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FILE NO. 161073 RESOLUTION NO. 

1 [Accept and Expend Gift - RDF 75 Howard LP - Citywide Affordable Housing Fund -
$6,010,047] . 

2 

3 Resolution authorizing the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development to 

4 accept and expend a gift of $6,010,047 from RDF 75 Howard LP to the Citywide 

5 Affordable Housing Fund. 

6 

7 WHEREAS, The Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development ("MOHCD") 

8 is responsible for collecting and expending inclusionary housing and other fees that provide 

9 funding for affordable housing; and 

10 WHEREAS, RDF 75 Howard LP is developing a residential project located at 75 

·11 Howard Street and is paying the required. inclusionary housing fee of twenty percent (20%) to 

12 the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund; and · 

13 WHEREAS, In addition to its twenty percent (20%) inclusionary housing fee to the City 

14 to assist in providing additional affordable housing, given to the Citywide Affordable Housing 

15 Fund, RDF 75 Howard LP has offered a gift of $6,010,047 to the City for the purposes of 

16 developing and preserving affordable housing; and 

17 WHEREAS, The Citywide Affordable Housing Fund was established by Administrative 

18 Code, Section 10.100-49 for the purposes of receiving and expending funds for affordable 

19 housing; now, therefore, be it 

20 RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors hereby authorizes MOHCD to accept the 

21 gift of $6,010,047 from RDF 75 Howard LP and to expend it for the purposes of developing 

22 and preserving affordable housing. 

23 

24 

25 

Supervisor Kim 
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GIBSON DUNN 

August 19, 2016 

Supervisor Jane Kim 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room #244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

Director Olson Lee 
Chandra Egan . 
Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
1 South Van Ness, 5th Fl. 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LLP 

555 Mission Street 

San Francisco, CA 94105-0921 

Tel 415.393.8200 

www.gibsondunn.com 

Mary° G. Murphy 
Direct: +1 415.393.8257 
Fax: +1 415.374.8480 
MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com 

Re: 7 5 Howard Street Project Affordable Housing Fee Determination - Case No. 
2011.1122.XVCUA 

Dear Supervisor Kim, Director Lee and Ms. Egan: 

This firm represents RDF 75 Howard LP, the "Project Sponsor" of the 75 Howard Street 
Project (the "Project"). I write to follow up on my letter dated June 23, 2016, regarding the 
Project (the "June 23 Letter"). This letter supplements the June 23 Letter, a copy of which is 
enclosed herein. 

As part of the June 23 Letter, the Project Sponsor submitted the Affordable Housing Fee 
Request Form for the Project to the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 
Development ("MOHCD"). This initial submittal reflected a unit count of 118. 
Subsequently, at the request of the Planning Department, the unit count for the Project was 
revised from 118 to 120 units. As a result of this recent change, please find enclosed for 
your review an updated Affordable Housing Fee Request Form (and related required 
documentation) for the Project reflecting the revised 120-unit count. 

In addition, we would like to follow up regarding the additional $6,010,047 the Project 
Sponsor offered to pay to MOHCD for affordable housing, over and above the 20% 
affordable housing in lieu fee applicable to the Project, as described in the June 23 Letter. It 
is our understanding that the City Attorney has prepared a draft gift resolution permitting the 
City to accept that offer, a copy of which has been forwarded to your attention. The Project 
Sponsor is hoping you might be able to provide information regarding when the resolution 
will be considered by the Board of Supervisors so they can include the appropriate timing in 

Be1jin8 • llrussrJls • Cr.ntury City· Dallas· llr.nvm • Dubai • Hong Kong· London • Los Angeles· Munich 
Nnw York· Ornngo Courity • Palo /\Ito· f'aris ·San 1 ·rnncisr.o • Sao Paulo· Singapore• Washington, D.C. 



GIBSON DUNN 

August 19, 2016 
Page 2 . 

their Project schedule. Of course, please do not hesitate to let me know if you need anything 
further from us with regard to the gift resolution or any other matters contained herein or in 
the June 23 Letter. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

COY 
Mary G. Murphy 

MGM/sg 

cc: 

Kate Stacy 
Office of the City Attorney 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room #234 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

April Veneracion Ang 
c/ o Supervisor Kim 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room #244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 



GIBSO:t~ DUNN 

June 23, 2016 

Supervisor Jane Kim 
1 Dr. _Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room #244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

Director Olson Lee 
Chandra Egan 
Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
1 South Van Ness, 5th Fl. 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LLP 

555 Mission Street 

San Francisco, CA 94105-0921 

Tel 415.393.8200 

www.gibsondunn.com 

Mary G. Murphy 
Direct: +1 415.393.8257 
Fax: +1 415.374.8480 
MGMurphy@glbsondunn.com 

Re: 75 Howard Street Project Affordable Housing Fee Determination - Case No. 
2011.1122XVCUA 

Dear Supervisor Kim, Director Lee and Ms. Egan: 

This firm represents RDF 75 Howard LP, the Project Sponsor of the 75 Howard Street 
project (the "Project") which was approved by the San Francisco Planning Commission on 
September 3, 2015.1 Please find enclosed the completed Affordable Housing Fee Request 
Form for the Project, which we are hereby submitting for review by the Mayor's Office of 
Housing and Community Development ("MOHCD"). 

In addition, the purpose of this letter is to describe the affordable housing impact in-lieu fee 
(the "Affordable Housing Fee") applicable to the Project and to respectfully request that the 
City make provision to accept certain additional sums of money offered by the Project 
Sponsor for use in producing affordable housing. As discussed below, the Project is subject 

1 The Project was approved by the San Francisco Planning Commission on September 3, 2015 pursuant to 
Motions No. 19448, 19449, 19450.and 19451 which in addition the certification of the Environmental 
Impact Report (BIR) and adoption of CEQA findings, included a Conditional Use Authorization, a Section 

. 309 Authorization, and a Variance Decision Letter granting two variances (collectively, the "75 Howard 
Project Approvals"). The statute of limitations to file any further actions challenging the 75 Howard 
Project Approvals has expired, and a Notice of Special Restrictions under the Planning Code for Motion 
No. 19450 was filed on May l 1, 2016 in the San Francisco Assessor-Recorder's office as Document 
Number 2016-1<242910-00 (the "NSRs"), a copy of which is enclosed herein. 

Beijing Brussels Century City Dallas Denver Dubai Hong Kong London Los Angeles Munich 

New York Orange County Palo Alto Paris San Francisco Sao Paulo Singapore Washington, D.C. 



GIBSON DUNN 

June 23, 2016 
Page2 

to. a twenty percent (20%) Affordable Housing Fee requirement under the recently enacted 
"trailing legislation" that became effective upon the passage of Proposition Con June 7, 
2016. The "trailing legislation", approved by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
("BOS") on May 3, 2016 (the "Trailing Legislation"), "grandfathered" certain categories of 
projects from its application. Because the Project falls under two separate categories of 
grandfathered projects2, the 20% in-lieu Affordable Housing Fee requirement that was 
applicable at the time the Project was approved and is set forth in its approval motions still 
applies. 

As you may know, in connection with an appeal to the BOS of the EIR for the Project, the 
Project Sponsor submitted to the City a letter wherein it offered to pay an additional sum of 
monies in the amount of $6,010,047 over and above the 20% Affordable Housing Fee 
applicable to the Project to be used for affordable housing (the "Offer Letter"). At the BOS 
hearing on the EIR appeal on November 17, 2015, the Project Sponsor explained that the 
purpose of the voluntary offer was to provide an amount over and above the maximum 20% 
in-lieu Affordable Housing Fee required by law and set forth in the Project approval motions. 
A copy of the Offer Letter and a transcript of the Project Sponsor's counsel's remarks 
regarding the offer at the BOS appeal hearing (collectively, the "Offer'') are enclosed. 

The Project Sponsor wishes to honor this Offer and pay the additional $6,010,047 to 
MOHCD for use for affordable housing. As you can see from the attached materials, the 
Project Sponsor proposed to pay the additional money at the same time as the Affordable 
Housing Fee was paid, and we therefore write to make provision for paying the $6,010,047 at 
the same time that the 20% in-lieu Affordable Housing Fee is paid. We understand from 
conversations with the City Attorney that acceptance of the additional monies will most 
likely require that the BOS pass a resolution accepting the funds. 

2 The Trailing Legislation grandfathers any project that received its "final first discretionary development 
entitlement approval, which shall mean approval following any administrative appeal to the' relevant City 
board on or before January 12, 2016". The Project's Conditional Use Authorization was not appealed and 
therefore became final on October 4, 2015. As such, the Project received its final first discretionary 
development entitlement approval before January 12, 2016, thereby grandfathering it under the Trailing 
Legislation. Further, the Trailing Legislation grandfathers projects for which a complete Environmental 
Evaluation Application ("EEA") was submitted prior to January 1, 2013. The BEA for the Project was 
initially filed on January 13, 2012 and the City published a Notice of Preparation and 11).itial Study for the 
Project on December 12, 2012 ("NOP/IS"), thereby grandfathering the Project. 
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Thank you for your consideration. 

MGM/sg 

cc: 

Kate Stacy 
Office of the City Attorney 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room #234 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

April Veneracion Ang 
c/o Supervisor Kim 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room #244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 



. ~ PARAMOUNT 
~IA GROUP, INC. 

MARCE SANCHEZ 
VICE PRESIDENT 
CONSTRUCDON & DEVELOPMENT 

November 17, 2015 

Mayor Edwin M. Lee 
City Hall, 
Room200, 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

London Breed, President 
Supervisor Jane Kim 
Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
c/o Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
#1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room #244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

Re: Commitment to Provide Additional Affordable Housing Funds 

Dear Mr. Mayor, President Breed, Supervisor Kim and Members of the Board: 

'h°Ll }'510/5: - f61Dl6 

Bos- II C'o5 1 
i? t>S • U.fts. lt'-fi~ 

Qf a~ 

I write on behalf of the RDF 75 Howard LP, the Project Sponsor of the 75 Howard Street 
project which was approved by the San Francisco Planning Commission on September 3, 
2015 pursuant to Motions No. 19448, 19449, 19450 and 19451 as well a.Sa Variance 
decision to be issued by the Zoning Administrator after resolution of Appeal No. 151015 
(collectively, the "75 Howard Project Approvals"). The Planning Commission's certification 
of the Final Environmental Impact Report for the 75 Howard Project has been appealed to 
the Board ofSuperviso~s and is set for hearing on November 17, 2015 (Appeal No.151015). 

A.s 'you know, .the 75 Howard Project Approvals provide, among other conditions, that the 
Project Sponsor pay an in-lieu fee for affordable housing pursuant to Section 415.5 of the 
San Francisco Planning Code. (Conditions 31and32 of Motion 19450). The Project 
Sponsor is acutely aware of the housing shortage in San Francisco and is pleased that the 75 
Ho.ward Project will remove an above-grade 8 story, approximately 550 car parking garage· 
and re:i)lace it with a residenti.al project with ground floor retail. As more specifically 
described in Conditions 31 and 32 of Planning Commission Motion No. 19450, the Project is 
required under the law to pay an Affordable Housing.Fee at a rate equivalent to twenty 

1633 BROADWAY, SUITE 1801, NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10019 (212) 237.3129 FAX (212) 237-3197 
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November 17, 2015 
Page2 

percent (20%) of the number of units in the principal project in the manner and at the times 
set forth in the Project Approvals (collectively, the "Project Approvals Affordable Housing 
Fee Condition"). The Project Sponsor is pleased to participate in the City's efforts to create 
affordable housing through payment of the Affordable Housing Fee, but also wishes to assist 
further in the City's efforts to produce more affordable housing. Consequently, the Project 
Sponsor hereby offers the City of San Francisco a commitment, that if the Project Sponsor 
constructs the 75 Howard Project pursuant to the 75 Howard Project Approvals, the Project 
Sponsor will pay an additional suni of money to the City for use in the Inclusionary 
Affordable Housing Program in the amount of Six Million Ten. Thousand Forty Seven 
Dollars ($6,010,047) to be paid, at the same time as the payments are to be made under the 
Project Approvals Affordable Housing Fee Condition. This offer cannot be revoked ifthe 75 
Howard Project is constructed pursuant to the 75 Howard Project Approvals. 
We hope that the City will accept this offer. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

:fi~~ii:~ 
/MarceSanche:Z,. 

./ Vice President 
Construction & Development 

l 02026179 .1 

1633 BROADWAY, SUITE 1801, NEW YORK. NEW YORK 10019 (212) 237.3100 FAX (212) 237-3197 



San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing and Commonlty Development 
lnCtusionary Housing Program 

.Affordable Housing Fee Request Form 201() · 

Dear proj¢ct $j)Oti.sor; 

Projec;t Spon~qrs choosing to p;:iy the Affordable Housing Fee under the .lnclusionary Housing Program 
should complete ?nd retL1rin the following form along with the. requlred attachments in order to receive a 
fee de~e.rmination from the Sao Francisco Mayor's Office· of Housing and Community Development 
{fv10HCD), rn ordi;ir to reqqest 9n Affordable Housing Fee determinc:ition, the project must first obtain 
fqrmal approv?l from the Plcinning Qepartme.nt. To review ~.he Affqrdable Housing Fee option under the 
tncfusionary Housing Prqgn;im, please review Section 415'5 of the ~an Francisco Plcinning Cocle. 

The f!eneral proqess for paying the1 Affo.rda~le floµstng Fei;i 1s a~ follows: 

.. Project sponsor submits compreted Affor.dabJe Housing Fee Request Form to MOHCD with copy 
of planning approval and recorded Notice of Speda1 Restrictions. (if your development does not 
have ati :NSR that cleariy references your choice to pay the fee~ you must file a new NSR throu9h 
your Planner. We cannot Issue: a fee' deterininatfori letter without the correct recorded NSR ) 

• MOH CD c;afqulates the fee w\tnin. ~ O business days from the date of receipt of your completed 
~ubrnission and sends a forrnqf. fee: de;terrntnation letter to the'. project sponsor, PlannlTJg 
Department and Department pf Building Inspection. · 

• Project sponsor works the Depai;tm~mt of Bllilding tnspettlon (OBi) fo obtain report on: all fees 
owed either before seeking Affordable Ho1;1sin9 F.ee deterr:nli!atlon from MOHCD or after: (See 
below.} 

• Project sponsor receives fee report from DBI and pays all fees. (See below.) 

DBI fa responsJble forcoll~cting ;;ill devef0-pment impact anq otne.r fees owed. Prior to lssuance of the first 
building Permit or the V\~t:ac!dendqm at1thorizing qinstruction :Qf the projec;t (in the case where, a site 
permit is iss:Uei;l), .DBI will issue a report ou~lining preliminary estimates of all development impact aud ln~ 
lieu fees <?W~CI for a development. project, Project sponsor§ mus~ thi:m either pay tbe fa!! am9unt,of 
development impact and other tees owed. pefore i$$U<lnce of th~ first c.oo?truction document. · 

For genernl quest1ons ria.~,arding the fee payment prncess., please contact: 

San Frat]cisco Departrpent of l;luilding Inspection 
1 (?60 Mission. <?.tn floor 

San Fran¢tsco,,QA941Q3 
. (415) ?58-,E)i-3.1 

Please tE?el free to c;:ontact Chandra Egan pf MOH CD at chandra.e:gan@sfgov.org or {415) 701-5546 if 
you have any quesfions,al'.)out th~ Afforda[)le HousinQ, Fee option under the lndusionary Housing 
Program.. · 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Mayor's Office of Hous1hg and Community Development 

. Sao rnincisco Mayprs Office of Housing lnclusionary.Housing Program 
lni;lusionary !)oµslng Fili:! Reqlj\lSt f-0rrn · 

Page1 of4 

Rev.1/1/16 



San Francisco Mayor's Offfce of Ho.tisfug and Community Oevelopment 
lnctusion~ Housing Program 

Today:s Pate 

· Name of-Peveropment 

Property A<ldress as 
Stated ht Planning 

, AppfoVai 

Pfai:m1nfj ·Motion#, ·· 

Notice of Special·· 
Restrictions; Document# 

· Notice of Special 
R~sfricfions-Document 
Recordinq Date 
Nam~ofCity,and Co'. of 
SF Planner 

Name of Project 

Aff<mlal.ll.e: Housing fee Request f9tm 2()16 

75 Howard Street 

.. ·· 19448 {Acoeptai:Jo~ of Delegation Agreenfont), 19449 (CEQA Flndlngs}, 
HMSO (Section 309 Authorizath::m), 19451 fConditlonaf Use Authorization), 

ooo-201s~K24291 o~oo (Motion: No .. 19450)· 
ooc-2016-K285S44-0() (Motion No~ 19451} 
ooc~201 s.-i<2a5543-oo .Nari;:ince Aoollcation No. 2.011.:112txVcO'A) 
May 11i 2016 . ..... .. . . . . . . . 

• July 12, 201.6' 

·. Tina Chafl'g 

RDF75 Howard LP 
Sponsor.... . ... 
Proje:Ct Sponsor Contact 
Pers.on, .· 
company of Project 
Sponsor Contact 

Ralph J~ ~DiRuggtero 

P;aram9untGroup; ·Inc; 

· PfoJectSponsor· One MarketPtaza, Spear Towet Suite 4 too, sanf'rancisca, CA 94105 
. Address (with Z'.lrH 
Project Sponsor Phone 

ProJ~ct Sponsor E.maJI · 

Name of: Agent Acting 
for Project Sponsor 

. · AgetitAPtiOg Address 
, (Wit.h Zip) 

Agent Acting Phone 

· Agent AcUri$ E.mail 

Estimated bate. of 
Bultdrng Perm]t 
Issuance. 
Estimate.ct Issuance 
bate of temporary' 
Certificate of' Ocoupanc~ 
ffCO)(if applicable} . . ... 

212:-237~3,115 

Sara .. Gh~.andari, Gibson, .o-unn & Crutche.r L.LP 

9S5 M.lssii>n $treE?t Sutte $000,Sa,n francisco, CA 94tQ$ 

sghafa.ndari@glbsoriounn.com 

. Early S'eptember 2046 

: NlA 

·Sao Francisco M<}y.Or'a Office of Housing lncluslonatYHouslog Program 
Jnclus/onal)' HpQSjng.f~ Reques!fomt · · 
Rev~ :U1/1Q · · 

Page2of 4 



Estimated Issuance March 2019 
Date of Final Certificate 
of Occupancy and 
Completion (FCOC)(if 
applicable) 

Overall Building Composition 

I Total# Units in Building (al! dwelling units) 1.120. 

Unit Type Total# 
Studio (Jr, 1-bedrooms::; studio units} 
1 Sedroom 
2 Bedroom 
3 Be.dr6om 
4 Bedroom· 
Other 

Estfrnated Fee Due 

Please provide your estimate of the fee due under your project. 

Example 

0 
.21 
76 
19 
4 
0 

Building h;w 40 studio units x 20% = 8 ,one-bedr6orro.ihits paytM fi;e; 
Building has 40 one-bedroom units x 20% = fJ one-bedroom units pay the tee. 
Building has 20 two-bedroom units x 20% = 4 two-bedtootn units pay the fee. 

lricf usionary- Housing Program~' Affordable Housing Fee Determination 

Uoit Size Market ~ate 4Q% Qfl'-site ott.:-sJte unit *Fee By U.nit · · Fee Payable 
Total R.equirement . R.eQUirement Size 

· $tudio 40 . 20% 8.00 $198,008 $1,584,064 
1.bedroom 40' 20% 8.00 $26~,960 $2; 151,6-80. 
2 bedroom 20 20% 4.o·o $366,639 $1,466,556 .. 
3 bedroom 0 20% 0.0.0 $417,799 $0 
4 IJeqf<JOin 0 20%' Q.QO $521,431 $0 
Total~: 100 20.0 .$5,202,300 
~2.016 fee schedule 

Yovr Pl:of ect 
(Writ~ irt calculatfgns for yOl:ftproject; or, you may cut and. paste from the following spreadsheet (o µse: 
embedded Cf)lcula tions: http://sf-moh. ot{lfiri(Jex. aspx?page=308.) 

ZQ.0% RJ;Q!JIRE.MENT 

lncl1.,1siqnary }:lousl:ng prpgr;tm; Aff<>t<!abf~ Housing f¢e Q~termination 
Address; 75Howard 

UnitSizi:i M<iirk£!tRate 20% Off"site, 
Total Requirement 

Studio Q 20% 

1 bedroom 21 20% 
2oedfoom 76 20% 
3bedroom 19 20% 
4 bedroom 4 20% 

San FrahclsGo Mayor.s Office of Housing lncluslonacy. Housing Program 
lnclusionary Housing fee Request Form 
Rev. 11.1/16. 

Off-Site U r'I it *FeeBy Unit 
Requirement Size 

0.00 ,$198,008 

4.20: ~268,960 

15.20 '$366~369 

:tao: $417,79~ 

:ao .$521,4~1 

· Fee Payable 

$El 
. $1,129,632.00 

. $5~568,808.80 

$1,587,636.20 
$417,144.80 

Page3.of4 



120 .. 

You triusfinclude a copy of the fo.lroWfng documents: (Please check) 

,/ ·. Afffdavitfo.rcomplfancewith the lnclusionary Hdu·srng Program 

• V Final Planning Motion (if applicable) 

. V
7 

. Recorded Noffce of Special Restrictions {NSR) 

Please. e:tnail thfa f:Orm .and the requested supplemental materials bY, PDF fo: 

Chandra Egan 
Mayor's Office ofHO'using and Community Developme_rit 
chandra, egan@sfaov.org 
Phone; ( 415) 10.1-554Ei 

Re.Prese.ntative (sign) 

RepreseritatM:l (pclnf) 

Title (print) 

Company (print) 

Date (print): 

('1/r ,1,,)11•·.···. /~.·:·:··. 
·.·•\!Iv /I'~ .. / ......... •. ·. 

... \JS!lYCl·.·•· &halattQd~fi··. 
•. 1 'M!fr.:{'-A..f .· .·· .···· ·· ... n~l t.1 ........ · ... . .. .• .. . 

·: .•.·c;,n9f1:·· ili~~n + c¥Li*t1tiirC·~~0 • . .. ··. . I . · ........ ··. .. · .. .. 
. . A\\t!Hhf: Fl .Q,p\ b · ·· .. · .. 

... ··.1]· ...... · ... j . .. ··.·.··· 

Sa11 Fri\ntiscQ Mayar's Office of Hou$ing locJ~stonary Housing Program · 
lrichisionary Housing FeeREiquest Forirr · · 
Re9. 1/,1{16 

$8,703,221.80 

Page4.of4 



-· _J , __ 

SAN FRANCISCO -
PLANNING 

-DEPARTMENT-

· Pla~ning Department 

1650 Mission Street 

Suite 400_ 

San Francisco, CA 

941_ 03-9425 .• 

T:A.15.556.6378 

F:.415.556.6409 ' 

AFFIDAVIT FOR 

Compliance with the lnclusionary 
Affordable Housing Program 

Date: January 11, 2013 

To: Applicants subject to Planning Code Section 4 i 5: lnclusionary 
Affordable Housing Program 

From: San Francisco Planning Department 

Re: Compliance with the lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program 

All projects that involve five or more new dwelling un.lts must participate in the Inclusionary 
Affordable Housing Program contained in Section 415 of the Planning Code. Every project 
subject to Sectiori 415 must pay an Affordable Housing Fee lhat is equivalent to the applicable 
percentage of the number of units ill the principal project, which is 20% of the total number 
of units proposed (or the applicable percentage if subject to different area plan controls or 
requirements). · 

A project may be eligible for an Alternative to fue Affordable Housmg Fee if fue developer 
chooses to commit to sell the new on- or off-residential units rather fuan offer them as rental 
units. Second, the project may be eligible for an Alternative to the Affordable Housing Fee if lt 
has demonstrated to the Planning Department that fue affordable units are not subject to the 
Costa Hawkins Rental Ho1lsing Act. All projects fuat can demonstrate that they are eligible for 
an alternative to fue Affordable Housing Fee must provide fue necessary documentation to the 
Planning Departinent and the Mayor's Office of Housing. Additional material may be required 
to determine if a project is eligible to fulfill the Program's requirements through an alternative. 

Before the Planning Department and/or Planning Commission can act on the project, this 
Affidavit for Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program must be completed. · 

1 CalifomiaO~ Code Se~t:io!t 1954.50 et.a1. 

anninr;i.or~J 



Affidavit for Compliance with the lrnclusnonary Al'iordlabie Housirug Program 

Affidavit for Compliance with the I nclusionary Affordable 
Housing Program: Planning Code Section 415 

July7,2015 

Date 

. I, Maree Sanchez , do hereby declare as follows: 

a. The subject property is located at (address and block/lot): 

75 Howard Street 3741/31; 3741/35 (Parcel 3) 

Address Block/Lot 

b. The proposed project at the above address is subject to the Jnclusionary Affordable Housing Program, Planning 
Code Section 415 et seq. 

The Planning Case Number and/or Building Permit Number is: 

2011.1122XVCUA NIA 

Planning Case Number Building Permit Number 

This project requires the following approval: 

r::J Planning Commission approval (e.g. Conditional Use Authorization, Large Project Authorization) 

D This project is principally permitted. 

The Current Planner assigned to my project within the Planning Department is: 

Tina Chang 

Planner Name 

Is this project within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area? 

D Yes (if yes, please indicate Tier) 

0 Nq 

This project is exempt from the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program because: 

D This project uses California Debt Limit Allocation Committee (CDLAC) funding. 

D This project is 100% affordable. 

c. This project will comply with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program by: 

r::J Payment of the Affordable Housing Fee prior to the first site or building permit issuance 
(Planning Code Section 415.5). 

D On-site or Off-site Affordable Housing Alternative (Planning Code Sections 415.6 and 416.7). 
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Affidavit for Compli~.mce with the lnclusnolliary Affordlaib!e HoLIJsing Program 

Unit Mix Tables 

If you selected an On-site or Off-Site Alternative, please fill out the applicable section below: 

D On-site Affordable Housing Alternative (Charter Section 16.110 (g) and Planning Code Section 415.6): 
calculated at 12% of the unit total. 

D Off-site Affordable Housing Alternative (Planning Code Section 415.7): calculated at 20% of the unit total. 

D Combination of payment of a fee, on-site affordable units, or off-site affordable units 
with the following distribution: 
Indicate what percent of each option would be implemented (from 0% to 99%) and the number of on-site and/or off-site below market rate untts for rent and/or for sale. 

1. Fee _____ %of affordable housing requirement. 
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Signature Signature 

Name (Print), Trtle Name (Print), Title 
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1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
~an Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Planning Commission Resolution 19448 
Acceptance of Delegation Agreement 

HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 3, 2015 -Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Date: 
Case Number: 
Project Name: 
Zoning: 

September 3, 2015 

201l.1122XVCUA 
75Howard 
C-3-0 (SD) (Downtown-Office (Special Development)) 
200-S 

Block/Lot: 3741/31; 3741/35 (Parcel 3) 
Delegating Agency: Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 
Project Sponsor RDF 75 Howard LP 

Staff Contact: 

1633 Broadway, Suite 1801 
New York, NY 10019 
Tina Chang, Planner 
tina.chang@sfgov.org, 415-575-9108 

RECOMMENDING THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION ACCEPT DELEGATION OF THE 
RESPONSIBILITY TO ADMINISTER THE REDEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS THAT ARE 
APPLICABLE TO THE REDEVELOPMENT IMPROVEMENTS ON THE PORTION OF THE 
PROPERTY FALLING UNDER THE OFFICE OF COMMUNITY INVESTMENT AND 
INFRATRUCTURE (OCII) (SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE SAN FRANCISCO REDEVELOPMENT 

AGENCY) JURISDICTION FOR ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 3741, LOT 035 WITHIN THE DOWNTOWN
OFFICE SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT (C-3-0 (SD)) ZONING AND 200-S HEIGHT AND BULK 

DISTRICT. 

PREAMBLE 

WHEREAS, in Motion No. 19446, dated September 3, 2015, the Planning Commission certified the Final 
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) prepared for the proposed development of a 20-story-over

basement, 220 foot tall building with up to 133 dwelling units, approximately 5,824 sq. ft. of ground floor 
retail space and 100 off-street parking spaces (hereinafter the "75 Howard Project"), at 75 Howard Street 
(the "Project Site"), as accurate, complete and in compliance with the California Environmental Quality 
Act ("CEQA"). 

Under the California Community Redevelopment Law, Cal. Health & Safety Code §§ 33000 et seq., the 
Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco approved, by Ordinance No. 14-91Gan.5, 
1981), the Redevelopment Plan for the Rincon Point-South Beach Project Area and, since then, has 
amended it ten times. (The plan, as so amended, is referred to herein as the "Redevelopment Plan"). The 

Redevelopment Plan expires in 2021. 

Under the Redevelopment Plan, the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco, a 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Resolution No. 19448 Case No.'s: 2011.1122XVCUA 

Hearing Date: September 3, 2015 

public body corporate and politic ("Redevelopment Agency"), had the authority to approve 
development projects that were consistent with the land use controls of the Redevelopment Plan and 
with the standards for development in the Design for Development Rincon Po.int - South Beach 
Redevelopment Project ("Design for Development") (together the Redevelopment Plan and Design for 
Development are referred to as the "Redevelopment Requirements"). These land use controls for the 
Rincon Point-South Beach Project Area ("Project Area") provide specific standards for development but 
incorporate other local land use regulations to the extent that those regulations do not conflict with 
Redevelopment Requirements. Design for Development, § V at page 11 ("All new development shall 
meet the requirements of the General Plan, the City Planning Code and all other applicable codes, 
including ~hanges or amendments thereto as may be made subsequent to the adoption of the 
Redevelopment Plan, except to the extent that changes and amendments conflict with the express 
provisions of the Redevelopment Plan and this Design for Development.") 

By 2007, the Redevelopment Agency had substantially achieved the objectives of the Redevelopment 
Plan, including completion of major public and private improvements by investing millions of dollars of 
tax increment and other revenues and approving new development in the area. As a result of the 
completion of the Project Area and certain limitations on the use. of tax increment, the Board of 
Supervisors approved, by Ordinance No. 115-07 (May 18, 2007), an amendment to the Redevelopment 
Plan to limit the Redevelopment Agency's future use of tax increment revenue from the Project Area to 
financing its unfuifilled affordable housing obligations and paying preexisting indebtedness. 

State law dissolved the Redevelopment Agency on February 1, 2012, Cal. Health and Safety Code §§ 
34161 et seq. ("Redevelopment Dissolution Law"), and provided, among other things, that successor 
agencies assumed the rights and obligations of the former Redevelopment Agency (with the exception of 
certain affordable housing assets). rn· particular, state law requires successor agencies to fulfill 
enforceable obligations of the former redevelopment agencies, but otherwise to dispose of assets and 

wind down redevelopment affairs in an expeditious manner. Redevelopment Dissolution Law provides 
that a city or county may, but is not required to, assume the land use authority previously exercised by a 
former redevelopment agency. Cal. Health & Safety Code § 34173 (i). 

The Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency. (the "Successor Agency")--a separate entity from 
the City and County of San Francisco ("City")--is also known as the Office of Community Investment and 
Infrastructure ("OCII"), has assumed the remaining rights and obligations of the former Redevelopment 
Agency, and has "succeed[ed] to the organizational status ot the former redevelopment agency." Cal. 

Health & Safety Code § 34173 (g). 

The Board of Supervisors, in its capacity as governing body of the Successor Agency, approved 
Ordinance No. 215-12 (Oct. 4, 2012) to implement Redevelopment Dissolution Law and established, 
under section 6 of the ordinance, the Successor Agency Commission to "act in place of the former 
commission of the dissolved Redevelopment Agency to implement, modify, enforce and complete the 

surviving redevelopment projects" and to "take any action that the Redevelopment Dissolution Law 
requires or authorizes on behalf of the Successor Agency and any other action that the Commission 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Resolution No.19448 Case No.'s: 2011.1122XVCUA 
Hearing Date: September 3, 2015 

deems appropriate consistent with the Redevelopment Dissolution Law to comply with such 

obligations." 

Since dissolution, the Successor Agency has had discussions with the Planning Department about the 
transfer of land use authority under the Redevelopment Plan to the Planning Department because the 

objectives of the Redevelopment Plan are complete, the Successor Agency does not have any enforceable 
obligations for new development in the Project Area, and Redevelopment Dissolution Law has placed 

significant limitations.on the Successor Agency's expenditures for activities that are not required to fulfill 
enforceable obligations. · 

Under Sections 33128 and 33205 of the California Health and Safety Code, OCII has access to the services 
of the Planning Department and the authority to delegate to the Planning Department certain of OCII's 
powers and functions with respect to undertaking the redevelopment of project areas, and the Planning 
Department is authorized to carry out or perform such powers and functions. 

The Redevelopment Agency and Planning Department previously entered into several delegation 

agreements whereby the Pl=ing Department assumed land use authority over redevelopment projects, 
including Zone 2 of the Transbay Project Area (Agency Resolution No. 16-2005, Jan. 25, 2005), the South 

of Market Project Area (Agency Resolution No. 71-2005, May 3, 2015), Zone 2 of the Bayview Hunters 
Point Project Area (Agency Resolution No. 83-2006, June 20, 2006), and Yerba Buena Center Approved 
Redevelopment Project Area D-1 (Agency Resolution No. 146-2000, Aug. 15, 2000). All of these 
delegation agreements remain in effect. 

The Redevelopment Dissolution Law provides, among other things, that suc.cessor agencies may enter 
into contracts for the purpose of "winding down the redevelopmen~ agency." Cal. Health & Safety Code 
§ 34177.3 (b). See also Cal. Health & Safety Code§ 34171 (d) (1) (F) (defining enforceable obligations to 
include "agreements necessary for the administration or operation of the successor agency"). 

The Project Site consists of a lot (Assessor's Block 3741, Lot 31) developed and used as an 8-story above 
grade parking garage with 550 parking spaces (the "Parking Garage Lot") and a small triangular portion 
of an adjacent lot (Assess.or's Block 3741, Lot 35) which is currently unimproved other than landscaping 
and a fence (the "Subject Property"). The Subject Property is within the Project Area and is subject to the 
land use and development controls of the Redevelopment Requirements. The Project Sponsor intends to 
merge the Subject Property into the Parking Garage Lot through a lot line adjustment. 

On June 25, 2015, the Project Sponsor submitted to the Planning Department the updated Section 309 
Authorization Application, Variance Application and Conditional Use Authorization Application for the 

Project. These applications, including all supporting documentation, are required for the development of 
the 75 Howard Project and include the Subject Property. Almost all of the improvements proposed by 
the 75 Howard Project are located on the Parking Garage Lot, which is not subject to the Redevelopment 
Requirements and are within the exclusive jurisdiction of the City and have been reviewed for 

compliance with the Planning Code and heard at a duly noticed Planning Commission hearing on 
September 3, 2015, which was continued from July, 23, 2015 (the "Planning Code Improvements"). 
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



Resolution No.19448 Case No.'s: 2011.1122XVCUA 
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Only a small number of improvements for the 75 Howard Project are located on the Subject Property that . 
is under the jurisdiction of the Redevelopment Requirements and OCII. Those improvements (as shown 
on the current plans) are: (i) the below grade parking garage; (ii) on floors 1 through 7, a small corner of 
the proposed building and some landscaping and streetscape; and (iii) on floors 8 through 11, the very 
edge of the building corner (the "Redevelopment Improvements"). There are no improv~ments proposed 
on the Subject Property from floor 12 and above. 

Review and approval of the both the Planning Code Improvements and the Redevelopment 
Improvements by one public body with final· authority over all aspects of the project will avoid 
inconsistent and duplicative decisions and ensure that design considerations and conditions of approval 
are part of an integrated and holistic development project. Given the Redevelopment Requirements 
reliance on the Planning Code, the Planning Department and Planning Commission are the appropriate 
authorities in which to consolidate review and approval of the 75 Howard Project. 

· On July 7, 2015, the OCII Commission unanimously approved a Delegation Agreement under Resolution 
No. 44-2015 by and between OCII and the Planning Department whereby OCII delegated to the Planning 
Department the responsibility for administering the Redevelopment Requirements to the improvements 
proposed as part of the 75 Howard Project located on the Subject Property. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby approves the Delegation 

Agreement and authorizes the Director of Planning to execute the Delegation Agreement in the name and 
on behalf of this Planning Commission, in substantially the form of agreement presented to this Planning 
Commission. 

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Resolution on September 3, 2015. 

Jonaslonin 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Antonini, Fong, Hillis, Richard, Johnson 

NAYS: Wu 

ABSENT: Moore (recused) 

ADOPTED: September 3, 2015 
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Subject to: (Select only if applicable) 

• lnclusionary Housing o Public Open Space 

o Childcare Requirement o First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 

• Transit Impact Development Fee 

o Other 

o Jobs Housing Linkage Program 

o Downtown Park Fee 

•Public Art 

Planning Commission Motion 19449 
CEQA Findings 

Date: 
Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 3, 2015 

August 24, 2015 
2014.1122E_XVCUA 
75 Howard Street 

C-3-0 (SD) (Downtown Office, Special Development) 
200-S Height and Bulk District 
3741/31; 3741/35 (Parcel 3) 
Maree L. Sanchez-(212) 237-3129 
RDF 75 Howard LP 
1633 Broadway, Suite 1801 
New York, NY 10019 

ms.anchez@paramount-group.com 
Tina Chang- (415) 575-9197 
Tina.Chang@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA ENVffiONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
TO CONSTRUCT A 20-STORY-OVER-BASEMENT, APPROXIMATELY 220-FOOT TALL BUILDING 
WITH UP TO 133 DWELLING UNITS, APPROXIMATELY 5,824 SQ. FT. OF GROUND FLOOR 
RETAIL SPACE AND 100 OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES (HEREINAFTER, THE "PROJECT"), AT 
75 HOWARD STREET (HEREINAFTER, THE "PROJECT SITE") WITHIN THE C-3-0(SD) 
(DOWNTOWN OFFICE, SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT) DISTRICT AND THE 200-S HEIGHT AND 
BULK DISTRICT. 

PREAMBLE 

In determining to approve the proposed Project located at 75 Howard Street, Assessor's Block 3741, Lo_ts 
31 and 35, as described in Section II below, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter 
"Commission") makes and adopts the following findings of fact and decisions regarding the proposed 
Project, project alternatives, and mitigation measures and adopts the statement of overriding 
considerations, based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding before the 
Commission and under the California Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Code 
Section 21000 et seq., (hereinafter "CEQA"), particularly Section 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for 
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75 Howard Street 

Implementation of CEQA, 14 California Code of.Regulations Section 15000 et seq., ("CEQA Guidelines"), 
particularly Section 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (hereinafter "MMRP") for the mitigation measures 
that ha'7"e been proposed for adoption is attached with these findings as Exhibit 1. The MMRP is required 
by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. Exhibit 1 provides a table setting forth 
each mitigation measure identified in the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Project ("Final EIR" 
or "FEIR") that is required to reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. Exhibit 1 also specifies the 
entity responsible for implementation of each measure and establishes monitoring actions and a 
monitoring schedule. The full text of the mitigation measures is set forth in Exhibit 1. 

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Commission. The 
references set forth in these f~ndings to certain pages or sections of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (hereinafter "Draft EIR" or "DEIR") or the Response to Comment? Document (hereinafter"RTC") 
in the FEIR are for ease of reference and are not intended to provide an exhaustive list of the evidence 
relied upon for these findings. The FEIR is comprised of the Draft EIR and the RTC and all of their 
supporting documentation. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Commission hereby adopts the following findings for the Project approval of 75 Howard Street 
pursuant to the CEQA, California Public Resources Code, Sections 21000 et seq., the Guideli,nes for 
Implementation of CEQA, Title 15 California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et. seq. (hereinafter 
"Guidelines"), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code (hereinafter "Chapter 31"), 
entitled Environmental Quality: 

11. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Project Site consis.ts of a lot developed and used as an above grade parking garage (the "parking 
garage lot'') and a small triangular portion of an adjacent lot which is currently unimproved other than 
landscaping and a fence (the "unimproved triangle"). The Project Sponsor intends to merge the 
unimproved triangle into the parking garage lot through a lot line adjustment. The unimproved triangle 
is within the Rincon Beach South Point Redevelopment Plan (the "Redevelopment Plan") Area and is the 
subject of a Delegation Agreement by the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure and the 
San Francisco Planning Department (the "Department"). The Delegation Agreement authorizes the 
Department to review and approve that portion of the proposed 75 Howard Project that is located on the 
unimproved triangle for consistency with the Redevelopment Plan and the related Design for 
Development.. The subject property is located at the intersection of Howard aIJ.d Steuart Streets, on a 
block bounded by Folsom and Spear Streets in the Financial District. The subject property is located 
within the C-3-0(SD) (Downtown Office, Special Development) District and 200-S Height and Bulk 
District. The subject property is located within the boundaries of the Transit Center District and is 
located at the eastern edge of the district. The current development of this location, with the above-grade 
parking garage, represents an under-utilized site within the downtown core. The Property is 20,931 sq. ft. 
in size with approximately 156 feet of frontage on Howard Street and 134 feet of frontage on Steuart 
Street. The Property is currently used as an above grade parking garage with approximately S50 parking 
spaces. The Project Sponsor proposes to demolish the existing above grade parking garage, merge the 
two lots, and construct a new 20-story-over-garage, 284,300 gsf, 133-unit residential building with 5,824 
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sq. ft. of ground floor retail space, 100 off-street parking spaces, and 123 bicycle parking spaces (108 Class 
1; 15 Class 2). The residential units would consist of 36 one bedroom units (27%), 71 two bedroom units 
(53%), 23 three bedroom units (17%), and 3 four bedroom units (2%). Retail space would be located on 
both the Howard and Steuart Street frontages. 

A. Prolect History. On January 13, 2012, Project Sponsor filed an application with the Department for 
Environmental Review, to allow the demolition of an existing above-grade parking lot and the 
construction of a new, approximately 31-story-over-basement, approximately 350-foot tall, 
432,253 gsf building containing approximately 5,685 gsf of ground floor retail space, and 186 
dwelling-units (the "Original Project") at the Project Site. Applications for the development of 
the Original Project were subsequently filed with the Department on December 6, 2013. 

