occur on the public right-of-way. A vehicle queue is defined as one or more vehicles 
(destined to the parking facility) blocking any portion of any public street, "alley or sidewalk: for a 
consecutive period of three minutes or longer on a daily or weekly basis. 

If a recurring queue occurs, the owner/operator of the parking facility shall employ abatement 
methods as needed to abate the queue. Appropriate abatement methods will vary depending on 
the characteristics and causes of the recurring queue, as well as the characteristics of the pa:dcing 
facility, the street(s) to whkh the facility connects, and the associated land uses (if applicable). 

' . 

Suggested a,batement methods include but are not limited to the following: redesign of facility to 

improve vehicle circulation and/or on-site queue capacity; ·employment of parking attendants; 
instctlJ.ation of LOT FULL signs with active. management by parking attendants; use . of valet 
parking or other space-efficient parking techniques; use ~f off-site parking facilities o~ shared 
parking with nearby uses; use of parking occupancy sensors and signage directing drivers to 
available spaces; travel demand management strategies such as additional bicycle pa:dcing, 
custm;ner shuttles, delivery services; and/or parking demand management strategies such as 
parking time limits, paid parking, time-of-day parking surcharge, or validated parking. · 

If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, suspects that a recurring queue is present, the 
Department shall notify the property owner :in Wljting. Upon request, the owner/operator ~hall hire 
a qualified transportation consultant to evaluate the conditions at the site for no less tJ:i.an seven. 
days. The consultant shall prepare a monitoring' report to be submitted to the Department for 
review. If the Department determines that a recurring queue does exist, the facility owner/operator 
shall have 90 da}rs from the da~e of the written determination to abate the queue. 

Imp~ovement Measure I-TR-2b: Installation of Roadwaytrraffic Devices on Mission Street 

As an improvement measure to create a right-in/right-out operation and encourage drivers to abide 
by these turning restrictions in order to access Laskie Street from Mission Street as well as to exit 
from Laskie Street to _.Mission .Street, the SFMTA shall consider the following off-site, 
roadway/traffic treatments: 

• fustallation of raised _delineators (ie., flexible traffic separator) and road bumps within the 
double-striped median along Mission Street to serve as a physical barrier and preclude vehicles 
:in the eastbound Mission Street direction from turning left (northboUI_td) to Laskie .Street as 
well as preclu~ vehicles :in the southbom;id Laskie Street direction from turning left 
(eastbound) to Mission Street; 

• fustallation of signage in the eastbound Mission Street direction to notify drivers of "No Left 
Turn" to reinforce that left-turning movements from eastbound :Mission Street to northbound 
Laskie Street is p~olu'bited; · 

• fustallation of signage in the southbound Laskie Street direction to notify drivers of "No Left 
Turn" and/or "Right Turn Only'' to reinforce that left-turning movements from s~uthbound 
1'..askie Street to eastbound Mission Street is prohibited; 
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• Installation of a "STOP" sign and bar along the southbound Laskie Street approach at the 
intfi!:[section of ~ssion Street to notify drivers to come to a complete stop and yield to any 
passing pedestrians and wait for a proper gap in the westbound :Mission Street traffic stream 
prior to exiting Laskie Street; and . 

• Installation of a "Keep dear'' roadway marking along the two westbound :Mission Street travel 
lanes at the intersection of Laskie Street. Such markings would restrict vehicles along 
westbound Mission Street from stopping/queuing at the intersection and allow for increased 
accesSioility for vehicles attempting to turn right (westbound) to :Mission Street from Laskie 
Street. 

It is noted that installation of the above-mentioned roadway/traffic treatments require approval 
and installation by SFMTA, and other feasible treatments may also be considered, as appropriate. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-Zc: Coordination of Move-in/Move-Out Operations, Large 
Deliveries, and Garbage Pick-Up Operations 

To reduce the potential for parking of delivery vehicles within the travel lane acljacent to the curb 
lane on Mission Street or along Laskie Street (in the event that the on- and off-street loading spaces 
are occupied), residential move-in and move-out activities and larger deliveries shall be scheduled 
and coordinated through building .management. For cafe/restaurant uses, appropriate delivery 
times shall be scheduled and shall be restricted to occur before 7:00 a.m.., and between the hours of 
10:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.., and no deliveries shall occur after 4:00 p.m.. to avoid any conflicts with 
peak commute period traffic as well as pedestrians and bicyclists on acljacent streets and sidewalk 
areas. 