On August 13, 2014, the Project Sponsor subsequently filed amended entitlement applications to 
allow the demolition of an above-grade parking lot and the construction of a new, approximately 
26-story-over-basement, approximately 292-foot tall building containing approximately 409,150 
gsf, with approximately 4,250 gsf of ground floor commercial space and 159 dwelling-units (the 
"Reduced Height Project") at the Project Site. 

On April 30, 2015, the Project Sponsor once again filed amended entitlement applications to allow 
for the construction of the revised 220 foot tall, 133 unit Project as discussed in this Motion. 

At the time of publication of the DEIR, the Project Sponsor's proposed project was the Original 
Project. As such, the DEIR analyzes the Original Project as the "proposed project". However, as 
discussed above, since publication of the Draft EIR in July 2013, the Project Sponsor indicated 
that the Original Project is no longer the Project Sponsor's "preferred project" for the purposes of 
the FEIR, and on April 30, 2015, submitted a revised entitlement application to the Department 
for the development of the revised Project for consideration for approval. The Department 
concluded that the Project, as revised, is generally consistent with the design of the Code 
Compliant Alternative analyzed in the DEIR, as revised in the RTC document in Chapter 2, 
Revisions to DEIR Analysis Approach and Modifications to Project Alternatives, pp. 2.20-2.42 .. 
As discussed in the RIC document, the design changes to the Code Compliant Alternative 
required to reflect to the revised Project do not present any significant new information, nor do 
they alter any of the conclusions or present the need for any new mitigation measures regarding 
the analysis of the Code Compliant Alternative presented in the DEIR. Therefore, it was 
determined by the Planning Department that recirculation of the DEIR, pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 150885, was not required. Instead, as noted above, the Planning Department 
determined that the Project would be analyzed and presented in the FEIR as the "Code 
Compliant Alternative", as revised by the RTC document. City decision-makers can adopt any 
of the alternatives analyzed in the DEIR instead of approving a proposed project if it is found that 
an alternative would substantially reduce or eliminate significant environmental impacts 
identified for the proposed project, an alternative is determined feasible, and if an alternative 
would achieve most of the project sponsor objectives. The determination of feasibility would be 
made by City decision-makers based on substantial evidence in the record, which shall include, 
but not be limited to, information presented in the DEIR and the RTC document. 

B. Project Sponsor Objectives. The FEIR discusses several project objectives identified by the Project 
Sponsor. The objectives are as follows: 
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• To improve the architectural and urban design character of the City's waterfront by 
replacing the existing above-grade parking garage with a high-quality residential project 
with ground floor retail uses and sufficient parking. 

• To increase the City's supply of housing. 

• To construct streetscape improvements and open space that serve neighborhood residents, 
and workers, and enliven pedestrian activity on the waterfront during evening and nighttime 
hours. 

• To construct a high-quality project that includes a sufficient number of residential units to 
make economically feasible the demolition and replacement of the existing above-grade 
parking garage, produce a reasonable return on investment for the project sponsor and its 
investors, attract investment capital and construction financing, and generate sufficient 
revenue to finance the open space amenities proposed as part of the project. 

As noted above, since the publication of the above listed project objectives in the DEIR, the 
Project Sponsor's preferred project has changed from the Original Project to the Code Compliant 
Alternative. The Code Compliant Alternative would achieve most of the basic objectives of the , 
Project Sponsor. This alternative would improve the architectural and urban design Character of 
the City's dpwntown core by replacing the existing above-grade parking garage with a high
quality residential project with ground floor retail uses and sufficient parking and would also 
increase the City's supply of housing. It would also partially meet, though not to. the full extent 
as under the Original Project, the Project Sponsor's objectives to construct a high-quality project 
that° includes a sufficient number of residential units to make economically feasible the 
demolition and replacement of the existing above-grade parking garage, produce a reasonable 
return on investment for the Project Sponsor and its investors, and attract investment c~pital 
and construction financing. The Code Compliant Alternative, however, would not meet the 
Project Sponsor's objective to construct open space that serves the neighborhood residents and 
workers, and enlivens pedestrian activity on the waterfront during evening and nighttime 
hours. 

C. Planning And Environmental Review Process. The Department determined that an Environmental 
Impact Report ("BIR") was required and provided public notice of the preparation of such on 
December 12, 2012. The Department published the Draft BIR on July 31, 2013. The public 
comment period for the Draft BIR was August 1, 2013, to September 16, 2013. The Commission 
held a public hearing to solicit testimony on the Draft EIR on September 12, 2013. The 
Department published the RTC document on July 8, 2015, which document provides written 
response to each comment received on the Draft BIR that raised environmental issues. The Draft 
BIR, together with the RTC document and all of the supporting documentation constitute the 
FEIR. 

The Commission certified the FEIR on September 3, 2015, by adoption of its Motion No 19447. 
The FEIR fully analyzed the Project proposed for approval herein. 
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. D. APPROVAL ACTIONS: The Project would require a Planning Code Section 309 Downtown Project 
Approval. The Project would also require a Conditional Use authorization for parking in excess 
of principally permitted amounts, Variances for dwelling unit exposure for 39 units and for the 
width of the loading and parking access on Howard Street, and review and consideration by the 
Planning Commission of a Section 309 Determination of Compliance and Request for Exceptions 
for rear yard requirements, reduction of ground level wind currents requirements and bulk 
requirements._Pursuant to the Delegation Agreement, the Planning Department or Commission 
will also approve those portions of the 75 Howard Project located on the unimproved triangle for 
consistency with the Redevelopment Plan and Design for Development. 

E. LOCATION AND CUSTODIAN OF RECORDS. Tne public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters 
regarding the FEIR received during the public review period, the record of proceedings including 
those items described in CEQA Section 21167.6(e), and other background documentation for the 
FEIR are located at. the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco. The Planning 
Commission Secretary, Jonas Ionin, is the custodian of records for the Planning Department and 
the Planning Corri.mission. 

Ill. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

This Section sets forth the Commission's findings' about the FEIR's determinations regarding significant 
environmental impacts. and the mitigation measures proposed to address them. These findings provide 
the written analysis and conclusions of the Commission regarding the environmental impacts of the 
Project and the mitigation measures included in the FEIR and adopted by the Commission as part of the 
Project's approval. To avoid duplication and redundancy, and because the Commission agrees with, and 
hereby adopts, the conclusions in the FEIR, these findings will not repeat the analysis and conclusions in 
the FEIR, but instead incorpm:ates them by reference herein and relies on them as substantial evidence 
supporting these findings. 

In making these findings, the Commission has considered the op1mons of staff and experts, other 
agencies and members of the public. The Commission finds that the determination of significance 
thresholds is a judgment decision within the discretion of the City and County of San Francisco; the 
significance thresholds used in the EIR are supported by substantial evidence in the record, including the 
expert opinion of the EIR preparers and City. staff; and i:he significance thresholds used in the EIR 
provide reasonable and appropriate means of assessing the significance of the adverse environmental 
effects of the Project. 

These findings do not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact contained in the 
FEIR. Instead, a full explanation of these environmental findings and conclusions can be found in the 
FEIR and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and analysis in the FEIR · 
supporting the determination ,regarding the Project impacts and mitigation measures designed to address 
those impacts. In making these findings, the Commission ratifies, adopts and incorporates in these 
findings the determinations and conclusions of the FEIR relating to environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures, except to the extent any such determinations and conclusions are specifically and 
expressly modified by these findings. 

As set forth below, the Commission adopts and incorporates all of the mitigation measures set forth in 
the FEIR and the attached Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP'') to substantially 
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lessen or avoid the significant impacts of the Project: The Commission intends to adopt each of the 
applicable mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. Accordingly, in the event a mitigation measure 
recommended in the FEIR has inadvertently been omitted in these findings or the MMRP, such 
mitigation measure is hereby adopted and incorporated in the findings below by reference. In addition, 
in the event the language describing a mitigation measure set forth in these findings or the MMRP fails to 
accurately reflect the mitigation measures in the FEIR due to a clerical error, the language of the policies 
and implementation measures as set forth in the FEIR shall control. The impact numbers and mitigation 
measure numbers used in these findings reflect the information contained in the FEIR. 

The MMRP is attached to the subject CEQA Findings motion as Exhibit 1 for case 2011.1122E. 
Implementation of all the mitigation measures contained in the FEIR will be included as a condition of 
approval for the Project. All applicable mitigation measures proposed in the FEIR are adopted and the 
full text of the mitigation measures is set forth in the MMRP attached as Exhibit 1 to this Motion. 

A. Impacts Found to be Less than Significant and Thus Requiring No Mitigation. Under CEQA, no mitigation 
measures are required for impacts that are.less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code, Section 
21002; CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.) Based on substantial evidence in 
the whole record of this proceeding, the Commission finds that implementation of the Project 
will not result in any significant impacts in the following areas and that these impact areas, 
therefore, do not require mitigation. 

The Initial Study, attached to the Draft EIR as Appendix A, found that the following potential 
individual and cumulative environmental effects of the Project, as fully analyzed in the IS, would 
be less than significant and thus require no mitigation: Population and Housing;· Cultural and 
Paleontological Resources (Historic Architectural and Paleontological Resources only); 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Wind and Shadow (Wind only); Recreation; Public Services; Geology 
and Soils; Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Mineral and Energy Resources; and Agricultural 
and Forest Resource·s. 

Implementation of the Project will not result in any significant impacts in the following areas as 
identified in the FEIR: LU-1; LU-2; C-LU-1; TR-1; TR-2; TR-3; TR-4; TR-5; TR-6; TR-7; TR-8; C-TR-
2; C-TR-3; N0-4; N0-5; AQ-1; AQ-3;AQ-5; UT-1; C-UT-1; BI-2; HY-1; HY-2; C-HY-1; HWS-1; and. 
C-WS-1. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Commission finds that the implementation of the · 
Improvement Measures identified in the MMRP would further reduce the less-than-significant 
effects of the Project in the applicable impact areas. 

B. Significant Impacts That Can Be Avoided Or Reduced To A Less-Than-Significant Level Through Mitigation. 
The FEIR identified the significant impacts listed in this Section III.B and identified mitigation 
measures whiCh, if implemented, would avoid or reduce. the impacts to a less-than signific_ant 
level. Based on the analysis contained in the FEIR, other considerations in the record and the 
standards of significance, the Commission finds that implementation of all of the proposed 
mitigation measures discussed in this Section III.B will reduce these potentially significant 
impacts to a less-then-significant level: 

Impact CP-1 and 2: Soils disturbance may impact subsurface archeological resources. 
Mitigation Measure M-CP-la, M-CP-lb and M-CP-lc for archeological testing, monitoring, 
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data recovery and reporting, interpretation and accidental discovery would reduce this 
impact to less than significant 

Impact CP-3: Construction could affect unique geologic features or unique paleontological 
resources, if present within the Project Site. Mitigation Measure M-CP-3: Paleontological 
Resources Monitciring and Mitigation Program, would reduce this impact to less than 
significant. 

Impact C-CP-1: Disturbance of archaeological resources, if encountered during construction 
of the Project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, could make a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative 
impact on archaeological resources. Mitigation Measure M-C-CP-1: Cumulative 
Archaeological Resources, would reduce this impact to less than significant. 

Impact N0-1 and 2: Noise and vibration from construction would be substantially greater 
than existing noise levels in the project vicinity and could significantly impact nearby 
sensitive receptors. Mitigation Measures M-NO-la: Noise Control Measures During Pile 
Driving, and M-NO-lb: General Construction Noise Control Measures would reduce this 
impact to less than significant. 

Impact N0-3: Operation would introduce additional noise sources to the area, such as new 
mechanical equipment for building utilities, including ventilation equipment (HV AC 
equipment) and other building mechanical systems. Mitigation Measure M-N0-3: Interior 
Mechanical Equipment, would reduce this impact to less than significant. 

Impact C-N0-1: Construction would temporarily cause a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to significant noise impacts that would occur with other projects in the vicinity; 
including construction occurring as development is approved pursuant to implementation of 
the TCDP. Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-la: Cumulative Construction Noise Control 
Measures, would reduce this impact to less than significant. 

Impact AQ-2: Toxic air contaminants (TACs) emitted during construction would expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2 
would reduce this impact to less than significant. 

Impact AQ-4: Operatiop of the Project once constructed would lead to operational emissions. 
Mitigation Measures M-AQ-4a and M-AQ-4b, would reduce this impact to less than 
significant. 

Impact C-AQ-1: Construction and operation of the Project, in combination with past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project area, would contribute to 
cumulative air quality impacts. Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2, M-AQ- 4a and M-AQ-4b, 
would reduce this impact to less than significant. 

Impact BI-1: Construction would adversely impact birdlife, bird movement, and migration. · 
Mitigation Measures M-BI-la: Design Standards to Render Building Less Hazardous to Birds 
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and M-BI-lb: Night Lighting Minimization, and Improvement Measure 1-.131-A: Tenant 
Education, would reduce this impact to less than significant. 

Impact C-Bl-1: The Project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future development, 
would result in a considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts related to avian 
wildlife. Mitigation Measures M-BI-la: Design Standards to Render Building Less 
Hazardous to Birds and M-Bl-lb: Night Lighting Minimization, would reduce this impact to 
less than significant. 

Impact HZ-1: The Project would create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through either: a) the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, orb) through 
reasonably foreseeable upset or accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment. Mitigation Measures M-HZ-la: Hazardous Building 
Materials Abatement, would reduce this impact to less than significant. 

C. Significant And Unavoidable Environmental Impacts. The Project, as approved, would have Project
specific unavoidable significant environmental impacts as outlined herein. Where feasible, 
mitigation measures have been included in the FEIR and MMRP to address these impacts; 
however, these impacts would remain significant and unavoidable even with mitigation. 

Impact C-TR-1: Increased traffic volumes due to the proposed Project would contribute 
considerably to reasonably foreseeable future cumulative traffic increases that would cause 
levels of service to deteriora~e to unacceptable levels at the intersection of Spear and Howard 
Streets. Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-1 has been imposed on the Project as a result of this 
impact. However, as noted in the FEIR, the TCDP Transportation Impact Study established the 
feasibility of this mitigation measure as uncertain and considered mitigation to less-than
significant conditions infeasible. For this reason the TCDP Transportation Impact. Study 
identified the future cumulative impacts of the Public Realm Plan at the intersection of Spear 
and Howard streets as significant and unavoidable. 

Impact WS-1: The proposed Project would create new shadow in a manner that substantially 
affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. There is no feasible mitigation 
measure available for this impact; although choosing the environmentally preferred 
alternative reduces shadow impacts. 

Impact C-WS-1: The proposed Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would create new shadow in a manner that 
substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas, resulting in a 
significant cumulative shadow .impact. The Project would make a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to this significant cumulative shadow impact. There is no feasible mitigation 
measure available for this impact. 

IV. Evaluation of Project Alternatives 

A. Alternatives Analyzed in the FEIR. The FEIR analyzed three alternatives to the Original Project: the 
No Project Alternative, the Code Compliant Alternative and the Reduced Height Alternative. 

San Francisco 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 8 



Motion 19449 
September 3, 2015 

2014.1122:EXVCUA 
75 Howard Street 

Under the No Project Alternative, the existing legally non-conforming 550-space, 91-foot-tall, 
eight-level commercial parking garage on the Project Site would be retained in its current 
condition. The proposed new residential high rise tower would not be constructed. Assuming 
that the existing physical conditions of the Project area were to continue for the foreseeable 
future, conditions described in detail for each enVironmental topic in the Initial Study and in 
Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation of the FEIR, would remain and none 
of the impacts associated with the Original Project would occur. 

The Reduced Height Alternative would include construction of a shorter building 
(approximately 281 feet tall). Specifically, the Reduced Height Alternative would include about 
280,430 gsf of retail uses; 5,900 gsf of retail uses; about 25,700 gsf of parking (not including 
loading or driveways and maneuvering spaces); and about 95,820 gsf of building services 
(common areas, mechanical, and storage spaces). The building developed under the Reduced 
Height Alternative would be about 25 stories and 281 feet tall, excluding the mechanical 
penthouse, and would require amendment of the City's Zoning Map to increase height limits. 
The Reduced Height Alternative would contain 172 market rate units (14 fewer units than under 
the Original Project). This alternative would .also include approximately 5,900 gsf of retail use, 
including space for restaurant and cafe uses (slightly more than under the Original Project). 
Under the Reduced Height Alternative, a total of 159 parking spaces (16 fewer spaces than under 
the proposed project) would be constructed in a 25,700-gsf parking garage located on two below
grade levels accessed from Howard Street. One parking space would be reserved for car-share 
vehicles and 158 parking spaces would be assigned to building residents and commercial uses. 
Similar to the Original Project, none of the parking spaces would be independently accessible; all 
vehicles would be mechanically parked by valet in stacked spaces. Similar to the Original Project, 
this alternative would include two loading spaces located on Basement Level 1. This alternative 
would also include 56-bicycle storage spaces (8 fewer than under the proposed project) located 
on Basement Level 1. The Reduced Height Alternative would include landscaping and paving 
improvements, resulting in a new 4,780.sq. ft. landscaped, publicly accessible open space at Block 
3742/Lot 12 and the portion of the Steuart Street right of way south of Howard Street. As under 
the Original Project, on-street parking along the segment of Steuart Street south of Howard Street 
would be eliminated. 

As under the Original Project, but to a somewhat lesser degree, the Reduced Height Alternative 
would still result in the following significant and unavoidable impacts: significant and 
unavoidable project-level land use and land use planning impacts since this alternative would 
not comply with the existing height limit for the Project Site, and would result in net new shadow 
on Rincon Park ·(land use and land use planning); significant and unavoidable cumulative 
impacts on intersection operations at Spear Street/Howard Street under 2035 cumulative 
conditions (transportation and circulation); and significant and unavoidable project-level and 
cumulative shadow impacts on Rincon Park (shadow). Similar to the Original Project, the 
Reduced Height Alternative would have significant, but slightly reduced, project-level shadow 
impacts on outdoor recreation facilities and other public areas. 

The Code Compliant Alternative analyzed in the FEIR is the Project Sponsor's "preferred project" 
and the Project as discussed in this Motion. Under this alternative, the Project Site would remain 
within the 200-S Height and Bulk District as shown on Zoning Map Sheet HTOl, the 220-foot 
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height limit specified on Map 5 (Proposed Height and Bulk Districts) in the Downtown Area Plan 
of the General Plan (with the 20 foot tower extension permitted pursuant to Section 263.9 of the 
Planning Code). This alternative would be both 13 stories and 128 feet shorter than the tower 
proposed under the Original Project. The Code Compliant Alternative would contain 133 market 
rate units (53 fewer units than under the Original Project) and approximately 5,824· gsf of retail 
use (slightly more than under the Original Project), including space for restaurant and cafe uses. 
The Code Compliant Alterrtative does not include any landscaping and paving improvements on 
Assessor's Block 3742/Lot 12, and that open space site would remain vacant and paved with 
asphalt, and would continue to be available through the City and County of San Francisco for· 
temporary uses such as construction staging or for future development by the City. However, as 
under Original Project, in furtherance of the requirements of Planning <::ode Section 138.1, 
streetscape improvements would be proposed for the Steuart Street right-of-way, south of 
Howard Street. Under this alternative, unlike under the Original Project, Steuart Street would 
not be narrowed, and the turnaround bulb at the southern terminus of Steu;;rrt Street would not 
be eliminated. However, the sidewalks adjacent to the building would. be improved pursuant to 
the requirements of Planning Code Section 138.1. 

The Code Compliant Alternative would avoid significant and unavoidable land use impacts and 
would reduce shadow impacts, but not to a less-than-significant level. This alternative would 
result in similar transportation- related impacts compared to the Original Project. As with the 
Original Project, the Code Compliant Alternativ;e would make a significant contribution to a 
significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic impact at the Spear Street/Howard Street 
intersection. 

The Original Project, the No Project Alternative and the Reduced Height Alternative (including 
any variants), are rejected, for the reasons explained below, in favor of the preferred.Project (the 
Code Compliant Alternative) analyzed in the FEIR. 

B. ALTERNATIVES REJECTED AND REASONS FOR REJECTION 

(1) No Project Alternative. The No Project Alternative would not be desirable and would not 
meet any of the Project Sponsor's objectives. The No Project Alternative would amount to a 
continuation of the existing conditions at the Project Site, which is underutilized and which is 
currently an above-grade parking garage. The No Project Alternative is rejected in favor ·of 
the Project and is found infeasible for the following economic and social reasons: 

(a) The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the Project Sponsor's objectives. 

(b) The No Project Alternative would not provide opportunities for new sources of jobs, housing 
(including affordable housing through payment of the in-lieu fee), commercial uses, fees, 
taxes and revenues. 

(c) The Project site would remain underutilized. 

(2) Original Project. The Original Project is no longer the Project. Sponsor's preferred project 
and as such would not be desirable. The Original Project is rejected in favor of the Project 
and is found infeasible .because the Original . Project would involve significant and 
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unavoidable project specific impacts related to land use and land use planning. This 
alternative would not be consistent with some of the objectives and policies of the General 
Plan's Urban Design Element, Downtown Area Plan, and TCDP, and it would not comply 
with the existing height limit for the Project Site. 

(3) Reduced Height Alternative. The Reduced Height Alternative would not be .desirable and is 
not the Project Sponsor's preferred project. The Reduced Height Alternative ·is rejected in 
favor of the Project and is found infeasible because the Reduced Height Alternative would 
still involve significant and unavoidable project specific impacts related to land use and land 
use planning. At a height of 281 feet, this alternative would not be consistent with some of 
the objectives and policies of the General Plan's Urban Design Element, Downtown Area 
Plan, and TCDP, and it would not comply with the existing height limit for the Project Site. 

' (4) . Alternatives Considered but Rejected. The FEIR also identified two alternatives that were 
considered but rejected from further consideration, namely, the PP A design alternative and 
an off-site alternative. As described in the FEIR, the Planning Department did not support the 
design approach of the PP A design, and it was therefore excluded from further 
consideration. The off-site alternative was rejected from further consideration because the 
only other nearby site. the Project Sponsor controlled was already fully developed and the 
Project Sponsor had no plans to acquire additional sites of a similar size in the vicinity. 

V. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

Notwithstanding the significant unavoidable impacts noted above, pursuant to CEQA Section 21081and 
CEQA Guidelines section 15093, the Commission hereby finds, after considering the FEIR and the 
evidence in the record, that each of the specific overriding economic, legal, social and other benefits of the 
Project, as set forth below! independently and collectively outweighs the identified significant and 
unavoidable impacts of the Project and is an overriding consideration warranting approval of the Project. 
Any one of the reasons for approval cited below is sufficient to justify approval of the Project. Thus, even 
if a court were to conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, the Commission 
will stand by its determination that each individual reason is sufficient. The substru;i.tial evidence 
supporting the various benefits can be found in the preceding findings, which are incorporated. by 
reference into this Section, and in the documents found in the record of these proceedings. In addition, 
the Commission finds that the rejected Project Alternatives are also rejected for the following specific 
economic, social or other considerations, in addition to the specific reasons discussed in Se\:tion III above. 

The Commission further finds that, as part of the process of obtaining Project approval, all significant 
effects on the environment from implementation of the Project have been eliminated or substantially 
lessened where feasible. All applicable mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIR for the proposed 
Project are adopted as part of this approval action. The alternative project chosen is the environmentally 
preferred alternative. Furthermore, the Commission has determined that any remaining significant 
effects on the environment found to ·be unavoidable are acceptable due to the following specific 
overriding economic, technical, legal, social and other considerations. 

The Project will have the following benefits: 
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1. The Project would add up to 133 dwelling units,. of which 36 are one-bedroom units, 71 
are two-bedroom units, 23 are three-bedroom units, and three are four-bedroom units, to 
the City's housing stock. As such, the Project promotes the objectives and policies of the 
General Plan by providing a range ()f unit types to serve a variety of needs. 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 at 75 Howard Street is an above-grade parking garage. 

2. · The Project would help secure funding for permanently affordable housing by paying a 
20% in-lieu fee in accordance with the City's Affordable Inclusionary Housing 
Ordinance, thereby enhancing the City's affordable housing. 

3. The Project would promote the objectives and policies of the General Plan by replacing 
the existing above-grade parking garage with a residential high-rise tower that is more 
consistent and compatible with the surrounding high-rise residential and commercial 
architecture. This new development will greatly enhance the character of the existing 
neighborhood. In addition, the removal of the above-grade parking garage and the 
replacement with active street frontages will improve pedestrian and neighborhood 
safety. By including a ground floor retail use, the Project would promote pedestrian 
traffic in the vicinity and provide "eyes on the street". The Project would landscape the 
sidewalk area surrounding the Project Site, include bike racks, and could provide limited 
sidewalk seating. These changes will enhance the attractiveness of the site for pedestrians 
and make bring this site into conformity with principles of good urban design. 

4. By developing and maintaining space dedicated to retail use and restaurant use within 
the building, the Project will continue the pattern of active ground floor retail along the 
Steuart and Howard Street frontages and will provide services to the immediate 
neighborhood. The Project would also contribute to the development of the Transit 
Center transportation and street improvements and open space through participation in 
the Transit Center District Community Facilities District and payment of the Transit 
Center District Open Space Impact Fee and the Transit Center District Transportation 
and Street Improvement Fee. 

5. The Project would construct a development that is in keeping with the scale, massing and 
density of other structures in the immediate vicinity. 

6. The Project design is intended to meet, and the Project Sponsor intends to seek, a LEED 
Platinum certification from the U.S. Green Building Council. 

7. The Project's innovative design furthers Housing Element Policy 11.1, which provides 
that "The City should continue to improve design review to ensure that the review 
process results in good design that complements existing character." 

8. The Project will create temporary construction jobs and permanent jobs in the retail 
sector. These jobs will provide employment opportunities for San Francisco residents, 
promote the City's role as a commercial center, and provide additional payroll tax 
revenue to the City. 
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9. The Project will revitalize the Project Site and the surrounding neighborhood. The 
replacement of 550 above-grade parking spaces with 100 below-grade spaces will bring 
the site into greater conformity with current Planning Code and urban design principles. 

10. The Project will substantially increase the assessed value of the Project Site, resulting in 
corresponding increases in tax revenue to the City. 
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That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the. staff of the Department and other . 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby adopts the foregoing CEQA Findings 
and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission on Thursday, 
September 3, 2015. 

Jonasionin 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Antonini, Fong, Hillis, Richard, Johnson 

NAYS: WU 

ABSENT: Moore (recused) 

ADOPTED: September 3, 2015 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND J,IBPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
THE 75 HOW ARD STREET PROJECT 

(Includes Text for Adopted Miti1 ation Measures and Improvement Measures) 

M-CP-la: Archaeological Testing, Monitoring, Data Recovery and Reporting 

Based on a reasonable presumption that archaeological resources may be present within the 
project site, the following measures shall be undertaken io avoid any potentially significant 
adverse effect from the proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. The 
project sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological consultant from 1he pool of 
qualified archaeological consultants maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist. 
The archaeological consultant shall undertake an archaeological testing prognun as 
specified herein. In addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct an archaeological 
monitoring and/or data recovery prognun if required pursuant to 1his measure. The 
archaeological consultant's work shall be conducted in accordance with 1his measure at the 
direction of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). All plans and reports prepared by 
the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for 
review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final 
approval by the ERO. Archaeological monitoring and/or data recovery prognuns required 
by 1his measure could suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum of four 
weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended 
beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less 
than significant level potential effects on a significant archaeological resource as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Sect 15064.5 (a) and (c). 

Consultation with Descendant Commuuities 

On discovery of an archaeological site associated with descendant Native Americans or 
the Overseas Chinese an appropriate representative of the descendant group and the 
ERO shall be contacted. Die representative of the descendant group shall be given the 
opportuuity to monitor archaeological field investigations of the site and to consult with 
ERO regarding appropriate archaeological treatment of the site, ofrecovered data from 
the site, and, if applicable,' any interpretative treatment of the associated archaeological 
site. A copy of the Final Archaeological Resources Report shall be provided to the 
representative of the descendant group. 

Project sponsor to 
retain qualified 
professional 
archaeologist from the 
pool of archaeological 
consultants maintained 
by the Planning 
Department. 

Project 
sponsor/archaeological 
consultant 

Prior to commencement 
of soil-disturbing 
activities, submittal of all 
plans and reports for 
approval by the ERO. 

For the duration of soil
disturbing activities. 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFr-SUBJECT TO CHANGE 

The archaeological 
consultant shall undertake 
an archaeological testing 
program as specified 
herein. (See below 
regarding archaeological 
consultant's reports). 

Project 
sponsor/archaeological 
consultant shall contact the 
ERO and descendant group 
representative upon 
discovery of au 
archaeological site 
associated ·with descendant 
Native Americans or the 
Overseas Chinese. 
The representative of the 
descendant group shall be 
given the opportuuity io 
monitor archaeological 
field investigations on the 

Case No. 2011.1122E 
75 Howard St. 

Status/Date 
Completed 

Considered 
complete when 
project sponsor 
retains a qualified 
professional 
archaeological 
consultant. 

Considered 
complete upon 
submittal of Final 
Archaeological 
·Resources Report. 
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(Includes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and lmurovement Measures) 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility 
Schedule 

Monitoring/Report 

APPROVAL for ing Actions and 
lmulementation Resuonsibilitv 

site and consult with the 
ERO regarding appropriate 
archaeological treatment of 
the site, of recovered data 
from the site,.and, if 
applicable, any 
interpretative treatment of 
the associated 
archaeological site. 
Archaeological Consultant 
shall prepare a Final 
Archaeological Resources 
Report in consultation with 
the ERO (per below). A 
copy of this report shall be 

Prior to any excavation, provided to the ERO and 

site preparation or the representative of the 

Project construction and prior to descendaot group. 

sponsor/ Archaeological testing, an ATP is to be 

consultant at the submitted to and 

direction of the ERO. approved by the ERO. 

Archaeological Testing Program Archaeological consultaot 
to undertake ATP in 

The archaeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for review and At the completion of the consultation with ERO. 
approval ao archaeological testing plan (ATP). The archaeological testing prograro archaeological testing 
shall be conducted in accordance with the approved ATP. The ATP shall identify the Project prograro. 
property types of the expected archaeological resource(s) that potentially could be sponsor/ Archaeological 
adversely affected by the proposed project, the testing method to be used, aod the· consultaot in 
locations recommended for testing. The purpose of the archaeological testing prograru consultation with the 
will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or absence of archaeological ERO. Archaeological consultaot 
resonrces and to identify and to evaluate whether any archaeological resource to submit results of testing, 
encountered on the site constitutes ao historical resource under CEQA. and if significant 

At the completion of the archaeological testing program, the archaeological consultant archaeological resources 

shall submit a written report of the findings to the ERO. If based on the archaeological may be present, in 

testing prograro the archaeological consultant finds that significaot archaeological consultation with ERO, 

resources may be present, the ERO in consultation with the archaeolofilcal consultant determine whether 

ADMINISTRATIVE llRAFr- SUBJECT TO CHANGE 

Case No. 2011.1122E 
75 Howard St. 

Status/Date 
Completed 

Considered 
complete with 
approval of ATP 
by ERO and on 
finding by ERO 
that ATP is 
implemented. 

Considered 
complete on 
submittal to ERO 
ofreport on ATP 
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MotionNo.19449 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
THE75HOWARDSTREETPROJECT 

(Includes Text for Adopted Mitiizatio~ Measures and Improvement Measures) 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility Monitoring/Report 
APPROVAL for · Schedule ing Actions and 

Implementation Responsibilitv 
shall determine if additional measures are warranted. Additional measures that may be additional measures are 
undertaken include additional archaeological testing, archaeological monitoring, and/or warranted. If significant 
an archaeological data recovery program. If the ERO determines that a significant archaeological resources 
archaeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected by the are present and may be 
proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either: adversely affected, project 

A) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on 
sponsor, at its discretion, 
may elect to redesign the 

the significant archaeological resource; or project, or implement data 
B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that recovery program, unless 

the archaeological resource is of greater interpretive than research significance ERO determines the 
and that interpretive use of the resource is feasible. 

The archaeological 
archaeological resource is 
of greater interpretive than 

consultant, project research significance and 
Project sponsor, and sponsor, and ERO shall that interpretive use is 
project archaeological meet prior to feasible. 
consultant, in commencement of soils-

consultation. with the disturbing activities. If 

ERO. ERO determines that 
archaeological 
monitoring is necessary, If required, Archaeological 
monitor throughout all Consultant to prepare AMP 

Archaeological Monitoring Program soils-disturbing in consultation with the 
activities. ERO. 

lfthe ERO in consoltation with the archaeological consoltant determines that ao Project sponsor, project 
archaeological monitoring program (AMP) shall be implemented the archaeological archaeological consultarit, 
monitoring program shall minimally include the following provisions: archaeological monitor, . The archaeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult 

and project sponsor's 
contractors shall implement 

on the scope of the AMP reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing the AMP, if required by the 
activities commencing. The ERO in consoltation with the archaeological · 
ciinsultant shall determine what project activities shall be archaeologically 

ERO. 

monitored. In most cases, any soils-disturbing activities, such as demolition, 
foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation, foundation work, 
driving of piles (foundation, shoriog, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require 
archaeological monitoring becanse of the risk these activities pose to potential 
archaeological resources and to their depositional context; . The archaeologica\ consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT- SUBJECT TO O!:ANGE 

Case No. 2011.1122E 
75 Howard St. 

Status/Date 
Completed 

findings. 

Considered 
. complete on 
approval of AMP 
by ERO; submittal 
of report regarding 

. findings of AMP; 
and finding by 
ERO that AMP is 
implemented. 
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Motion No. 19449 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
TBE75HOWARDSTREETPROJECT 

ancludes Text for Adopted Mitiirntion Measures and Improvement Measures) 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility Monitoring/Report 

APPROVAL for Schedule ing Actions and 
Implementation Responsibilitv 

alert for evidence of the presence of the expected resource(s ), of how to identify 
the evidence of the expected resource(s ), and of the appropriate protocol in the 
event of apparent discovery of an archaeological resource; . The archaeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a 
schedule agreed upon by the archaeological consultant and the ERO until the 
ERO has, in consultation with project archaeological consultant, deterniined that 
project construction activitie_s could have no effects on significant archaeological 
deposits; . The archaeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples 
and artifactual/ecofuctual material as warranted for analysis; . If an intact archaeological deposit is encolllltered, all soils-disturbing activities in 
the vicinity of the deposit shall cease. The archaeological monitor shall be 
empowered to temporarily redirect demolition/excavation/pile Upon determination by 
driving/construction activities_and equipment until the deposit is evaluated. If in 

Proje~t sponsor and the ERO that anADRP 
the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the archaeological 

project archaeological is required. 
l)lonitor has canse to believe that the pile driving activity may affect an consultant, in archaeological resource, the pile driving activity shall be terntlnated Ulltil an · 

consultation with ERO. 
appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation with, the 
ERO. The archaeological consultant shall inunediately notify the ERO of the 
encolllltered archaeological deposit The archaeological consultant shall make a 
reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the 

If required, Archaeological encountered archaeological deposit, and present the findings of this assessment to 
the ERO. consultant to prepare an 

ADRP in consultation with 
Whether or not significant archaeological resources are encountered, the archaeological the ERO. 
consultant shall submit a written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the 
ERO. 

Archaeological Data Recoverv Program 

If the ERO, in consultation with the archaeological consultant, determines that 
archaeological data recovery programs shall be implemented, the archaeological data 
recovery program shall be conducted in accord with an archaeological data recovery plan 
(ADRP), The archaeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult 
on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft ADRP. The archaeological 
consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shall identify how the 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFr- SUBJECT TO CHANGE 

Case No. 2011.1122E 
75 Howard St. 

Status/Date 
Completed 

Considered 
complete on 
submittal of 
ADRPtoERO, 
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Motion No. 19449 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
THE 75 HOW ARD STREET PROJECT 

<Includes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures) 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility Monitoring/Report 

APPROVAL for Schedule ing Actions and 
Implementation Responsibility 

proposed data recovery program will preserve the significant information the 
archaeological resource is expected to contain. That is, the ADRP will identify what 
scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the expected resource, what 
data classes the resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes 
would address the applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, should be 
limited to the portions of the historical property that could be adversely affected by the 
proposed project. Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of 
the archaeological resources if nondestructive methods are practical. 

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: . Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, 
procedures, and operations. . Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing 
system and artifact analysis procedures. 

. Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and In the event human 

post-field discard and deaccession policies. Project sponsor and remains and/or funerary 
project archaeological objects are encountered. . Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive consultant, in 

program during the course of the archaeological data recovery program. consultation with the . Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the 
San Francisco Coroner, 

archaeological resource from vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally 
NAHC andMLD. 

damaging activities. . Final Reporl. Description of proposed report format and distribution of 
results. 

. Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the Archaeological consultant/ 
curation of any recovered data having potential research value, identification Archaeological 
of appropriate curation facilities, and a summary of the accession policies of monitor/project sponsor or 
the curation facilities. contractor to contact San 

Francisco County Coroner. 
Implement regulatory 

l.'roject sponsor and If applicable, after requirements, if applicable, 

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerarv Objects 
project archaeological completion of regarding discovery of 
consultant, in archaeological data Native American human 

recovery, inventorying, remains and 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFr- SUBJECT TO CHANGE 

Case No. 2011.1122E 
75 Howard St. 

Status/Date 
Completed 

19 



Motion No. 19449 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
THE 75 HOW ARD STREET PROJECT 

CTnclndesText for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures) 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility 
Schedule 

Monitoring/Report 
APPROVAL for ing Actions and 

Implementation Responsibilitv 
The treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects consultation with ERO analysis and associated/unassociated 
discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with applicable State and interpretation. funerary objects. Contact 
Federal laws. This shall include immediate notification of the Coroner of the City and Archaeological If applicable, upon Archaeological consultant 
County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner's determination that the human consultant at the approval ofF ARR by and ERO. 
remains are Native American remains, notification of the California State Native direction of the ERO ERO. 
American Heritage Commission (NARC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant 
(MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The archaeological consultant, project sponsor, 
and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of; 
with appropriate dignity, human remains and associated or tinassociated funerary objects 
(CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the If applicable, 
appropriate ei<cavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final Archaeological consultant 
disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. to submit a Draft FARR to 

ERO. 

Archaeological Consultant 
to distribute FARR. 

Final Archaeological Resources R<;port 

The archaeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final Archaeological Resources Report 
(FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any disc0vered 
archaeological resolirce and describes the archaeological and historical research methods 
employed in the archaeological testiog/monitoring/data recovery prograrn(s) undertaken. 

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

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: 
California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall 
receive one ( 1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR 
to the NWIC. The Enviromnental Planning division of the Planning Department shall 
receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the 
FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) 
and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic 
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest 
in or the high interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a different final 
report content, format, and distribution than that presented above. 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAJIT- SUBJECT TO CHANGE 

Case No. 2011.1122E 
75 Howard St. 

StatusIDate 
Completed 

Considered 
complete on 
notification of the 
San Francisco 
County Coroner 
and NARC, if 
necessary. 

Considered 
complete on 
submittal of 
FARRand 
approval by ERO. 

Considered 
complete when 
Archaeological 
consultant to 
provide written 
certification to 
ERO that required 
FARR distribution 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
THE 75 HOW ARD STREET PROJECT 

(Includes Text for Adopted Mitiimtion Measures and Imorovement Measures) 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility Monitoring/Report 

APPROVAL for Schedule ing Actions and 
Imolementation Resnonsibilitv 

M-CP-lb: Interpretation 

BaSed on a reasonable presnmption that archaeological resonrces may be present within Project sponsor and Prior to issuance of final Archa~ological consnltant 

the project site, and to the extent that that the potential significance of some such archaeological certificate of occupancy. shall develop a feasible, 

resonrces is premised on California Register of Historic Resonrces Criteria 1 (Events), consnltant, in resource-specific program 

2 (Persons), and/or 3 (Design/Construction), the following measnre shall be undertaken consnltation with ERO. for post-recovery 

to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the proposed project on buried interpretation of resources. 

or submerged historical resources. All plans and 
recommendations for 

The project sponsor shall implement an approved program for interpretation of interpretation by the 
resonrces. The project sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified archaeological Archaeological consnltant 
consnltant having expertise in California nrban historical and marine archaeology. The shall be submitted first and 
archaeological consnltant shall develop a feasible, resonrce-specific program for post- directly to the.ERO for 
recovery interpretation of resonrces. The particular program for interpretation of review and comment, and 
artifacts that are encountered within the project site will depend upon fue results of the shall be considered draft 
data recovery program and will be the subject of continued discussion between the reports subject to revision 
ERO, consnlting archaeologist, and the project sponsor. Such a program may include, until deemed final by ERO. 
but is not limited to, any offue following (as outlined in the ARDTP): snrface ERO to approve final 
commemoration offue original location ofresonrces; display ofresonrces and interpretation program. 
associated artifacts (which may offer an underground view to the public); display of Project sponsor to 
interpretive materials such as graphics, photographs, video, models, and public art; and implement an approved for 
academic and popnlar publication of fue resnlts of fue data recovery. interpretation program. 

The archaeological consnltant's work shall be conducted atfue fu~ction of the ERO, 
and in consultation with the project sponsor. All plans and recommendations for 
interpretation by the consnltant shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for 
review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final 
approval by the ERO. · 

M-CP-lc: Accidental Discovery 

The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from 
Project sponsor to Prior to any soil- Project sponsor to provide 

the proposed project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources 
prepare "ALERT' sheet disturbing activities. signed affidavit from 

as definedin CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c). The project sponsor shall 
and provide signed project contractor, 

distribute the Planning Department archaeological resonrce "ALERT' sheet to the project 
affidavit from project subcontractor( s) and 

prime contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, 
contractor, utilities fum(s) to the ERO 
subcontractor(s) and 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT-SUBJECT TO OL\NGE 

Case No. 2011.1122E 
75 Howard St. 

Status/Date 
Completed 

hasbeen 
completed. 

Considered 
complete npon 
installation of 
approved 
interpretation 
program. 

Considered 
complete upon 
submission of 
affidavit regarding 

, distribution of 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM .FOR 
THE 75 HOW ARD STREET PROJECT 

(Includes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Imnrovement Measures) 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility Monitoring/Report 
APPROVAL for Schedule ing Actions and 

foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils disturbing activities 
within the project site. Prior to any soils disturbing activities being undertaken, each 
contractor is responsible for ensuring that the "ALERr' sheet is circulated to all field 
personnel including, machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, 
etc. The project sponsor shall provide the ERO with a signed affidavit from the 
responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utility firm(s)) to the ERO 
confirming that all field personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet. 

Should any indication of an archaeological resource be encountered during any soils 
disturbing activity of 1he project, 1he project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall 
immediately notify 1he ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities 
in 1he vicinity of1he discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures 
should be undertaken. 

If the ERO determines that an archaeological resource may be present within the 
project site, the project sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological consultant 
from 1he pool of qualified archaeological consultants maintained by the Planning 
Department archaeologist. The archaeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to 
whether the discovery is an archaeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is 
of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archaeological resource is 
present, the archaeological consultant shall identify and evaluate 1he archaeological 
resource, The archaeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what 
action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if 
warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor. 

Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archaeological resource; an 
archaeological monitoring program; or an archaeological testing program. If an 
archaeological monitoring program or archaeological testing program is required, it 
shall be consistent with the Pianning Department division gnidelines for such 
programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor immediately implement 
a site security program if the archaeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, 
or other damaging actions. 

lmnlementation Resnonsibilitv 
utilities firm(s) stating 
that all field personnel 
have received copies of 
the "ALERr' sheet 

Project sponsor and 
project contractor's 
Head Foreman 

Project sponsor and 
archaeological 
consultant 

During soil-disturbing 
activities. 

When determined 
necessary by the ERO. 

When determined 
necessary by the ERO. 

stating that all field 
personnel have received 
copies of the "ALERr' 
sheet 

Upon potential resource 
discovery, the project Head 
Foreman and/or project 
sponsor shall immediately 
notify the ERO and shall 
immediately suspend any 
soils disturbing activities in 
the vicinity of the 
discovery. 

ERO to determine if 
additional measures are 
necessary to implement 

AnMINISTRATIVEDRAFr-SUB.lECTTO CHANGE 

Case No. 2011.1122E 
75HowardSt. 

Status/Date 
Completed 

Alert sheet. 

Upon resource 
discovery, 
suspension of 
work and contact 
ofERO. 

Considered 
complete upon 
retention by the 
project sponsor of 
an archaeological 
consultant from 
the pool of 
qualified 
archaeological 
consultants 
maintained by the 
Planning 
Department 
archaeologist. 
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MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility Monitoring/Report 

APPROVAL for Schedule ing Actions and 
Imnlementation Resnonsibilitv 

The project archaeological consultant shall submit a FARR to the ERO that evaluates Archaeological consultant 
the historical significance of any discovered archaeological resource and describing the When determined to prepare draft and FARR, 
archaeological and ·historical research methods employed in the archaeological necessary by the ERO. and to submit FARR to 
monitoring/data recovery program{s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any ERO for review final 
archaeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final Project sponsor and FARR. 
report. archaeological 

consultant 
Once FARR approved by 

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once 
approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California ERO, project sponsor 

Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one /archaeological consultant 

(I) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. 
to ensure distribution of 

The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive one Project sponsor and 
FARR. 

bound copy, one unbound copy and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD three archaeological 
copies of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR consultant 
523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic 
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. Io instances of high public interest 
or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and 
distribution than that presented above. 

M-CP-3: Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Program. 

The project sponsor shall retain the servfoes of a qualified paleontological consultant 
Project sponsor to Prior to and during ERO to approve final 

having expertise in California paleontology to design and implement a Paleontological 
retain appropriately construction. PRMMP. 
qualified 

Resources Monitoring aod lv!itigation Program (PRMMP). The PRMMP shall include paleontological 
a description of when and where constrnction monitoring would be required; consultant to prepare 
emergency discovery procedures; sampling and data recovery procedures; procedure PRMMP, carry out 
for the preparation, identification, analysis, and curation of fossil specimens and data monitoring, and 
recovered; preconsti;uction coordination procedllres; and procedures for reporting the reporting, if required. 
results of the monitoring program. 

The PRMMP shall be consistent wifu !he Society for Vertebrate Paleontology Standard 
Guidelines for the mitigation of construction-related adverse impacts to paleontological 
resources and !he requirements of the designated repository for any fossils collected. 
During construction, earfu-moving activities shall be monitored by a qualified 
paleontological consultaot having expertise in California paleontology in !he areas where 
these activities have !he potential to disturb previously undisturbed native sediment or 
sediment;uy rocks. Monitoring need not be conducted in areas where the ground has been 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT- SUBJECT "fO CHANGE 

Case No. 2011.1122E 
75 Howard St. 

Status/Date. 
Completed 

Considered 
complete upon 
ERO approval of 
FARR. 

Considered 
complete upon 
ERO approval of 
FARR. 

Considered 
complete upon 
approval of final 
PRMMP. 
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ncludes Text for Ado ted Miti ation Measures and Im rovement Measures 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF 
APPROVAL 

previously disturbed, in areas of artificial fill, in areas underlain by nonsedimentary rocks, 
or in areas where exposed sediment would be buried, but otherwise undistrubed. 

The consultant's work shall be conducted in accordauce with this measure aud at the 
direction of the City's ERO. Plans and reports prepared by the consultaut shall be 
submitted fin;t aud directly to the ERO for review aud comment, aud shall be 
considered draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO. 
Paleontological monitoring aud/or data recovery programs required by this measure 
could suspend construction of the proposed project for as short a duration as reasonably 
possible aud in no event for more thau a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of 
the ERO, the suspension of construction cau be extended beyond four weeks. only if 
such a suspension is the ouly feasible means to reduce potential effects on a significant 
paleontological resource as previously defined to a less-than-significant level. 

M-C-CP-1: Cumulative Archaeological Resources 

With implementation of Mitigation Measur.eM-CP-la: Archaeological Testing, 
Monitoring, Data Recovery and Reporting; Mitigation Measure M-CP-lb: 
Interpretation; and Mitigation Measure M-CP-lc: Accidental Discovery, the . 
proposed project's contribution to cumulative impacts would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 

If changes to fue current configuration of Spear Street wer~ to be implemented as part of 
fue TCDP Public· Realm Plan. configuration of the northbound and southbound approaches 
along Spear Street shall be modified to incorporate left-tum-only \aues and minor 
adjustments to fue traffic sigoal timings at the intersection of Spear and Howard streets. 

Responsibility 
for 

Im Iementation 

The project 
paleontological 
consu!taut to consult 
with the ERO as 
indicated. 

Project sponsor and 
archaeological 
consultant · 

Project sponsor in 
consultation with 
Department of Public 
Works (DPW), San 
Francisco Municipal 
Trausit Agency 
(SFMTA), aud the 
Planning Department 

Schedule 

Prior to and during 
construction, if required. 

When determined 
necessary by the ERO. 

Prior to project 
finalization, if required. 

ADMINISTRATIVEDRAFr-SUBJECTTO Ol'.ANGE 

Consultant shall provide 
brief monthly reports to 
ERO during monitoring or 
as identified in 1he 
PRMMP, and notify the 
ERO immediately if work 
should stop for data 
recovery during 
monitoring. 
The ERO to review and 
approv.e the final 
documentation as 
established in fue PRMMP. 

Archaeological consultant 
to prepare drafts to ERO 
for review final. 

Project sponsor to consult 
wifu and request Planning 
Departroent, DPW, and 
SFMTA, to consider 
reconfiguration of Steuart 
Street as part·ofthe TCDP 
Public Realm Plau. 

Case No. 20ll.1122E 
75Howard St. 

Status/Date 
Completed 

Considered 
complete on 
approval of final 
documentation by 
ERO. 

Considered 
complete upon 
ERO approval 

Considered 
complete upon 
requests made by 
project sponsor for 
reconfiguration of 
Steuart Street as. 
part offue TCDP 
Public Realm 
Plan. 
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MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility Monitoring/Report 
APPROVAL for Schedule ing Actions and 

Implementation Resvonsibilitv 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFr- SUJl.JECT TO CHANGE 

Case No. 2011.1122E 
75HowardSt. 

· Statusillate 
Completed 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
THE 75 HOW ARD STREET PROJECT 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF 
APPROVAL 

M-NO-la: Noise Control Measures During Pile Driving [TCDP Em M
N0-2a) 
A set of site-specific noise attenuation measures shall be completed nnder the 
supervision of a qualified acoustical consultant. These attenuation measures shall 
include as many of the following control strategies, and any other effective strategies, 
as feasible: 

• The project sponsor shall require the construction contractor to erect temporary 
plywood noise barriers along the bonndaries of the project site to shield potential 
sensitive receptors and reduce noise levels; 

• The project sponsor shall require the construction contractor to implement "quiet" 
pile-driving technology (such as predrilling of piles, sonic pile drivers, and the use 
of more than one pile driver to shorten the total pile driving duration), where 
feasible, in consideration of geotechnical and structural requirements and 
conditions; 

• The project sponsor shall require the construction contractor to monitor the 
effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by tal<lng noise measurement; and 
The project sponsor shall require that the construction contractor limit pile driving 
activity to result in the least disturbance to neighboring uses. 

M-NO-lb: General Construction Noise Control Measures [TCDP Em 
M-N0-2b) 
To ensure that project noise from construction activities is minimized to the maximum 
extent feasible, the project sponsor shall undertake the following: 

• The project sponsor shall require the general contractor to ensure that equipment 
and trucks·used for project construction utilize the best available noise control 
techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, 
ducts, engine enclosures and acoustically-attenuating shields· or shrouds, wherever 
feasible). 

• The project sponsor shall require the general contractor to locate stationary noise 
sources (such as compressors) as fur from adjacent or nearby sensitive receptors 
as possible, to muffle such noise sources, and to construct barriers around such 
sources and/or the construction site, which could reduce construction noise by as 
much as five dBA. To further reduce noise, the contractor shall locate stationary 
equipment in pit areas or excavated areas, if feasible. 

•The ro"ects onsorshallre uire1he eneralcontractortouseim acttools e .. 

Project sponsor, 
construction 
contractor(s), and 
qualified acoustical 
consultant 

Proj~ct sponsor and 
construction 
contractor(s) 

Prior to receiving 
bnilding permit, 
incorporate feasible 
practices identified in M
NO-la, nnder the 
supervision of a 
qualified acoustical 
consultant, into the 
construction contract 
agreeljlent documents. 
Control practices should 
be implemented 
throughout the pile 
driving duration. 

Prior to the issuance of 
the building permit, 
along with 1he 
submission of 
construction documents, 
the project sponsor shall 
submit to the Planning 
Department and DBI a 
list of measures to 
respond to and track 
complaints pertaining to 
construction noise. 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT- SUBJECT TO CHANGE 

Project sponsor to submit 
to Planning Department 
and Department of 
Building·Inspection (DBI) 
documentation of 
compliance of implemented 
control practices that show 
construction contractor 
agreement with specified 
practices. 

Project sponsor to· submit 
to Planning Department 
and DBI construction a list 
of measures to respond to 
and track complaints 
pertaining _to noise. 
Project spon8or to provide 
copies of contract 
documents to Planning 
Department that show 
construction contractor 
agreement with specified 
practices. 

Case No. 2011.1122E 
75 Howard St. 

Considered 
complete upon 
submittal of 
documentation 
incorporatiog 
identified 
practices. 

Considered 
complete upon 
submittal of 
contract 
documents 
incorporatiog 
identified 
practices. 
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MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility Monitoring/Report 
APPROVAL for Schedule ing Actions and 

jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) that are hydraulically or 
electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with compressed 
air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is 
unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used, 
along with external noise jackets on the tools, which could reduce noise levels by 
as much as 10 dBA. 

• The project sponsor shall include noise control requirements in specifications 
provided to construction contractors. Such requirements could include, but not be 
limited to, performing all work in a manner that minimizes noise to the extent 
feasible; use of equipment with effective mufflers; undertaking the most noisy 
activities during times ofleast disturbance to surrounding residents and 
occupants, as feasible; and selecting haul routes that avoid residential buildings 
inasmuch as such routes are otherwise feasible. 

• Prior \o the issuance of the building permit, aloug with th~ submission of 
construction documents, the project sponsor shill submit to the Planning Department 
and DBI a list of measures to respond to and track complaints pertaining to 
construction noise. These measures shall include (1) a procedure and phone numbers 
for notifying DBI, the Department of Public Health, and the Police Department 
(during regular construction hours and off-hours); (2) a sign posted on-site describing 
noise complaint procedures and a complaint hotline number that shall be answered at 
all times during construction;. (3) designation of an on-site construction complaint 
and enforcement manager for the project; and (4) notification of neighboring 
resideuts and non-residential building managers within 300 feet of the project 
construction area at least 30 days in advance of extreme noise generating activities 
(defined as activities generating noise levels of 90 dBA or greater) about the 
estimated duration of the activity. 

Imolementation Resoonsibility 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT- SUBJECT TO OL\NGE 

Case No. 2011.1122E 
75 Howard St. 

Status/Date 
Completed 
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MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility Monitoring/Report 

APPROVAL for Schedule ing Actions and 
Imnlementation Resoonsibilitv 

. M-N0-3: Interior Mechanical Equipment [from TCDP EIR M-NO-le] Project sponsor and Prior to building permit Project sponsor shall 

The project sponsor shall require that effects of mechanical equipment noise on qualified acoustical issuance, a qualified submit verification to the 

adjacent and nearby noise-sensitive uses be evaluated by a qualified acoustical consultant acoustical consultant Planning Department and 

consultant and that control of mechanical noise, as specified by the acoustical shall confirm that the DBI from a qualified 

consultan~ be incorporated into the final project design of new buildings to achieve the final project design acoustical consultant that 

maximum feasible reduction of building equipment noise, consistent with Building achieves the maximum recommend measures to 

Code and Noise Ordinance re_quirements and CEQA thresholds, such as through the use feasible reduction of reduce noise effects from 

of fully noise-insulated enclosures around rooftop equipment and/or incoiporation of building equipment noise mechanical equipment 

mechanical equipment into intennediate building f!oor(s). to minimize effects of noise have been 
the proposed project's implemented into the final 
mechanical equipment project design. 
noise on adjacent and 
nearby noise-sensitive 
uses. 

• M-C-NO-la: Cumulative Construction Noise Control Measures [TCDP Project sponsor and Prior to and during Project sponsor shall 
EIRM-C-NO] project construction. project construction participate in any City-

The project sponsor shall cooperate with and participate in any City-sponsored contractor(s) activities of the proposed sponsored construction 

construction noise control program for the Transit Center District Plan area or other projec~ and ongoing noise control program, if 

City-sponsored areawide program developed to reduce potential effects of construction during building necessary, and implement 

noise in the project vicinity. Elements of such a program could include a community occupancy for the applicable elements as a 

liaison program to infonn residents and building occupants ofupcoming construction . duration of construction result of such program. 

activities, staggering of construction schedules so that particularly noisy phases of work activities within the 

do not overlap at nearby project sites, and, potentially, noise and/or vibration Transit Center District 

monitoring during construction activities that are anticipated to be particularly Plan Area. 

disruptive. 

'AirQualiiyYitigatiJnMeasur.es·'; · . :4>•,;,5::. ~,;. '--:;--o ~:· ~; ,'.';'', ',>'.'hie''" .. \ ·.>\••'::::: \·;y: :/:·,,: 

'• . M-AQ-2 Construction Emissions Minimization [TCDP EIR M-
AQ-5] Project sponsor and Prior to the Project sponsor/contractor 

A. Constrnction Emissions Minimization Plan. Prior to issuance ~fa construction commencement of to submit a Construction 
contractor< s) shall construction activities, Emissions Minimization 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFr-SUBJECT TO CHANGE 

Case No. 2011.1122E 
75 Howard St. 

Status/Date 
Completed 

Considered 
complete upon 
submittal of 
confirmation from 
acoustical 
consultant that 
measures have 
been incorporated 
into the final 
project design. 

Considered 
complete upon 
submittal of 
contract 
documents to the 
Planning 
Department and 
submittal of 
documentation 

. designating 
compliance with 
City-sponsored 
construction 
control program. 

';'.''::: :: ·,: ~;,;,t 

Considered 
complete upon 
ERO/Planning 
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MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility Monitoring/Report 
APPROVAL for Schedule ing Actions and 

Imolementation Resoonsibilitv 
construction permit, the project sponsor shall submit a prepare and implement the project sponsor mnst Plan. Monthly reports shall 

Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the Construction Emissions certify (1) compliance be submitted to the ERO 
Miillmization Plan. with the Plan, and (2) all indicating the construction 

Environmental Review Officer (ERO) for review and approval applicable requirements phase and off-road 

by an Environmental Planning Air Quality Specialist. The Plan of the Plan have been equipment information 

shall detail project compliance with the following requir<;ments: incorporated into used during each phase. 
contract specifications. For off-road equipment 

1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower (hp) and operating for using alternative fuels, 
more than 20 total hours over the entire duration of construction activities shall The Plan shall be kept on reporting shall include the 
meet the following requirements: site and available for actual amount of 

review. A sign shall be alternative fuel nsed. 
a) Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable 

diesel engines shall be prohibited; posted at the perimeter Within six months of the 
of the construction site completion of construction 

b) All off-road equipment shall have: indicating the basic activities, the project 

i. Engines that meet or exceed either U.S. Environmental Protection 
requirements of the Plan sponsor shall submit to the 

Agency (USEPA) or California Air Resources Board (ARB) Tier 2 off-
and where copies of the ERO a final report 
Plan are available to the summarizing construction 

road emission standards, and public for review. activities. The final report 

ii: Engines that are retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 Verified Diesel shall indicate the start and 

Emissions Control Strategy (VDECS). end dates and duration of 

c) Exceptions: 
each construction phase. In 
addition, for off-road 

i Exceptions to A(l)(a) maybe granted if the project sponsor has equipment using alternative 

submitted information providing evidence to the satisfaction.of the fuels, reporting shall 

ERO that an alternative source of power is limited or infeasible at the include the actual amount 

project site and fuat the requirements of this exception provision apply. of alternative fuel nsed. 

Under this circumstance, the sponsor shall submit documentation of 
compliance with A(l)(b) for onsite power generation. 

ii. Exceptions to A(l )(b )(ii) may be granted if the project sponsor has 
submitted information providing evidence to the satisfaction.ofthe 
ERO that a particular piece of off-road equipment with an ARB Level 
3 VDECS is: (1) techuicallynotfeasible, (2) would not produce 
desired emissions reductions due to expected operating modes, (3) 
installing the control device would create a safety hazard or impaired 
visibility for the operator, or ( 4) there is a compelling emergency need 
to nse off-road eauinment that are not retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT- SUBJECT TO CHANGE 

Case No. 2011.1122E 
75 Howard St. 

Status/Date 
Completed 

Department 
review and 
approval of 
Construction 
Emissions 
Minimization Plan 
or alternative 
measures that 
achieve the same 
emissions 
reduction. 
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MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF 
APPROVAL. 

VDECS and the sponsor has submitted documentation to the ERO that 
the requirements of this exception provision apply. If granted an 
exception to A(l )(b )(ii), the project sponsor must comply with the 
requirements ofA(l)(c)(iii). 

iii. If an exception is granted pursuantto A(l )( c )(ii), the project sponsor 
shall provide the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment as provided 
by the step down schedules in Table 4.G.6. 

Table 4,G.6 - Off-Road Equipment Compliance Step-down 
Schedule 

Compliance Engine.Emission Emissions 
Alternative Standard Control 

1 

2 

3 

Tier2 
ARBLevel2 

VDECS 

Tier2 
ARB Level 1 

VDECS 

Tier2 
Alternative 

Fuel* 

How to use the table: If the requirements of(A)(l)(b) 
cannot be met, then the project sponsor would need to 
meet Compliance Alternative 1. Should the project 
sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment 

. meeting.Compliance Alternative 1, then Compliance 
Alternative 2 would need to be met. Should the 
project sponsor not be able to supply off-road 
equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then 
Compliance Alternative 3 would need to be met. 
* Alternative fuels are not a VDECS. · 

2. The project sponsor shall require the idling time for off-road and on-road 
equipment be limited to no more than Mo minutes, except as provided in 
exceptions to the applicable State regulations regarding idling for off-road and 
on-road eouioment. Legible and visible silms shall be oosted in multiole 

Responsibility Monitoring/Report 
for Schedule ing Actions and 

Implementation Resoonsibilitv 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAIT-SUB.IECT TO CHANGE 

Case No. 2011.1122E 
75 Howard St. 

Statusillate 
Completed 
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languages (English, Spanish, Chinese) in designated queuing areas and at !he 
construction site to remind operators of !he two minute idling limit. 

3. The project sponsor shall require !hat construction operators properly maintain 
and tune equipment.in accordance wi!h manufacturer specifications. 

4. The Plan shall include estimates of!he construction timeline by phase wi!h a 
description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every 
construction phase. Off-road equipment descriptions and information may 
include, but is not limited to: equipment type, equipment manufacturer, 
equipment identification number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier 
rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and hours 
of operation. For VDECS installed: technology type, serial number, make, 
model, manufacturer, ARB verification number level, and installation date and 
hour meter reading on installation date. For off-road equipment using 
alternative fuels, reporting shall indicate the type of alternative fuel being 
used. 

5. The Plan shall be kept on-site and available for review by any persons 
requesting it and a legible sign shall be posted at the perimeter of !he 
construction site indicating to !he public the basic requirements of the Plan and 
a way to request a copy of the Plan. The project sponsor shall provide copies 
of Plan to members of the public as requested. 

B. Reporting. Monthly reports shall be submitted to the ERO indicating the 
construction phase and off-road equipment information used during each phase 
including !he information required in A(4). ln addition, for off-road equipment 
using alternatJ.ve fuels, reporting shall include !he actual amount of alternative fuel 
used. Within six mon!hs of the completion of construction activities, !he project 
sponsor shall submit to !he ERO a final report summarizing constJ.uction activities. 
The final report shall indicate !he start and end dates and duration of each 
constJ.uction phase. For each phase, !he report shall include detailed information 
required in A( 4). ln addition, for off-road equipment using alternative fuels, 
reporting shall include !he actual amount of alternative fuel used. 

C. Certification Statement and On-site Requirements. Prior to 1he commencement of 
constJ.uction activities, 1he project sponsor must certify (1) compliance with the 
Plan, and (2) all applicable requirements of the Plan have been incoiporated into 
contract specifications. 

Implementation Responsibility 

ADMINISTRATIVEDRAFr-SUB.!ECT TO CHANGE 

Case No. 2011.1122E 
75 Howard St. 

Status/Date 
Completed 
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Schedule 

Monitoring/Report 

APPROVAL for ing Actions and 
Imolementation Resoonsibilitv 

M-AQ-4a: Best Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators [TCDP Em 
M-AQ-3] Project sponsor Prior to building permit Project sponsor shall 
All diesel generators shall have engines that (1) meet Tie~ 4 Final or Tier 4 Interim issuance. submit documentation to 
emission standards, or (2) meet Tier 2 emission standards and are equipped with a the Planning Department 
California ARB Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy (VDECS). verifying best available 

control technology for all 
installed diesel generators 
on the project site. 

M-AQ-4b: Air Filtration Measures [TCDP Em M-AQ-2] 

Air Filtration and Ventilation Requirements for Sensitive Land Uses. Prior to receipt of Project sponsor Prior to receiving Project sponsor shall 
any building permit, the project sponsor shall submit a ventilation plan for the proposed building permit. ·submit an air-filtration and 
building(s). The ventilation plan shall show that the building ventilation system ventilation plan, and 
removes at least 80 percent of the outdoor PM2.s concentrations from habitable areas maintenance plan to the 
and be designed by an engioeer certified by ASHRAE [the American Society of Planning Department 
Heating, Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Engineers], who shall provide a written 
report documenting that the system meets the 80 percent performance standard 
identified in this measure and offers the best available technology to minimize outdoor 
to indoor transmission of air pollution. 

Maintenance P Ian. Prior to receipt of any building permit, the project sponsor shall 
present a plan that ensures ongoing maintenance for the ventilation and filtration 
systems. Project sponsor or 

• Disclosure to buyers and renters. The project sponsor shall also ensure the 
building management 

Project sponsor or building representative Prior to move in 
disclosure to buyers (and renters) that the building is located in an area with activities of potential management representative 
existing sources of air pollution and as such, the building includes an air filtration buyers or renters. shall provide disclosures to 
and ventilation system designed to remove 80 percent of outdoor particulate buyers (and renters) that 
matter and shall inform occupants of the pr~peruse of the installed air filtration the building is located in an 
system. area with existing sources 

of air pollution, and that the 
building includes an air 
filtration and ventilation 
system designed to remove 
80 percent ofoutdoor 
particulate matter. 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFr- SUBJECT TO CHANGE 

Case No. 2011.1122E 
75 Howard St. 

Status/Date 
Completed 

Considered 
complete upon 
submittal of 
documentation to 
the Planning 
Department. 

Considered 
complete upon 
Planning 
Department 
review and 
approval by the 
air-filtration and 
ventilation plan, 
and maintenance 
plan. 

Disclosure 
documents shall be 
provided to buyers 
and renters for the · 
duration of 
building 
occupancy. 
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The proposed project and project variants shall conform with the locational standards 
ofPlanoing Code Section 139, Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, specific only to the 
provisions applicable to locational hazards as described in Planoing Code Section 139. 
Therefore: 

• Glazing as a percentage of the fayade: Bird-Safe Glazing Treatment is required 
such that the Bird Collision Zone [the building fa9ade from grade and extending 
upwards for 60 feet, and glass fa9ades directly adjacent to landscaped roofs 2 
acres or larger and extending upwards 60 feet from the level of the subject roof] 
facing the San Francisco Bay consists of no more than 10 percent untreated 
glazing. Building owners would concentrate permitted transparent glazing on the 
ground floor and lobby entrances to enhance visual interest for pedestrians. 

• Bird Safe Glazing Treatments: these include frittiug, permanent stencils, frosted 
glass, exterior screens, physical grids placed on the exterior of glazing or UV 
patterns visible to birds. Vertical elements of the pattern shall be at least Y.-inch 
wide with a maximum spacing of 4 inches, and horizontal elements shall be at 
least 1/8-inch wide with a maximum spacing of 2 inches. Equivalent treatments 
recommended by a qualified biologist may be used if approved by the Zoning 
Administrator. No glazing shall have a "Reflectivity Ouf' coefficient greater than 
30 percent. 

• Minimal lighting (limited to pedestrian safety needs) shall be used. Lighting shall 
be shielded. No uplighting should be used. No event searchlights should be 
permitted. 

No horizontal axis windmills or vertical axis wind generators that do not appear solid 
shall be used. 

M-BI-lb: Night Lighting Minimization [TCDP Em I-BI-2] 

In compliance with the voluntary San Francisco Lights Out Program, the proposed 
project and yariants would implement bird-safe building operations to prevent and 
minimize birdstrike impacts, including but not limited to the following measures: 

• Reduce building lighting from exterior sources by: 

Project sponsor and 
architect shall conform 
to applicable 
requirements. 

Project sponsor and 
architect. 

Prior to building permit 
issuance. 

During project design 
and environmental 
review. 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFf- SUBJECT TO OlANGE 

Project sponsor shall 
provide building plans to 
Planoing Department and 
DBI for review. 

Project sponsor to submit 
building plans to the 
Planning Department for 
review. 

Case No. 20!1.1122E 
75 Howard St. 

Considered 
complete upon 
approval and 
issuance of 
building permit. 

Considered 
complete upon 
approval and 
issuance of 
building permit. 
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o Minimizing amount and visual impact of perimeter lighting and fa9ade 
uplighting and avoid up-lighting ofrooftop antennae and other tall equipment, 
as well as of any decorative features; 

o Installing motion-sensor lighting; 

o Utilizing minimum wattage fixtures to achieve required lighting levels. 

• Reduce building lighting from interior sources by: 

o Dimming lights in lobbies, perimeter circulation areas, and atria; 

o Turning off all unnecessary lighting by 11:00 p.m. through sunrise, especially 
during peak migration periods (mid-March to early June and late August 
through late October); 

o Utilizing automatic controls (motion sensors, photo-sensors, etc.) to shut off 
lights in the evening when no one is present; 
Encouraging the use oflocalized task lighting to reduce the need for more 
extensive overhead lighting; 

o Scheduling nightly maintenance to conclude by 11:00 p.m.; and, 

o Educating building residents and other users about the dangers of night lighting 
to birds. 

· iiaziirtlian"ii#aiai-aoiisMtttefltifiMitlgaiiok .Meiisiirfis;,7; :·; ·,; · • ,, : :z;<.£;, ·; . 
M·BZ-la: Hazardous Building Materials Abatement 

The project sponsor of any development project in the TCDP area shall ensure that any 
building planned for demolition or renovation is surveyed for hazardous building 
materials including PCB-containing electrical equipment, fluorescent light ballasts 
co'ltaining PCBs or DEHP, and fluorescent light tubes containing mercury vapors. 
These materials shall be removed and properly disposed of prior to the start of 
demolition or renovation. Old light ballasts that are proposed to be removed during 
renovation shall be evaluated for the presence of PCBs and in the case where the 
presence of PCBs in the light ballast cannot be verified, they shall be assurued to 
contain PCBs, and handled and disposed of as such, according to applicable laws and 
regulations. Any other hazardous building materials identified either before .or during 
demolition or renovation shall be abated according to Federal, State, and local laws and 

Implementation Resnonsibilitv 

Project sponsor Prior to any demolition 
or construction activities. 

If necessary, the project 
sponsor to provide 
hazardous materials survey 
and abatement results to the 
Planning Department and 
SFDPH. 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFr-SllBJECTTO CHANGE 

Case No. 2011.1122E 
75 Howard St. 

Status/Date 
Completed 

Considered 
complete upon 
submittal of 
abatement results. 
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regulations. 

I-TR-A: Transit Information for Residents 

To encourage the use of transit to/from the project site, the project sponsor should 
provide a transportation insert in the new resident's move-in packet that would 
provide information on available transit service (nearby lines, schedules and fares), 
information on where Clipper Cards could be purchased, and information on the 511 
Regional Rideshare Progra:ni. 

1-TR-C: Driveway Operations Plan 

The owner/operator of the proposed project shall implement and adhere to all 
aspects of the Driveway Operations Plan, presented in the 75 Howard Street 
Project Transportation Study. The Driveway Operations Plan shall be a 
living document for the life of the project driveway, recorded with the 
Plaoning Department aS part of the project case file. All updates to the 
Driveway Operations Plan shall be reviewed and approved by the Director of 
Planning, or his or her designee. · · 

Upon the request of the Director of Planning, or his or her designee, the 
owner/operator shall submit to the Department evidence of compliance with 
the Driveway Operations Plan, including but not limited to, records of 
loading dock activity and security camera footage. 

If the Planning Director, or.his or her designee, suspects that the facility 
owner/operator is not adhering to the Driveway Operations Plan, the 
Plaoning Department shall notify the property owner in writing. If after 90 
days since written notification, the Department determines that the 
owner/operator is still not adhering to the Driveway Operations Plan, the 
driveway shall be considered in violation of the Condition of Approval. 

1-TR-D: Vehicle Queues and Pedestrian Conflicts 

Responsibility 
for 

Imolementation 

Project sponsor or 
building management 

Project sponsor or 
building managemeni 

Proiect Soonsor or 

Schedule 

Prior to building 
occupancy. 

Ongoing during building 
occupancy. 

On-going during 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT- SUBJECT TO Ol'.ANGE 

Monitoring/Report 
ing Actions and 
Resoonsibilitv 

Project sponsor to provide 
move-in packet to Planning 
Department 

Project sponsor to adhere to 
Driveway Operations Plan 
and provide evidence of 
compliance to the Planning 
.Department, if requested. 

Proiect soonsor to ensure 

Case No. 2011.1122E 
75 Howard St. 

I 

Status/Date 
Completed 

Transit 
information shall 
be provided to 
buyers and renters 
for the duration of 
bililding 
occupancy. 

Considered 
complete upon 
submittal of 
driveway 
operations plan . 

If necessarv, 
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It shall be the responsibility' of the owner/operator of the proposed project to building management building occupancy. that recurring vehicle 
ensure that vehicle queues do not block any portion of the sidewalk or queues do not Occur on 

roadway of Howard Street, including any portion of any travel lanes or bike Howard Street adjacent to 

Janes. The owner/operator shall also ensure that no substantial pedestrian the proposed project site. 

conflict as defined below is created at the project driveway. 
If the Planning Director, or 

A vehicle queue is defined as one or more stopped vehicles destined to the his or her designee, 
project garage blocking any portion of the Howard Street sidewalk or suspects that a recurring 
roadway for a consecutive period of three minutes or longer on a daily or queue is present, the 
weekly basis, or for more than five percent of any 60-minute period. Queues Planoing Departroent shall 
could be caused by unconstrained parking demand exceeding parking space notify the project sponsor 

or valet!mechanical parking system capacity; vehicles waiting for safe gaps in writing. Upon request, 

in high volumes of pedestrian traffic; car or truck congestion within the the owner/operator shall 
hire a qualified 

parking garage or loading area; or a combination of these or other factors. transportation consultant to 
A substantial pedestrian conflict is .defined as a condition where drivers of evaluate the conditions at 

inbound and/or outbound vehicles, frustrated by the lack of safe gaps in the site for no less than 7 

pedestrian traffic, unsafely merge their vehicle across the sidewalk while days. If the Planning 
Department determines that 

pedestrians are present and force pedestrians to stop or change direction to a recurring queue does 
avoid contact with the vehicle, and I or contact between pedestrians and the exist, the facility 
vehicle would occur. owner/operator shall have 

If vehicle queues or substantial conflicts occur, the owner/operator of the 90 days from tlie date of 
the written determination to 

facility shall employ abatement methods as needed to abate the queue and I or abate the queue. 
conflict Appropriate abatement methods would vary depending on the 
characteristics and causes of the queue and conflict Suggested abatement 
methods include but are not limited to the following: redesign of facility to 
improve vehicle circulation and I or on-site queue capacity; employment of 
additional valet attendants or i_mproved mechanical parking system; use of 
off-site parking facilities or shared parking with nearby uses; travel demand 
management strategies such as additional bicycle parking or resident!visitor 
shuttles; parking demand management strategies such as time-of-day parking 
surcharges; and I or limiting hours of access to the project driveway during 
periods of peak pedestrian traffic. 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFr- S!JBJECT TO CHANGE 

Case No. 20 l l.1122E 
75 Howard St. 

Status/Date 
Completed 

considered 
complete upon 
submittal of 
evaluation of 
vehicle queues and 
implementation of 
any necessary 
abatement issues. 

36 



Motion No. 19449 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
THE 75 HOW ARD STREET PROJECT 

CTncludes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and JmprovementMeasures) 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility Monitoring/Report 

APPROVAL for Schedule ing Actions and 
Implementation Responsibility · 

If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, suspects that vehicle queues 
or a substantial conflict are present, the Planning Department shall notify the 
property owner in writing. The owner/operator shall hire a qualified 
transportation consultant to evaluate the conditions at the site for no less than 
seven days. The consultant shall submit a report to the Department 
documenting conditions. Upon review of the report, the Department shall 
determine whether or not queues and I or a substantial conflict exists, and 
shall notify the garage o'wner/ operator of the determination in writing. 

If the Department determines that queues or a substantial conflict do exist, 
upon notification, the facility owner/operator shall have 90 days from the 
date of the written determination to carry out abatement measures. If after 90 
days the Department determines that vehicle queues and I or a substantial 
conflict are still present or that the owner/operator has been unsuccessful at 
abating the identified vehicle queues or substantial conflicts, the hours of 
inbound and I or outbound access of the project driveway shall be limited 
during peak hours. The hours and directionality of the access limitations 
shall be determined by the Planning Department, communicated to the 
owner/operator in writing, and recorded in an updated Driveway Operations 
Plan. The owner/operator shall be responsible for limiting the hours of 
project driveway access as specified by the Planning Department. 

1-TR-E: Installation of Pedestrian Alerting Devices 

As an improvement measure to nllnimize conflicts between pedestrians and vehicles Project sponsor and Prior to building Project sponsor to notify 
project construction occupancy. Planniog Department and 

in front oftbe proposed project, a mirror and an audible and visual device would be contractor(s) to install DBI upon installation of installed at tbe garage entrance to automatically alert pedestrians when a vehicle is pedestrian alert device tbe alert device. exiting tbe facility. 

I-TR-F: Installation of Bicycle Racks on the Steuart Street Plaza 

As an improvement measure to accommodate hotel and restaurant/retail visitors 
Project sponsor Prior to completion of Project sponsor to 

construction. coordinate witb SFMTA to arriving by bicycle, tbe project sponsor would coordinate tbe installation of bicycle establish the location and racks on the Steuart Street plaza with the SFMTA. The project sponsor would work number of bicycle racks. witb SFMTA to establish tbe appropriate number and best location oftbe bicycle 
racks. 

ADMINISJRATIVE DRAFT- SUBJECT TO CHANGE 

Case No. 2011.1122E 
75 Howard St. 

Status/Date 
Completed 

Considered 
complete upon 
installation of alert 
device. 

Considered 
complete upon 
installation of 
bicycle racks. 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
TBE75HOWARDSTREETPROJECT 

ancludes Text for Adopted Miti2ation Measures and Improvement Measures) 

MEASURESADOPTEDASCONDITIONSOF 
APPROVAL 

I-TR-G: Provision of Bicycle Signage and Information 

As an improvement measure to facilitate bicycle travel the project sponsor will add 
appropriate signage and infonnation in/near bicycle parking areas descnoing access to 
local bicycle routes and entries/exits to and from the bicycle parking area. 

I-TR-I: Sidewalk Widening 

To improve pedestrian conditions in the area and to facilitate pedestrian movement in 
front of the project site, the project sponsor would work with Planning Department, 
SFMTA, and DPW to consider the potential construction of a wider sidewalk on the 
south side of Howard Street. The south sidewalk would be widened by approximately 
7 feet, from the an existing width of about 13.5 feet to approximately 21.5 feet, 
starting at the west edge of the project site and extending east through the proposed 
Steuart Street Plaza, and onto The Embarcadero. The project sponsor would be 
required to fund fue design and construction of this improvement 

To facilitate passenger drop offs and pick ups, the existing 16-foot-wide sidewalk 
would be widened for an approximate lengfu of35 feet at the proposed curbside white 
zone in front offue restaurant entrance near Steuart Street. Thus, 1he sidewalk 
widening wonld extend for a total distance of approximately 273 feet, 115 ft. from the 
west edge to Steuart Street, excluding the proposed passenger zone, 76 feet through 
the proposed Steuart Street Plaza, and 82 feet to The Embarcadero. 

This improvement measure would require that the proposed 24-foot wide curb cut that 
provides access into fue Basement Level 1 parking garage and loading docks be 
widened to about 26 feet, in order to facilitate truck turning movements in and out of 
the building. 

This improvement measure would also require the additional elimination of four 
automobile and two motorcycle metered spaces on the soufu side of Howard Street 
(two automobile spaces in front of the project site, and two automobile and two 
motorcycle spaces west of Steuart Street), resulting in the elimination of a total of 15 
automobile and two motorcycle metered spaces by the proposed project and the two 
variants. The increase in parking utilization created by the elimination of these on
street spaces would add to fue expected parking deficits in the area during the midday 
period, but would be expected to be accommodated by other existing on-street spaces 
in the area during fue evening neriod. The parking deficits associated with the 

Responsibility Monitoring/Report 
for Schedule ing Actions and 

Implementation Responsibility 

Project sponsor 

Project sponsor and 
project construction 
contractor(s) 

Prior to completion of 
construction. 

Throughout the 
construction duration. 

Project sponsor to 
coordinate with SFMTA on 
appropriate signage. 

Project sponsor and project 
construction contractor(s) 
to consider coordinating 
with DPW, SFMTA, the 
Fire Department, the 
Planning Department and 
other applicable City 
agencies. If required, 
r;ontractor to prepare a 
Traffic Control Plan (TCP) 
for project construction 
activities. 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFf- SUBJECT TO CHANGE 

Case No. 2011.ll22E 
75 Howard St. 

Status/Date 
Completed 

Considered 
complete upon 
installation of 
bicycle signage. 

Considered 
complete upon 
construction of 
sidewalk 
improvements. 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
THE 75 HOW ARD STREET PROJECT 

ancludes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures) 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility 
Schedule 

Monitoring/Report 
APPROVAL for ing Actions and 

Implementation Responsibility 
proposed project and Variants would not create a significant parking impact. 

I-TR-J: Reservation of Curb Parking for Residential Move-In and 
Move-Out Project sponsor or On-going during Project sponsor or building 

The project sponsor shall ensure that parking spaces on Howard Street,. adjacent to the 
building management building occupancy. management to recommend 

that tenants schedule and 
project site, are reserved as needed furough the SFMTA by calling the San Francisco coordinate move-in and 
Customer Service Center (311) prior to move-in and move-out activities. This would move-out activities with 
reduce the potential for double parking on Howard Street during move-in and move- SFMTA 
out activities. The project sponsor could also require tenants to schedule and 
coordinate move-in and move-out activities with building management to space out 
loading activities. 

1-TR-K: Installation of Turntable Operation Device 

As an improvement measure to minimize conflicts between incoming vehicles and Project sponsor and On-going during Project sponsor to 

loading operations at the Basement Level 1, a device will be installed at the bottom of project construction building occupancy. coordinate with Planning 

the garage ramp to automatically alert motorists when the loading turntable is in use. contractor( s) Department on appropriate 

The warning device will provide visual and audible messages to drivers to stop and signage. 

wait for the turntable to complete its rotation. 