For the small building option, the project spon8or shall enforce strict truck size regulations for use 
of the off-street loading space in the proposed .freight loading area Truck lengths exceeding 17 feet 
shall be proluDited from entering the parking garage and shall utilize existing on-street loading 
space along Mission Street, adjacent to the project site. All service/freight deliveries for the large 
building option shall occur on Mission Street Appropriate signage shall be located at the parking . 
garage entrance to. notify drivers of truck size regulations and notify drivers of the on-street 
loading spaces on :Mission Street The project_ sponsor shall notify building management and 
related staff, and retail tenants of imposed iplck size limits in the proposed freight loading area. 

Building management staff shall notify drivers of large trucks of proper loading procedures. 
Because large trucks would be required to utilize the existing loading space on the north side.of 
Mission Street (adjacent to the project site),· or if approved by SFMIA, the three on-street loading 
spaces, building management shall require at least one (1) additional building staff member to 
safely guide the truck driver and assist in maneuvering the truck within the loading zone. The 
truck driver and building staff member(s) would be responsible for placing traffic safety cones or 
related devices along the parking lane on Mission Street to pr9vide an adequate buffer or sp!icing 
between the truck and moving vehicles on the street and to avoid large trucks from blocking Laskie 
Street or other nearby land uses. · 

Appropriate move-in/move-out and loading procedures shall b~ enforced to avoid any blockages 
of any streets adjacent to the project site over an extended period of time and reduce any potential 
conflicts between other vehicles and users of adjacent streets as well as movers and pedestrians · 
walking along Mission Street or Laski.e Street. Curb parking on Mission Street shall be reserved 
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through SFMfA or by directly contacting the local 311 service. It is recommended that residential 
move-:in/move-out activities be scheduled during weekday midday hours between 10:00 am. and 
4:00 p.m. and/or on we~kends to avoid any potential conflicts with peak commute period traffic 
and all users of adjacent roadways. Large trucks used for residential move-io/move-out operations 
shall be prohibited from parking along Laskie Street and such activities shouid occur along the 
curbside space on the north side of Mission Street, adjacent to the project site. In the event small 
trucks are utilized for such acti~ties (ie., trucks less than 17 feet long and less than 8 feet wide), 
these vehicles shall utilize the off-street parking spaces within the garage or the service/delivery 
space (only for the small building option), as appropriate. 

The project sponsor shall coordinate with Recology and enforce strict garbage pick-i;tp periods. 
Such pick-up times shall be restricted to occur before 7:00 am., and between the hours of 10:00 am. 
and 2:00 p.m., and no garbage pick-up activities shall occur after 3:00 p.m. to avoid any conflicts 
with vehicle traffic and pedestrians on Mission or Laslie Streets. Specific loading procedures (as 
described above) shall also ~e enforced for Recology vehicles during garbage pick-up :i::e:ijods. 

Improvement MeasUie I-TR-2d: Construction Truck Deliveries During Off-Peak Periods 

Any construction traffic occrn:rlng between 7:00 am. and 9:00 a.m. or between 3:30 p.m. and 
6:00 p.m. would coincide with peak hour traffic and could temporarily impede traffic and transit 
flow, although :ft would not be considered a significant impact. Limiting truck movements to the 
hours between 9:00 am. and 3:30 p.m. (or other times, if approved by SFMTA) would further 
minimize disruption of the general traffic flow on adjacent streets during the am. and p.m. peak 
·periods. 

As required, the project sponsor and construction contractor(s) shall meet with the Sustainable 
Streets Division of the SFMTA, fue Fire Department, Murri, and the Planning Department to 
determine feasible measures to reduce traffic congestion, :including potential transit disruption, and 
pedestrian circulation impacts during construction of the project To nrinirnize· cumulative traffic 
impacts due to project construction,. the project sponsor shall coordinate with construction 
contractors for any concurrent nearby projects that are planned for construction or which later 
become known. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-2e: Construction Management Plan 

In addition to items required in the Constru,ction Management Plan, the project sponsor shall 
include the following: 

• Carpool and Transit Access for Construction Workers - As an improvement measure fo 
minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction workers, the 
construction contractor shall include methods to encourage carpooling and transit use to the 

.. project site by construction workers in the Construction Management Plan contracts. 