ADMINISTRATIVEDRAFT-Sl'.lBJECTTO CHANGE 

Case·No. 2011.1122E 
75Howard St. 

Status/Date 
Completed 

Ongoing for 
duration of 
building 
occupancy. 

Considered 
complete upon 
installation of 
signage. 
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l\1ITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
Tiffi 75 HOW ARD ~TREET PROJECT 

(Includes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures) 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility Monitoring/Report 
APPROVAL for Schedule ing Actions and 

Implementation Responsibility 
1-TR-L: Expanded Traffic Control Plan for Construction 

To reduce potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, transit 
Project sponsor and During project Project sponsor and 
project construction construction. construction contractor to 

and vehicles at the project site, the project sponsor and project contractor would be contractor(s) consider TCP expansion 
required to prepare a Traffic Control Plan (TCP) for the project construction period. measures while meeting 
In addition to the standard elements of the TCP such as coordination with the 

with Department of Public 
SFMTA, DPW, San Francisco Fire Department, etc., and the mandatory compliance Works, SFMTA, the Fire 
with the San Francisco Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets (the "Blue 

Department, Muni 
Book"), the expanded TCP could include: Operations, and other City 

hnplementation of any necessary lane closures during times that avoid the a.m. and agencies on feasible 

p.m. peak commute periods, measure to reduce traffic · 
congestion during 

Stationing of uniformed off-duty San Francisco Police officers at various locations construction. 
to facilitate the movement of pedestrians, bicyclists and transit vehicles 

Scheduling of construction truck trips during hours of the day other than the peak 
morning and evening commute periods, and 

Development of a construction activities plan so that certain activities such as pile 
driving do not disturb the Muni Metro tunnellocated west of the project site. 

1-TR-M: Carpool and Transit Access for Construction Workers 
Project sponsor and hnplement measure Project sponsor could 

As an improvement measure to minimize parkiog demand and vehicle trips associated construction throughout all phases of request the construction 
with construction workers, the construction contractor would include methods to contractor(s) construction. contractor to encourage 
encourage carpooling and transit access to the project site by construction workers as Considered complete carpooling and transit 
part of a Construction Management Plan. upon completion of access to the site by 

construction. construction workers. 

1-TR-N: Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and 
Residents Project sponsor o~ Implement measure Project sponsor to provide 

As an improvement measure to minimize construction impacts on access to nearby 
construction throughout all phases of nearby residences and 
contractor( s) construction. adjacent businesses with 

locations, the project sponsor would provide nearby residences aod adjacent Considered complete regularly-updated 
businesses with regularly-updated information regarding project construction, upon completion of information regarding 
including construction activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete construction. project construction and 
pours), travel lane closures, parking lane and sidewalk closures. A web site could be appropriate contact 
created by project sponsor that would provide current construction information of information. An e-mail 
interest to neighbors, as well as contact information for specific construction inquiries notice could be circulated 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFr-SUBJECT TO CHANGE 

Case No. 2011.1122E 
75 Howard St. 

Statusillate 
Completed 

Considered 
complete upon 
approval of Traffic 
Control Plan. 

Considered 
complete upon 
completion of 
construction. 

Considered 
complete upon 
completion of 
construction. 
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l\fiTIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
THE 75HOW ARD STREET PROJECT 

<Includes Text for Adonted Miti!!ation Measures and Imnrovement Measures) 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility Monitoring/Report 
APPROVAL for Schedule ing Actions and 

Imolementation Resnonsibilitv 
or concerns. by the project sponsor that 

would provide current 
construction information of 
interest to neighbors. 

I-WS-A: As an improvement measure to reduce wind speeds in areas ofusable open 
Project sponsor and Prior to building permit Project sponsor shall space on the roof of the tower, the project sponsor shall strive to install, or cause to be 

installed, wind reduction measures that could include windscreens along the exposed architect. issuance. provide building plans to 

perimeter of the roof. Additional windscreens and/or landscaping should be Planning Department and 

considered on the west and northwest sides of any seating areas. DBI for review. 

I-BI-A: Tenant Education 
Tue project sponsor would provide their tenants with a copy of the City's Standards Project sponsor and On-going during Project sponsor and 
for Bird-Safe Buildings. This is required to educate the building's occupants about building management building occupancy. building management to 
the risks to birds of nighttime lighting. consider providing 

educational information 
J?rior to tenant move-in and 
during annual 
informational meetings. 

I-HY-A: Emergency Plan 
Tue project sponsor, in conjunction with the building manager, shall.prepare an initial Project sponsor and Plan shall be prepared Project sponsor and 
Emergency Plan that shall include at a minimum: monitoring by the building building management prior to building building management to 
manager of agency fore easts of tsunamis and floods, methods for notifying residents occupancy and shall be prepare plan and provide 
and businesses of such risks, and evacuation plans. Tue plan shall he prepared prior updated annually. educational meetings. 
to occupancy of any part of the proposed project. Tue building manager shall Educational meetings 
maintain and update the Emergency Plan annually. Tue building manager shall shall be held at least 
provide educational meetings for residents and businesses at least three times per year three times per year for 
and conduct drills regarding the Emergency Plan at least once per year. duration ofbuilding 

occupancy. 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFr- SuB.lECT TO O!ANGE 

Case No. 2011.1122E 
75 Howard St. 

Statusffiate 
Completed 

Ongoing for 
duration of 
building 
occupancy. 

Ongoing for 
duration of 
building 
occupancy. 

Ongoing for 
duration of 
building 
occupancy 
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Date: 
Case No.: 
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Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

August 24, 2015 
. 2011.1122.XVCUA 

75 Howard Street 
C-3-0 (SD) (Downtown Office, Special Development) 
200-S Height and Bulk District 
3741/31; 3741/35 (Parcel 3) 
Maree L. Sanchez - (212) 237-3129 

RDF 75 Howard LP 
1633 Broadway, Suite 1801 

New York, NY 10019 
m.sanchez@param.ount-group.com 
Tina Chang- (415) 575-9197 
Tina.Chang@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE APPROVAL OF A SECTION 309 DETERMINATION OF 
COMPLIANCE AND REQUEST FOR EXCEPTIONS FOR REAR YARD UNDER PLANNING CODE 
SECTION 134, REDUCTION OF GROUND-LEVEL WIND CURRENTS UNDER PLANNING CODE 
SECTION 148, AND HEIGHT AND BULK LIMITS UNDER PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 263.9, 270 
AND 272, TO CONSTRUCT A 20-STORY-OVER-BASEMENT, APPROXIMATELY 220-FOOT TALL 
BUILDING WITH UP TO 133 DWELLING UNITS AND APPROXIMATELY 5,824 SQ. FT. OF 
GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL SPACE, AT 75 HOWARD STREET WITHIN THE C-3-0(SD) 
(DOWNTOWN OFFICE, SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT) DISTRICT AND THE 200-S HEIGHT AND 
BULK DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY ACT. 

PREAMBLE 

Environmental Review 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103·2479 

Reception: 
415.55B.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

On March 28, 2013, Jim. Abrams of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP on behalf of RDF 75 Howard LP 
(hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter . 
"Department") for Environmental Review, to allow the demolition of an existing above grade parking 
garage and the construction of a new, approximately 31-story-over-basement, approximately 350-fooftall, 

www.sfplanning.org 



Motion 19450 
September 3, 2015 

CASE NO. 2011.1122~CUA 
75 Howard St. 

432,253 gross square foot (gsf) building containing approximately 5,685 gsf of ground floor commercial 
space, with 186 dwelling-units (the "Original Project") at 75 Howard Street (hereinafter "Project Site"). 

The Department determined that an Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "EIR") was required and 
provided public notice of that determination by publication in a newspaper of general circulation on July 
31, 2013. 

On July 31, 2013, the Department published a Draft EIR for public review (Case No. 2001.1122£). The 
Draft EIR was available for public comment until September 16, 2013. On September 12, 2013, the 
Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to solicit 
comments regarding the Draft EIR. 

On J.uly 8, 2015, the Department published a Comments and Responses document, responding to 
comments made regarding the Draft EIR prepared for the Pi;oject. Together, the Comments and 
Responses document and the DEIR comprise the Final EIR ("FEIR"). 

On September 3, 2015, the Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR and found that the contents of 
said report and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized, and complied with 
CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31. 

The Commission found the FEIR was adequate, accurate and objective, reflected the independent analysis 
and judgment of the Department and the Commission, and that the summary of comments and responses 
contained no significant revisions to the DEIR, and certified the FEIR for the Project in compliance with 
CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31. 

Original Project Applications 

On December 6, 2013, Jim Abrams of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP on behalf of Project Sponsor filed an 
application with the Department for Compliance with Planning Code Section 309 for the Original Project, 
with exceptions for Streetwall Base requirements (Section 132.1), Off-Street Parking requirements (Section 
151.1), Rear Year requirements (Section 134), and Bulk requirements (Sections 270 and 272) within the C-
3-0(SD) (Downtown Office, Special Development) and 200-S Height and Bulk District, to allow the 

demolition of the existing above grade parldng garage and the construction of the Original Project at the 
Project Site. 

On December 6, 2013, Jim Abrams of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP, on behalf of Project Sponsor also 
filed an application with the Department for Height and Bulk Reclassification for the Original Project to 
allow the Project Site to be reclassified from the 200-S Height and Bulk District, to the 350-S Height and. 

Bulk District. 

On December 6, 2013, Jim Abrams of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP, on behalf of Project Sponsor also 
filed an application with the Department for General Plan Referral for the Original Project to allow 
certain improvements on the land located on Assessor's Block 3742/Lot 12 and the portion of the Steuart 

Street right-of-way south of Howard Street (the "Open Space Improvement Site"). 

SAil FRAtlCISCll 
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On December 6, 2013, Jim Abrams of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP, also filed an application for the 
Original Project for certain. variances from the Planning Code, .including dwelling unit exposure 
(Planning Code Section 140) and curb cut width (Planning Code Sections 145.1). 

On December 6, 2013, Jim Abrams of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP, also filed an application for the 
Original Project for the initiation of a General Plan Amendment to amend the General Plan Urban Design 

Element Height Map (Map 4) and the Downton Element Height Map (Map 5) to permit the height of the 
Original Project. 

Reduced Height Project Applications 

On August 13, 2014, Jim Abrams of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP on behalf of Project Sponsor filed an 
amendment of application with the Department for Compliance with Planning Code Section 309 to allow 
the demolition of an existing above-grade parking garage and the construction of a new, approximately 
26-story-over-[>asement, approximately 292-foot tall building containing approximately 409,150 gsf, with 
approximately 4,250 gsf of .ground floor commercial space and 159 dwelling-units (the "Reduced Height 
Project") at the Project Site, with exceptions for Streetwall Base requirements (Section 132.1), Off-Street 
Parking requirements (Section 151.1), Rear Yard requirements (Section 134), and Bulk requirements 

(Sections 270 and 272). 

On August 13, 2014, Jim Abrams of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP, on behalf of Project Sponsor filed 
with the Department an amendr:ient of application for Height and Bulk Reclassification for the Reduced 
Height Project to allow the Project Site to be reclassified from the 200-S Height and Bulk District, to the 

300-S Height and Bulk District. 

On August 13, 2014, Jim Abrams of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP, also filed an amended application for 
the Reduced Height Project for certain variances from the Planning Code, includ~ng dwelling unit 
exposure (Planning Code Section 140) and curb cut :width (Planning Code Sections 145.1). 

On August 13, 2014, Jim Abrams of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP, also filed an amended application for 
the Reduced Height Project for the initiation of a General Plan Amendment to amend the General Plan 

Urban Design Element Height Map (Map 4) and the Downtown Element Height Map (Map 5) to permit . 
the height of the Reduced Height Project. 

Unlike the Original Project, the Reduced Height Project did not include the proposed improvements to 
the Open Space Improvement Site, and as such on August 13, 2014, the Project Sponsor rescinded the 
application for General Plan Referral filed for the Original Project. 

Code Compliant Project Applications/Current Project 

On April 30, 2015, Sara Ghalandari of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP on behalf of Project Sponsor filed an 
amended application with the Department for Compliance with Planning Code Section 309 with 

exceptions for Rear Year requirements (Section 134), requirements for the reduction of Ground-Level 
Wind Currents (Section 148) and Height and Bulk limits (Sections 263.9, 270 and 272) within the C-3-
0(SD) (Downtown Office, Special Development) and 200-S Height and Bulk District, to allow the 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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demolition of an existing above grade parking garage and the construction of a new, 20-story-over
basement, approximately 220-foot tall, 284,300 gsf building containing approximately 5,824 gsf of ground 
floor retail space, and 133 dwelling-units (the "Code Compliant Project", also referred to herein as the 
"Project") at the Project Site. 

On April 30, 2015, Sara Ghalandari of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP on behalf of Project Sponsor also 

filed an amended application for the Project for certain variances from the Planning Code. The following 
variances are part of the Project: dwelling unit exposure (Planning Code Section 140) and curb cut width 
(Planning Code Sections 145.1). 

On May 11, 2015, Sara Ghalandari of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP on behalf Project Sponsor also filed 
an ·application for Conditional Use Authorization (CUA) to permit residential accessory off-street parking 
in excess of the principally permitted amounts (Section 155.1). 

Unlike the Original Project or the Reduced Height Project, the Project complies with the underlying 
Height and Bulk District and zoning constraints, subject to certain exceptions discussed herein, and does 
not require a Height and Bulk Reclassification or a General Plan Amendment. As such, on June 4, 2015, 
the Project Sponsor rescinded the applications for General Plan Amendment and Height and Bulk 
Reclassification filed for the Original Project and the Reduced Height Project. 

The Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records; all pertinent documents are located 
in the File for Case No. 201l.1122XVCUA, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California. 

Planning Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting program (MMRP), which 

material was made available to the public and this Commission for this Commission's review, 
consideration and action. 

On July 7, 2015, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) Commission of the City 
and County of San Francisco, commonly known as the "Successor Agency" to the former San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency (SFRDA), approved and agreed to enter into a delegation agreement with the 
Department (the "Delegation.Agreement") regarding that portion of the Project Site consisting of a small, 
unimproved trian!?lllar portion of real property within Block 3741/Lot 35, commonly referred to as 
"Parcel 3" (the "Unimproved Triangle"), which is a part of, and subject to, the Rincon Point South Beach 
Redevelopment Plan Area ( the "Redevelopment Plan"). On September 3rd, the Planning Commission 

accepted delegation from OCII. Per the Delegation Agreement, the Department will review and 
determine consistency and compliance with the Redevelopment Plan as to that portion of the Project that 
is within the Redevelopment Plan Area. 

The Department has reviewed the plans for the proposed Project attached hereto as Exhibit B and has 
determined that the portion of the proposed building that is within the Redevelopment Plan Area is 
consistent with the Redevelopment Plan. It further determined that the portion of the building that falls 
within the Unimproved Triangle consists only of the below-grade garage, and a small corner of the 
building and streetscape and landscapmg on floors 1 through 7, and the very edge of the building corner 
on floors 8 through 11 and nothing on floors 12 or above (the "Improvements Within the Redevelopment 
Area"). Pursuant to the Delegation Agreement, the Planning Department approved the design of portion 
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of the Project within the Redevelopment Plan Area. The Project requires a Section 309 Authorization 
from the Planning Commission (the "Commission") as to those portions of the building exclusively 
within the jurisdiction of the City of San Francisco (the "City") since almost the entire building is within 
exclusive City jurisdiction. The staff recommends that the Planning Commission confirm the 
Department's approval of the design of the Improvements Within the Redevelopment Area pursuant to 

this Section 309 Authorization by approving the entirety of the design for the proposed building as 
shown on the plans attached as Exhibit B to this motion. 

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

MOVED, that the Commission hereby approves the Downtown Project Authorization requested in 
Application No. 2011.1122XVCUA (including those portions of the Project located within the Rincon 
Point South Beach Redevelopment Plan Area), subject to the conditions contained in "EXHIBIT A" of this 
motion, based on the following findings: 

FINDINGS 

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

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

. 2. Site Description and Present Use. The Project Site consists of a lot developed with an 8-story 
above grade parking garage (the "Parking Garage Lot") and includes what has been referred to 
as "the Unimproved Triangle" (3741/35, Parcel 3), that is within the Rincon Point South Beach 
Redeveiopment Plan Area. The Project Sponsor intends to merge the Unimproved Triangle with 
the Parking Garage Lot through a lot line adjustment. The subject property is located at the 
intersection of Howard and Steuart Streets, on a block bounded by Folsom and .spear Streets in 
the Financial District. The subject property is located within the boundaries of the Transit Center 
District Plan Area and is located at the eastern edge of the District Plan Area. The subject .. 

property is 20,931 sq. ft. in size with approximately 156.feet of frontage on Howard Street and 134 
feet of frontage on Steuart Street. The subject property is currently used as an eight-story, above 
grade parking garage with approximately 550 parking spaces. 

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The subject property is located at the intersection 
of Howard and Steuart Streets, on a block bounded by Folsom and Spear Streets in the Financial 
District. .The subject property is located within the C-3-0(SD) (Downtown Office, Special 
Development) District and 200-S Height and Bulk District. The current development of this 

location, with the above-grade parking garage, represents an under-utilized site within the 
downtown core. Office and residential uses predominate, though some tourist and retail uses are 
present. The buildings to the north, south and west of the subject property are taller than the 

proposed Project. 
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4. Project Description. The Project Sponsor proposes to demolish the existing above grade, eight

story parking garage, merge parcel 3741/031, approximately 20,595sf in size with parcel 3741/035, 
approximately 337 sf, which is undeveloped and µnder the Rincon Point South Beach 
Redevelopment Plan Area, and construct a new 20-story-over-garage, 284,300 gsf, 133-unit 

residential building with 5,824 sq. ft. ·of ground floor retail space, 100 off-street parking spaces, 
and 123 bicycle parking spaces (108 Oass 1; 15 Class 2). The residential units would consist of 36 
one bedroom units (27%), 71 two bedroom units (53%), 23 three bedroom units (17%), and 3 four 
bedroom units (2%). Commercial space would be located on both the Howard and Steuart Street 

frontages. 

5. Public Comment. On earlier iterations of the Project (the Original Project and the Reduced 
H~ight Alternative), the Department received comments from the neighboring community 
expressing concerns about the proposed height increase of the Original Project and the Reduced 
Height Alternative. The Sponsor has addressed these concerns in the current design by reducing 

. the height and total area, resulting in a Code complia..nt building that complies with the 
underlying Height and Bulk District and zoning constraints, subject to certain exceptions 
disci.issed herein. The Department received inquiries frolJ:1: members of the public regarding the 

Project in its current form. 

6. Planning Code Compliance: The Commission finds that the Project (including that portion of 
the Project located within the Rincon Point South Brach Redevelopment Area) is consistent with 
the relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner: 

A. Rear Yard Requirement. Planning Code Section 134 requires that any builqing 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 provide a rear yard that complies with this Code requirement, and as such, 

requires a rear yard exception under Planning Code Section 309. A 309 exception may be granted so 

long as the "building location and configuration assure adequate light and air to windows within the 

residential units and to the usable open space provided." See Section 7, below, for 309 findings. 

B. Exposure. Planning Code Section 140 requires at least one room within every dwelling unit 
to face directly on an open area that is either (1) a public street or alley that is at least 25 feet 
in width, or a side yard or rear yard that meets the requirements of the Planning Code, or (2) 
an open area that is unobstructed and is no less than 25 feet in every horizontal dimension for 
the floor at which the dwelling unit in question is location and at the floor immediately above 
it, with an increase of five feet in every horizontal dimension at each subsequent floor. 

SAN fRAl~CiSGO 

Approximately 39 dwelling units (most of which face south) would not comply with this requirement. 

These units would face the open space for the Gap Inc. Headquarters and the at-grade adjacent parking 

lot, which is open for a distance in excess of 150 feet. A variance from Section 140 is being sought as 

part of this Project for a total of 39 units that do not comply with the exposure requirements of the 

Code. 
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C. Wind. Planning Code Section 148 requires that new construction in Downtown Commercial 
Districts will not cause ground-level wind currents to exceed pedestrian comfort levels. This 
standard requires that wind speeds not exceed 11 miles per hour in areas of substantial 
pedestrian use for more than 10 percent of the time year round, between 7:00 AM and 6:00 
PM. The requirements of this Section apply either when preexisting ambient wind speeds at a 
site exceed the comfort level and are not being eliminated as a result of the project, pr when 
the project may result in wind conditions exceeding the comfort criterion. 

The existing conditions at the Project Site indicate that 14 of the 58 test points exceed the Planning 
Code's comfort criterion. With the Project, three comfort exceedances would be eliminated, two would 
remain unchanged, eight would be decreased, and one would be increased, resulting in a total of 11 
comfort exceedances. A Section 309 exception is being sought because the Project would not eliminate 
the existing 11 of the 58 test locations meeting or exceeding the Planning Code's comfort criterion. 
Exceptions from the comfort criterion may be granted through the 309 process, but no exception may 

· be granted where a project would cause wind speeds at the site to reach or exceed the hazard level of 26 
mph for a single hour of the year. There are no hazardous wind speeds caused by the Project. 

D. Off-Street Freight Loading. Planning Code Section 152.1 requires that projects in the C-3 
District that include the addition of 100,000-200,000 sq. ft. of residential space must provide 
one off-street freight loading space within the project. 

The Project provides two loading spaces accessed via Howard Street, and therefore complies with the 
loading requirement. 

E. Parking. 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 dwelling units as a conditional use. For non-residential 
uses, the Code does not provide a total number of permitted spaces, but instead limits 
parking to an area equivalent to 3.5% of the total gross floor area of such uses. 

The Project contains 133 dwelling units. Per Planning Section 151.1, 67 parking spaces are 
principally permitted (133/2 = 66.5) for residential uses, and an additional 33 parking spaces are 
conditionally permitted (133/.75 = 99.75 - 66.5 = 33.25) for residential uses. As such, the Project may 
provide up to 100 parking spaces for residential uses with a Conditional Use permit. The Project 
proposes, as permitted by Planning Section 151.1, a total of 100 parked cars and thus complies with 
this requirement. A Conditional Use application for the 33 conditionally permitted parking spaces is 

being sought as part of the Project. The Project does not propose any parking for the retail uses. 

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

G. Maximum Floor Area Ratio (Section 124). The floor area ratio (FAR) limit as defined by 
Planning Code Section 124 for the C-3-0(SD) District is 6.0:1. Under Sections 123 and 128 of 
the Planning Code, the FAR can be increased to 9.0 to 1 with the purchase of transferable 
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development rights ("TDR"), and may exceed 9.0 to 1 without FAR limitations through 
participation in the Transit Center District Mello-Roos Community Facilities District, 

. pursuant to Section 424.8. 

The Project Site has a lot area of approximately 20,931 square feet. Therefore, up to 125,586 square 

feet of Gross Floor Area ("GFA") is allowed under the basic FAR limit, and up to 188,379 square feet 

oJGF A is permitted with the purchase of TD R. As shown in the conceptual plans for the Project, the 

building would include 284,300 square feet of GFA. Conditions of approval are included to require the 

Project Sponsor to purchase TDRfor the increment of development between 6.0 to 1 FAR and 9.0 to 1 

FAR, and to participate in the Transit Center District Mello-Roos Community Facilities District as 

the project exceeds an FAR of 9.0 to 1. Therefore the Project complies with Section 124 .. 

H. Residential Open Space (Section 135). Planning Code Section 135 requires that private 
usable open space be provided at a ratio of 36 sq. ft. per dwelling unit or that common usable 
open be provided at a ratio of 47.88 sq. ft. per dwelling unit. 

The Project includes 133 units. The Project would provide at least 36 square feet of private open space 

for 84 of the dwelling units through private balconies. A total of 2,352 square feet of commonly 

accessible open space would be required for the remaining 49 units without a balcony, which would be 

provided in the form of common space on the second floor. Therefore, the Project complies with Section 

135. 

I. Public Open Space (Section 138). New buildings in the C-3-0 (SD) Zoning District must 

provide public open space at a ratio of one sq. ft. 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. 

Ground floor retail space in the C-3 Districts that is less than 5,000 sq. ft. and less than 75 percent of 

the ground floor area and, is excluded from gross floor area and is therefore not required to provide the 

associated publically accessible open space. The Project includes approximately 5,824 sq. ft. of ground 

floor retail space, 5,000 sq. ft. of which is exempt from the requirement. However, because the building 

is principally a residential use building, it is not required to provide any public open space for the 

remaining commercial space. 

J. Streetscape Improvements (Section 138.1). Planning Code Section 138.1 requires that when a 
new building is constructed in the C-3 District, street trees and sidewalk paving must be 
provided. Under Section 138.l(c), the Commission may also require the Project Sponsor to 

install additional sidewalk improvements such as lighting, special paving, seating and 
landscaping in accordance with the guidelines of the Downtown Streetscape Plan if it finds 
that these improvements are necessary to meet the goals and objectives of the General Plan. 

SAN fRANC'ISGO 

The Project proposes streetscape elements along Howard and Steuart Streets as part of a Streetscape 

plan. Features include street trees and landscaping consistent with City Standards. The Howard Street 

sidewalk will be widened as required by the Department of Public Works, and includes publically-
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accessible bz1ce parking. The Streetscape Plan will continue to be refined through the Site Permit 
process, as required by the.Conditions of Approval. Therefore, the Project complies with Section 138.1. 

K. Active Frontages - Loading and Driveway Entry Width (Section 145.1(c)(2)). Section 
145.l(c)(2) limits the width of parking and loading entrances to no more than one-third the 
width of the street frontage of a structure, or 20 feet, whichever is less. 

· The Project includes a single entrance for both parking and loading. Access into the parking garage 
would be through a 26-foot wide two-way curb cut serving a 24-foot wide garage entrance at the west 
end of the proposed building along Howard Street, near the same northwest corner location as the 
entrance to the existing 75 Howard Garage. This width exceeds the maximum 20-foot width 
limitation specified by Section 145.1(c)(2). The Transportation Impact Study prepared for the Project 
indicates that a 24-foot curb cut and building entrance is required for the building to facilitate truck 
turning movements in and out of the building. This dimension has. been increased to 26 feet to 
accommodate the longer turning movement generated by the requested widening of the sidewalk to the 
east of the driveway on Howard Street. A variance from Section 145( c)(2) is being sought as part of 
this Project for the driveway width that does not comply with the parking and loading width 
requirements of the Code. 

L. Street Frontage in Commercial Districts: Active Uses (145.1(c)(3)). Planning Code Section 

145.l(c)(3) requires that within Downtown Commercial Districts, space for "active uses" shall 
be provided within the first 25 feet of building depth on the ground floor. 

The ground floor space along Howard and Steuart Streets have active uses with direct access to the 
sidewalk within the first 25 feet of building depth and are thus compliant with this Code Section. The 
only non-active uses along public frontages are the parking and loading access, and exit corridor access 
which are specifically exempt from the active uses requirement. The building lobby is considered an 
active use because it does .not exceed 40 feet per 145.1(b)(2)(C). 

M. Street Frontage in Commercial Districts: Ground Floor Transparency (Section 145.1((:)(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 leve~ and allow visibility to the inside of the building. 

More than 95% of the approximately 110 foot Steuart Street. ground floor frontage consists of an all
glass storefront system. Because of the Code-required loading access from Howard Street and Code
required egress routes, 85% of the approximately 140 foot ground floor Howard Street frontage 
consists of an all-glass storefront system. 

N. Shadows on Public Sidewalks (Section 146). Planning Code Section 146(a) establishes 
design requirements for buildings on certain streets in order to maintain direct sunlight on 

public sidewalks in certain downtown areas during critical use periods. Section 146(c) 
requires that other buildings, not located on the specific streets identifi~d in Section 146(a), 

· shall be shaped to reduce substantial shadow impacts on public sidewalks, if it can be done 
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without unduly creating an unattractive design and without unduly restricting development 
potential. 

Section 146(a) does not apply to construction on Howard or Steuart Streets, and therefore does not 

apply to the Project. With respect to s.ection 146(c), the Project would replace an above grade parking 

garage with a 20-story-over-garage residential structure. Although the Project would create new 

shadows on sidewalks and pedestrian areas adjacent to the site, the Project's shadows would be limited 

in scope and would not increase the total amount of shading above levels that are commonly accepted 

in urban areas. The Project is proposed at a height that is consistent with the zoned height for the 

property and could not be further shaped to reduce substantial shadow effects on public sidewalks 

without creating an unattractive design and without unduly restricting development potential. 

Therefore, the Project complies with Section 146. 

0. Shadows on Public Open Spaces (Section 147). Planning Code Section 147 seeks to reduce 
substantial shadow impacts on p-qblic plazas and other publicly accessible open spaces other 
than those protected under Section 295. Consistent with the dictates of good design and 
without unduly restricting development potential, .buildings taller than 50 feet should be 

shaped to reduce substantial shadow impacts on open spaces subject to Section 147. In 
determining whether a ·shadow is substantial, the following factors shall be taken into 
account: the area shaded, the shadow's duration, and the importance of sunlight to the area 

in question. 

SAN fRANCISCil 

A shadow analysis determined that the Project would not cast net new shadow on any other open space 

under the jurisdiction of or designated to be acquired by, the Recreation and Park Commission. 

The Project would cast shadows on existing publicly-accessible open spaces in the area other than those 

protected under Section 295. 

There are 15 privately owned, publicly accessible open spaces ("POPOs") that are within reach of the 

shadow from the Project or variants. Per the DEIR, which analyzed the effect of the shadow from the 

Original Project.or variants on these POPOs, only two of them were shown to be affected by the 

Original Project or variants. For short periods of time in the morning, the Original Project or variants 

would cast net new shadows on the POPOs at the Rincon Center (during the spring and autumn) and 

160 Spear Street (during the summer). The short duration and transitory nature of the shadows 

would not have substantially affected the use of these POPOs, although these POPOs may be less 

pleasant without sunlight. Although the revised proposed Project of 220 feet is shorter than the 

Original Project of 350 feet, it is anticipated that the proposed Project would have a similar (though 

slightly reduced due to the shorter height) shadow impact on Rincon Center and 160 Spear Street. 

Many POPOs in downtown San Francisco are shadowed during the day but are still used, because 

some people may prefer to sit in the shade instead of under direct sunlight. Overall, the Project or 

variants would not increase the amount of shadow on these POPOs above levels that are common and 

generally expected in densely developed urban environments. For these reasons, the proposed Project 

or variants would have a less-than-significant shadow impact on the POPOs at the Rincon Center and 

160 Spear Street. 
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The shadow study for Rincon Park was updated to reflect the revised proposed Project of 220 feet as set 
forth in a technical memorandum dated May 20, 2015 by SWCA Turnstone Consulting and addressed 
to the Planning Departments Environmental Planner assigned to the Project. The updated study 
demonstrates that the Project or variants would cast net new shadow on the northern and central 
portions of Rincon Park in the afternoon on most days throughout the year. The affected areas include 
landscaping (the grassy lawn area), the pedestrian path adjacent to and west of the sculpture, the 
seating areas and the pedestrian path along the eastern perimeter of the park, and the seating areas east 
of the sculpture. The Project or variants would not cast net new shadow on Rincon Park in the 
morning or at mid-day. Although for purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act analysis, 
this impact was found to be Significant and Unavoidable, as stated in the FEIR for the Project, any 
development of approximately 100 feet or taller on the Project Site would shadow Rincon Park in the 
afternoon on most days of the year, resulting in unavoidable shadow impacts similar to those caused by 
the Project. The annual net new shadow expressed as a percentage of the Theoretical Annual Available 
Sunlight (TAAS) under the proposed project is only 1.3% of the TAAS according to an updated 
technical memorandum dated July Sth by SWCA Turnstone Consulting. Further, the top 20' of the 
structure has been designed with transparent, bird-safe glass, which would reduce the shadow impact 
on Rincon Park. Even with the proposed Project, the total amount of shadow on Rincqn Park as a 
proportion of the theoretical maximum sunlight is very small relative to most other Downtown Parks. 
The Project could not be de.signed in a manner that would substantially reduce shadow impacts on 
Rincon Park without unduly restricting the site's development potential. 

Furthermore, the Project will be subject to payment of development impact fees required as part of the 
Transit Center District, including payment into the Transit Center District Mello-Roos Community 
Facilities District (Section 424.8), and the Transit Center Open Space and Transportation and Street 
Improvement Fees (Section 424.6). These fees will be used to fund open space improvements within 
the Transit Center downtown area, and would benefit the City and would be consistent with the intent 
of the Code by aiding in the creation of new parks and open space within the downtown core. 

Therefore, the Project complies with Section 147. 

P. Ground Level Wind (Section 148). Pursuant to Section 148, in C-3 Districts, buildings and 
additions to existing buildings shall ·be shaped, or other wind-baffling measures shall be 
adopted, so that the developments will not cause ground-level wind currents to exceed more 
than 10 percent of the time year round, between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., the comfort level of 
11 miles per hour equivalent wind speed in areas of substantial pedestrian use and seven 
miles per hour equivalent wind speed in public seating areas. 

SAil FRAllCISCO 

When preexisting ambient wind speeds exceed the comfort level, or when a proposed 
building or addition may cause ambient wind speeds to exceed the comfort level, the 
building shall be designed to reduce the ambient wind speeds to meet the requirements. An 
exception may be granted, in accordance with the provisions of Section 309, allowing the 
building.or addition to add to the amount of time that the comfort level is exceeded by the 

least practical amount if (1) it can be shown that a building or addition cannot be shaped and 
other wind-baffling measures cannot be adopted to meet the foregoing requirements without 
creating an unattractive and ungaiitly building form and without unduly restricting the 
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development potential of the building site in question, and (2) it is concluded that, because of 
the limited amount by which the comfort level is exceeded, the limited location in which the 
comfort level is exceeded, or the limited time during which the comfort level is exceeded, the 
addition is insubstantial. No exception shall be granted and no building or addition shall be 
permitted that causes equivalent wind speeds to reach or exceed the hazard level of 26 miles 
per hour for a single hour of the year. 

A total of 58 test point locations along sidewalk areas adjacent to and near the Project Site were 

selected for the purpose of analyzing existing and proposed wind levels and wind near the Project Site 

pursuant to Planning Code Section 148. Under existing conditions - without the Project -14 of the 

test locations exceeded the Planning Code's pedestrian comfort level of 11 mph (more than 10 percent 

of the time), and no test locations exceeded the wind hazard criterion (speeds reaching or exceeding the 

hazard level of 26mph, as averaged for a single full hour of the year). With the Project, three comfort 

exceedances would be eliminated, two would remain unchanged, eight would be decreased, and one 

would be increased, resulting in a total of 11 comfort exceedances. 

Not eliminating all of the pre-existing comfort exceedances as part of the Project requires an exception 

pursuant to Planning Code Section 309, as outlined in Section 7, below. 

Q. Car Share (Section 166). Planning Code Section 166 requires one car share parking space for 
residential projects with between 50 and 200 dwelling units. 

The Project complies with Section 166 because it provides two off-street car share parking space within 

the below-grade garage. 

R. Bicycle Parking (Section 155.2). For buildings with more than 100 dwelling units, Planning 

Code Section 155.2 requires 100 Class 1 spaces plus one Oa:ss 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 155.2 because it provides 108 Class 1 parking spaces (100 spaces + 
8(33/4=8.25 spaces) required) and 7 Class 2 spaces (133 units/20 = 7 spaces required) for the 

residential units. Eight Class 2 (5,824 sf I 2,500 = 2 spaces required) common spaces are provided for 

the restaurant!cafe uses. All Class 1 spaces are located at the first basement level, accessible by 

elevator from the street, and all Class 2 spaces are located on the Howard Street sidewalk. 

S. Density (Section 210.2). Planning Code Sections 210.2 establish.es no density limit in the C-3 
Districts. Density is regulated by the permitted height and bulk, and required setbacks, 
exposure, and open space of each development lot. 

SAN FRA!JCISCO 

The Project contains 133 dwelling units, which is allowed in the C-3-0(SD) District. The elimination 

of density controls in the C-3 Districts was recently approved through Ordinance No. 22-15 (Board 

File No. 141253); previously, density was principally permitted at a ratio of 1 unit per 125 sf of lot 

area and conditionally permitted above that amount. 
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T. Height (Section 260 and 263.9). The property is located in a 200-S Height and Bulk District, 
thus permitting structures up to a height of 220 feet. Section 263.9 allows an addition 10 

percent of the heights shown on the Zoning Map in S Districts as an extension of the upper 
tower subject to the volume reduction requirements of the Code. The additional height may 
be allowed if determined that the upper tower volume is distributed in a way that will add to 
the sense of slenderness of the building and to the visual interest of the termination of the 

building, and that the added height will improve the appearance of the sky-line when 
viewed from a distance, and will not adversely affect light and air to adjacent properties, and 
will not add significant shadows to public open spaces. 

The Project would reach a height of approximately 220 feet to the roof of the building, with various 
features such as elevator/stair penthouses, mechanical structures, an enclosed recreation space, and 
parapets extending above the 220-foot height limit in accordance with the height exemptions allowed 
through Planning Code Section 260(b). 

To reach 220 feet, the Project would seek the 10% upper tower extension permitted per Section 263.9. 

The relatively small 20 foot extension of the upper tower makes a significant improvement in the 
overall proportions of the building by increasing the proportion of the upper tower significantly 
relative to the base and middle tower, and by allowing a smaller overall footprint and mass in the lower 
tower than otherwise permitted by the Code. It also allows the design of the roof and mechanical screen 
to be better integrated into the design of the building, creating a more elegant and distinctive form in 
the skyline. The roof screen is detailed with a transparent, bird-safe glass which has been designed to 
blend-in with the rest of the structure, while also reducing shadow impacts on Rincon Park. As noted 
in the DEIR, the project creates no new shadows on open spaces under the jurisdiction of the 
Recreation and Park Department and subject to Section 295. The Project does contribute to the 
"significant and unavoidable" impact to other publicly accessible spaces created by other existing 
buildings, but the difference between the shadow cast by a 200 foot tall and 220 foot tall building of 
similar overall volume is minor. 

Since the 20-foot upper tower extension is not reduced by the volume reduction requirements set forth 
in the Planning Code, an exception is required under Planning Code Section 309. 

U. 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. 

The Department conducted a shadow analysis and determined that the Project would not shade any 
properties under the jurisdiction of, or designated for acquisition by, the Recreation and Park 
Department. 

V. Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Section 415). Planning Code Section 415 sets 
forth the requirements and procedures for the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program. 
Under Planning Code Section 415.3, the·current percentage requirements apply to projects 
that consist of ten or more units, where the first application (EE or BP A) was. applied. for on 
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or after July 18, 2006. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.5, the Project must pay the 
Affordable Housing Fee ("Fee"). This Fee is made payable to the Department of Building 
Inspection ("DBI") for use by the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
for the purpose of increasing affordable housing citywide. 

The Project Sponsor has submitted a 'Affidavit of Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable 

Housing Program: Planning Code Section 415,' to satisfy the requirements of the Inclusionary 

Affordable Housing Program through payment of the Fee, in an amount to be established by the 

Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at a rate equivalent to an off-site 

requirement of 20%. The Project Sponsor has not selected an alternative to payment of the Fee and 

will comply with Section 415 through payment of the Fee. 

W. Street Trees (Sections 138.1and428). Section 138.1 requires.the installation of street trees in 
the case of the construction of a new building. One 24-inch box tree is required for every 20 
feet of property frontage along each street or alley, with any remaining fraction of ten feet or 
more of frontage requiring an additional tree. The species and locations of trees installed in 
the public right-of-way shall be subject to approval by the Department of Public Works 

(DPW). The requirements of Section 138.l may be waived or modified by the Zoning 
Administrator, pursuant to Section 428, where DPW cannot grant approval due to practical 
difficulties. 

The Project includes a total of approximately 290 feet of street frontage along the Howard and Steuart 

Street frontages, which means that fifteen street trees are required. According to the Department of 

Public Works, only ten of the required fifteen street trees can feasibly be installed. When a pre-existing 

site constraint prevents the installation of a street tree, the Sponsor can pay an in-lieu fee. Conditions 

of approval have to been added to require the Project to plant ten (10) street trees and pay an in-lieu fee 

for the remaining five (5) trees, thereby complying with Section 138.1and428. 

As required for all street trees required within the C-3 Zoning Districts, the trees would have a 

· minimum 2 inch caliper, measured at breast height; branch a minimum of 80 inches above sidewalk 

grade; be planted in a sidewalk opening at least 16 square feet and have a minimum soil depth of 3 feet 

6 inches; and include street tree basins edged with decorative treatment, such as pavers or cobbles. 

X. Public Art (Section 429). In the case of construction of a new building or addition of floor 
area in excess of 25,000 sf to an existing building in a C-3 District, Section 429 requires a 

project to include works of art costing an amount equal to one percent of the construction 
cost of the building. 

The Project would comply with this Section by dedicating one percent of the Project's construction 

cost to works of art. The public art concept and location will be subsequently presented to the Planning 

Commission at an informational presentation. 

7. Exceptions Request Pursuant to Planning Code Section 309. The Planning Commission has 
considered the following exceptions to the Planning Code, makes the following findings and 
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grants each exception to the entire Project (including that portion located within the Rincon Point 
South Beach Redevelopment Plan Area) as further described below: 

SAN fRANC!SC-0 

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 be provided at the first level containing a dwelling unit, 
and at every subsequent level. Per Section 134(d), exceptions to the rear yard 
requirements may be granted provided that the building location and configuration 
assure adequate light and air to the residential units and the open space provided. 

The Project would not meet the Code's rear year requirement, and requests an exception in order 
to provide a rear yard of 15 feet in depth which is less than 25% of the lot. Section 134(d) allows 
for an exception to the rear yard requirement pursuant to the Section 309 Downtown Project 
Authorization process so long as the "building location and configuration assure adequate light 
and air to windows within the residential units and to the usable open space provided. 11 The 
proposed rear yard is adequate to allow significant glazing per the Building Code on the south side 
of the lot. Further, the adjacent property to the south is currently an at-grade parking lot with a 
highly irregular shape, limited access, and a small footprint. It is unlikely that this parcel could be 
developed and particularly unlikely that a tall building could be constructed given access, setback, 
and Building Code requirements. The next lot immediately south contains open space for the 
relatively recently constructed Gap Corporation Headquarters, which is unlikely to be redeveloped 
in the foreseeable future. Finally, the proposed Project sits on a corner lot, making the typical 

. pattern of mid-block rear yards inappropriate at this site. Therefore, it is appropriate to grant an 
exception from the rear yard requirements of Planning Code Section 134. Rear yard exceptions 
are commonly granted and appropriate in downtown locations given the lot configurations and 

.j urban design considerations informing the architecture of downtown buildings. 

b. Section 148: Ground-Level Wind Currents. In C-3 Districts, buildings and additions to 
existing buildings shall be shaped, or other wind-baffling measures shall be adopted, so 
that the developments will not cause ground-level wind currents to exceed more than 10 
percent of the time year round, between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., the comfort level of 11 
miles per hour equivalent wind speed in a.reas of substantial pedestrian use and seven 
miles per hour equivalent wind speed in public seating areas .. 

When preexisting ambient wind speeds exceed the comfort level, or when a proposed 
building or addition may cause ambient wind speeds to exceed the comfort level, the 
building shall be designed to reduce the ambient wind speeds to meet the requirements. 
An exception may be granted, in accordance with the provisions of Section 309, allowing 
the building or addition to add to the amount o~ time that the comfort level is exceeded 
by the least practical amount if (1) it can be shown that a building or addition cannot be 
shaped and other wind-baffling measures cannot be adopted to meet the foregoing 
requirements without creating an unattractive and ungainly building form and without 
unduly restricting the development potential of the building site in question, and (2) it is 
concluded that, because of the limited amount by which the comfort level is exceeded, 
the limited location in which the comfort level is exceeded, or the limited time during 

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

Independent consultants analyzed ground-level wind currents in the vicinity of the Project Site. A 
wind tunnel analysis, the results of which are included in a technical memorandum prepared by 
RWDI Consulting Engineers & Scientists, was conducted using a scale model of the Project Site 
and its immediate vicinity. 

Comfort Criterion 

Based on existing conditions, 14 of the 58 sidewalk locations tested currently exceed the pedestrian 
comfort level of 11 mph, with wind speeds ranging from 12 to 17 mph. 

With the Project, three comfort exceedances would be eliminated, two would remain unchanged, 
eight would be decreased, and one would be increased, resulting. in a total of 11 comfort 
exceedances. The range of wind speeds with the Project would be similar to existing conditions, 
with wind speeds in sidewalk pedestrian areas ranging from 5 mph to 16 mph. With 
implementation of the Project, there would be localized changes throughout the Project vicinity; 
however, the overall wind conditions would remain substantially the same and slightly reduced. 
In the aggregate, the average wind speed across all test points would not changr; substantially, and 
would in fact be reduced by 1 mph. 

Because the Project would not eliminate the 11 existing exceedances, an exception is required 
under Planning Code Section 309. An exception is justified under the circumstances, because the 

changes in wind speed and frequency due to the Project are slight, unlikely to be noticeable, and 
would remain substantially the same, with slight decreases from the existing conditions. The 
Project could not be designed in a manner that would affect wind conditions substantially enough 
to eliminate all 11 of the existing comfort exceedances, without unduly restricting the site's 
development potential. 

Hazard Criterion 

The Wind Study indicated that all test points currently meet the wind hazard criterion, and that 
the Project would not cause wind speeds to reach or exceed the hazard level. Therefore, the Project 
would comply with the hazard criterion of Section 148. 

c. Section 263.9: Upper Tower Extension. Section 263.9 allows an addition 10 percent of the 
heights shown on the Zoning Map in S Districts as an extension of the upper tower 
subject to the volume reduction requirements of the Code. The additional height may be 
allowed if determined that the upper tower volume is distributed in a way that will add 
to the sense of slenderness of the building and to the visual interest of the termination of 
the building; and that the added height will improve the appearance of the sky-line when 
viewed from a distance, and will not adversely affect light and air to adjacent properties, 
and will not add significant shadows to public open spaces. 
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The subject property is located within the 200-S height and bulk district, which allows a height of 
up to 220 feet with the 10% upper tower height extension. Based on the 14,295 sq. ft. average 
floor plate size in the lower tower (floors 7 through 14), a 26 percent upper floor volume reduction 
requirement applies to the upper tower. Because the 20-foot upper tower extension is not reduced 
by the volume reduction requirements set forth in the Planning Code, an exception is required 
under Planning Code Section 309 . 

. The upper tower extension increases the roof height of the Project from 200 to 220 feet. The 10% 
increase improves the overall proportion, sense of slenderness, and visual interest of the Project, in 
comparison with massing studies of a 200' tall structure. The sense of slenderness is strongly· 
enhanced by increasing height of the upper tower portion of the.Project from 40 out of 200 feet, or 
20% of the height, to 60 out of 220 feet, or 27% of the height. Further, the allowable 20' height of 
architectural screening elements is combined with the upper tower, for a total of 80 feet between 
the top of the lower tower and the top of the parapet. Additionally, the proposed design tower 
extension allows for bulk. reduction in the lower tower portion of the structure, as well as a 
podium approximately 67'-2" in height, which is significantly closer to the height of podiums of 
adjacent structures and more consistent with the surrounding neighborhood character. The 
podium height of a 200' structure that does not seek an upper tower extension would be 
approximately 100', half of the building's overall height, resulting in a much bulkier building. 

The upper tower extension plus the allowable mechanical screen elements allow a unique 
composition of five similarly detailed volumes to be stacked with a series of setbacks on each side of 
the building. This composition balances the definition of a strong base,. middle, and top with a 
consistent reading of materiality, form, and detail, unifying the building into a single whole but 
with a complex, nuanced form. The inherent horizontality of each of the five volumes of the 
proposed form is balanced by a series of deep vertical balcony recesses, significantly reducing th~ 
mass of each portion of the building. 

The upper tower extension would not significantly affed light and air to adjacent structures 
because the requested exception applies solely to the portion of the building above 160 feet, where 
the upper tower bulk controls are applicable, and there is only one immediately adjacent structure. 
Adding bulk to the upper portion of the building rather than locating this mass at the lower and 
middle of the tower will better preserve views, light, and air from more floors of the neighboring 
buildings than would massing of the proposed building without the requested exception. . Were 
the top 5 floors reduced by the amount required to meet the volume reduction of 26%, the 
reduction would primarily be taken at the. deeper east side of the building to allow usable and 
consil)tent unit depths. The reduction in width as seen from the only directly adjacent building 
would be a difference of about 10 feet in a face of about 110 feet in width. This surface is 
approximately 30 feet from the upper floors of the adjacent building to the northeast, a direction 
from which direct light does not come except very early in summer mornings. 

As noted in the DEIR, the Project creates no new shadows on open spaces under the jurisdiction of 
the Recreation and Park Department and subject to Section 295. The Project does contribute to the 
"significant and unavoidable" impact to other publicly accessible spaces created by other already
approved and under-construction towers within the Transbay District plan, notably 181 Fremont 
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Street and the Transbay Tower, but the difference betwt;en a 200 foot tall and 220 foot tall 
building of similar overall volume is minor. Additionally, the last 20' of the structure to screen 

mechanical appurtenances will be designed with tram;parent, bird-safe glass, reducing the shadow 

impact of the structure's terminus. 

d. Bulk Limits (Section 270). Section 270 establishes bulk controls by district. In the "S" 
Bulk District, the following bulk controls apply to the lower tower: a maximum length of 
160 feet, a maximum diagonal dimension of 190 feet, and a maximum floor size of 20,000 
sq. ft. The upper tower bulk controls are as follows: a maximum length of 130 feet, a 
maximum diagonal dimension of 160 feet, a maximum floor size of 17,000 sq. ft., and a 
maximum average floor size of 12,000 sq. ft. The lower tower controls apply above the 
base height (1.25 times the widest abutting street or 50 feet whichever is greater). The 
upper tower controls apply above a point that varies with the height of the building, as 
defined in Chart B of Section 270. A volume reduction requirement also applies to the 
upper tower where the floor size of the lower tower exceeds 5,000 sq. ft. Exceptions to 
the Section 270 bulk limits are permitted by Section 309(a)(12). 

The Project property fronts on Howard Street, which measures 82.5 feet in width. Therefore, the 

base height limit is approximately 103 feet. The base of the building meets this requirement as it 

terminates at a height of 67'-2 "feet at the seventh level of the building. The lower tower controls 

apply between 103 feet and 160 feet based on the Project's roof height of 220 feet, and the upper 
tower controls apply above 160 feet. Based on the 14,295 sq. ft. average floor plate size in the 

lower tower (floors 7 through 14), a 26 percent upper floor volume reduction requirement applies 
to the upper tower. 

The Project's lower tower is less bulky than permitted by the Planning Code. The floors in the 

lower tower have a maximum length of approximately 132 feet (a maximum length of 160 feet is 

permitted), and a maximum diagonal dimension of approximately 177'8" (a maximum diagonal of 

190 feet is permitted). The floor plates in the lower tower average 14,295 sq. ft. with a maximum 

of 15,505 sq. ft, which is substantially less than the 17,000 sq. ft. average floor size, and the 20,000 

sq. ft. maximum floor size allowed by the Planning Code. 

The floors in the Project's upper tower are smaller than permitted by the Planning Code in some 

respects. Specifically, the flo9rs have a maximum length of approximately 128 feet (130 feet is 
permitted), a maximum floor plate size of approximately 14,011 sq. ft. (a maximum of 17,000 sq. 

ft. is permitted. 

However, the average floor plate size is 12,787 sq. ft which is slightly larger than the maximum 

average of 12,000 sq.ft. permitted. The average diagonal of the upper tower is 161'6", which very 

slightly exceeds the maximum average diagonal requirement of 160 feet. In addition, the average 

of the upper tower floors is only 10 percent smaller than the lower tower, which is less than the 26 

percent required reduction. Both of these exceptions are warrar:ted given that the Project overall 
is significantly less bulky than permitted by the Planning Code with regard to maximum and 

average permitted floor plates. The sum of the total building area of the tower floors in the 

proposed Project is only 191,078 square feet, whereas a building with floors strictly complying 

with all the bulk limits including the 26% reduction would contain 208,000 square feet. 
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Per Section 272, exceptions to bulk limits in C-3 Districts may be granted provided at 
least one of five listed criteria is met. The Project meets the following criteria: 

SAN fRANCISCO 

i. Achievement of a distinctly better design, in both a public and a private sense, 
than would be possible with strict adherence to the bulk limits, avoiding an 
unnecessary prescription of building form while carrying out the intent of the 
bulk limits and the principles and policies of the Master Plan; 

The Project would be consistent with the intent of the bulk limits and policies of the 
General Plan. As the building rises, its floor plates gradually reduce in size with a 
variation from 17,754 square feet in the podium to 15,505 square feet in the lower tower 
and 14,011 square feet in the upper tower. Intermediate floors of as little as 10,497 square 
feet create notable relief in the overall tower form. 

The requested exceptions for the upper tower are minor in nature and would be 
compatible with the prevailing scale of development in the vicinity, which are typically 
significantly larger than the proposed Project. 

ii. The added bulk does not significantly affect light and air to adjacent buildings; 

The Project's added bulk would not significantly affect light and air to adjacent 
structures, because the requested exception applies solely to the portion of the tower above 
160 feet anq there is only one immediately adjacent structure. Adding bulk to the upper 
portion of the building rather than locating this mass at the lower and middle of the tower 
will better preserve views, light, and air from more floors of the neighboring buildings 
than would massing of the proposed building without the requested exception. Were the 
top 5 floors reduced by the amount required to meet the volume reduction of 26%, the 
reduction would primarily be taken at the deeper east side of the building to allow usable 
and consistent unit depths. The reduction in width as seen from the only directly 
adjacent building would be a difference of about 10 feet in a face of about 110 feet in 
width. This surface is approximately 30 feet from the upper floors of the adjacent building 
to the northeast, a direction from which direct light does not come except very early in 
summer mornings. 

iii. If appropriate to the massing of the building, the appearance of bulk in the 
building, structure or development is reduced to the extent feasible by means of 
at least one and preferably a combination of the following factors, so as to 
produce the impression of an aggregate of parts rather than a single building 
mass: 

1. Major variations in the. planes of wall surfaces, in either depth or 
direction, that significantly alter the mass, · 

2." Significant differences in the heights of various portions of the building, 
structure or development that divide the mass into distinct elements, 
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3. Differences in materials, colors or scales of the facades that produce 
separate major elements, 

4. Compensation for those portions of the building, structure or 
development that_ may exceed the bulk limits by corresponding 
reduction of other portions below the maximum bulk permitted, and 

5. In cases where two or more buildings, structures or towers are contained 
within a single development, a wide separation between such buildings, 
structures or towers; 

The Project employs three of the suggested strategies to create a coherent and elegant 
overall form that relates strongly to the surroundings and the principles of the Planning 
Code and General Plan. There are significant variations in the planes of all tower wall 
surfaces, with recessed horizontal floors at every fourth floor, and four major setbacks, 
one on each side of the building. These setbacks are at three different heights to create a 
more dynamic form. 

The recessed intermediate floors have a substantially different material expression, with 

increased glazing allowed by the deep overhangs above, and the possibility of expressing 
the building's otherwise recessed structure. 

Finally, the small mass of the lower tower relative to the S district bulk limits 
compensates for the slightly increased mass above, which is very close to code 

requirements except for the volume reduction required by Chart C in section 270. 
Applying this volume reduction of 26% for only the top 5 floors of the building as 
specified by Chart B would result in an awkward mass with a too-large lower tower and a 
too-small upper tower, inconsistent with the relative proportions of neighboring 
buildings or the intent of the Code. 

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

HOUSING ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AV AlLABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE 

CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

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

SAN fftANCISCO 
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The Project supports this Policy. The proposed Project would construct a significant amount of new 
housing units within an existing urban environment that is in need of more access to housing. The Project 
proposes to demolish the existing above-grade parking garage and construct a residential building that 
contains 133 market rate units and approximately 5,824 gsf of retail use. 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 the above-grade parking garage, represents an under-utilized site within 
the downtown core. By developing and maintaining space dedicated to retail use and restaurant use within 
the building, the Project will continue the pattern of active ground floor retail along the Steuart and 
Howard Street frontages. The Project also includes the fee payment for 20% of the total number of units to 
satisfy the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program of Planning Code Section 415. 

Policyl.10 
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households can easily rely 
on public transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips. 

The Project supports this Policy. It is anticipated that because of the central downtown location of the 
Project, most residents would either walk, bike, or use public transportation for daily travel. The Project is 
two blocks from Market Street, a major rail and bus-transit corridor that provides convenient access from 
the Property to neighborhoods throughout the City, the East Bay, and the Peninsula. It is also two blocks 
from the Embarcadero BART and MUNI stations, and is within one block of at least 10 MUNI bus lines. 
The Project is also a short walk from the new Transbay Terminal currently under construction. In 
addition, the placement Of parking in stacker configurations will discourage frequent use of vehicles for 
shorter trips. 

OBJECTIVE 5: 
ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS HA VE EQUAL ACCESS TO AVAILABLE UNITS. 

Policy 5.4 
Provide a range of unit types for all segm~nts of need, and work to move residents between unit 

types as their needs change. 

The Project supports this Policy. The Project would create 133 dwelling un,its, of which 36 are one-bedroom 
units, 71 are two-bedroom units, 23 are three-bedroom units, and three are four-bedroom units. The Project 
provides a range of unit types to serve a variety of needs, and will provide money to the City's affordable 
housing fund to support the creation of affordable units elsewhere in the City. 

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 would help secure funding for permanently affordable housing 
by paying a 20% in-lieu fee in accordance with the City's Affordable Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, 
thereby enhancing the City's ·affordable housing. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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DIVERSE AND DISTRINT CHARACTER OF SAN 

Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, 
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character. 

Policy11.2 
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals 

Policy 11.3 
Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing 
residential neighborhood character. 

Policy11.4 
Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and 

density plan and the General Plan. 

Policy11.6 
Foster a sense of community through architectural design, using features that promote 

community interaction. 

Policy11.7 
Respect San Francisco's historic fabric, by preserving landmark buildings and ensuring 

consistency with historic districts. 

The Project supports these Policies. The Project would create 133 dwelling units in the immediate vicinity 
of existing residential and office buildings, and complies with the existing zoning in terms of land use, 
height, and density. Although there are no historic resources immediately adjacent to the site, the Project 
respects the City's historic fabric by replacing an existing above-grade parking garage with a residential 
high-rise tower that is more consistent and compatible with the. surrounding high-rise residential and 
commercial architecture (including the Rincon Towers). This new development will greatly enhance the 
character of the existing neighborhood. The current development of this location, with the above-grade 
parking garage represents an under-utilized site within the downtown core. By developing and 
maintaining space dedicated to retail use and restaurant use within the building, the Project will continue 
the pattern of active ground floor retail along the Steuart and Howard Street frontages. The Project would 

also visually enhance the immediate neighborhood and the surrounding Downtown area by removing the 
existing eight-story parking garage and replacing it with a beautifully designed residential building. In 

addition, the replacement of 550 above-grade parking spaces with 100 below-grade spaces will bring the site 
into greater conformity with current Planning Code and urban design principles. Finally, the Project 
design is intended to meet, and the Project Sponsor intends to seek, a LEED Platinum certification from the 

U.S. Green Building Council. 
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MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO COMPLEMENT THE CITY 
PATTERN, THE RESORUCES TO BE CONSERVED, AND THE NEIGHOBRHOOD 
ENVIRONMENT . . 

Policy 3.1 
Promote harmony in the visual relationships and transitions between new and older buildings. 

Policy3.2 
A void extreme contrasts in color, shape and other characteristics which will cause new buildings 

to stand out in excess of their public importance. 

Policy 3.6 
Relate the bulk of buildings to the prevailing scale of development to avoid an overwhelming or 
dominating appearance in new construction. 

The Project uses an innovative design to relate to ·existing development in the neighborhood, which is 
characterized by commercial office buildings and residential high-rise buildings. It would replace the 
existing above-grade parking garage with a residential high-rise tower that is more consistent and 
compatible with the surrounding high-rise residential and commercial architecture (including the Rincon 
Towers), and does so within the context of the land use and development controls of the Planning Code and 
the surrounding development. The building's mass is significantly reduced by multiple setbacks, recesses, 
and changes in fa9ade detailing, resulting in a character that relates well to the scale of neighboring 
buildings. 

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

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

Policyl.1 
Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable 
consequences. Discourage development that has substantial undesirable consequences that 

cannot be mitigated. 

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

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial 

land use plan. 

The Project would add approximately 5,824 sq. ft. of new commercial space - divided between two tenant 

spaces - that is intended to serve residents in the building and surrounding neighborhood. Retail is 

encouraged and principally permitted on the ground floor of buildings in the Downtown Office Special 

Development District, and is thus consistent with activities in the commercial land use plan. 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 
MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT, AND 
INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND OTHER 
PARTS OF THE REGION WHILE MAINTAINING THE HIGH QUALITY LIVING 
ENVIRONMENT OF THE BAY AREA. 

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

A primary objective of the proposed Project is to create a pedestrian-oriented environment at the Project 

Site that encourages walking as a principal means of transportation. Proposed improvements to the 
sidewalks would improve pedestrian safety, including the construction of generous sidewalks and other · 
traffic calming measures to reduce vehicu}ar speed. The Project would redesign the streetscapes 
throughout the site in an aesthetically pleasing, unified manner, featuring the placement of public 
amenities such as seating for comfort, bicycle racks, light fixtures and street trees to enhance the pedestrian 
experience. 

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

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 associated policies by providing for an amount of parking 
which is sufficient to meet the needs of the future residents so as to not overburden the surrounding 
neighborhood parking. However, the parking that is being provided is not expected to generate substantial 
traffic that would adversely impact pedestrian, transit, or bicycle movement. Given the proximity of the 
Project site to the employment opportunities and retail services of the Downtown Core, it is expected that 
residents will opt to prioritize walking, bicycle travel, or transit use over private automobile travel. In 

addition, the placement of parking in stacker configurations will discourage frequent use of vehicles for 
shorter trips and increase the use of public transit. Thus, the Project would provide a merely sufficient 
rather than excessive amount of parking in order to accommodate the parking needs of the future residents 
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of the Project and the neighborhood, while still supporting and encouraging walking, 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 ahd private development. 

The Project would promote Objective 2 and its associated policies by constructing a residential building 
with ground floor retail in the Downtown Corridor, which is the most transit rich area of the City. _The 
Project would provide only 0.75 parking spaces per dwelling, and will not provide any parking for the 
proposed retail uses, and all of these parking spaces would be located underground, and thus would be less 
intrusive from an urban design standpoint. 

OBJECTIVE 11: 

ESTABLISH PUBLIC TRANSIT AS THE PRIMARY MODE OF TRANSPORTATION IN SAN 
FRANCISCO AND AS A MEANS THROUGH WHICH TO GUIDE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 
AND IMPROVE REGIONAL MOBILITY AND AIR QUALITY. 

Policy 11.3: 

Encourage development that efficiently coordinates land use with transit service, requiring that 
developers address transit concerns as well as mitigate traffic problems. 

The Project is located within a neighborhood rich with public transportation and the people 
occupying the building are expected to rely heavily on public transit, bicycling, or walking for the 
majority of their daily trips . . The project includes bicycle parking for 123 bicycles (108 Class 1, 15 
Class 2). Within a few blocks of the Project Site, there is an abundance of local and regional 
transit lines, including MUNI bus lines, MUNI Metro rail lines, BART, and SAMTrans. 
Additionally such transit lines also provide access to AC Transit (Transbay Terminal) and 
CalTrain. 

TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 2.9 

PROVIDE BUILDING ARTICULATION ABOVE A BUILDING BASE ELEMENT TO DEFINE . 
THE STREET REALM AT A COMFORTABLE HEIGHT OF NOT MORE THAN 1.25 TIMES THE 
WIDTH OF THE STREET. 

Policy 2.11 

Ensure that buildings taller than 150 feet in height establish a distinct base element to define the 
street realm at a comfortable height of not more than 1.25 times the width of the street. 
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The project provides a base approximately 70' feet in height, not even 1 times the width of Howard Street, 

which is approximately 82' in width. The proposed base helps define the street realm at a comfortable 

height, generally consistent with the base or podium heights of surrounding buildings. 

OBJECTIVE 2.13 

ENACT URBAN DESIGN CONTROLS TO ENSURE THAT THE GROUND-LEVEL INTERFACE 
OF BUILDINGS IS ACTIVE AND ENGAGING FOR . PEDESTRIANS, IN ADDITION TO 
PROVIDING ADEQUATE SUPPORTING RETAIL AND PUBLIC SERVICES FOR THE 
DISTRICT. 

Policy2.21 

Require transparency of ground-level facades (containing non-residential uses) that face public 
spaces. Guidelines for ground floors include: at least sixty percent of the portion of the fai;;ade 
between 3 and 12' above grade shall be comprised of clear, non-reflective windows that allow 
views of indoor space. 

The Project provides ground floor retail along Howard and Steuart Streets, creating a more active and 

engaging environment for pedestrians, in addition to providing supporting retail and public services for the 

District. The ground floors will be comprised of clear, non-reflective windows that allow views of indoor 

space. 

OBJECTIVE 4.16 

CREATE A PARKING PLAN THAT ENCOURAGES THE USE OF PUBLIC TRANSIT AND 
OTHER MODES OF TRANSPORTATION THAT ARE ALTERNATIVES TO SINGLE
OCCUP ANT VEHICLES. 

The Project meets provides off-street parking at a ratio of .75:1. The parking will be provided .in stackers, 

less convenient than conventional parking stalls, thus encouraging the use of other modes of transportation 

where the distant to be traveled is nearby. Additionally, two car share spaces will be provided, providing 

another alternative to single-occupant vehicles for residents. 

DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN 

Objectives and Policies 

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

Policyl.1 
Encourage development which produces substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable 
consequences. Discourage development which has substantial undesirable consequences which 

cannot be mitigated. 
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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 at 75 
Howard Street is an above-grade parking garage. The Project would improve the existing character of the 
neighborhood by removing the above-grade parking structure. The proposed retail space, which includes a 
restaurant and cafe, 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. 

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

OBJECTIVE 7: 
EXP AND THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING IN AND ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN. 

Policy 7.1.l 
Promote ~he inclusion of housing in downtown commercial developments. 

Policy7.2 
Facilitate conversion of underused industrial and commercial areas to residential use. 

The Project would demolish an above-grade parking structure and construct a 220-foot tall, 20-story-over
basement, 133-unit residential building within easy commuting distance of downtown jobs. 

The Project would also include approximately 5,824 sq. ft. of ground floor commercial space, with tenant 
spaces on both Howard and Steuart Streets; these spaces would provide services to the immediate 
neighborhood, and would create pedestrian-oriented, active uses on Howard and Steuart Streets. 

OBJECTIVE 16: 
CREATE AND MAINTAIN ATTRACTIVE, INTERESTING URBAN STREETSCAPES. 

Policy16.4 

Use designs and materials and include amenities at the ground floor to create pedestrian interest. 

The Project would promote Objective 16 by including a ground floor retail use which would promote 
pedestrian traffic in the vicinity. The Project would landscape the sidewalk area surrounding the Project 
Site, include bike racks, and could provide limited .sidewalk seating. This space would increase the 
usefulness of the vicinity surrounding the Project Site to pedestrians and serve to calm the speed of traffic 
on the street. 

9. Planning Code Section 101.l(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review 
of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the Project complies with said policies 

in that: 

A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced. 
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The Project would not displace existing neighborhood-serving retail uses because no retail uses 

currently exist at the Project Site. In addition to 133 residential units, the Project would include 

approximately 5,824 sq. ft. of retail space in two separate commercial spaces. The Project would have a 

positive effect on existing neighborhood-serving retail uses because it. would bring additional residents 

to the neighborhood, thus increasing the customer base of existing neighborhood-serving retail. 

Moreover, the Project would not displace any existing neighborhood-serving retail uses. Instead, th~ 
Project would enhance neighborhood-serving retail by adding approximately 5,824 square feet of 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 retail 

services. The addition of this new space would also complement the pedestrian-friendly Downtown 

core and would continue the pattern of active ground floor retail along the Steuart and Howard Street 

frontages. 

B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected i.n 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 displace any housing because the existing structure at 75 Howard Street is an above-grade 

parking garage. The Project would improve the .existing character of the neighborhood by removing 

the above-grade parking structure. The proposed retail space, which includes a restaurant and cafi, 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 preserved and enhanced, 

There is currently no housing on the site; therefore, no affordable housing will be lost as part of this 

Project. The Project would enhance the City's supply of affordable housing by complying with the 

affordable housing requirements of Planning Code Section 415. 

D. Th9-t commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 

neighborhood parking. 

The Project would not impede MUNI transit service or overburden local streets or parking. The 

Project is at a location well-served by transit as it is located in a major transit corridor and would 

promote rather than impede the use of MUNI transit service. Future residents and employees of the 

Project could access both the existing MUNI rail and bus services and the BART system. The Project 

also provides a sufficient amount of off-street parking for future residents so that neighborhood parking 

will not be overburdened by the addition of new reside'nts. 

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. 
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The Project would not negatively affect the industrial and service sectors because it is largely 
residential in nature and would not displace any existing industrial uses. The Project would also be 
consistent with the character of existing development in the neighborhood, which is characterized by 
commercial office buildings and residential high-rise buildings. 

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

The Project will be consistent with the City's goal to achieve the greatest possible preparedness to 
protect against injury and loss of life in an earthquake. The building will be constructed in complia1!ce 
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 75 Howard Street parking garage, a 550-space 
concrete parking structure built in 1976, is not considered a landmark or historic resource. The 

· Project Site is not adjacent to any historic districts or any identified historic resource, and the Project 
would not have an indirect impact on historic resources by altering the existing visual setting of these 
resources. 

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

The Project would not cast any new shadows on parks under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco 
Parks and Recreation Department. The Project's shadow impacts to existing open·spaces have been. 
analyzed, and the Project will cast additional shadows on Rincon Park, which is not under the 
jurisdiction of the San Francisco Parks and Recreation Department. However, much of the shadows 
generated by the Project will be primarily subsumed by the shadow impacts of existing buildings. 
Furthermore, the access to sunlight at Rincon Park will remain approximately 90% with the 
development of the Project, which is greater than most parks within the Downtown area. 

10. Rincon Point - South Beach Redevelopment Plan Compliance. A small portion of the subject 
property, Block 3741, Lot 35, approximately 337 square feet of the entire project site (the "Subject 
Property"), falls within the Rincon Point - South Beach Redevelopment Plan Area and subject to 
the Rincon Point - South Beach Redevelopment Plan and the Design for Development 

(collectively, the "Redevelopment Requirements"). The 337 square-foot portion is part of a larger 
Block 3741, Lot 35 parcel that contains the GAP headquarters office building, as is referred to as 
the "GAP Property". The City's Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) as the 
successor agency to the former Redevelopment Agency administers the Redevelopment 
Requirements. 

A. Background I Initial Findings. The Redevelopment Requirements provide specific standards 
for development but incorporate other local land use regulations to the extent that those 
regulations do not conflict with Redevelopment Requirements. Design for Development, § V 
at page 11 ("All new development shall meet the requirements of the General Plan, the City 
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Planning Code and all other applicable codes, including changes or amendments thereto as 
may be made subsequent to the adoption of the Redevelopment Plan, except to the extent 
that changes and amendments conflict with the express provisions of the Redevelopment 

Plan and this Design for Development."). 

This GAP Property is identified in the Redevelopment Plan as being within the Rincon Point 
Sub-Area and designated on Map 1: Land Use Plan as Office (with an alternate for residential 
development). The GAP Property was developed by the GAP for its office headquarters in 
accordance with the Redevelopment Requirements and a Disposition and Development 

Agreement by and between the Redevelopment Agency and the GAP, The development of 
the GAP office building left the Subject Property as an undevS!loped_ remnant containing only 

a fence and some landscaping. The Subject Property is also physically separated from the 
remainder of the GAP Property by an easement and driveway serving the surface parking lot 
of a property commonly known as 201 Spear Street and an access driveway to the GAP 
Headquarters underground garage. The Project Sponsor is proposing to purchase the Subject · 
Property from the GAP and to merge it into the. 75 Howard Street parcel (Block 3741, Lot 31) 
(the "75 Howard Street Parcel"). The merger of the Subject Property with the 75 Howard 
Street Parcel will permit a squaring off of the 75 Howard Street Parcel. 

Pursuant to a Delegation Agreement by and between OCII and the San .Francisco Planning 
Department, OCII has delegated to the Planning Department the responsibility for 
administering the Redevelopment Requirements to the extent applicable to those portions of 
the 75 Howard Project that are located on the Subject Property. These finding constitute the 

determination of consistency between the 75 Howard Project and the Redevelopment Project. 

The Commission finds that the Redevelopment Requirements applicable to the Subject 
Property were intended to govern the GAP headquarters building and were not intended to 
apply to the development of a separate project that is located mostly outside of the 
Redevelopment Project Area. For that reason, assuming the Subject Property is merged with 
the 75 .Howard Street Parcel, the strict application of the Redevelopment Requirements to the 
portion of the 75 Howard Project that is located on the Subject Property is not appropriate. 
Instead, so long as the proposed new development meets the requirements of the General 
Plan, the City Planning Code and all other applicable codes, then the portion of the 75 
Howard Project located on the Subject Property will not be considered to be in conflict with 
the express provisions of the Redevelopment Requirements. 

Without limiting the foregoing, Section VII of the Redevelopment Plan also provides that the 
Agency (or in this case, the Planning Department, acting pursuant to the Delegation 
Agreement) may in l.ts discretion permit minor variances from the land use controls of the 
Plan and Design for Development in the event of unusual and special conditions, provided 
such modifications would result in substantial compliance with the intent of the land use 

provisions .. 

B. Redevelopment Improvements: Only a small number of improvements of the 75 Howard 
Project are located on the Subject Property. Those improvements (as shown on the current 
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plans in Exhibit B) are: (i) the below grade parking garage; _(ii) on floors 1 through 7, a small 

corner of the proposed building and some landscaping and streetscape; and (iii) on floors 8 

through 11, the very edge of the building corner (collectively, the "Redevelopment 

Improvements"). There are no improvements proposed on the Subject Property from floor 12 
and above. 

C. Consistency Findings. For the reasons discussed in Section A above, so long as the proposed 
new development meets the requirements of the General Plan, the City· Planning Code and 

all other applicable codes, then the portion of the 75 Howard Project located on the Subject 

Property will not be considered to be in conflict with the express provisions of the 

Redevelopment Requirements. Nevertheless, applying the Redevelopment Requirements to 

the Redevelopment Improvements, the following consistency findings for the 

Redevelopment Improvements are made: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

1) Land Use and Density: Per the Land Use Plan attached to the Redevelopment Plan, the 

GAP Property is zoned for Office. However, housing with a density range of 150 to 300 

units per acre may be developed as an alternate use. Such housing may include ground 

floor retail commercial uses. 

The 75 Howard Project in its entirety would comply with these requirements since it 

includes 133 residential units (which equal approximately 277 units per acre) with 

ground floor retail space. Therefore, the Redevelopment Improvements, which contain a 

fraction of the 75 Howard Property, therefore also complies. 

2) Height and Bulk: 
a) MAXIMUM HEIGHT. The Redevelopment Requirements provide for a maximum 

height of 240 for the Subject Property. 

The Redevelopment Improvements consist of floors 1-11, which rise to a height of 

appr'oximat(!ly 111 feet. As such, the Redevelopment Improvements comply with the 

maximum height restrictions of the Redevelopment Requirements. 

b) BASE AND TOWER HEIGHT AND BULK: The Design for Development (see Section 

III(A)(6)) sets forth height and bulk standards for the GAP Property. These 

requirements are as follows: 

i) BASE: The maximum height of the base shall not exceed 90 feet. 

The base of the 75 Howard Project building meets this requirement as it terminates at a 

height of 67'-2" feet at the seventh level of the building; Therefore, the Redevelopment 

Improvements comply with this provision. 

ii) LOWER TOWER: The maximum height of the lower tower must not exceed 165 

feet. The maximum plan dimension must not exceed 185 feet in length and 243 

feet in diagonal dimension. The maximum floor area must not exceed 28,000 
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square feet and the maximum average floor area must not exceed 26,600 square 
feet. 

Only those portions of the lower tower up to the 11th floor, at a height of 111 feet fall 

within the Gap Property, which is consistent with the Design for Development. 

Bulk requirements for the lower tower apply between 103 feet and 160 feet based on the 

75 Howard Project's roof height of 220 feet. The 75 Howard Project's lower tower is less 

bulky than permitted by the Redevelopment Requirements. The floors in the lower tower 

have a maximum length of approximately 132 feet (a maximum length of 185 feet is 

permitted), and a maximum diagonal dimension of approximately 177'8" (a maximum 

diagonal of 243 feet is permitted). The floor plates in the lower tower average 14,295 sq. 

ft. with a maximum of 15,505 sq. ft., which is substantially less than the 26,600 sq. ft. 
average floor size, and the 28,000 sq. ft. maximum floor size allowed by the 

Redevelopment Requirements. Therefore, the Redevelopment Improvements comply with 

this provision. 

iii) UPPER TOWER: The maximum height shall not exceed 240 feet. The maximum 

plan dimension shall not exceed 165 feet in length and 215 feet in diagonal 
dimension. The maximum floor are shall not exceed 21,000 square feet and the 
maximum average floor are shall not exceed 20,500 square feet .. · 

The upper tower rest~ictions do not apply to the Redevelopment Improvements, since the 

Redevelopment Improvements do not include any portion of the upper tower. 

c) The minimum required volume reduction between the average floor area of the 
lower and upper tower shall be 15%. 

As noted above, the upper tower restrictions do not apply to the Redevelopment 

Improvements, since the Redevelopment Improvements do not include any portion of the 

upper tower. 

3) Parking and Loading: The Design for Development permits one (1) parking space for 
each dwelling unit. Other parking requirements applying to the GAP Property are not 
applicable as no non-residential parking is proposed for the 75 Howard Project. The 
Design for Development also requires off street loading of 2 spaces for 200,000-500,000 

sq. ft. 

The 75 Howard Project, in its entirety, is providing less than one space per unit, therefore the 

Redevelopment Improvements, which comprise afraction of the 75 Howard Project, comply with 

these requirements. Furthermore, the Project provides 2 off-street loading spaces total, which 

meets the above requirement. 

4) Open Space: 50 square feet minimum of open space is required for each dwelling unit. 

The Redevelopment Improvements comply with this requirement, with 84 units within the 

Subject Property featuring private open spaces of at least 50 square feet, and the remaining 49 
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units sharing a common open space of 2,950 square feet (greater than the required 50 times 49 or 
2,450 square feet) on the second level of the building. 

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

12. The Commission hereby finds that appro~al of the Downtown Project Authorization and Request 
for Exceptions would promote the health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other 

interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 

written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Downtown Project 

Authorization Application No. 2011.1122XVCUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto as 

"EXHIBIT A" in general conformance with plans on file, dated July 13, 2015. and stamped "EXHIBIT B", 

which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth and includes that portion of the Project 

described on the plans attached hereto as Exhibit B that is located within the Rincon Point South Beach 

Redevelopment Plan Area. 

The Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the FEIR and the record as a whole and finds 

that there is no substantial evidence that the Project would hav~ a significant effect on the environment 

with the adoption of the mitigation measures contained in the MMRP to avoid potentially significant 

environmental effects associated with the Project, and hereby adopts the FEIR. 

The Planning Commission hereby adopts the FEIR and the MMRP, attached to the CEQA Findings 

Motion No. 19449 as Exhibit 1. All required improvement and mitigation measures identified in the FEIR 

and contained in the MMRP are included as conditions of approval. 

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Section 309 

Determination of Compliance and Request for Exceptions to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) 

days after the date of this Motion. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if 
not appealed OR the date of the decision of the Board of Appeals if appealed to the Board of Appeals. 
For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals in person at 1650 Mission Street, Room 

304, San Francisco, CA 94103, or call (415) 575-6880. 

Protest of Fee or Exaction: You m!iy protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 

66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government 

Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and 

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

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

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

development. 

If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the 
Planning Commissiod s adoption of this Motion constitutes conditional approval of the development and 

the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has 

begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun for the subject 

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

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on September 3, 2015. 

Jonas P. Ionin 
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AYES: Antonini, Fong, Hillis, Johnson, Richards 

NAYS: Wu 

ABSENT: Moore (recused) 

ADOPTED: September 3, 2015 
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This authorization is for a Downtown Project Authorization and Request for Exceptions relating to a 

Project that would demolish an existing above grade parking garage and construct a new, 20-story-over
basement, approximately 220-foot tall, 284,300 gsf building containing approximately 5,824 gsf of ground 
floor commercial space, and 133 dwelling-units located at 75 Howard Street, Assessor's Block 3741, Lot 31 
and a portion of Block 3741, Lot 35, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 309, 134, 148, 263.9, 270 and 272 

within the C-3-0(SD) Zoning District and a 200-S Height and Bulk District; in general conformance with 
plans, dated July 13, 2015, and stamped "EXHIBIT B" included in the docket for Case No. 

2011.1122XVCUA and subject to conditions of approval reviewed ru'1d approved by the Commission on 
September 3, 2015 under Motion No. 19450. 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 r~cordation 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 September 3, 2015 under Motion No. 19450. 

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 19450 shall be 
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit 
application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Downtown 
Project Authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications. 

SEVERABILITY 

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

responsible party. 

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS 

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

PERFORMANCE 

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

this three-year period. 
For information about compliance, contact Cod: Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sfplanning.org 

2. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year 
period has lapsed, the Project Sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an 
application for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for 
Authorization. Should the Project Sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit 
application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of 

the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of 
the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued 

validity of the Authorization. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sf-planning.org 

3. Diligent pursuit. Once a Site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence 
within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued 

diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider 
revoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was 
approved. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sf-planning.org 

4. Extension. All time limits in· the preceding three paragraphs shall, at the Project Sponsor's 
request, be extended by the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the Project is 
delayed by a public agency, an appeal 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. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other 
entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in 

effect at the time of such approval. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.~f..planning.org 

6. Additional Project Authorization. The Project Sponsor must obtain a Variance from Section 140, 
as 39 of the 133 dwelling-units do not meet the Planning Code requirements for exposure, and 
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Section 145.1, as the proposed driveway does not meet the Code requirements for width of 
parking and loading access, and must satisfy all the conditions thereof. The Project Sponsor must 
also obtain a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 155.1 and 303, 
to allow accessory off-parking in excess of principally permitted amounts. The conditions set 
forth below are additional conditions required in connection with the Project. If these conditions 
overlap with any other requirement imposed on the Project, the more restrictive or protective 
condition or requirement, as determined by the Zoning Administrator, shall apply. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sf-planning.org. 

7. Transferable Development Rights. Pursuant to Section 128, the Project Sponsor shall purchase 
the required number of units of Transferrable Development Rights (TDR) and secure a Notice of 
Use of TDR prior to the isswmce of an architectural addendum for all 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 requirement shall be determined based on drawings submitted with the 
Building Permit Application. 
For information about compliance, contact the Planning Department at 415-558-6378, www.sf-

planning.org 

8. Transit Center District Mello-Roos Community Facility District. Pursuant to Section 424.8, the 

Project Sponsor shall participate in the Transit Center District Mello-Roos Community Facility 
District for the development, as it exceeds an FAR of 9.0 to 1. The fee shall be determined based 
on drawings submitted with the Building Permit Application. 
For information about compliance, contact the Planning Department at 415-558-6378, www.~f-

planning.org 

9. Improvement and Mitigation Measures. Improvement and Mitigation measures described in 
the MMRP attached as Exhibit 1 to the CEQA Findings Motion associated with the 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. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org. 