• Project Construction Updates - Af! an ffilprovement measure to minimize construction ffil.pacts 
on nearby businesses, the project sponsor shall provide regularly-updated information 
(typically in the form of website, news articles, on-site posting, etc.) regarding project 
construction and schedule, as well as cont'.3.cf: information for specific construction inquiries or 
concerns. 
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lnitial Study 

Improvement Measure 1-TR-5: Installation of Traffic Calming Devices at Basement. Garage 
Driveway Lane 

As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between vehicles exiting the basement 
garage an~ pedestrians traveling along the west sidewalk of Laskie Street, the project sponsor 
shall install appropriate traffic calming devices (e.g., speed bump~ rumble strips, "slow· speed" 
signage, etc.) at the exiting travel lane along the garage driveway to reduce vehicle speeds of 
existing vehicles traveling out of the basement parking garage and to further reduce potential 
vehicle-pedestrian, conflicts. 

G. PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 

On February 25, 2016, the Plamring Deparbnent mailed a No*e of Project Receiving Envirorunental 

Review to property owners within 300 feet of the project site, adjacent tenants, and other potentially 

interested parties. Comments were received in regard to the proj~ct design and height, proximity to the . 

AV A building at 55 Ninth Street, and noise and air quality concerns during the construction period. 

These comments ha".e been taken into account in the preparation of tlris Initial Study. 
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H .. DETERMINATION 

On the basis of this Initial Study: 

0 I find fliat the proposed project COULD NOT have a signifu::ant effect on the environment, and 
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

~ I find that although the proposed project: could have a significant effect on the enviroru;1.te:nt, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions m the project have been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGAlli'E DECLARATION · 
wilfbe prepared. 

. . 
0 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMP ACT REPORT is required. 

0 Ifind that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact'' or "potentially 
significant unless :tnitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 

· adequately analyzed ht ;m eadier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and2) has 
been addressee{ by :tnitigation meru;ures b~d on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVJRONMENTAL IMP ACT REPORT is :required, but it must analyze only the 
effects. that remain to be addressed. 

0 I find that although the proposed project cmiM have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier ElR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursu?Dt to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoid~d o~ 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or 1'TEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or. 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon tJ:ie proposed project, no further environmental 
doCUfnentatlon is required. 

DATE: 

Case ND. 2014.0926ENV 

,., 

Lisa M. G:iiJso;n 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
for 

John Rahaim 
Direcl:or of Planning 
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I. INITIAL STUDY PREPARERS 

San Francisco Planning Department 

Environmental Plamrlng Division 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Acting Environmental Review Officer: Lisa M. Gibson 
Envir9nmental Planner: Rachel Schuett 
Archeologist Randall Dean 

Environmental Consultant 

Environmental Science Associates (ESA) 
550 Kearny Street, "Suite 800 

San Francisco, CA 94108 
Karl Heisler, Project Director 
Eryn Brennan, Project Manager 
Chris Sanchez 
Eric Scbniewind 
Heidi Koenig 
Shadde Rosenblum 

Ron Teitel 

Project Sponsor. 

AGIAvant, Inc. 
100 Bush Street, Suite 1450 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

Eric Tao 
Brian Baker 

Project Architect 

Architecture International, Ltd. 

225 Miller Avenue 
Mill Valley, CA 94941 

William Higgins, FAIA 
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City Hall . 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

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

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

NOTICE OF PUBLl.C HEARING 
.. 

BOARD Of SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Transportation Committee will 
hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal and said public hearing will be held 
as follows, at which time all interested parties may attend and be heard: 

Date: Monday, November 14, 2016 

Time: 1 :30 p.m. 

Location: Legislative Chamber, Room 250, located at City Hall 
1 Dr. Carltc:~n 8. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 

Subject: File No.161067. Ordinance amending the Planning Code to add 
Section ~49.15 .to create the· Mission and 9th Street Special Use District 
in the area g~nerally bounded by Mission Street on the south, Laskie 
Street on the east, Assessor's Parcel Block No. 3701, Lot Nos. 22, 23, 
and 24 on the west, and Assessor's Parcel Block No. 3701, Lot No. 66 to 
the nqrth; amending the Zoning Map Sheet SU07 to create the Mission 
and 9th Street Special Use District; .amending Zoning Map Sheet HT07 
to change the height limit on Assessor's Parcel Block No. 3701, Lot Nos. 
20 and 21, from 120-X to 200-X; affirming the Planning Department's 
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and 
ma~ing findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight 
priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable to 
attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City prior to the time 
the hearing begins. These comments will be made part of the official public record in this 
matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the members of the Committee. Written 
comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton 
B. Gopdlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information relating to this matter is 
available in the Office"of the Clerk of the Board. Agenda information relating to' this matter 
will be available for public review on Thursday, November 10, 2016. · 