DESIGN 

10; 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 Department prior to 
issuance. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

www.~f-planning.org 

11. Street Trees. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138.1, the Project Sponsor shall submit a site 
plan· to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the Site Permit application 
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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 spaced along the street frontage except where _proposed driveways .or other street 
obstructions do not permit. The exact location, size and species of tree shall be as approved by 

the Department of Public Works (DPW). In any case in which DPW cannot grant approval for 
installation of a tree in the public right-of-way, on the basis of inadequate sidewalk width, 
interference with utilities or other reasons regarding the public welfare, and where installation of 
such tree on the lot itself is also impractical, the requirements of this Section 428 may be modified 
or waived by the Zoning Administrator to the extent necessary. The Project currently shows the 
installation of ten of the fifteen required street trees, with an in-lieu fee requirement applicable 

for five street trees. The Project shall install the ten (10) street trees and pay the in-lieu fee for the 
five (5) trees as set forth in Condition Number 23 below, unless the installation of the 10 trees 
proves infeasible, in which case the Project shall pay an in-lieu fee for any of the 10 trees not so 
installed. 

Also, as required for all street trees within the C-3 Zoning Districts, new street trees shall have a 

minim.um 2 inch caliper, measured at breast height; branch a minimum. of 80 inches above 
sidewalk grade; be planted in a sidewalk opening at least 16 square feet, have a minim.um soil . 
depth of 3 feet 6 inches; and include street tree basins edged with decorative treatment, such as 

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

www.sf-planning.org 

12. Streetscape Elements. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138.1, the Project Sponsor shall 
continue to work with Planning Department staff, in consultation with other City agencies, to 
refine the design and programming of the required Streetscape features 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 to the use of the standard downtown paving pattern (dark grey 
concrete silicate carbonate, 3' scoring), and pedestrian-oriented street lighting. The Project 
Sponsor shall complete final design of all required street improvements, including procurement 
of relevant City permits, prior to issuance of the architectural addenda, and shall complete 
construction of all required street improvements prior to issuance of first temporary certificate of 

occupancy. 

Additionally, should the adjacent parcel to the east, currently under Department of Public Works 

jurisdiction be developed as a park I open space by the Project Sponsor, the Project Sponsor shall 
improve and maintain said park I open space. 

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

www.sf-planning.org 

13. Garbage, composting and recycling storage. Space for the collection and storage of garbage, 
com.posting, 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 
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and compostable materials that meets the size, location, accessibility and other standards 
specified by the San Francisco Recycling Program shall be provided at the ground level of the 
buildings. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

www.sf-planning.org 

14. Rooftop Mechanical Equipment. Pursuant to Planning Code 141, the Project Sponsor shall 
submit a roof plan and full building elevations to the Planning Department prior to Planning 
approval of the architectural addendum to the Site Permit application: Rooftop mechanical 
equipment, if any is proposed as part of the Project, is required to be screened so as not to be 
visible from any point at or below the roof level of the subject building. 

In C-3 Districts, additional building volume used to enclose or screen from view the features 
listed under Planning Code Sections 260 (b)(l)(A) and (B) may not exceed 20 feet in height and 
may not exceed a total volume, including the volume of the features being enclosed, equal to% of 
the horizontal area of all upper tower roof areas of the building measured before the addition of 
any exempt features times 20. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

www.~f-planning.org 

15. Lighting Plan. The Project Sponsor shall submit an exterior lighting plan to the Planning 

Department prior to Planning Department approval of the architectural addendum to the site 
permit application. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558~6378, 

www.sf-plann.ing.org 

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

SAN fftANCISCQ 

a. On-site, in a basement area accessed via a garage or other access point without use of 
separate doors on a ground floor fac,;:ade 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 fac,;:ade facing a 

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

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

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

guidelines; 
g. On-site, in a ground floor fac,;:ade (the least desirable location). 
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h. Unless otherwise specified by the Planning Department, Department of Public Work's 
Bureau of Street Use and Mapping (DPW BSM) should use this preference schedule for 
all new transformer vault installation requests. 

. For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 

Works at 415-554-5810, http://sfdpw.org 

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

MTA. 
For information about compliance, contact San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), San Francisco 

Municipal Transit Agency (SFMTA), at 415-701-4500, www.sfrnta.org 

PARKING AND TRAFFIC 

18. Parking Maximum. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151.1, the Project shall provide no more 
than one parking space per two dwelling units as of right. In addition, the Project may provide 
up to three parking spaces per four dwelling units as a conditional use. With 133 dwelling units 
proposed, there· is a maximum of 67 off-street parking spaces allowed as-of-right, and an 
additional 33 off-street parking spaces permitted with a Conditional Use authorization. With 100 
off-street parking spaces total included, the Project Sponsor must also obtain a Conditional Use 

Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 155.1 and 303, to allow accessory off-parking 
in excess of principally permitted amounts. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, · 

www.sf-planning.org 

19. Off-street Loading. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 152.1, the Project shall provide two 
service vehicle off-street loading spaces in-lieu of the standard one required off-street loading 

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

www.sf-planning.org 

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

www.sf-planning.org 

21. Bicycle Parking (Mixed-Use: New Commercial/Major Renovation and Residential). Pursuant 

to Planning Code Sections 155.1, 155.4, and 155.5, the .Project shall provide no fewer than 123 
bicycle parking spaces (108 Class 1 spaces for the residential portion of the Project and 15 Class 2 

spaces - seven for residential and eight for commercial). 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sf-planning.org 
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22. Managing Traffic During Construction. The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s) 
shall coordinate with the Traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of the San Francisco 
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), the Police Department, the Fire Department, the 
Planning Department, and other construction contractor(s) for_ any concurrent nearby Projects to 
manage traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the Project. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sf-planning.org 

PROVISIONS 

23. Street Tree In-Lieu Fee. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 428, the Project Sponsor shall pay an 
in-lieu fee for five (5). street trees that are required under Planning Code Section 138.1, but that 
according to the Department of Public Works, cannot be planted. The in-lieu fee shall be paid 
prior to the issuance of the first construction document. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415.:.558-6378, 

www.~f-planning.org 

24. Transit Impact Development Fee. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 411, the Project Sponsor 
shall pay the Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF) for the new retail space based on drawings 
submitted with the Building Permit Application. The fee shall be paid prior to the issuance of the 
first construction document. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-598-6378, 

www.sf-planning.org 

25. Transit Center District Open Space Fee. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 424.6, the Project 
Sponsor shall pay the Transit Center District Open Space Fee for the new residential space based 
on drawings submitted with the Building Permit Application. The fee shall be paid prior to the 
issuance of the first construction document. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

www.sf.planning.org 

26. Transit Center District Transportation and_ Street Improvement Fee. Pursuant to Planning. 
Code Section 424.6, the Project Sponsor shall pay the Transit Center District Transportation and 
Street Improvement Fee for the new residential space based on drawings submitted with the 
Building Permit Application. The fee shall be paid prior to the issuance of the first construction 
document. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

www.sf-planning.org 

27. Art - Residential Projects. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429, the Project Sponsor must 
provide on-site artwork, pay into the Public Artworks Fund, or fulfill the requirement with any 
combination of on-site artwork or fee payment as long as it equals one percent of the hard 
construction costs for the Project as determined by the Director of the Department of Building 
Inspection. 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 due 
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prior to issuance of the first construction document. If the Project Sponsor elects to provide the 
artwork on-site, the Conditions set forth in Conditions Numbers 28-30 below shall govern. 

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Depar(ment at 415-558-6378, 

www.sf-planning.org 

28. Art Plaques. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429(b), the Project Sponsor shall provide a 
plaque or cornerstone identifying the architect, the artwork creator and the Project completion 
date in a publicly conspicuous location on the Project Site. The design and content of the plaque 
shall be approved by Department staff prior to its installation. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

www.sf-planning.org 

29. Art - Concept Development. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429, the Project Sponsor and 
the Project artist shall consult with the Planning Department during design development 
regarding the height, size, and final type of the art. The final art concept shall be submitted for 
review for consistency with this Motion by, and shall be satisfactory to, the Director of the 
Planning Department in consultation with the Commission. The Project Sponsor and the Director 

shall report to the Commission on the provess of the development and design of the art concept 
prior to the approval of the first building or site permit application. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

www.sf-planning.org 

30. Art - Installation. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429, prior to issuance of any certificate of 
occupancy, the Project Sponsor shall install the public art generally as described in this Motion 
and make it available to the public. If the Zoning Administrator concludes that it is not feasible to 
install the work(s) of art within the time herein specified and the Project Sponsor provides 
adequate assurances that such works will be installed in a timely manner, the Zoning 
Administrator may extend the time for installation 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.~f-planning.org 

Affordable Units 
31. Requirement. Pursuant to Planning Code 415.5, the Project Sponsor must pay ail Affordable 

Housing Fee at a rate equivalent to the applicable percentage of the number of units in an off-site 
project needed to satisfy the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Requirement for the 

principal project. The app~icable percentage for J:his Project is twenty percent (20%). 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500, 

www.sf-moh.org. 

32. Other Conditions. The Project is subject to the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable 
Housing Program under Sectio~ 415 et seq. of the Planning Code and the terms of the City and 
County of San Francisco Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Monitoring and Procedures 
Manual ("Procedures Manual"). The Procedures Manual, as amended from time to time, is 

incorporated herein by reference, as published and adopted by the Planning Commission, and as 
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required by Planning Code Section 415. Term5 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 Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 
Development ("MOHCD") at 1 South Van Ness Avenue or on the Planning Department or 
Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development's websites, including on the internet at: 

http://sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4451 

As provided in the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, the applicable Procedures Manual 
is the manual in effect at the time the subject units are made available for sale or rent. 
For information· about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500, 

www.sf-moh,org. 

a. The Project Sponsor must pay the Fee in full sum to the Development Fee Collection Unit 
at the DBI for use by MOH CD prior to the issuance of the first construction document. 

b. Prior to the issuance of the first construction permit by the DBI for the Project, the Project 
Sponsor shall record a Notice of Special Restriction on the property that records a copy of 

this approval. The Project Sponsor shall promptly provide a copy of the recorded Notice 
of Special Restriction to the Department and to MOHCD or its successor. 

c. If the Project Sponsor fails to comply with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program 
requirement, the Director of DBI shall deny any and all site or building permits or 
certificates of occupancy for the Project until the Planning Department notifies the 
Director of compliance. A Project Sponsor's failure to comply with the requirements of 
Planning Code Sections 415 et seq. shall constitute cause for the City to record a lien 

against the Project and pursue any and all other remedies at law. 

MONITORING 

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

complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not 
resolved by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the 
specific conditions of approval for the Project as set forth. in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning 
Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public 
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.~f-planning.01:g 

34. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in 
·this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject 
to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code 
Section 176 or Section 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to 
other city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. 
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For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sf-planning.org. 

OPERATION 

35. Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the Project and 
implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison to deal with 
the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project Sponsor shall 
provide the Zoning Administrator with written notice of the name, business address, and 
telephone number of the community liaison. Should the contact information change, the Zoning 
Administrator shall be made aware of such change. The coffi:munity liaison shall report to the 
Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and what issues have 
not been resolved by the Project Sponsor. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sf-planning.org 

36. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building 
and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance 
with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. 
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 

Works, 415-695-2017, httv:l/~fdpw.org 
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Planning Commission Motion 19451 
HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 3, 2015 

Date: 
Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

August 24, 2015 
2014.1122XVCUA 
75 Howard Street 
C-3-0 (SD) (Downtown Office, Special Development) 
200-S Height and Bulk District 

3741/31; 3741/35 (Parcel 3) 
Maree C Sanchez- (212) 237-3129 
RDF 75 Howard LP 
1633 Broadway, Suite 1801 
New York, NY 10019 
msanchez@paramount-group.com 
Tina Chang- (415) 575-9197 
Tina.Chang@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FINDINGS AUTHORIZING A CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT 
TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 303 AND 151.1 TO ALLOW ACCESSORY OFF-STREET 
PARKING EXCEEDING PRINCIPALLY PERMITTED AMOUNTS, IN CONNECTION WITH A 
PROPOSAL TO CONSTRUCT A 20-STORY-OVER-BASEMENT, APPROXIMATELY 220-FOOT. 

TALL BUILDING WITH UP TO 133 DWELLING UNITS WITH APPROXIMATELY 5,824 SQ. FT. OF 
GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL SPACE, AT 75 HOWARD STREET WITHIN THE C-3-0(SD) 
(DOWNTOWN OFFICE, SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT) DISTRICT AND THE 200-S HEIGHT AND 
BULK DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY ACT. 

PREAMBLE 

Environmental Review 

On March 28, 2013, Jim Abrams of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP on behalf of RDF 75 Howard LP 
(hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed an application with the Planrtlng Department (hereinafter 
"Department") for Environmental Review, to allow the demolition of an existing above grade parking 

garage and the construction of a new, approximately 31-story-over-basement, approximately 350-foot tall, 
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432,253 gsf building containing approximately 5,685 gsf of ground floor commercial space, with 186 
dwelling-units (the "Original Project") at 75 Howard Street (hereinafter "Project Site"). 

The Department determined that an Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "EIR") was required and 
provided public notice of that determination by publication in a newspaper of general circulation on July 
31, 2013. 

On July 31, 2013, the Department published a Draft EIR for public review (Case No. 2001.1122E). The 
Draft EIR was available for public comment until September 16, 2013. On September 12, 2013, the 

. Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to solicit 
comments regarding the Draft EIR. 

On July 8, 2015, the Department published a Comments and Responses document, responding to 
comments made regarding the Draft EIR prepared for the Project. Together, the Comments and 
Responses document and the DEIR comprise the Final EIR ("FEIR"). 

On September 3, 2015, the Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR and found that the contents of 
said report and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed 
complied with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31. 

The Commission found the FEIR was adequate, accurate and objective, reflected the independent analysis 
and judgment of the Department and the Commission, and that the summary of comments and responses 
contained no significant revisions to the DEIR, and certified the FEIR for the Project in compliance with 
CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31. 

· . Original Project Applications 

On December 6, 2013, Jim Abrams of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP on behalf of Project Sponsor filed an 
application with the Planning Department (hereinafter "Department") for Compliance with Planning 
Code Section 309 for the Original Project, with exceptions for Streetwall Base requirements (Section 

132.1), Off-Street Parking requirements (Section 151.1), Rear Yea~ requirements (Section 134), and Bulk 
requirements (Sections 270 and 272) within the C-3-0(SD) (Downtown Office, Special Development) and 
200-S Height and Bulk District, to allow the demolition of the existing above grade parking garage and 
the construction of the Original Project at the Project Site. 

On December 6, 2013, Jim Abrams of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP, on behalf of Project Sponsor also 
filed an application with the Department for Height and Bulk Reclassification for the Original Project to 
allow the Project Site to be reclassified from the 200-S Height and Bulk District, to .the 350-S Height and 
Bulk District. 

On December 6, 2013, Jim Abrams of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP, on behalf of Project Sponsor also 
filed an application with the Department for General Plan Referral for th~ Original Project to allow 
certain improvements on the land located on Assessor.'s Block 3742/Lot 12 and the portion of the Steuart 
Street right-of-way south of Howard Street (the "Open Space Improvement Site"). 
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On December 6, 2013, Jim Abrams of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP, also filed an application for the 
Original Project for certain variances from the Planning Code, including dwelling unit exposure 

(Planning Code Section 140) and curb cut width (Planning Code Sections 145.1). 

On December 6, 2013, Jim Abrams of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP, also filed an application for the 
Original Project for the initiation of a General Plan Amendment to amend the General Plan Urban Design 

Element Height Map (Map 4) and the Downton Element Height Map (Map 5) to permit the height of the 
Original Project. 

Reduced Height Proiect Applications 

On August 13, 2014, Jim Abrams of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP on behalfof Project Sponsor filed an 
amendment of application with the Department for Compliance with Planning Code Section 309 to allow 
the demolition of an existing above grade parking garag~ and the construction of a new, approximately 
26-story-over-basement, apprqximately 292-foot tall building containing approximately 409,150 gsf, with 
approximately 4,250 gsf of ground floor commercial space and 159 dwelling-units (the "Reduced Height 
Project") at the Project Site, with exceptions for Streetwall Base requirements (Section 132.1), Off-Street 
Parking requirements (Section 151.1), Rear Yard requirements (Section 134), and Bulk requirements 

(Sections 270 and 272). 

On August 13, 2014, Jim Abrams of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP, on behalf of Project Sponsor also filed 
with the Department an amendment of application for Height and Bulk Reclassification for the Reduced 
Height Project to allow the Project Site to be reclassified from the 200-S Height and Bulk District, to the 

300-S Height and Bulk District. 

On August 13, 2014, Jim Abrams of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP, also filed an amended application for 
the Reduced Height Project for certain variances froin the Planning Code, including dwelling unit 
exposure (Planning Code Section 140) and curb cut width (Planning Code Sections 145.1). 

On August 13, 2014, Jim Abrams of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP, also filed an amended application for 
the Reduced Height Project for the initiation of a General Plan Amendment to amend the General Plan 

·Urban Design Element Height Map (Map 4) and the Downtown Element Height Map (Map 5) to permit 
the height of the Reduced Height Project. 

Unlike the Original Project, the Reduced Height Project did not include the proposed improvements to 
the Open Space Improvement Site, and as such on August 13, 2014, the Project Sponsor rescinded the 

application for General Plan Referral filed for the Original Project. 

Code Compliant Project Applications/Current Project 

On April 30, 2015, Sara Ghalandari of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP on behalf of Project Sponsor filed an 
amended application with the Department for Compliance with Planning Code Section 309 with 
exceptions for Rear Year requirements (Section 134), requirements for the reduction of Ground-Level 
Wind Currents (Section 148) and Bulk requirements (Sections 263.9, 270 and 272) within the C-3-0(SD) 
(Downtown Office, Special Development) and 200-S Height and Bulk District, to allow the demolition of 
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an existing above grade parking garage and the construction of a new, 20-story-over-basement, 
approximately 220-foot tall, 284,300 gsf building containing approximately 5,824 gsf of ground floor retail 
space, with 133 dwelling-units (the "Code Compliant Project", also referred to herein as the "Project") at 

the Project Site. 

On April 30, 2015, Sara Ghalandari of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP on behalf of Project Sponsor also 
filed an amended application for the Project for certain variances from the Planning Code. The following 
variances are part of the Project: dwelling unit exposure (Planning Code Section 140) and curb cut width 
(Planning Code Sections 145.1). 

On May 11, 2015, Sara Ghalandari of Gibson; Dunn & Crutcher, LLP, on behalf Project Sponsor also filed 
an application for Conditional Use Authorization (CUA) to permit residential accessory off-street parking 
in excess of the principally permitted amounts (Section 155.1). 

Unlike the Original Project or the Reduced Height Project, the Project complies with the underlying 
Height and Bulk District and zoning constraints, subject to certain exceptions discussed herein, and does 
not require a Height and Bulk Reclassification or a General Plan Amendment. As such, on June 4, 2015, 
the Project Sponsor rescinded the applications for General Plan Amendment and Height and Bulk 
Reclassification filed for the Original Project and the Reduced Height Project. 

The Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records; all pertinent documents are located 
in the File for Case No. 2011.1122XVCUA, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California. 

Planning Department staff prepared a. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting program (MMRP) which 
material was made available to the public and this Commission for this Commission's review, 
consideration and action. The MMRP is attached as Exhibit 1 to the CEQA Findings Motion for Case 
2011.1122E. 

On July 7, 2015, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) Commission of the City 
and County of San Francisco, commonly known· as the "Successor Agency" to the former San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency (SFRDA), approved and agreed to enter into a delegatfon agreement with the 
Department (the "Delegation Agreement") regarding that portion of the Project Site consisting of a small, 
unimproved triangular portion of real property within Block 3741/Lot 35, commonly referred to as 
"Parcel 3" (the "Unimproved Triangle"), which is a part of, and subject to, the Rincon Point South Beach 
Redevelopment Plan Area (the "Redevelopment Plan"). On September 3rd, the Planning Commission 
accepted delegation from OCII. Per the Delegation Agreement, the Department will review and 
determine consistency and compliance with the Redevelopment Plan as to that portion of the Project that 
is within the Redevelopment Plan Area. 

The Department has reviewed the plans for the proposed Project attached hereto as Exhibit B and has 
determined that the portion of the proposed building that is within the Redevelopment Plan Area is 
consistent with the Redevelopment Plan. It further determined that the portion of the building that falls 
within the Unimproved Triangle consists only of the below-grade garage, and a small corner of the 
building and streetscape and landscaping on floors 1 through 7, and the very edge of the building corner 
on floors 8 through 11 and nothing on floors 12 or above (the "Improvements Within the Redevelopment 
Area"). Pursuant to the Delegation Agreement, the Planning Department approved the design of portion 
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of the Project within the Redevelopment Plan Area. The Project requires a Section 309 Authorization 
from the Planning Commission (the "Commission'') as to those portions of the building exclusively 
within the jurisdiction of the City of San Francisco (the "City") since almost the entire building is within 
exclusive City jurisdiction. The staff recommends that the Planning Commission confirm the 
Department's approval of the design of the Improvements Within the Redevelopment Area pursuant to 
this Section 309 Authorization by approving the entirety of the design for the proposed building as 
shown on the plans attached as Exhibit B to the Section 309 Review motion. 

On September 3, 2015, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing, originally calendared 

for July 23rd at a regularly scheduled meeting on Case No. 2011.1122XVCUA. 

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has 

further considered written. materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department 
staff, and other interested parties. 

MOVED, that the Commission hereby approves the conditional use authorization to allow accessory off

street parking in excess of principally permitted amounts requested in Application No.2011.1122XVCUA 

subject to the conditions contained in "EXHIBIT A" of this motion, based on the following findings: 

FINDINGS 
Having reviewed the materials identified in the recitals ?hove, and having heard all testimony and 

arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 

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

2. Site Description and Present Use. The Project Site consists of a lot developed with an 8-story above 

grade parking garage (the "Parking Garage Lot") and includes what has been referred to as "the 

Unimproved Triangle" (3741/35, Parcel 3), that is within the Rincon Point South Beach Redevelopment Plan 

Area. The Project Sponsor intends to merge the Unimproved Triangle with the Parking Garage Lot through 

a lot line adjustment. The subject property is located at the intersection of Howard and Steuart Streets, on a 

block bounded by Folsom and Spear Streets in the Financial District. The subject property is located within 

the boundaries of the Transit Center District Plan Area and is located at the eastern edge of the District Plan 

Area. The subject property is 20,931 sq. ft. in size with approximately 156 feet of frontage on Howard Street 
and 134 feet of frontage on Steuart Street. The subject property is currently used as an eight-story, above 

grade parking garage with approximately 550 parking spaces. 

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The subject property is loca.ted at the inti;:rsection 

of Howard and Steuart Streets, on a block bounded by Folsom and Spear Streets in the Financial 

District. The subject property is located within the C-3-0(SD) (Downtown Office, Special 

Development) District and 200~S Height and Bulk District. The current development of this 

location, with the above-grade parking garage, represents an under-utilized site within the 

downtown core. Office and residential uses predominate, though some tourist and retail uses are 

present. The buildings to the north, south and west of the subject property are taller than the 

proposed Project. 
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4. Project Description. The Project Sponsor proposes to demolish the existing above-grade parking 
garage, merge the two lots, and construct a new 20-story-over-garage, 284,300 gsf, 133-unit 

residential building with 5,824 ·sq. ft. of ground floor retail space; 100 off-street parking spaces, 
and 123 bicycle parking spaces (108 Class 1; 15 Class 2). The residential units would consist of 36 
one bedroom units (27%), 71 two bedroom units (53%), 23 three bedroom units (17%), and 3 four 
bedroom units (2%). Commercial space would be located on both the Howard and Steuart Street 
frontages. The Project al.so includes fitness room, laundry, lobby, circulation and supportive 
service spaces designed to serve the intended family population. The Project includes exceptions 
pursuant to Planning Code Section 309, a Conditional Use Authorization, and two Variances. 
The 309 exceptions include an exception to Reduction of Ground-Level Wind Currents in C-3 
Districts under Planning Code Section 148, Rear Yard requirements under Planning Code Section 
134, and Height and Bulk requirements under Planning Code Sections 263.9, 270 and 272. The 
Project is receiving a Conditional Use Authorization for accessory off-street parking in excess of 
the principally permitted amounts. The Variance is for street frontage and exposure 
requirements. 

5. Public· Comment. On earlier iterations of the Project (the Original Project and the Reduced 
Height Alternative), the Department received comments from the neighboring community 
expressing opposition to the proposed height increase of the Original Project and the Recj.uced 
Height Alternative. Concerned parties also expressed concerns about the Project's shadow 
impacts on neighboring Rincon Park. The Sponsor has addressed maii.y concerns in the current 

design by reducing the height and total area, resulting in a Code compliant building that 
complies with the underlying Height and Bulk District and zonirig constraints, subject to certain 
exceptions discussed in the Section 309 Motion. The Department has also received inquiries from 
members of the public regarding the Project in its current form, as well as one letter of support. 

6. Planning Code Compliance: The Planning Code Compliance Findings set forth in Motion No. 
19450, Case No. 2011.1122XVCUA (Downtown Project Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code 
Section 309) apply to this Motion and are incorporated herein as though fully set forth. The 
Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the relevant provisions of the Planning Code 
as set forth in Motion No. 19451 and iii. the following manner: 

a. Floor Area Ratio (Section 124). The floor area ratio (FAR) limit as defined by Planning Code 
Section 124 for the C-3-0(SD) District is 6.0 to 1. Under Sections 123 and 128 of the Planning 
Code, the FAR can be increased to 9.0 to 1 with the purchase of transferable development 
rights ("TDR"), and may exceed 9.0 to 1 without FAR limitations through participation in the 
Transit Center District Mello-Roos Community Facilities District, pursuant to Section 424.8. 

The Project Site has a lot area of approximately 20,931 square feet. Therefore, up to 125,586 square feet 
of Gross Floor Area (11GFA 11

) is allowed under the basic FAR limit, and up to 188,379 square feet of 
GFA is permitted with the purchase of TDR. As shown in the conceptual plans for the Project, the 
building would include 284,300 square feet of GF A. Conditions of approval are included to require the 
Project Sponsor to purchase TDRfor the increment of development between 6.0 to 1 FAR and 9.0 to 1 
FAR, and to participate in the Transit Center District Mello-Roos Community Facilities District as the 
project exceeds an FAR of 9.0to1. Therefore the Project complies with Section 124. 
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b. Parking (Section 151.1). Planning Code Section 151.1 allows up to one car for each two 
dwelling units as-of-right, and up to three cars for each four dwelling units as a conditional 
use. For non-residential uses, the Code does not provide a total number of permitted spaces, 
but instead limits parking to an area equivalent to 3.5% of the total gross floor area of such 
uses. 

The Project contains 133 dwelling units. Per Planning Code Section 151.1, 67 parking spaces are 

principally permitted (13312 = 66.5), and an additional 33 parking spaces are conditionally permitted 

(1331.75 = 99.75 - 66.5 = 33.25). The Project proposes, as permitted ·by Planning Code Section 151.1, a 

total of 100 parked cars to serve the residential uses and thus complies with this. requirement.· In 

addition, the Project includes two (2) car share spaces, in accordance with Section 166, neither of which 

count against the permitted parking calculations. The Project will not provide any parking spaces for 

the commercial uses proposed, although, under Section 151.1, it could provide parking spaces equal to 

3.5% of the gross floor area of the non-residential uses of the Project to serve the commercial uses, which 

space would accommodate another 2 to 3 spaces. However, the Project would require Conditional Use 

authorization for the 33 conditionally permitted parking spaces to serve the residential uses. Thus, the 

total number of spaces sought in this Conditional Use authorization is 33, but because the Project is not 

availing itself of the 2 to 3 spaces otherwise principally permitted under Section 151.1 to serve the 

commercial uses, as a practical matter, the Project is proposing only 30 to 31 non-principally permitted 

spaces. 

c. Density (Section 210.2). Planning Code Sections 210.2 establishes no density limit in the C-3 

Districts. Density is regulated by the permitted height and bulk, and required setbacks, 
exposure, and open space of each development lot. 

The Project contains 133 dwelling units, which is allowed in the C-3-0(SD) District. The elimination 

of density controls in the C-3 Districts was recently approved through Ordinance No. 22-15 (Board File 

No. 141253); previously, density was principally permitted at a ratio of 1 unit per 125 sf of lot area and 

conditionally permitted above that amount. 

d. Use (Section 210.2). The Project Site is located in a Downtown Office Special Development 

(C- 3- O(SD)) District wherein residential and commercial uses are per~tted. 

The residential and retail uses of the proposed Project at the density proposed would be 

consistent with the permitted Downtown Office Special Development uses, pursuant to 

Planning Code Section 210.2. 

7. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when 

reviewing applications for Conditional Use authorization. On balance, the project complies with 
the criteria of Section 303, in that: 

a. The proposed use or feature, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the proposed 

location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, 
the neighborhood or the community. 
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This Conditional Use authorization for parking in excess of principally permitted amounts would be 
desirable for .and compatible with the neighborhood for several reasons. The Project's underground 
parking will be used principally for car storage and will be stored in mechanical stackers making it less 
likely that residents will use on a daily. basis. The location of the Project in the transit-rich downtown 
core also ensures that cars are not likely to be used for commuting since the residences will be within 
walking distance and convenient transit options to jobs and services. However, the provision of the 
parking storage option to residents would support the economic viability of the Project by permitting 
the Project Sponsor to provide adequate on-site parking for the residents of the development. This 
provision of adequate access to parking is consistent with the amount of parking provided in similar 
high-rise mixed-use residential/retail properties in the area and adjacent Downtown area that provide 
similar access to off-street parking supporting both residential and commercial use . . 

The Project is desirable because it would replace the existing 550 space, 8 story above-grade parking 
garage with a residential high-rise tower that is more consistent and compatible with the surrounding 
high-rise residential and commercial architecture (including the Rincon Towers). This new development 
will greatly enhance the character of the existing neighborhood. The current development of this 
location, with the above-grade parking garage represents an under-utilized site within the downtown 
core. By developing and maintaining space dedicated to retail use and restaurant use within the 
building, the Project· will continue the pattern of active ground floor retail along the Steuart and 
Howard Street frontages.. The Project would also visually enhance the immediate neighborhood and the 
surrounding Downtown area by removing the existing eight-story parking garage and replacing it with 
a beautifully designed residential building. In· addition, the replacement of 550 above-grade parking 
spaces with 100 below-grade spaces will bring the site into greater conformity with current Planning 
Code and urban design principles. 

Parking in excess of principally permitted amounts would be compatible with the existing zoning of the 
Project, as well as the character of the neighborhood, because, unlike many Downtown par~ing facilities, 
including the existing garage on the Project site, it would be located entirely underground. This would 
allow the ground floor of the building to be occupied by active uses. The amount of parking being 
requested, in and of itself, would not degrade the overall urban design quality or quality of streetscape 
improvements of the Project. All parking and loading would be accessed by a single service entrance 
from Howard Street. 

b. The use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience, or 

general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to property 
improvements, or potential development in the vicinity, with respect to aspects including, but 

not limited to the following: 

(i) The nature of the proposed· site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, 

shape, and arrangement of structures. 

The 100 parking spaces proposed by the Project Sponsor would be located underground and 
accessed via mechanical stackers, thus increasing the above-ground space that may be used for 
residential purposes, and further allowing the Project to provide an active pedestrian ground floor 
which would minimize conflicts with pedestrians in the surrounding area. The proposed size, 
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shape and arrangement of the Project is consistent with the existing site-layout and the character 
of the surrounding neighborhood. The proposed Project would likely promote, as opposed to 
impede, development potential in the vicinity by increasing the housing supply and customer base 
with the ground floor retail, and creating an attractive residential tower with neighborhood
serving ground floor retail which would continue the pattern of active ground floor retail along 
the Steuart and Howard Street frontages. 

(ii) The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of 
such. traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading and of 
proposed alternatives to off-street parking, including provisions of car-share parking 
spaces, as defined in Section 166. 

In general, the Project would provide a sufficient but not excessive amount ofoff-street parking. 
The Project would provide 100 off-street parking spaces in an underground garage, which exceeds 
the number of spaces permitted as of right and therefore is the subject of this Conditional Use 
authorization. In addition, the Project includes two (2) car share spaces, in accordance with 
Section 166, neither of which count against the permitted parking calculations, and which exceeds 
the Code requirement of one car share space for the Project. The parking that is being provided is 
not expected to generate substantial traffic that would adversely impact pedestrian, transit, or 
bicycle movement. Given the proximity of the Project Site to the employment opportunities and 
retail services of the Downtown Core, it is expected that residents- will opt to prioritize walking, 
bicycle travel, or transit use over private automobile travel. In addition, the placement of parking 
in stacker configurations will discourage frequent use of vehicles for shorter trips. However, the 
amount of parking proposed by the Project would support the economic viability of the Project and 
ensure that the neighborhood parking will not be overburdened by the addition of new residents. 
Thus, 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 still supporting and encouraging walking, bicycle travel and public transit 
use. 

(iii) The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, 
dust, and odor. 

The parking in excess of principally permitted amounts would not result in noxious or offensive 
emissions such as noise, glare, dust, or odor. The new residential tower and ground floor retail 
space would generate noise similar to that generated by nearby existing residential and other uses. 
Any restaurant or retail uses will be properly vented and trash will be disposed of in an 
appropriate manner: Because all of the Project's parking is below grade, it will have no effect on 
glare or other visual qualities .above grade. The above-grade portion of the Project will be designed 
to comply with City standards for material properties like reflectiveness and color. 

(iv) Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspect:; as landscaping, screening, open spaces, 
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting, and signs. 

All parking for the Project is located within a subterranean garage and would not be visible from 
the public right-of-way. The amount of parking being·requested, in and of itself, would not 

9 



Motion 19451 
September 3, 2015 

CASE NO. 2011.1122XVCUA 
75 Howard St. 

degrade the overall urban design quality or quality of streetscape improvements of the Project. All 
parking and loading would be accessed by a single service entrance from Howard Street. 

In order to create more pedestrian interest in the surrounding vicinity and therefore calm traffic 
along the street, the Project would landscape a portion of the sidewalk and provide neighborhood
serving ground-floor retail uses. To complement the ground floor retail use, the Project would, in 
conjunction with the Department of Public Works, install new pedestrian amenities, including 
street trees and sidewalk landscaping, new surface. materials in select areas to introduce color and 
.texture and new lighting. Plant species would be climate-adapted and selected for form, color, 
fragrance and to support native wildlife, while being compatible with the narrow proportions of 
the site and the characteristics ·of water conservation, low-maintenance, high durability and _San 
Francisco's Better Street Scape Plan guidelines. 

c. Such use or feature as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of this Code and 

will not adversely affect the General Plan. 

The parking proposed for the Project which is the subject of this Conditional Use Authorization 
complies with the applicable sections of the Code. The residential and retail uses contemplated 

·for the Project are permitted within the C-3-0(SD) District. The Project complies with use 
and density requirements. The Project Site is well-served by transit and commercial services, 
allowing residents to commute, shop, and reach amenities by walking, transit, and bicycling. 
The Project conforms with multiple goals and poiicies of the General Plan, as described in 
further detail in Item #8. 

8. Planning Code Section 151.1 establishes criteria for the Commission to consider when reviewing 
any request for accessory parking' in excess of what is permitted by right. On balance, the Project 
complies with.the criteria of Section 151.1, in that: 

a. For projects with 50 units or.more, all residential accessory parking in excess of 0.5 parking 
spaces for each dwelling unit shall be stored and accessed by mechanical stackers or lifts, 
valet, or other space-efficient means that allows more space above-ground for housing, 
maximizes space efficiency and discourages use of vehicles for commuting or daily errands. 
The Planning Commission may authorize the request for additional parking notwithstanding 
that the project sponsor cannot fully satisfy this requirement provided that the project sponsor 
demonstrates hardship or practical infeasibility (such as for retrofit of existing buildings) in 
the use of space-efficient parking given the configuration of the parking floors within the 
building and the number of independently acces~ible spaces above 0.5 spaces per unit is de 
minimus and subsequent valet operation or other form of parking space management could 
not significantly increase the capacity of the parking space above the maximums in Table 
151.1. 

All parking spaces at the Project are provided in mechanical stackers. As such, the Project complies with 
this requirement. 
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b. Vehicle movement on or around the project site associated with the excess accessory parking 
does not unduly impact pedestrian spaces or movement, transit service, bicycle movement, or 
the overall traffic movement in the district. 

The parking that is being provided is not expected to generate substantial traffic that would 
adversely impact pedestrian, transit, or bicycle movement. Given the proximity of the Project 
Site to the employment opportunities and retail services of the Downtown Core, it is expected 
that residents will opt to prioritize walking, bicycle travel, or transit use over private 
automobile travel. In addition, the provision of all the parking in stacker configurations will 
discourage frequent use of vehicles for shorter trips. 

c. Accommodating excess accessory parking does not degrade the overall urban design quality 
of the project proposal. 

All parking for the Project is located within a subterranean garage and would not be visible 
from the public right-ofway. Thus, the ground floor will be occupied by active uses, as 
anticipated by the Code. The amount of parking being requested, in and of itself, would not 
degrade the overall urban design quality or quality of streetscape improvements of the Project. 
All parking and loading would be accessed by a single service entrance from Howard Street. 

d. Excess accessory parking does not diminish the quality and viability of existing or planned 
streetscape enhancements. 

All parking for the Project is located within a subterranean garage and would not be visible 
from the public right-ofway. Thus, the ground floor will be occupied by active uses, as 
anticipated by the Code. The amount of parking being requested, in and of itself, would not 
degrade the overall urban design quality or quality of streetscape improvements of the Project. 
All parking and loading would be accessed by a single service entrance from Howard Street. 

e. All parking meets the active use and architectural screening requirements in Section 145.1 and 
the project sponsor is not requesting any exceptions or variances requiring such treatments 
elsewhere in the Code. 

All parking for the Project will meet the active use and architectural screening requirements in 
Section 145.1 and the Project Sponsor is not requesting any exceptions or variances requiring 
such treatments elsewhere in the Code. 

f. In granting approval for such accessory parking above that permitted by right, the 
Commission may require the property owner to pay the annual membership fee to a certified 
car-share organization, as defined in Section 166(b)(2), for any resident of the project who so 
requests and who otherwise qualifies for such membership, provided that such requirement 
shall be limited to Ot).e membership per dwelling unit, when the following findings are made 
by the Commission: 

(i) That the project encourages additional private-automobile use, thereby creating localized 
transportation impacts for the neighborhood. 
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(ii) That these localized transportation impacts may be lessened for the neighborhood by the 
provision of car-share memberships to residents. 

The Project includes the construction of residential condominiums. Owners of each 
·condominium may purchase a car share membership if they choose to do so. The Project 
includes two (2) car share spaces in the below-grade garage, one more than required by Code, 
the cost of construction of which is an additional cost borne by the Project Sponsor. 

9. General Plan Conformity. The Project would affirmatively promote the following objectives and 
policies of the General Plan: 

HOUSING ELEMENT 
Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE 

CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

Policy 1;8 
Promote mixed use development, and include housing, particularly permanently affordable 
housing, in new commercial, institutional or other single use development projects. 

The Project supports this Policy. The proposed Project would construct a significant amount of new 
housing units within an existing urban environment that is in need of more access to housing. The Project 
proposes to demolish the existing above-grade parking garage and construct a residential building that 
contains 133 market rate units and approximately 5,824 gsf of retail use. 

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 the a.bove-grade ·parking garage, 
represents an under-utilized site within the downtown core. By developing and maintaining space 
dedicated to retail' use and restaurant use within the building, the Project will continue the pattern of 
active ground floor r{!tail along the Steuart and Howard Street frontages. The Project also includes the fee 
payment for 20% of the total number of units to satisfy the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program of 
Planning Code Section 415. 

Policyl.10 
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households can easily rely 
on public transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips. 

The Project supports this Policy. It is anticipated that because of the central downtown location of the 
Project, most residents would either walk, bike, or use public transportation for daily travel. The Project is 
two blocks from Market Street, a major rail and bus-transit corridor that provides convenient access from 
the Property to neighborhoods throughout the City, the East Bay, and the Peninsula. It is also two blocks 
from the Embarcadero BART and MUNI stations, and is within one block of at least 10 MUNI bus lines. 
The Project is also a short walk from the new Transbay Terminal currently under construction. In 
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· addition, the placement of parking in stacker configurations will discourage frequent use of vehicles for 

shorter trips. 

OBJECTIVE 5: 
ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS HA VE EQUAL ACCESS TO AVAILABLE UNITS. 

Policy 5.4 
Provide a range of unit types for all segments of need, and work to move residents between unit 

types as their needs change. 

The Project supports this Policy. The Project would create 133 dwelling units, of which 36 are one-bedroom 

units, 71 are two-bedroom units, 23 are three-bedroom units, and three are four-bedroom units. The Project 

provides a range of unit types to serve a variety of needs, and will provide money to the City's affordable 

housing fund to support the creation of affordable units elsewhere in the City. 

OBJECTIVE 7: 
SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING, 
INCLU!j>ING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT ARE NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON 
TRADITIONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL. 

In compliance with this policy, the Project would help secure funding for permanently affordable housing 

by paying a 20% in-lieu fee in accordance with the City's Affordable Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, 

thereby enhancing the City's affordable housing. 

OBJECTIVE 11: 
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTRINT CHARACTER OF SAN 
FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS. 

Policy 11.1 
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, 
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character. 

Policy 11.2 
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals 

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

Policy 11.4 
Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and 
density plan and the General Plan. 

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

Policy11.7 
Respect San Francisco's historic fabric, by preserving landmark buildings and ensuring 
consistency with historic districts. 

The Project supports this Policy. The Project would create 133 dwelling units in the immediate vicinity of 
existing residential and office buildings, and complies with the existing zoning in terms of land use, height, 
and density. Although there are no historic resources immediately adjacent to the site, the Project respects 
the City's historic fabric by replacing an existing above-grade parking garage with a residential high-rise 
tower that is more consistent and compatible with the surrounding high-rise residential and commercial 
architecture (including the Rincon Towers) .. This new development will greatly enhance the character of 
the existing neighborhood. The current development of this location, with the above-grade parking garage 
represents an under-utilized site within the downtown core. By developing and maintaining space 
dedicated to retail use and restaurant use within the building, the Project will continue the pattern of 
active ground floor retail along the Steuart and Howard Street frontages. The Project would also visually 
enhance the immediate neighborhood and the surrounding Downtown area by removing the existing eight
story parking garage and replacing it with a beautifully designed residential building. In addition, the 
replacement _of 550 above-grade parking spaces with 100 below-grade spaces will bring the site into greater 
conformity with current Planning Code and urban design principles. Finally, the Project design is 
intended to meet, and the Project Sponsor intends to seek, a LEED Platinum certification from the U.S. 
Green Building Council. 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 
Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 3: 
MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO COMPLEMENT THE CITY 
PATTERN, THE RESORUCES TO BE CONSERVED, AND THE NEIGHOBRHOOD 
ENVIRONMENT. 

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

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

Policy 3.6 
Relate the bulk of buildings to the prevailing scale of development to avoid an overwhelming or 
dominating appearance in new construction. 
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The Project uses an innovative design to relate to existing development in the neighborhood, which is 

characterized by commercial office buildings and residential high-rise buildings. It would replace the 

existing above-grade parking garage with a residential high-rise tower that is more consistent and 

compatible with the surrounding high-rise residential and commerCial architecture (including the Rincon 

Towers), and does so within the context of the land use and development controls of the Planning Code and 

the surrounding development. The building's mass is significantly reduced by multiple setbacks, recesses, 

and changes in far;;ade detailing, resulting in a character that relates well to the scale of neighboring 

buildings. 

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 
Objectives and Policies 

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

Policyl.1: 

Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable 
consequences. Discourage development that has substantial undesirable consequences that 

. cannot be mitigated. 

Policy 1.2: 

Assure that all com.m.ercial and industrial uses meet minim.um., reasonable performance 
standards. 

Policyl.3: 

Locate com.m.ercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial 
land use plan. 

The Project would add approximately 5,824 sq. ft. of new commercial space - divided between two 

tenant spaces - that is intended to serve residents in the building and surrounding neighborhood. 

Retail is encouraged and principally permitted on the ground floor of buildings in the Downtown 

Office Special Development District, and is thus consistent with activities in the commercial land 

use plan. 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 
Objectives and Policies 

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. 
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The Project would promote Objective 2 and its associated policies by constructing a residential building 
with ground floor retail in the Downtown Corridor, which is the most transit rich area of the City. The 
Project would provide only 0.75 parking spaces per dwelling, and will not provide any parking for the 
proposed retail uses, and all of these parking spaces would be located underground, and thus would be less 
intrusive from an urban design standpoint. 

OBJECTIVE 11: 
ESTABLISH PUBLIC TRANSIT AS THE PRIMARY MODE OF TRANSPORTATION IN 
SAN FRANCISCO AND AS A MEANS THROUGH WHICH TO GUIDE FUTURE 
DEVELOPMENT AND IMPROVE REGIONAL MOBILITY AND AIR QUALITY. 

Policy 11.3: 
Encourage development that efficiently coordinates land use with transit service, requiring that 
developers address transit concerns as well as mitigate traffic problems. 

The Project is located within a neighborhood rich with public transportation and the people 
occupying the building are expected to rely heavily on public transit, bicycling, or walking for the 
majority of their daily trips. The project includes bicycle parking for 123 bicycles (108 Class 1, 15 
Class 2). Within a few blocks of the Project Site, there is an abundance of local and regional 
transit lines, including MUNI bus lines, MUNI Metro rail lines, BART, and SAMTrans. 
Additionally such transit lines also provide access to AC Transit (Transbay Terminal) and 
CalTrain. · 

TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN 
Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 2.9 
PROVIDE BUILDING ARTICULATION ABOVE A BUILDING BASE ELEMENT TO DEFINE 
THE STREET REALM AT A COMFORTABLE HEIGHT OF NOT MORE THAN 1.25 TIMES THE 

WIDTH OF THE STREET. 

Policy2.11 
Ensure that buildings taller than 150 feet in height establish a distinct base element to define the 
street realm at a comfortable height of not more than 1.25 times the width of the street. 

The project provides a base approximately 70' feet in height, not even 1 times the width of Howard Street, 
which is approximately 82' in width. The proposed base helps define the street realm at a comfortable 
height, generally consistent with the base or podium heights of surrounding buildings. 

OBJECTIVE 2.13 
ENACT URBAN DESIGN CONTROLS TO ENSURE THAT THE GROUND-LEVEL INTERFACE 

OF BUILDINGS IS ACTIVE AND ENGAGING FOR PEDESTRIANS, IN ADDITION TO 

PROVIDING ADEQUATE SUPPORTING RETAIL AND PUBLIC SERVICES FOR THE 

DISTRICT. 
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Require traruiparency of ground-level facades (containing non-residential uses). that face public 
spaces. Guidelines for ground floors include: at least sixty percent of the portion of the fa~ade 
between 3 and 12' above grade shall be comprised of clear, non-reflective windows that allow 
views of indoor space. 

The Project provides ground floor retail along Howard and Steuart Streets, creating a more active and 
engaging environment for pedestrians, in addition to providing supporting retail and public services for the 
District. The ground floors will be comprised of clear, non-reflective windows that allow views of indoor 
space. 

OBJECTIVE 4.16 
CREATE A PARKING PLAN THAT ENCOURAGES THE USE OF PUBLIC TRANSIT AND 
OTHER MODES OF TRANSPORTATION THAT ARE ALTERNATIVES TO SINGLE
OCCUP ANT VEHICLES. 

The Project meets provides off-street parking at a ratio of .75:1. The parking will be provided in stackers, 
less convenient than conventional parking stalls, thus encouraging the use of other modes of transportation 
where the distant to be traveled is nearby. Additionally, two car share spaces will be provided, providing 
another alternative to single-occupant vehicles for residents. 

DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN 
Objectives and Policies 

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

Policyl.1 

Encourage development. which produces substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable 
consequences. Discourage development which has substantial undesirable consequences which 
cannot be mitigated. 

The Project would bring additional housing into a neighborhood that is well served by public transit on the 
edge of Downtown. The Project would not displace any housing because the existing structure at 75 
Howard Street is an above-grade parking garage. The Project would improve the existing character of the 
neighborhood by removing the above-grade parking structure. The proposed retail space, which includes a 
restaurant and caje, 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. 

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

OBJECTIVE 7: 
EXP AND THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING IN AND ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN. 
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Promote the inclusion of housing in downtown commercial developments. 

Policy 7.2 

Facilitate conversion of underused industrial and commercial areas to residential use. 

The Project would demolish an above-grade parking structure and construct a 220-foot tall, 20-story-over

basement, 133-unit residential building within easy commuting distance of downtown jobs. 

The Project would also include approximately 5,824 sq. ft. of ground floor commercial space, with tenant 

spaces on both Howard and Steuart Streets; these spaces would provide services to the immediate 

neighborhood, and would create pedestrian - oriented, active uses on Howard and Steuart Streets. 

10. Planning Code Section 101.l(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review 
of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project complies with said policies 

in that: 

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

The Project would not displace existing neighborhood-serving retail uses because no retail 

uses currently exist at the Project Site. In addition to 133 residential units, the Project would 

include approximately 5,824 sq. ft. of retail space in two separate commercial spaces. The 

Project would have a positive effect on existing neighborhood-serving retail uses because it 

would bring additional residents to the neighborhood, thus increasing the customer base of 

existing neighborhood-serving retail. Moreover, the Project would not displace any existing 

neighborhood-serving retail uses. Instead, the Project would enhance neighborhood-serving 

retail by adding approximately 5,824 square feet of 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 retail services. The addition of 

this new. space would also complement the pedestrian-friendly downtown core and would 

continue the pattern of active ground floor retail along the Steuart and Howard Street 

frontages. 

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

preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 

The Project would not negatively affect the existing housing and neighborhood character. The Project 

would not displace any housing because the existing structure at 75 Howard Street is an above-grade 

parking garage. The Project would improve the existing character of the neighborhood by removing 

the above-grade parking structure. The proposed retail space, which includes a restaurant and cafe, 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 preserved and enhanced. 
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There is currently no housing on the site; therefore, no affordable housing will be lost as part 
of this Project.· The Project would enhance the City's supply of affordable housing by 
complying with the affordable housing requirements of Planning Code Section 415. 

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

neighborhood parking. 

The Project would not impede MUNI transit service or overburden local streets or parking. 
The Project is at a location well-served by transit as it is located in a major transit corridor 
and would promote rather than impede the use of MUNI transit service. Future residents 
and employees of the Project could access both the existing MUNI rail and bus services and 
the BART system. The Project also provides a sufficient amount of off-street parking for 
future residents so that neighborhood parking will not be overburdened by the addition of new 
residents. 

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

The Project would not negatively affect the industrial and service sectors because it is largely 
residential in nature and would not displace any existing industrial uses. The Project would also be 
consistent wzth .the character of existing development in the neighborhood, which is characterized by 
commercial office buildings and residential high-rise buildings. 

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

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

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

The Planning Department has determined that the 75 Howard Street parking garage, a 550-
space concrete parking structure built in 1976, is not considered a landmark or historic 
resource. The Project Site is not adjacent to any historic districts or any identified historic 
resource, and the Project wouid not have an indirect impact on historic resources by altering 
the existing visual setting of these resources. 

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

development. 

The. Project would not cast any new shadows on parks under the jurisdiction of the San 
Francisco Parks and Recreation Department. The Project's shadow impacts to existing open 
spaces have been analyzed, and the Project will cast additional shadows on Rincon Park, 
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which is not under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Parks and Recreation Department. 

However, much of the shadows generated by the Project will be primarily subsumed by the 

shadow impacts of existing buildings.] Furthermore, the access to sunlight at Rincon Park 

will remain approximately 90% with the development of the Project, which is greater than 

most parks within the Downtown area. 

11. Rincon Point - South Beach Redevelopment Plan Compliance. A small portion of the subject 

property, Block 3741, Lot 35, approximately 337 square feet of th~ entire project site (the "Subject 
Property"), falls within the Rincon Point - South Beach Redevelopment Plan Area and subject to 
the Rincon Point - South Beach .Redevelopment Plan and the Design for Development 

(collectively, the "Redevelopment Requirements"). The 337 square-foot portion is part of a larger 
Block 3741, Lot 35 parcel that contains the GAP headquarters office building, as is referred to as 
the "GAP Property". The City's Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) as the 
successor agency to the · former Redevelopment Agency administers the Redevelopment 
Requirements. 

A. Background I Initial Findings. The Redevelopment Requirements provide specific 
standards for development but incorporate other local land use regulations to the extent that 
those regulations do not conflict with Redevelopment Requirements. Design for 

Development, § V at page 11 ("All new development shall meet the requirements of the 
General Plan, the City Planning Code and all other applicable codes, including changes or 
amendments thereto as may be made· subsequent to the adoption of the Redevelopmerit 
Plan, except to the extent that changes and amendments conflict with the express provisions 

of the Redevelopment Plan and this Design for Development."). 

This GAP Property is identified in the Redevelopment Plan as being within the Rincon Point 
Sub-Area and designated on Map 1: Land Use Plan as Office (with an alternate for 
residential development). The GAP Property was developed by the GAP for its office 
headquarters in accordance with the Redevelopment Requirements and a Disposition and 
Development Agreement by and between the Redevelopment Agency and the GAP. The 
development of the GAP office building left the Subject Property as an undeveloped 
remnant containing only a fence and some landscaping. The Subject Property is also 
physically separated from the remainder of the GAP Property by an easement and driveway 
serving the surface parking lot of a property commonly known as 201 Spear Street and an 
access driveway to the GAP Headquarters underground garage. The Project Sponsor is 
proposing to purchase the Subject Property from the GAP and to merge H into the 75 
Howard Street parcel (Block 3741, Lot 31) (the "75 Howard Street Parcel"). The merger of 
the Subject Property with the 75 Howard Street Parcel will permit a squaring off of the 75 
Howard Street Parcel. 

Pursuant to a Delegation Agreement by and between OCII and the San Francisco Planning 
Department, OCII has delegated to the Planning Department the responsibility for 
administering the Redevelopment Requirements to the extent applicable to those portions of 
the 75 Howard Project that are located on the Subject Property. These finding constitute the 
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determination of consistency between the 75 Howard Project and the Redevelopment 
Project. 

The Commission finds that the Redevelopment Requirements applicable to the Subject 
Property were intended to govern the GAP headquarters building and were not intended to 
apply to the development of a separate project that is located mostly outside of the 
Redevelopment Project Area. For that reason, assuming the Subject Property is merged with 
the 75 Howard Street Parcel, the strict application of the Redevelopment Requirements to 
the portion of the 75 Howard Project that is located on the Subject Property is not 

appropriate. Instead, so long as the proposed new development meets the requirements of 
the General Plan, the City Planning Code and all other applicable codes, then the portion of 
the 75 Howard Project located on the Subject Property will not be considered to be in 
conflict with the express provisions of the Redevelopment Requirements. 

Without limiting the foregoing, Section VII of the Redevelopment Plan also provides that 
the Agency ( o:i: in this case, the Planning Department, acting pursuant to the Delegation 
Agreement) may in its discretion permit minor variances from the land use controls of the 
Plan and Design for Development in the event of unusual and special conditions, provided 
such modifications would result in substantial compliance with the intent of the land use 
provisions. 

B. Redevelopment Improvements: Only a small number of improvements of the 75 Howard 
Project are.located on the Subject Property. Those improvements (as shown on the current 
plans in Exhibit B) are: (i) the below grade parking garage; (ii) on floors 1 through 7, a small 
corner of the proposed building and some landscaping and streetscape; and (iii) on floors 8 
through 11, the very edge of the building corner (collectively, the "Redevelopment 
Improvements").· There are no improvements proposed on the Subject Property from floor 
12 and above. 

C. Consistency Findings~ For the reasons discussed in Section A above, so long as the 
proposed new development meets the requirements of the General Plan, the City Planning 
Code and all other applicable codes,. then the portion of the 75 Howard Project located on 
the Subject Property will not be considered to be in conflict with the express provisions of 
the Redevelopment Requirements. Nevertheless, applying the Redevelopment 
Requirements to the Redevelopment Improvements, the following consistency findings for 
the Redevelopment Improvements are made: 

1) Land Use and Density: Per the Land Use Plan attached to the Redevelopment Plan, the 
GAP Property is zoned for Office. However, housing with a density range of 150 to 300 
units per acre may be developed as an alternate use. Such housing may include grolln.d 

· floor retail commercial uses. 

The 75 Howard Project in its entirety would comply with these requirements since it 
includes 133 residential units (which equal approximately 277 units per acre) with 
ground floor retail sp~ce. Therefore, the Redevelopmen~ Improvements, which contain a 

fraction of the 75 Howard Property, therefore also complies. 
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2) Height and Bulk: 
a) MAX!MUM HEIGHT. The Redevelopment Requirements provide for a maximum 

height of 240 for the Subject Property. 

The Redevelopment Improvements consist of floors 1-11, which rise to a height of 
approximately 111 feet. As such, the Redevelopment Improvements comply with the 
maximum height restrictions of the Redevelopment Requirements. 

b) BASE AND TOWER HEIGHT AND BULK: The Design for Development (see Section 
III(A)(6)) sets forth height and bulk standards for the GAP Property. These 

requirements are as follows 

i) BASE: The maximum height of the base shall not exceed 90 feet. 

The base of the 75 Howard Project building meets this requirement as it terminates at a 
height of 67'-2" feet at the seventh level of the building. Therefore, the Redevelopment 
Improvements comply with this provision. 

ii) LOWER TOWER: The maximum height of the lower tower must not exceed 165 
feet. The maximum plan dimension must not exceed 185 feet in length and 243 
feet in diagonal dimension. The maximum floor area must not exceed 28,000 
square feet and the maximum average floor area must not exceed 26,600 square 
feet. 

Only those portions of the lower tower up to the 11th floor, at a height of 111 feet fall 
within the Gap Property, which is consistent with the Design for Development. 

Bulk requirements for the lower tower apply between 103 feet and 160 feet based on the 
75 Howard Project's roof height of 220 feet. The 75 Howard Project's lower tower is less 
bulky than permitted by the Redevelopment Requirements. The floors in the lower tower 
have a maximum length of approximately 132 feet (a maximum length of 185 feet is 
permitted), and a maximum diagonal dimension of approximately 177'8" (a maximum 
diagonal of 243 feet is permitted). The floor plates in the lower tower average 14,295 sq. 
ft. with a maximum of 15,505 sq. ft., which is substantially less than the 26,600 sq. ft. 
average floor size, and the 28,000 sq. ft. maximum floor size allowed by the 
Redevelopment Requirements. Therefore, the Redevelopment Improvements comply with 
this provision. 

iii) UPPER TOWER: The maximum height shall not exceed 240 feet. The maximum 
plan dimension shall not exceed 165 feet in length and 215 feet in diagonal 
dimension. The maximum floor are shall not exceed 21,000 square feet and the 
maximum average floor are shall not exceed 20,500 square feet. 

The upper tower restrictions do not apply to the Redevelopment Improvements, since the 
Redevelopment Improvements do not include any portion of the upper tower. 

c) The minimum required volume !eduction between the average floor area of the 
lower and upper tower shall be 15%. 
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As noted above, the upper tower restrictions do not apply to the Redevelopment 

Improvements, since the Redevelopment Improvements do not include any portion of the 

upper tower. 

3) Parking and Loading: The Design for Development permits one (1) parking space for 
each dwelling unit. Other parking requirements applying to the GAP Property are not 
applicable as no non-residential parking is proposed for the 75 Howard Project. The 
Design for Development also requires off str~et loading of 2 spaces for 200,000-500,000 
sq. ft .. 

The 75 Howard Project, in its entirety, is providing less than one space per unit, therefore the 

Redevelopment Improvements, which comprise a fraction of the 75 Howard Project, comply with 

these requirements. Furthermore, the Project provides 2 off-street loading spaces total, which 

meets the above requirement. 

4) Open Space: 50 square feet minimum of open space is required for each dwelling unit. 

The Redevelopment Improvements comply with this requirement, with 84 units within the 

Subject Property featuring private open spaces of at least 50 square feet, and the remaining 49 

units sharing a common open space of 2,950 square feet (greater than the required 50 times 49 or 

2,450 square feet) on the second level of the building. 

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

13. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Determination of Compliance with exceptions 
would promote the health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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Based upon the whole record, the submissions by the Project Sponsor, the staff of the Department, and 
other interested parties, the oral testimony presented to the Commission at the public hearing, and all 

other written materials submitted by all parties, in accordance with the standards specified in the Code, 
the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use Application No. 2011.1122XVCUA, subject to the 

following conditions attached h~reto as "Exhibit A" in general conformance with plans on file, dated July 
13, 2015, and stamped "Exhibit B", which are incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth. 

The Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the FEIR and the record as a whole and finds 
that there is no substantial evidence that the Project would have a significant effect on the environment 

with the adoption of the mitigation measures contained in the MMRP to avoid potentially significant 
environmental effects associated with the Project, and hereby adopts the FEIR. 

The Planning Commission hereby adopts the FEIR and the MMRP attached as Exhibit 1 and incorporated 
as part of the CEQA Findings Motion associated with this project. All required improvement and 
mitigation measures identified in the FEIR and contained in the MMRP are included as conditions of 

approval. 

APPEALAND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional 
Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion. 
The effective date of this Motion if not appealed (After the 30- day period has expired) OR the date of 
the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the. Board of Supervisors. For further 
information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554- 5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. 
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 

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

development. 

If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the 
Planning Commission's adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning 
Administrator's Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the 
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code 
Section 66020 has begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun 
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 
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I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on September 3, 2015. 

Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Antonini, Fong, Hillis, Johnson, Richards 

NAYS: Wu 

ABSENT: Moore (recused) 

ADOPTED: September 3, 2015 
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This authorization is to grant a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 
and 151.1 to allow accessory off-street parking in excess of principally permitted amounts, in connection 
with a proposal to construct a new, 20-story-over-basement, approximately 220-foot tall, 284,300 gsf 
building containing approximately 5,824 gsf of ground floor commercial space, with 133 dwelling-units 
and 100 off-street parking spaces, on a site that currently contains an above grade parking lot within the 
C-3-0(SD) Zoning District and the ·200-S Height and Bulk District, in general conformance with plans 
dated April 30, 2015, and stamped "EXHIBIT B" included in the docket for Case No. 2011.1122XVCUA 
and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on September 3, 2015 
under Motion No. 19451. This authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the property 

and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator. 

RECORDATION OF CONOITIONS 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 September 3, 2015, under Motion No 19451. 

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 19451 shall be 
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit 
application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional 
Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications. 

SEVERABILITY 

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

responsible party. 

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS 

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator. 
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a 
new Conditional Use authorization. 
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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 Deparbnent of Building Inspection shall have issued a 
Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the Project and/ or commence the approved use 

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

2. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year 
period has lapsed, the Project Sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an 
application for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for 

Authorization. Should the Project Sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit 
application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of 
the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of 
the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued 

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

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

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

4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs shall, at the Project Sponsor's 
request, be exte.nded 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.sf--planning.org · 

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

effect at the time of such approval. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

6. Additional Project Authorization. The Project Sponsor must obtain a Variance from Section 140, 
as 39 of the 133 dwelling-units do not meet the Planning Code requirements for exposure, and 
Section 145.l, as the proposed driveway does not meet the Code requirements for width of 
parking and loading access, and must satisfy all the conditions thereof. The Project Sponsor must 
also obtain a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 155.1 and 303, 

to allow accessory off-parking in excess of principally permitted amounts. The conditions set 
forth below are additional conditions required in connection with the Project. If these conditions 
overlap with any other requirement impos·ed on the Project, the more restrictive or protective 
condition or requirement, as determined by the Zoning Administrator, shall apply. 
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For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org. 

7. Transferable Development Rights. Pursuant to Section 128, the Project Sponsor shall purchase 
the required number of units of Transferrable Development Rights (TDR) and secure a Notice of 

Use of TDR prior to the issuance of an architectural addendum for all development which 
exceeds the base FAR of 6.0 to l, up to a maximum FAR of 9.0 to 1. The net addition of gross floor 
area subject to the requirement shall be determined based on drawings submitted with the 

Building Permit Application. 
For information about .compliance, contact the Planning Department at 415-558-63 78, www.sf-
planning. org · 

8. Transit Center District Mello-Roos Community Facility District. Pursuant to Section 424.8, the 
Project Sponsor shall participate in the Transit Center District Mello-Roos Community Facility 
District for the development, as it exceeds an FAR of 9.0 to 1. The fee shall be determined based 
on drawings submitted with the Building Permit Application. 
For information about compliance, contact the Planning Department at 415-558-6378, www.~f 
planning.org 

9. Improvement and Mitigation Measures. Improvement and Mitigation measures described in 
the MMRP attached as Exhibit 1 of the CEQA Findings Motion associated with the 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. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org. 

DESIGN 
10. 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 Department prior to 
issuance. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.~fplanning.org · 

11. Street Trees. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138.l, the Project Sponsor shall submit a site 
plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the Site Permit application 
indicating that street trees, at a ratio of one street tree of an approved species for every 20 feet of 
street frontage along public or private streets bounding the Project, with any remaining fraction 
of 10 feet or more of frontage requiring an extra tree, shall be provided. The street trees shall be 
evenly spaced along the street frontage except where proposed driveways or other street 
obstructions do not permit. The exact location, size and species of tree shall be as approved by 
the Department of Public Works (DPW). In any case in which DPW cannot grant approval for 
installation of a tree in the public right-of-way, on the basis of inadequate sidewalk width, 
interference with utilities or other reasons regarding the public welfare, and where installation of 
such tree on the lot itself is also impractical, the requirements of this Section 428 may be modified 
or waived by the Zoning Administrator to the extent necessary. The Project currently shows the 
installation of ten of the fifteen required street trees, with an in-lieu fee requirement applicable 
for five street trees. The Project shall install the ten (10) street trees and pay the in-lieu fee for the 
five (5) trees as set forth in Condition Number 23 below, unless the installation of the 10 trees 
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proves infeasible, in which case the Project shall pay an in-lieu fee for any of the 10 trees not so 
installed. 

Also, as required for all street trees within the C-3 Zoning Districts, new street trees shall have a 
ntinimum 2 inch caliper, measured at breast height; branch a minimum of 80 inches above 
sidewalk grade; be planted in a sidewalk opening at least 16 square feet, have a minimum soil 
depth of 3 feet 6 inches; and include street tree basins edged with decorative treatment, su~h as 
pavers or cobbles. 

For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf.-planning.org 

12. Streetscape Elements. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138.1, the Project Sponsor shall 

continue to work with Planning Department staff, in consultation with other City agencies, to 
i;efine the design and programming of the required Streetscape features 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 to the use of the standard downtown paving pattern (dark grey 
concrete silicate carbonate, 3' scoring), and pedestrian-oriented street lighting. The Project 
Sponsor shall complete final design of all required street improvements, including procurement 
of relevant City permits, prior to issuance of the architectural addenda, and shall complete 
construction of all required street improvements prior to issuance of first temporary certificate of 
occupancy. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org 

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

specified by the San Francisco Recycling Program shall be provided at the ground level of the 
buildings. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org 

14. Rooftop Mechanical Equipment. Pursuant to Planning Code 141, the Project SponSor shall 
submit a roof plan and full building elevations to the Planmng Department prior to Planning 
approval of the architectural addendum to the Site Permit application. Rooftop mechanical 
equipment, if any is proposed as part of the Project, is required to be screened so as not to be 
visible from any point at or below the roof level of the subject building. 

In C-3 Districts, additional building volume used to enclose or screen from view the features 
listed under Planning Code Sections 260 (b)(l)(A) and (B) may not exceed 20 feet in height and 
may not exceed a total volume, including the volume of the features being enclosed, equal to% of 
the horizontal area of all upper tower roof areas of the building measured before the addition of 
any exempt features times 20. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org 
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15. Lighting Plan. The Project Sponsor shall submit an exterior lighting plan to the Planning 
Department prior to Planning Department ~pproval of the architectural addendum to the site 
permit application. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf--planning.org 

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

a. On-site, in a basement area accessed via a garage or other access point without use of 

separate doors on a ground floor fai_;ade facing a public right-of-wayi 
b. On-site, in a driveway, underground; 
c. On-site, above ground, screened from view, other than a ground floor fai_;ade facing a 

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

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

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

guidelines; 
g. On-site, in a ground floor fai;ade (the least desirable location). 
h. Ullless otherwise specified by the Planning Department, Department of Public Work's 

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

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

17. Overhead Wiring. The Property owner will allow MUNI to install eyebolts in the building 
adjacent to its electric streetcar line to support its overhead wire system if requested by MUNI or 
MTA. 
For information about compliance, contact San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), San Francisco 
Municipal Transit Agency (SFMTA), at415-701-4500, www.s_fmta.org 

PARKING AND TRAFFIC 
18. Parking Maximum. ·Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151.1, the Project shall provide no more 

than one parking space per two dwelling units as of right In addition, the Project may provide 
up to three parking spaces per four dwelling units as a conditional use. With 133 dwelling units 
proposed, there is a maximum of 67 off-street parking spaces allowed as-of-right, and an 
additional 33 off-street parking spaces permitted with a Conditional Use authorization. With 100 
off-street parking spaces total included, the Project Sponsor must also obtain a Conditional Use 
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 155.1 and 303, to allow accessory off-parking 
in excess of principally permitted amounts. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplanning.org 
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19. Off-street Loading. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 152.1, the Project shall provide two 
service vehicle off-street loading spaces in-lieu of the standard one required off-street loading 
space. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

20. Car Share. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 166, no less than one car share space shall be 
made available, at no cost, to a certified car share organization for the purposes of providing car 

share services for its service subscribers. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

21. Bicycle Parking (Mixed-Use: New Commercial/Major Renovation and Residential). Pursuant 

to Planning Code Sections 155.1, 155.4, and 155.5, the Project shall provide no fewer than 123 
bicycle parking spaces (108 Class 1 spaces for the residential portion of the Project and 15 Class 2 
spaces - seven for residential and eight for collllllercial). 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

22. Managing Traffic During Construction. The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s) 
shall coordinate with the Traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of the San Francisco 

Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), the Police Department, the Fire Department, the 
Planning Department, and other construction contractor(s) for any concurrent nearby Projects to 
manage traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the Project 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

. PROVISIONS 
23. Street Tree In-Lieu Fee. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 428, the Project Sponsor shall pay an 

in-lieu fee for five (5) street trees that are required under Planning Code Section 138.l, but that 
according to the Department of Public Works, cannot be planted. The in-lieu fee shall be paid 
prior to the issuance of the first construction document. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.~f-planning.org 

24. Transit Impact Development Fee. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 411, the Project Sponsor 
shall pay the Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF) for the new retail space based on drawings 
submitted with the Building Permit Application. The fee shall be paid prior to the issuance of the 
first construction document. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner~ Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.~f-planning.org 

25. Transit Center District Open Space Fee. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 424.6, the Project 

Sponsor shall pay the Transit Center District Open Space Fee for the new residential space based 
on drawings submitted with the Building Permit Application. The fee shall be paid prior to the 
issuance of the first construction document. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner,. Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf.planning.org 

26. Transit Center District Transportation and Street Improvement Fee. Pursuant to Planning 
Code Section 424.6, the Project Sponsor shall pay the Transit Center District Transportation and 
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Street Improvement Fee for the new residential space based on drawings submitted with the 
Building Permit Application. The fee shall be paid prior to the issuance of the first construction 
document 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf--plannin~.or~ 

27. Art - Residential Projects. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429, the. Project Sponsor must 
provide on-site artwork, pay into the Public Artworks Fund, or fulfill the requirement with any 
combination of on-site artwork or fee payment as long as it equals one ·percent of the hard 
construction costs for the Project as determineq by the Director of the Department of Building 
Inspection. 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 due 
prior to issuance of the first construction document. If the Project Sponsor elects to provide the 
artwork on-site, the Conditions set for~li. in Conditions Numbers 28-30 below shall govern . 

. For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org 

28. Art Plaques. Pursuant to Planning Code. Section 429(b), the Project Sponsor shall provide a 
plague or cornerstone identifying the architect, the artwork creator and the Project completion 

date in a publicly conspicuous location on the Project Site. The design and content of the plaque 
shall be approved by Department staff prior to its installation. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org 

29. Art - Concept Development. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429, the Project Sponsor and 
the Project artist shall consult with the Planning Department during design development 
regarding the height, size, and final type of the art. The final art concept shall be submitted for 
review for consistency with this Motion by, and shall be satisfactory to, the Director of the 
Planning Department in consultation with the Commission. The Project Sponsor and the Director 
shall report to the Commission on the progress of the development and design of the art concept 
prior to the approval of the first building or site permit application. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.'sj-planning.org 

30. Art - Installation. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429, prior to issuance of any certificate of 
occupancy, the Project Sponsor shall install the public art generally as described in this Motion 
and make it available fo 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 
Administrator may extend the time for installation for a period of not more than twelve (12) 
months. For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-
6378, www.sf-planninz.orz 

AFFORDABLE UNITS 
31. Requirement. Pursuant to Plann~ng Code 415.5, the Project Sponsor must pay an Affordable 

Housing Fee at a rate equivalent to the applicable percentage of the number of units in an off-site 

project needed to satisfy the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Requirement for the 
principal project. The applicable percentage for this Project is twenty percent (20%). 
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For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500, 
www.sf-moh.org. 

32. Other Conditions. The Project is subject to the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable 
Housing Program under Section 415 et seq. of the Planning Code and the terms of the City and 
County of San Francisco Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Monitoring and Procedures 
Manual ("Procedures Manual"). The Procedures Manual, as amended from time to time, is 
incorporated herein by reference, as published and adopted by the 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 . obtain~d at the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 
D~velopment ("MOHCD") at 1 South Van Ness Avenue or on the Planning Department or 
Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development's websites, including on the internet at 
http://sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4451 

As provided in the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, the applicable Procedures Manual 
is the manual in effect at the time the subject units are made available for sale or rent. 

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

a. The Project Sponsor must pay the Fee in full sum to the Development Fee Collection Unit 
at the DBI for use by MOH CD prior to the issuance of the first construction document. 

b. Prior to the issuance of the first construction permit by the DBI for the Project, the Project 

Sponsor shall record a Notice of Special Restriction on the property that records a copy of 
this approval. The Project Sponsor shall promptly provide a copy of the recorded Notice 
of Special Restriction to the Department and to MOHCD or its successor. 

c. If the Project Sponsor fails to comply with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program 
requirement, the Director of DBI shall deny any and all site or building permits or 
certificates of ·occupancy for the Project until the Planning Department notifies the 
Director of compliance. A Project Sponsor's failure to comply with the requirements of 
Planning Code Sections 415 et seq. shall constitute cause for the City to record a lien 
against the Project and pursue any and all other remedies at law. 

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

complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not 
resolved by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/ or the 
specific conditions of approval for the Project <;is set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning 
Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after w:hich it may hold a public 
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-plannin£'.Or£' 
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34. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in 
this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject 
to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code 
Section 176 or Section 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to 
other city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf--pla11nini.ori 

OPERATION 
35. Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the. Project and 

implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a communif<J liaison to deal with 
the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project Sponsor shall 

provide the Zoning Administrator with written notice of the name, business address, and 
telephone number of the community liaison. Should the contact information change; the Zoning 
Administrator shall be made aware of such change. The community liaison shall report to the 
Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and what issues have 

not been resolved by the Project Sponsor. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf--plannin:?.ori 

36. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building 
and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance 
with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. 
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works, 415-695-2017, http://~fdpw.ori 
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NOTICE ofsp~ctALREsrR1cr10Ns<uNoeRTHE PLANNING cooe 

ConditiOns ·.of Approval, Compliance; Ni.onitdri(l~, a11d Reporti~g . 
PERFORMANCE 
1. Validity: The authorizaBonand nght v~sfedhy yirtlle ·9£ this actloi) i~yalld for u,iee (3) year~ from~ · ·· • 

. the effective date ofthe Motion. ihe Department of Building Inspection shaJi have issuooa $ililding 
•. • ;Pennit or Site Permitto CO~trud the Project and/or .c;onimence the approved use within this three-:-

year petiocl • . • : · · · . ·. • . ·... . . . · • .· · . . . . . •. . · .· . . . .. .. . . ·• .. . .. . . ... • • 

Fgr info.rrnatiim· a}au.t camplidnce, contact ·¢cl~ Enfotcement1 Platming J)i!ptirtillent·at 41f5::-575-.68Ei3;, 
wrvw.sf-plat1rtii1•1-org . .. . . . . 

. · .. - . . . . .·.::::. ; .· . ... . 

2. E~irationanqReileWal.Should. a Bull#tg ot ~Hte~etmitoe sought ifterth~ tfuee (3)yearperlod, 
. has lapsed, the Project Spo~or must seek a renewal ofthiS Atitho$aiio.n by fillrig an application for 
·ana.rnendmetjt to, the ()rigin.al Authorization o'f a 11ew appliqilionfor AU.f:h()~atiort Should th~ ... 
Project Spoi:isor declirn~ ~o so file~ and decline to Withdraw th~ penrdt application, the Commission . 

· ·· .. · ~hallcondud a p:ublic heaJ:ing ill order to consiQer the revocation 6£ th~ Ari$,orii!ati911. Should the · 
·•. coi;imilsSion ngt. revoke th~; .J\ut:J;iorii<itfo:it followmg th~ . i;losaj:e ofthe. pti,bli<: hearing, the 

.. Corruni~Sions1ia1tdeterrnihe the ext¢nsioµ .ot time for the co11tirure.d vaiidity 6£th~ Autl{oriZati.on •. 
. · for information about' compliance, contact C:v!ie Enforcerrzerit, Planning beparfmqit at 4i5~57S:-686::r., 

wzmv.~f.-pla:rm"ing.ot9' . . .. ·. . 
. . . 

• 3,. ·Diligent p~uii. On~:a Sife· or·B~dffig-;eIIIlit has ~eenfasUed,.iconsb.Uction must commence 
wi~ the~efiiilile r~rifredJJy th~D~piirtinenf (if BWJdingfu:specfioit'.~d, be continuetldiliger'!tly, 

··to completion. Ffliltire:to, d.0.$0. shaJ.l be. grouric1s f~r the Cox:runls~11 to i:o~detrevol<;ing t.he 
appi;oyal if m6.re than furee ('.?)}'ea~$ h~ve pdsseci sih.ce µil:s Authodzation was approved. . 

. F~ information. llb{;ut compiz;.ilce~ cimtticf. Code ErifiJr~f, Plmin?ng · J5eparirneii£: at 415'-575~863~ . 
www.sf-plimning,;ofg 

. . . . 

4; . ·~xteitsi9n. A~ ~e~t8mtJ1e pr~ceding_threep~agrapiJ!5 sh~, at the Projb:tSpon50r's req~,M 
extended by th.e'Z6ning Adritlnisfratot where iiripiem~tationofthe froject 1§ delayed by apµblic 

. agency, $n appeai ~r ~1egai e:hllilenge.~<l oi.11.x RY· th~ foigth 0£ timefot wbicli$uili p,ul?lic ag~cy, 
·. appeai o~ ~~hge ~ cau9ed d~tay,, .••.. ' . . . .. . . . . . . . . . .. . . 

•.··For znfihpiation llh()Ut coiiipiUlnCeF COrzt!},ct (;ode Eiiforc~rT}ent~ Piari!J:ing [)eparbnint at 4i$~57S~6?(j3,. 
wrtru1:sj-pfa1ininrg-.-org ·· · ·. , 

. .. . . . . 

. · 5 ... · Con£ormitywith Currentbw. No .applic~tion for BuililingPermit,Site renirl~ or othe~ ~tiffement 
. shall. be approved iutl~sit coirip]iell with Fill applicableJil'ovisioris-~f Qty ('.oqes lit eff~ctaffueJ:iirle 

of 5uch app:l':OvaL _·.. ••. . .. . . . • . . . · •. . .. · . . ·. . . . . . . . . . . ... 
Fof ihfapitation,, abofit coifiplia/fte; c0ni(lc(f;o4.e E11.fertement,.. Ptannzng bqu1rtf11tmtaf ,4:1§-:5fs-:.6s63; .. 
zuuiW:f f-piattni/ii'.org . . . . , . H • • 

. . ·.· .. : ..... · . . .··.. . .. 

... · ~ ~. Add1tiortalP.~oj~ttA.11~hoiizl1liqn. The fulj~ctSpo~or must obfafu aVim~nceiroin ~edion.140, as 
39of fue 133 dwellil1g-Unitsdo not meet th~ Plfilll1ing Coc.i~ requirements for exposiire{ arid Section . · · · 

.145:1, ~the propoSed driveway does not meet tj:i~,C;ode teqllfrementsfpr yvid):h ofpa,ridng and'. 
.. ; .. ·· loadinf;.ac1=ess,; an Cl rii~t :Sati~fy all the eoiiditiqhs_ thereof.> Tl:te Project Sponsor inustalsq obtak a 

•... ·· (;onditioruil. Use Auilioiization,ffiiisUarit _to.Pim#rlilg code $~e:tfon$1$s.1 Bild 3o3,to CiUdw acce58ory 
off~parlcingin£xce?Sqfprindpa1ly petrrut:ted arrtoun:t5; Theronditio~ sefforfh.below'are additional 
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NOTIGE·dF'S'PECIAL.R~STRiGTIO_NS'ONDERTH·~.PlANNJNG CODE-
. . 

·. . . . : . . . ·: . 
. . . ·: . . . .·. .. . . .. . . .· :_ ·.. . .... 

. eXtent necessary. The:Project currently shows fuelnstallano11 often~of thenft~err;eqcire<l sfreeti:reesJ 

. _With fill iIVlleu_ foe requirement applicable for five streetJiees. The Projecfshallinstall the ten (10} 
:Stree~ frees and pay the iii-lieu fee for .the.five (5) frees a:s· sefforth:inConditlon Number 23 below, 
Unless the inStaliatlon of the io trees prQv~s Jnfeasi}]IeiinWh.ii:h case thel'rojectspajLpay:.an iri-Jieti ·· 

· fee for arty o{J:he 10 trees n:o~ $0. IDsti!llE:4 . -
•.. . . :. . . . '.. . . : 

Also, as required for all sl:reet ~es Within fue C3 Zo:nfug Dishicts~ new str~et trees skn have a 
prinirrtum 1 inch caliper, meaSilredatbreast height; branch a rniliiffi~ of 80 iriches ~hove sidewalk 

. grade; b~ plru:i.ted iri a-sidewalk opening at lei!St 16 square £eet,havea :o:rlnirrmm soil depth of 3 feet 6 
:in.dies; a:na includ.e st):eet tiee basi,ns edgE:!d, With de~o.f'a.tive trea4nent, such as pa:V:ers o~ cobl;>les, 
for{nforrnation abouJ.campliance, coi'ltqct the Case Planner1 }?la1J,rii1ig Depqrf:nignt at 415-558-63.78; 

- .. - .. ' . 

· ...... 1i. sir~etscap¢ EJ~~ents; Pur~uantt~Plamilllg Cbde. Seclio~ i&s.1~ theP±oj~dsponsm ~hall continu~ 
· fowork withPlatuilng Departmenfsh1ff; in,tonsultation With other City ageµcles1 to refuie the design• 

·• and programming ofthe requiredStreetscapefeafures so thatit gE!iierally meets the standards of:the. 
'Better SheetS and DowntoW:n Plari.S; aswell as all appliC<ible'City standard.s; Tiiis iriclµd.es, put is 1wf 
. lin;tited to the use <;>f th¢ sta,ndarcl dO"wnto:';vrfp_~:ving patte+fi (dark grey conct~te Silicate c.aroo.nate, 3' 
scormg)1 arid pedestrian-(>rienteci sq~et lighting.· The Project Sponso~ shall complete £ina1_ design 9£ 

a1l required streethnpro:yements; :indudilig ffroooement 6(i:clevant dtyperm:i,t:S, prioijo issuariee 
. • · Of the archltectutal addenda, an.d shall complete CO~truct:ion of all requifed Street ilnprovemerits 

prior to'issutlllce 9£ first temporary certificate of occupancy: 

. Additionally, should theadjacenf parcel ta ili.e east1 ctirrenUy i,inder J)epartni.ent. <if PUb)ic Works 

.ilirisc!ktion be develo~dci.s apa:rk /op¢.:spacebyth~ P.roji:;ctSpqnsor;•thePtqject Sponsor shall 
.. :in:lprove and~airltafu saiq parkfopel1 space;. 