DATED: November 2, 2016 
PUBUSHED/POSTED: November4, 2016 

~Si-~'4~ 
Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 



CALIFORNIA NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU 

DAILY JOURNAL CORPORATION 

Mailing Address: 915 E FIRST ST, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
Telephone (800) 788-7840 I Fax (BOO) 464--2839 

Visit us @ www.LegalAdstore.com 

Alisa Somera 
CCSF BO OF SUPERVISORS {OFFICIAL NOTICES) 
1 DR CARLTON B GOOOLEIT PL #244 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 

COPY OF NOTICE 

Notice Type: GPN GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE 

Ad Description AS -11.14.16 Land Use -161067 

To the right is a copy of the notice you sent to us for publication in the SAN 
FRANCISCO EXAMINER. Thank you for using our newspaper. Please read 
this notice carefully and call us with ny corrections. The Proof of Publication 
will be filed with the County Clerk,·if required, and mailed to you after the last 
date below. Publication date(s) for this notice is (are): 

11/04/2016 

EXM# 2943424 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC 

HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

OF THE CITY AND 
COUNTY OF SAN FRAN-

CISCO 
LAND USE AND TRANS­
PORTATION COMMITTEE 
MONDAY, NOVEMBER 14, 

2016 -1:30 PM 
LEGISLATIVE CHAMBER, 

ROOM 250, CITY HALL 
1 DR. CARL TON B. 

GOODLETT PLACE, SAN 
FRANCISCO, CA 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN • 
THAT Iha Land Use and 
T ransportaUon Committee 
will hold a public hearing lo 
consider the following 
proposal and said public 
healing wlll be hela as 
follows, at Which lime aU 

~d"'~:'1 ~~~~ "FK.att~~ 
161067. Ordinance amend-

~U:,-/J4\:~~l~~a\~ ~~ 
Mission and 9th Street 
Special Use Dishid in the 
araa generally bounded by 
Mission Slreet on the soUth, 
Laskle Streat on the eas~ 
Assasso(s Parcel Block No. 
3701, Lot Nos. 22, 23, and 
24 on the west, and 
Assessors Parcel Block No. 
3701, Lot No. 66 to the 

~~h:s~~:r~TI/i,thra ~~~~ 
· the Mission and 9th Street 

• . Special Use Dishict; 
The charge~s) f?r this order is a.s fol.lows. A~ invoice wil! be sent 8:fter th: las_t ~~d[~g Ji:;;~ ~':f ~~~~ 
date of pubhcation. If you prepaid this order m full, you wdl not receive an invoice. limit on Assessors Parcel 

Block No. 3701, Lot Nos. 20 
and 21, from 120-X to 200-X; 
allinnlng the Planning 
Departmenfs detemnnalion · 
under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; 
and making findings of 

• consistency with the General 

I lllllll ll\l lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll llll llll 
* A 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 6 7 4 5 4 * 

I 

P~Q~esan~ ~a~~~~~ P&,":i~ 
~ection 101.1. lnaccondance 
With Adrrinlslrative Code, 
Section 67.7-1, persons who 
aru unable lo attend· the 
hearing on this matter may 
submit written comments to 
Iha City plior to the time Iha 
hearing begins. These 
comments win be made part 
Of the official public record In 
this matter, and shall be 
brought lo the attenllon of 
the membars • of the 
Committee. • Written 
comments should be 
addressed to Angela Calvillo, 
Clerk Of the Boaid, Cl(y Hall, 
1 Dr. Canton B. ·Goodlett 
Place, Room 244, San 
Francisco, CA 94102. 
lnfonnaUon relating to this 
matter ls avallable In the 
Office Of the Clerk of the 
Board. Agenda Information 
relating lo !his matter will be 
available for pubUc review on 



BOARDofSUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. ·Goodli<tt Place, Room 244 

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

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Olson Lee, Director, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 
Development 

FROM: ~ Alisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director 
~ Land Use and Transportation Committee 

DATE: October 13, 2016 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

. . 
The Board· of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the 
following proposed legislation, introduced by Supervisor Kim on October 4, 2016: 

File No. 161067 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to add Section 249.15 to create the 
Mission and· 9th Street Special Use District in the area generally bounded 
by Mission Street on the south, Laskie Street on the east, Assessor's 
Parcel Block No. 3701, Lot Nos. 22, 23, and 24 on the west, and Assessor1s 
Parcel Block No. 3701, Lot No .. 66 to the north; amending the Zoning Map 
Sheet ·SU07 to create the Mission and 9th Street Special Use District; 
amending Zoning Map Sheet HT01 to change the height limit on Assessor's 
Parcel Block No. 3701, Lot Nos. 20 and 21, from 120-X to 200-X; affirming 
the Planning Department's determination under the · California 
Envircmmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the 
General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Sec;tion 
101.1. 

If you have comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to me 
at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodl~tt Place, San 
Francisco, CA 94102 or by email at: alisa.somera@sfgov.org. 

c: Eugene Flannery, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
Sophie Hayward, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Planning Commission 
Attn: Jonas lonin 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

October 13, 2016 

City~Il 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

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

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 . 

Qn October 4, 2016, Supervisor Kim introduced the following legislation: 

File No. 161061 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to add Section 249.15 to create the 
Mission and 9th Street Special Use District in the area generally bounded 
by Mission Street on the south, Laskie Street on the east, Assessor's 
Parcel Block No. 3701, Lot Nos. 22, 23, and 24 on the west, and Assessor's 
Parcel Block No. 3701, Lot No. 66 to the north; amending· tile Zoning Map 
Sheet SU07 to create the Mission and 9th Street Special Use District; 
amending Zoning Map Sheet HT07 to change the height limit on Assessor's 
Parcel Block No. 3701, Lot Nos. 20 and 21, from 120-X to 200-X~ affirming 
the Planning Department's determination under the .California 
Environmental Quality Act; and making finding~ of consistency with the 
General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Pianning Code, Section 
101.1. 

The proposed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section 
302(b), for public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the 
Land Use and Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt 
of your response. · · 

Ang' C~lv~ of the Board 

aif.,By:OA~mera, Legislative Deputy Director 
. Land Use and Transportation Committee 

c: John Rahaim; Director of Planning 
Aaron Starr, Acting Ma·nager o~ Legislative Affairs 



Scott Sanchez, Zon.ing Administrator 
Lisa Gibson •. Acting Environmental Review Officer 
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Ad.visor 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 

· Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

October 13, 2016 

Lisa Gibson 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department · 
1650 Mission $treet, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

File No. 161067 

On October 4, 2016, Supervisor Kim introduced the following proposed legislation: 
. . 

File No. 161067 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to add Section 249.15 to create the 
Mission and 9th Street Special Use District in th~ area generally bound~d 
by Mission Street on the south, Laskie Street on· the· east, Assessor's 
Parcel Block No. 3701, Lot Nos. ·22, 23, and 24 on the west, and Assessor's 
Parcel Block No. 3701, Lot No. 66 to the north; amending the Zoning Map 
Sheet SU07 to create the Mission and 9th Street Special Use District; 
amending Zoning Map Sheet HT07 to change the height limit on Assessor's 
Parcel Block No. 3701, Lot Nos. 20 and 21, from .120-X to 200-X; affirming 
the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with. the 
General Plan, and the eigbt priority policies of Planning Code, Section 
101.1. 

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

lerk of the Board 

~y; lisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Attachment 

c: Joy Navarr~te, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 



Introduction Form 
By a Member of the.Board of Supervisors or the Mayor 

"'"~ "•"'f 4 ' t.U1,; u!-- - , Pd 
Time stamp 

I hereby submit the. following item for introduction (select only one): ,; ·, · . ......:.... or~~_:~~ 

IZl 1. For re~erence to Committee. (An Orclinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amen~e~t~ 

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

0 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee. 

D 

D 

D 

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor · inquires" 
'-'-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~.-.J 

5. City Attorney request 

6. Call File No. ~I ~~~~~-~~·'"""'j from Committee. 

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

D Small Business Commission · D Youth Commission D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the lmperatiye Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

!superyisors ~and Pes~ 

Subject: 

Planning Code, Zoning Map ~Mission and 9th Street Special Use District 

The text is listed below or attached: 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: -Q..._r-1~::::-=~~CJ--+~Q-)""';P-~=:::::::=------
For Clerk1s Use Only: 

--- ! 