Fdr infamiaH¢n aI?oY.[ camplitmce, conta(:·~ the Case Planner; P[fmni:ng Department tit 415~$58-6378, 
umnv.1>f-rzlmirliflf.tJJY . . 

t3. G~bage~ compostln_g and recy<;llilg stoiage. SpaceJotthl;\ tollection ... ~ci st9~~~e b£ garbage~ 
· compostJng,ju).d recycling shall J:;e. prO.:Vided. Within enqos¢d areas bp: l:h<! property· a:n4 c;learly 

i~bel~d,andilllJ.stiatec:l, on,the $itefermit plans; Spaceforth~i;.o.llection apr;i stqrage:qfretyd3bie·and 
c6mposfa)?1e materials tl:iatmeets.the size, l6¢atl~~i a:~ce~sibilily \!Del oflier: stQIUiatcls speci£ied by the 

, San~tartcisc:o Recyclliig P~gramspall bepr()yide(l a.ttbe gro@dlevel offue buildings. 
·· ·• · For 'infomzati01i flbout camp1iance,; ccmtatt the Oise Planner, PlanningDeparbnenf at:t.1:15~558~63781 . 

· www~sf~vln.nnimrorg 

14. Rooffop Mechanical Equipnient Plristiant t~ rlcirinhigCode;1~i thePrb)~ct Sp0pspt~futli·siibmita: 
· · •roof pl8:riand full briilding'e1evatio-@tq the Pla'nping Depai:trnei:ttprioi;t6 :f>lannirig app:roval oftfie 

• aj'Chitectiti:~'iaddend:uw to the Site, Perrtilt applic~tlb,tL R69ffop me~ca1 equlplilent,If ~y fa 
proposed as part o(t;h¢ Pfojec;t, is required to )Je ssreeI\Mso as n.o! i:g He•0-Qble from any point ilt ~~· 

· · belqw- the. rooflevefof ihe subj~~ }Jµili:lfug. 
. . . ··-. .. . :. .. 

~udZ~t:Z~~~g;;;;;;~~::::;:t~~t~~~tm!'!; 
exceed a tota:I vol~~,. iricluding the vofome of tite featilies beii\g ~dose\i, equaj tct'l/t of the 



.·<: .. ;: :;: . ·- ·:: ;: ... · :. . : ::· ... =. ..:··.:. ::·. :··. ·: ............. •. :: .. ' ·. .. . .. :..... .. . : .. .: .· .. :· : ··· .. : .. •,. ·.:_... . ' . .. 

·~~s~~j1ZJ~:Hz::.::~:t::~::~ 
... •·. is~ ti~~g ·.~~···· ~e ~ofecfs~~~~r shall s~bricit an ~xt~9; ~ghting. ~1.ari io ~~ ~!~, . · ::t:~2:;;~:;;::t:;z::::::z::;:="' · 

·· Wiinii.sfp!a1in1ni:org· ·· 

:1~ j' 

· · retom!rtet).d$ fll~!9Ji9Wingfe¥eren~e scli~diueSn:foca#ntnew Wtisfom\exv,a1JltS,irt<>tdfir dmoit ·: • · 
~f61ea$tdeSi:rabM'. · · · · ···· ·· · · · ·. · ·· · · · ·· · · ·· ·· 

... -~~· ~~-·· 
. -:4:~~~~-

.. i_ •. ·~!l:f:~~!~t1:2,t~Ti~~~~~~~J~~-r~: 

.. ·~fa~iiil\iE:I:=~::::•-······ 
. '1·IDS~tS!E~£~2~1:iii:i~::) 

:yficilisJf!iglfriaf/(S?MT:<!.Jf af 41s::7q"J-:4!5()0~ 'iunirif ,tfnttiL_?ft H • • • • 

.: ·::;:. ·.: .. :::-::::;._· · .. ;·";":: .. _:·.· ..... · . .· ... 

··pJ\~~~¢:ANo'r~~l9 · 

··-~ .. iffaW&iif~~-·~~::•••····· 



NOTICE OF$PJ:91AL RE~IBICTIONS UNDER.THE f>tANNJN.G CODE 
. . . 

: :- .: . . 

:=· ·.. - - . :·=· ·._. - _·: ·. ·":··. . ·>. ·: ;·: : : . . 
total included, the .Project Sponsor i:ri~st also obtain a Conditional Use Auth~ri.zation, pursuant to . 

. .•. Planning Code Sections J55.l a.n~··303, to allow acee5Sory off"parkir:i.g ii;. exces$ of principally 
. permitted a.rn~1.irrts. . · · ·. · ··. . .· . · . . 

·For information a,bmit ciJ1fzplf~n¢e; con4/ct C[jde Enforce;mmt; Plcmnmg D~amtiertt ~(41,5~57~~i5B(i3; 

. . .. . . . . . . . .. .: . . . : 

.•. 19:. Off..sb:e'et lo~ding'. P~rsuant to Platllling Cod.e Section 15U, the Pr~j~t shall provide two ser~ce 
vehideo£f~streetfoading spaces in-lieu. of the sfanclard one required o ff~strect loading space; 

····F<Yr infomiatf:on aboi1t complimice, contact Ccide EnfoffemeTit,·Pltinning Depattmentat415-575-6863; 

. . . .. . . . . . . . 

20. Cu: S1!are. r"llrsfrantto Pl~g Code Sedioll i661n~Jessthan o~~ car Share sp~cesh~ll be mad~ ... 
av#.able, at no. c:osl:, ·to a certified car share organization fot th~ pllrpOse~ of providing cai share 
ser:vfres for its servic~ subscribers. . · . . . . .. · . . . . .. .. 
For information abol!t compllrrnce; con/ii.ct Cade Enforcement, Pldnning Vqmrtment at 4i5-57~-68631 
ioww:sf-p1aiining.org 

. . . . . . . . .. . 

· 21. Bicycle Parking <Mixed-Use: :Ne;v Co$Il~rciaVMajor Renovai:ici.tl and Re~dentii!l). M~ant to 
Pl~g (:ode Sections l55.I,i55.4, and155,5, the Project shall provide nofewerthan 123Dicycle 
parking spa·ces (i 08 Oa5s 1 spates for the residential portion of the. Project and 15 Cass ,2 spases · ,, 

seve:nJor residenti~ and eight for commercial); · .· ·•· ·•· ·• .. ·.· . · ·· · . ·• .· · 
· For infom11ition about compliance, ccmtact Code._ Enforcement; Planning D'epartmenfat' 415-575~6863~ 

. . . . . : : . .. . .. . 

' 22 Managing Tratfic u1lri:O:g Co~sb:UC#on. The ProjectSpo~sor and c~~ction contractor(s) shall . 
. coordinat~ ·with the Traffic Engineering cutc,l Transit .Div:is:fons of the °Qan Franc;isco'Munj.dpzj 

. . "frii.nsp<;1rtation Agel1cy (SFMT;\), tfle Police· Deparfm~~, Uie :F:Q:e.,De_efiltrri.ent,. the Pfalll1ing 
· · ·· ·•. Depatj:rrient, and other cOILctrudionmnl:ractor(s) for anyconcill:renrI1eaibY Projects to manageiiafffo 

congestion and pedestrian cir01lati0n effeds dunng c:oristiuclionofthe Pr9ject; . ·····• · · . . · 
Fat infor-6urtion ~out coi;ipliance,. ion tact Code Eri}orcemif:fr P'/I:inning Deptirttri:ent. at 41s~-?7S~6s63, 
1irzmv .sfp1tiri 1iin~or~ · 

. .. . .. 

. PRQ\/iSIONS 
;.: 

· .. 23; Street Tree Jn~Lieu Fee, Pwsuant to Plannhlg C::ode ~ctiort 42sj fuE; I)~ject Spon~r; sIWipay •<tii irl., 
.• Hel! foe for' fi.ve (5) street tree!> that are i;equired undei:PJan1Urtg Code $~Ctlon' 1~§.1; but that. 

according to t1:te Departrr\enfof PublicWorks, cannotbe planted.The in~liettiee shalf b~ paid prior to 
the iSsbance oftl:u~ first consi:i:uctiori d.ocw,nent. . . 
For ir.jormdtion about compliance; cantaCt the C,ase J;llann¢r, Piinrning IJ.epartriient at ~15c558~637B, 
.tL"Zi:mqfplminfof.of~;· 

. . . .. .. . . . ··-

... 24. TraJjsit ImpactDeyeloprilf;h~f e~, J?ui'sii~lttQ PlamU~gC~~e se¢on 41.1; the J?rojed ~ponsars~a11 · •. 

•. pa}' the Transit hnp~ct PevelopIItentFee (11I)F) for the .P~w retill Spll,Ce based on 'drawings .. 
· '•,5Ubi;rri,tted,with l:heB1rlklingPeID1itA.pp).ication. Tii~i~ shaJ1bepaid prior to theissuilll.ce ofthe · 

fiist con~frudiondocument, · ·. · . .. · •. . . . . . . · · • . · •. , 

· For infonnafitm about compliance, contact tlie Cast! Planner, Planning Pepartmeniat 4Js,558-G378, 
. . . . . 
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·2~:~~~; ... 
.. ··.!;~J11~0!:f!~~=;;iPerniitAppligaii~~·T&~£~_e,~.be-~~P42rtq.~~an~·.•·•···· 

. {Qr wf Pmtation•d/Jqz1t i;xrmpliance;. cwtaCt. th~ 'Case·Plaiiiter, Pliiirnfn$ Pepdrln,iii:nt ,at ef;l!F~58-.637$; . : . 
i&wiii:sF1fim1rthw:'ofZ:· . . ·. · ·· · · · · .. · · 

.. · :·· ; ·. ·, . ·.:··.' ; '' '' .:·. : ·. :.:·:= ·::· ·.· ... · ... · . ·.:·:· .·. .. ·.:., .:.::·:.· ... ··:·: '.::.::·· •.. 

···· Z6.-. T~sit ·Cecytj!r.Qi~w~tl'iallsp~rtatf qn·~ct s·tieeil$prov~~t~~~. ·r~~tip~l~g CM~- · ·· 

E;:fS~~~E~~;~::::~;i£~1!!~!!Sf• 
.for in}oiiitiiwn abaufc~bzplilii:i~~ ~ntiicfthe c~pJa1lizfrrf.lilrriff:h& Piplii:tiii~iit ~~ 4.J,fi,,gqg~551f$; · · 

. .' : . : . _·· ;: ::::. . ::: ·:::·: ... ::·:. :.. ·::·· .:.: ... · ........ ' .:;:·· .. ; .. 

. . ·· 27,. Ait-: R.~~d@#iilJ'roj ~!i .. l?W5uMtto)zknrun$ c~c(e_~~ction~;_tD~~i.6J~ct$pqil§Orm~t_pr~;jd.~: .··.• · . 

. . · ~1 
nr:>fi<:onst.fu~~ 6~. <lo.9iriieJJt;: It .th~' Pfofoq($P.9n:sot. ·~1e;c;ts; to:wqyid¢ fl)e ktw()rk o:iyshe; lb,~· · 

aiI:::~~~na:.~;;:~e;;;:;:.1nr~ .. 1ks.s~;7£ ... 
~·~~~ ~ •. 

. Foti7JformttHon aboiit cmnplfi:in~e, contqct.tizi:. Citse.Pltumer, Pkrtnbig Depk.rf;m~i!t ¢41$'~~~~~6~7~~ 
.: .~itlitti:3fl;/~1inihs_:oi\\ .. ... . . . . . . . . .. . ... " ... ... . ... . . . 

. . . ~,. Art~ -co~ceppJ~~J~~faent. ftit~JCffi.r ~-o ~g c~J~.$e¢tla11 ~i th~~r9icitfsP9~*:~~ tli~: •· 

.~~Ei:W!!E~:~~2$&St~. 
~1ii~~iF!i!~S~:i::~:fi~17F:im .·· 

· .. ······~·,Ej!~=t=~~35~~l~!::7~: 
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NOTICE OF S.PEClALRESTRJCTtON§ UNDER THE PLA.NNING' CODE ·.· .··· 
: . ·. . . .... : .; . ·: ' ·. - ,' :. :.··, ....... · ·- -

. . ". . .. . . . 

. . . . . :·": . . . . : . :;: ·:· , .. ;. : : ": : : 

.. fue work( s) ofa.:rt Within tlie time i1erem specilied ~d the PJ;ojeCf S:f ori,s~r p~qvidescadecfuate . 
. • assurances ilialsil.ch W'orks WUJ. b~ instilled fu ·a timely m~er, the Zoning Ad:IIJiillstratol' J.Ilay 

extend the fine formstallai:ion for a period qf notmoxe 1fiantwe1ve(12};rnontlis.f'otin/ormatzo~ abo,tit . 
coinplfance; J:ontact the Case Plannerr Planning Department at41S-558-6378~-'www.sf-piannffzg:org. · 

AHordabielJnits-· 
.. . . . : . , ' . - : . . . : . ' : - . - :. . - '. - . ~ . . . . . . ... ·- : " . . . . . . I . 

3J. Requirement Purstianf to. J:'!anriing COde ~lq.5, the P.tojetfSpoll,SOt.mtis(payan Aifordabfo . 
Bou~g Fee at a rate equiyaient.to the ~pplicable pe:n:entage of the :Uti:mbf!r of uPlts in fil1' off-site · 

·project needed fo saH#y the IndtJ.sl.onary A£fordabie I{o:q~ing; ProgrartjRequir~:rnent fotft\eprindpal 
.... ·project The applicable percentage for i:his.P~oj~c:Hs twenty peJ;cer1J (2Q% ).. . . . . 

. . .·for infomuition about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Plimnlng Departtnent ai 415~558-6378, 
.. · '11iioni:sfvlannfog:ort or the .. Mayor's Office of Housing and ,Commu,nittJ Development at 415-701~5500r 

. . · ·Z/'T[ll1(1.S~1fl0h. Of\', 
~ " . : : . . ' . - . .: . : . ; . : : . . . : . . . : . . 

. 32: Othet <;:onditions1 'I'.he;Project~ RUbj~c:t; to tl:iei:equlrffilents ()f thelric11lsiq~Aff9r4ableJfousfug 
·· ProgJ;am up;derSei:tfon415 eh~eq. of tfie Plannfug ¢ode and th_e t@s of the Ofy an:ac\:mnty of San 
Francisco· Inc111¢.onary J\ffgrdable Hou~ing l'rogram 1vfonitoring: fill~ Prqce<:Iures Manual 
(''Procedures Manu,cil"), .· The Procedmes Manual( as amended from time 'to ti.~e, is focorporated 

.h~ein by reference, as published and adopted by thePlannirig Commission1 and ;is required by 
Planrung Code Section 415. Terms used in these conclition5 of approval and ndf 6therW:iSedeflned. 

.. : . . . . . shall h~;e the meanings set fort!). in tl:Je l?roc~utes Manual. ,t\copy of the.PI()c;edl1Ie5.lv1Wmai can be 
·· ·· · · •· 'ob.ta~ned at the ;rvfa.y_qr;s Office qf J:Iousing cin.clComii1unityDeV:eiop:inent ('1V16B:C])ti) ,~t 1 .. South 

Van Ness Avenue or o!l .ihe I?lanning Deparimen(o,:i:May9•es OfficE; 9fµo.us1ng ~d Co;mmunity 
De;veiopment'swebsifes, jn'cluding on the,infenief at 
htto://Bf-2lanning.org!ModUles/ShowDocums;nt.aspx?docrrmentid='4451 

• · As provided irl the fucl~sionarY AlflJrdableHbUSing :r:i:ogram; the ~pplicaple J'.r~cedut,esMarjuiµ fa ••. 
J:he manual m effect at the ti:ffie the subject fu:ilts are filad~ clV!\il~ble foi; sale pr reh\. .. . .. . 

For infornurtiori about cw11pl{afice, qontact tlie C((se..Plannef,Pl!!nriing ])epa'rthienfllt 415-558-~3'78,. 
· .. 'wtt'•W.~fpl~m1irtg.org- orJhe Mayor'~ Dffice oflfousing t:rn4 c;on;.munity I)evelaprnet1t.44t5o701~55.00, 

··,wnno:sf'..mokorv, · · · 
! . 

~. , 'The l';ojedSpon.Sot ~ust pay the Fee. iO fun SUrii tci theI)~yelopmenf Fe~ Collection Unit at · · 
the DBI fo(use by MOH CO piiot t<rth¢ i.sSll.ance of the fu.st·cQi:lstrit.Pion: docuJ:heJ.it, 

. . 

· · .·· b. Prim:toJhe issuance of the first co11s~~o:n permit bythe IJBI f()l'. ~e Project; theJ'~oject 
. Sponsor shajl re.('.ord a Notice o£SpeciaI:Restriction 011 the pr6p~~f}' th'!t recorc}s a ~opy of 

this approy.aL The J'ro)ect: Sponsor shall promptly provide a copy .of tlie~eeorded NoHce of 
Speciai'Restrictionto the Departi:nenF and lo MO:fICDor its successor, 

. . . . .. . . . . . . 

c. If the: P~ojecl: Sponsor fails to cbrripiy with fti.e InclusiOnary Affbtd.aqle Hodsfug J,?wgtani . 

requirement1 the .Director.of :OBL~hall denyany arid all·site ·or b_~ildirigpelp:Uts c)r 
· •· .:ertjiica~es o.f 9crupai.cy {()i"the Proje.:t until th.e'J?ii3nmngDep~r:trneI}t notifi~s fliepir~.:top 
... of compiianee; Al'toje~ Sponsor's taiiwe to co:rrtply with thereqUir¢U1ents of:r>iarming 

. Code Seclions 4i5 et seq._ shall constitute cause for the Clty tp record a lien against the 
Project and pursue any and all other remedies at law. 

· Pige9of11 
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··EXHIBITl 
. MITIGA tiON MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 

THE 75 HOW ARD·STREETPROJECT 

~fEAsuillis ADO~TED As coNmtroNs oFAPPitov AL 

Based on a reasomib.le presumption thatarcbru:oiogicahesources may be present withill tl1e 
project site; the following m.easures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant . 
adv=e. ef!Cctfium th~ proposed project on b~ed or submerged historical resourc.es. The 

' project 5ponsor"Sball retain the services of an archaeological coiisultant from !lie pool of 
qualified an:haeologfcal i:Qnsultmis.maintained by the PlanningDepariment archaeol_ogist. 
Tue lin:fiaeological <:oDJiultantshall undertfilre an archaeological testing pro!iram as' 
•-pecified herein •. In additi0n, the .consultant s~a\I be avru1able. to conduct an: ilrcl\iieoJOgiCaJ 
monitoring nnd/or data recovery program if required pursuant to this measure .. The' 
an:haeological i:onsu11'!1lf's work -shall. be conduc\ed in occordance. v,ith thisroeaSure' at the 
direction of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). All plans and :reports prepared by 
the con5ultantas Spe<lified hereiii. shall be5ubmitti:d first and directly fu the ERO for 
review end ·comment. and .sh Bii be ·considered dtaft report. subject to ~vision until final 
:approval liy the ERO. Archaeological monitoring _and/or da!J! recovezy programs .recjuired 
by this measure con Id suspend eonsiroctioil. of.the project for up to a maximum of four 
\\'eeks: At the directiM of the ERO, the suspe11Slon ofcoristrucrion can be extended 
beyond four weelq_only· if sueh a susp<;nsion is the only feasible means to reduce. to a less 
than significant1evel potential effects ori a signlflC3!1l rirchaeologfoal resoun:e lis J!efined in 
CEQA Guidelines Sect 15064.5 (a) and (c), · 

Consultation-with Desce~tlimtCommunities · 

On discovery of an arcbae9fogicaLsite .assoc1aied ·with descendent N~tive Americ~ :m 
·tho Overse.as Chi.Ilese:an appropriate representative ofthe.dosceniiiint gioup .and .tho 
ERO shaffbe oontacieil.· Th~ i:epreseritativo of ihe deSCi>ndaot group.shall be given lhi( 

· opportunicy:to'monitor archaeological field investigations of the site and to consult \vith· 
ERO i:egar<!ing appropriate arcliaeological trea(ment of the site, of recovered. dam frQm 
the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatmentoftbe .S.ooiated ~rchaeofogica[· 
site. A copy of the Firutl .i\re_haeologlcal ~esources Report shall be provided ti) the. . 
representative nftho descendant group. · 

?roject spOnso.rto · : 
retain qualified .. · 
professional 
archaoologist from the 
pool of archaeological 
consultnritS maintaine.~ 
by the Planning 
Depafiment . 

·-Project . · . ,. . 
spons0r/ilrc1meologi~ 
.consultant-

rovemerit Measiires 

·pnorto comlnericement 
of soil-disturbing · · .· . 
activities, ·subniittl\l of all 
plans ~d teports fur , 
·approval by the ERO: 

For ·the driratibii of°soil
disttirbin_g activities. 

. ADMINJ$'TM'l'JVEDRAFT~SUBJECTTO GRANGE 

:File No. 201.Ll 122E 
., 75 Howard Street Project' 

Motion No. 19449 
Page II 

• Mollit~ring/Re~orting · 
Actions aild. · 

. )lesponsibilify ·. 

Tiie an:baeolo@ca! 
, consultant shall undertake 

ail iirchaeological ti:sting 
, progntin as sp~cified 
herein; (See hefow 

1 regardlng arcbaeological, 
; consultan~s reports).· 

.. · 

. Project, 
sponsor/arch;,_;;;loglcal 
· constiltanl-shall ccinfoct the 
ERO .and des<:e,;rlant gro;.p 
_represen,tative ·u_p~:m · 
discoyecy of art 
p.rcha~logicaJ Site . . : 
aSsodeted with desceridaOt: 
Native Americans or the ' 
Overseas Chinese . 

. The represcntotivc-<>fthe. ·'· 
descerrdlllil group shall be. 
given ihe opp<>rtuni\y tii 
nlonitoi archabolci icar 

Considere<i· 
co~plet~ wheri. 
·project sponsor 
retains~ Qualified. 
professtonal. 
archaeological. 
.~o.Osultnnt. -

Comndered. 
complete upon 
subroittal.ofFinal 
.Archaeological 
Resources ReJ'Ort: 
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., .. ;.· 
. . ... EXHIBIT 1 . . . . . ...... : . :: . ... 

l\-1lTIGA1'.IONMONITORINGAND.REPORTING PROGRAM.' FOR 
: ... : . . ·. TH£75ROWAlllS'tREETPROJECT .. . .. 
Includes Text for Ado ted Miti ~iion Measures and im r~vem~itt Measure( 

. . . . 
MEAsUREs:.A.noPTEn A.s coNnrrroNs oF APl'ROVAL 

=«irchaeological data: recovery program. .. If the.ERO determines that a significant 
archaeological_ resource is preseofinlcf that the. resource c0uld lie a<lversely affected byJhe 
l.'roposed proiect, at the discretion. of the. project sponsor eitlier. 

A) The p.;;!'jlsed -pro'j;,,,t shalLbe re:<l;,.lgned SD as to .Voia any adverse effect oii 
the signliicant archaeological resourre:. Oc 

,B).•· A.diilitrecove,:Y progrnrn slwil behnplemenfed, ufiless:tl\e.ERO cjeiefounesthai. 
the archaeological.resource is of greater interpretive•tfolri reseorcli significance· 
. .ind th~t iilferj;J:Ctlve ~e ~f:~e resourtj: .is feasible: :· . .. . . ·. . . . 

:_ :·. . . . : 

. Ar~iiaeol~gicBI M~~t:ori~g P~gram. 

Tftlie ERO in consultation With the archaeoTogical consiiltant<letermlri~s that an. 
archaeologicalmonitoring program(AMP) sbull be implementeP,the archaeoloiµcal' 
inonitrirlng ·program shell m!nu:iauy include 1be folio wing provisions: 

The arch~l~gicai;;.,iisu!'io.:.t:,'proj~¢lsi>o,;ror,~ci ERO shallm~ and corisult 
on the scope of the· AMP. reasonably prior to any projt;C\-related. soils_ disturbing 
activiqes commeh~ing. The ERO in coJisultiitiori \Yith the arcliaeolo&;Cal · 

. consuliaht_shall determine y;hat proje~tactivities shall be archaeologiCally. 
nionitorecL· In most cases,.Bity soils-disturbing activities, sueh asilemolition; · 
foundation rerriova~ excavaiion; gf.ding, utilitieS: iTIStallatioD, foiinda!jon 'work,. 
•driving of piles (foundation, shoring, otc.); siteremediatl.oo, etc~ sluill require 

· ~¢1JaeoJ9giC.ai rqOnito_ring Qecn.iisc.oftl,ie-nsK: t1:i~e ·aCtivitjes poS~ ~ 1fotential 
archaeolojlical resources and to tlieir depositional "cont ex~ · · 

Thearchoeaio·gicaiamsulfant shal!ad;ise allprojecicontractors1o bC.on the . 
-ajei; fq( evfdence ii_f the pre5e!1re of the expected r.SOurC!'(•). ofbow)o idcntif}' 

. the evidence of the expected resource(s),_and of the.appropriate protocol in·the. 

Responslbiiity for 
Implementation 

Proje~t SpO~or, a.nc:t · 
project archae<i!Ogical 
consultant, in: . . 
ConsU:ltatiOn \Vith. the 
ERO .. - . 

S~hedule 

Th~ irr~h.;;,ojoglcal · 
tonsiiltasit, project 
.sjjon50r,. ilnd ERO Shall 
meet prio·r tcf 
,co.n!ln~ntement_C?f~oils- : 
disturbingactfvities. If 
·ERO detennines that .. 
arcliaeoroiliCai • 
.~Onitorip:-g i.sneCessary, 
.moni10r throughoµ( .all 
soils-diSturbing 
acHVilif?S--

: ·:File No. 2011. il22E : 
·:75·Howard Street Project 

Motion No. 1 ~449 
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Monitoring/Rep0rting · 
Actions and 

Responsibility 
consultation with ERO, 
detenniOe whether c 

additi~nal· measures are
warranted. If significl!llt 
archaeofogic81 ·resources · 
are preseiit.andmay lie 
adversely affected, project 
sponsor,- Bt "its Pis~tjo~ 
inay elect to redesign the 
iirojec~ or implement data 
recovery pro~ unless 
ERO detenniries the 
archae·aJOgic_aJ-res~_Ur_Ce is 

·Of greaier-!ntei:ptetive·tiuin 
research signifieauce and. 

·that interpretive·u..; 1s · 
'. )CosnJJe. 

If required; Arctiaeo!Ogi~al 
Consuitimt fo prepare AMJ> 
in corlsulnltion with 1:he-- -

.ERO. . . . 

.Project sponsor; project 
arcl!aeoTogical coruiultlirit;. 
~Ch800I~gtCat ni~tof, 
.Wid' proj¢cf spo·nso~ls: · · 
contractors shall implement 
the M!P, if required by thec ER.O. . , . . .. 

Status/Date 
Completed 

Coniidered 
~~p_Ieteon 

'approval of AMJ>· 
by ERO~ subinittai 
of report regarding 
findings of AMP; 
andfmdillg by . . 
ERO tliatAW i.
imp]eme11t~d. · · 
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· .... · · . - '· . · ... EXHIBIT.1 ·· ·' . : ·, ,. : ,, . 
. MITIGA.TIO:t>! MONIT01UNG AND REPORTING. PROGRAM FOR 

THE 75 HOWARD STREET PROJECT 
crudes T~rt for Ado ted Mii:i atioll M~8Snres a:ll<l lin rovement Measures 

. MEAstJRES ADUi>l;:ED AS. CONDITiONS OF APPROVAL 

data classes ~~-res?urcC is-expected to posseS§J_ ~d~Ow the exp~c~~ da~ cl.~~~s· 
would addr;ess. the a11plicable research questions. pa:O. recovery, in general,. should. be. 
limitecho ·the portions of the historical property that could be adverselpffected by t.'te · 
proposco project Destructiv~ datap:C<>vecy methods shall not ho.applied to portions of 
thearchaeologii:al r;esources ifnondestructive meth.ods ar;e.practical.. · 

. The soope- of.tile ADl,U' sbaJlinclude the fo~owing elements: 
. . 

fielril>fetl;ods and.Proi:edures. · DesCrlptions of piopo¢d fieia Striitegles; 
__ proce~~res,-_~d-~~~i~ns.._. · 

• · Catalogi1ing and LaboralorY.AnatYsis. Description of selected catalogulitg 
system and arti.factanl!lySis pn:icedur;eS: · 

• · ·Discard aiirJ Deaccession Policy. Description of and ..;,tlonafe for field. arid 
. -ppsl:-field.dis~d and deacpession ~licies. ·· . . . . 

Interpretive.Program. ·consideration of an .on-siie/off-siie public mterpretive 
·. progiam during the C<l~ of the archaeological data reC()Very program • 

. S~Ciiriiy_M~asµteS. Re.~~~e~f-1.ed Se~iiy_~easu~sJ~ -~~te:ci tlle· 
archaeologicalreso)lrce from vandalism, looting; and noo-inientfonftlly. 
daniaging activities. · · ·· · ·· · - · ·· · 

• "fffna( ~eporl. D~;;cdptfonOfpropris~ report.Th!ffiat"aild. disfr_I~u~ic:?Jl of 
·resultsi · · 

2ur~~io~ . . ri~srinPti9n oi~ii_e .Proced.~~ ~d ~mmencfatioo~.-for the 
curation ofanyrccove.red data having potenti~ researcn value, ideiitificati0n 
of appropriate c'uration.faCiJities, and a swJu:nary ~fthe acCession J;>Oli.cies Of 
the i;uratio~ fucilities: · - · 

. . .. . . . .. . . 
. ·. ' ... ·, .· .. ; : •'':·. 

Human Remains and Ass~ciated or Unassociated Fwu:rarv Objects 
·• . . 

The treatment ofhliinan remains and of associated orunas5ociated .funerary object,. 
·discovered during any·soils disturbing actlvity shall oomply with applicnbfe siate and 
Federal law~. This shall.include immediilte_notilfoation of the Coroner of the City and 
: County of San Francisco and ·m ·th.e event of the Co.roner's deteroifuafion that the human 

Responsibility. for 
Jmplellientation 

Schedule 

, .. File No. 20i.l.1122E 
.75 Howard Street Project 

Motion.No.19449 
Page 15,' 

Monitoring/Reporting 
-Actions and · 

Responsibility 

suiiUsli>ate 
Ciiinpleted 
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.Archi!epfu.gfoat .Conajfum~ 
Jo di.Sf:ri~.iit:eJARJ{. · •· Co.11Siil 

: -~: A11fit 
'consu!1 
; .Pton4c 

eertiffo 
, $Rgt1 ·= :coinp1~ 
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MEASmIBS AAO~D AS CONDITIONS PJ" APPROY AL 

M-CP-lb:. Interpretation 

B8sed On_ a reasO~ahle p;~pti~n:-thnt ~ch~ologka[ re·~urces m?--Y be pri:Sent ~ithitj. .. 
the project~te .• and t0 the extent !hat ihat the potential significance 9fsome such 
resources is· premised on CaliromiaReglsterofHistorfo Resources· Criteria-I -(Even~), 
2 (Persoiis), and/or.nDesign!C~nstruction), the following !Deasure sllall be tindertaken 

. to avoid any potentially significant adverse eftect from the proposed project o.n buried .. 
Or sl:J.bmerged ~rical ~oufce~. · · -

Th~ project sponsorshail implement..;, approved p;,,gramforinterpretatfon of. 
resources. The project sponsor sl)all retain the· services ofa qualified archaeological 
consultant having expeitise in Cnlifomia urban liislorical and marine archaeology. The 
archaeological "°nsuJinnt shhll de\l~fop a reasible;resolli:ceCspecifu:p~ogrardorpost·: 
recovery interpretation of resources.· The pnriicular.Ptogram for jnterpretation of 
artifacts thiit'file encounteied Wit~Jn 1h:.e p:rojcct site Wil.l dep~nd Upc:>~ the re~Its of~~ 
data recovery prograrn.aiuLwill be the 5ubject of continued discussion bel:weeti the 
ERO, consulting archaeologis~ and the.project Sp-Onsor. Su"cli a program may· include, 
but ii not limitedjo, any of the [ollowing (as ou.tlined Jn i}ie ARD1P): surfRc•i 
i;orr.un'emoratioit OJ)~e· Origin£!~ _l~catiori of reso:urces;. disp1a_y: Qf resour~_ ~Cl 
associated nrtifaets"(".'hic)l 1nay offer an 'undergrotlnd view.to the public); displey of . 
inteq,retive:materiaJs such RS graphics; photographS, Video, niode!S, aod p\JbJiC ilrt; ancl 
ayRdeu)ic and pi>pular publication. of the'results of the do.ta reeovery.. . 

. - . . . . . 
Th~ archaeological oonsuitant'.s work shall be conductec! at the l:llrection o{the ERO~ · 
and hi consultation with !he project sponsor. "All jilans l!Jld rei:ommcilljatiotis for: 
U:.terpretation b:l' the consultant sholi be submitted first and di,:Octly to the ERd for 
revi<.Y illld commenl; and shall be co.nsiilered draJl:Tep(>rts .Ubject to revision unti\ finai 
approval by the ERO. " •. 

j\1CCP-lc: Acciden(lll mscovery 

The follo\Vingmitigaiion·measure isrequfre~fto avoidaoipotenti.tl advets~erfu~~rro~ . 
the proposed project on accidentally !liscover"1 buried or~ul:>tnemed historical .resources 

. as definOd in CEQA Guidelines Section !5064-5(a)(c). Tkproject sponsor shall; 
distribute !he. Plaruiing Department archaeological 1Csotin:e "ALERT" sheet ta ·thepioject 
prune contractor; to any project suboo~u:ru:tor (includfng demolition,. exc.Yation, ~ing, 
foundation; pile drivmg, ~c. fumS);.onitilitles:lirm involved in soils disturbing Sotivities 
wititm the project site. P[ior to. any .so.ils distur~mg activities being undertaken, each . : 
·contmcior is resp<insible for ensuriilgthat the"ALERT"·sheet is circulated to all field· . 
hers6nnel includimi. maclihie-onetatof-s.; field crew, nile drive.Is.,:-suneNismyoersOnnet, 

Respcinsibility for 
.Implementation 

J'roject s~nsor and 
archa001ogical 
corumltant, in 
i:onsultation with ERO. 

Project s]?qnsorto~ _ 
pfcpin'C "/U,ERT" sheet 
llhd provide signed.,· 

· affidaVit from praject 
coniraC~o~~- -- _ · . -· 
subcoritfac!or(s) arid 
utilities .. finn(s} statiog 
.that all field personnel. 
ha,;e receiyed. ~opieS of 

s~lied~1ii .· 

Ptiot to issuB:nce ~ffin~ 
certificate.~[ occupancy; 

·Prior to llhY soll.;. 
,-c;liS.t1:1fbing al?~'4ti~s!-

. .. . Flt~ No. 2011.1122E. 
· 75 Howard Street Project: 
· Motion No. 19449 

Monitoring/Reporting 
Actions and 

· R.Sponslhility 

Archaeologichl "eons"lfu~f. 
sha)l d<:velop a feasible; 
resoµrCe--specific p~gra~ 
for posi-recovery 

, itiforpretati~n ofreso~ces .. 
All plans arid · . . . 

-recommendations for 
iQ!eipretation by the 
Archaeological.consuliant 
sllall be iubffiitted :ru-st·and 
directly to the ERo· for . 
revii:W aDrl coininent, iiiid · 
shall ·be conSidered draft 
repons Subject_ ia·tevisiOn 
uittj( deemed fiiial by ERO. 
ERO to approve final · 
intefP.refation pro~. 
Project sponsor to . . 
.implement an approved fo.i: 
interpretation program. 

Project spon.~r to Pr~vi~e 
signed aflidaviffrcim. 
projeci contractor; 
.. subcontractor(sj and 
utilities fum(s) .to the ERO 
slajiOg tbilt ail field · 
per.lonnel have received 

: : :epics of th~ ~~ER't'· 

· · Page 11 

status/Date 
.. ·Completed 

.. 

ConSidered. 
·complete upon 
installation 'of 
approved· 

· interpretatiory' · 
. program.. 

Considered 
complete upon 
submisSion of 
affidavjt regard!ng 
distnbution of 
Alert sheet. · 



~:1:;;~~~~~~:~~~fe~:~!~·Ji!~~»~~~1na;i4!~itfa~·ERQi 
hat aU fjel4pe~nnel )iay~ recejv~~ i;opi.es 9{.fu~ N.¥It:Sheet,. · • 

u~ict.itlo<l'l)fii9 a:fc~Joi!hilresmi~~ ·~ ~Ii.«itajtkp,Cl~IJiig ap.y ~~; , . · .... ·· 
:aviti-Ofthe project, th,e'pwjec;tl:ieadForiirnjma:Dd/or Jirojec;t; spohsorsfiaJL .... 
'rn'Jtiiftl!e $1lq·ari~ sh.iill iAiIDecHat~li sti~riiia!ly ~oiii4J~l1ihg~ti.Viti~ 
(<irtlie diseoyefy.1ill1:iLtbeERQ hJlli !l~termfu,ed)¥h~ :add,itiol!.aI 1nea!iutes • 
d~en,. · :·.:;.,, 

.:· .. -·. ,. ;' .. · .. · .. : : . ·: ... : ··.:: .:.·::.·:: ' ··::. ··:.: .... ·:· ... :.:· ·:. ..· :.· 

afcJia~ol~gi~:&on~~':sli~!i.~!J~~if.~}~:tiltli~~R.,d~~t,~\1~1\i;ite~ 
i siWfi.CIDi~ ofiiny discoVe~a·ai:cn~eQJogiCal resource imd:cle~cilbmgtbe. 
;Ur -and histo.ri~!if ~~h: m~f9()ci;s. it!liP~~~~a .}n .. ihll · \fr<tl,i~I()~i~~l 

.. .. . 

~~~et~~~ 

.......... 
. . -- . . . . .. ..... ... 

. :::: .. :: -

. · ~neh#e(~~f ·••·· ,· 
ne~sary by the .ERO~ 

.... Filefio, 
'l?f!ow;ird ~ 

.Motf( 

·. ·ko"~:l~~ee;;qn~ 
. R~o~sihilii:Ji · 

Stitt. 
Coli 

.•.•••. •::.•··:·•·············•;:: ....••••....••.••. 
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~!~~~ 

tfiloh'i 
· discov~ 

silSP.eD, 
wiJtk·'!f. 
~f ER~ 

• ,C<)nsl4 
·comp~ 

tt:te~tfi 
• projed 

ari arc)) 

, canstill 
• .th~ pq( 
quiilifij 
ar¢ha.eJ 

il 
be part 

. iu;iil!ae1 



· · . · ': · · :. · · · :. EXHIBIT·l . - ····: ·· . · . ·. ..c 

:Mri.idkrioN MOil.'lTORmG MID REPORTING PROGRAM FOR . . •. > . THE?~HOWARDSTRI;:ET,PROJli;(:T 
Indudes Te,.-t for Ado ted Miti ation l'\'ferumres· and Im rovement Measures 

. . . . . 

MEASURES AD0PT£0AS CONOJTTONS OF APl'ROVAL 
.R<>sponsibilit): tor · 
Implementatfon 

monitoring/data rerovmy program(s) widertaken; ·Information 1haf may put at risk any· 
archaeological resource sball IJe provlded in a sep~ removab1eiosertwi1h.in the fin.U. Project.sponsor and 
repoi;t - · · archaeological 

Ciiniiultwil · 
Copies of: the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO fonl\view and approval'. Once 
approved. by Jl1e. ERO, copfes of jlie.F A.RR "1iitll pe distribµted as f(>llow~! California 
Arcbneological Sit<: .Surv~y Ni>rth\Vest Inf6miafuin.Cen1er (J'!WIC) shall receive one 

· (!)' cilpy and ihe ERO Shall_reecive o.copy of tile !ransmittafof tlie FARR to the NWIC. 
The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department sbajlreceive one. 
l:ioutid ci:>py, 01ie unbound copy and on;ounlecked, seirrchabJe PDF copy on. CD lhree 
copiesofthe,FAllR along with copies of any formal siteTecordation forms (CA DPR. 
523-·SCrie~} and/oi' ~qcuanCitfutloxi rOr ilomiriation tO the Natiorial Register o.f Historic 
PlaceStCalifonria:Register of.Hisiorlcai ResourCCS:. In instance. ofhigb. public lnterest 
oi..inlerpretive valile; tb.o ERO JllliY·retrliire •.different final reRott coriter.t, forma~ 1111~ 
distribution than that. picsentea above. 

M-Cp-3: Paleontological Rc5ources Monitoring a11d ]\Uiigation Program. 
.··· .; -- ·. . -

Jhe projecrsponsor shall retain the.services ora qualified paleontological consultant . 
~av!ng expercise in.Califor~io. pa1eontologyto_·d~~ign nn.d ~mple~en~aPaleo11t~lagical 
Resources Moa.itoring and Mitigation Program (Pfu\1MP) .. ThePRMMP sh•U iocfude 
.a d('.scJ:iptiO_n of when· ~d -'~here-constro-c_ticin IDorlitoring would µe· iequir~d; 
emergency discovery pioceduies; sampling Und data recovery procedures; procedure 
for tpe prCp~tion, iden~f~D.1 -Uitaljrsis~ ~d-~uratio~ ·of fossil.specimens ~d d81a. · 
recovered; preconstructian roa~dination proGodures; and procedures fur.reporting ihe 
res~lts of.the.mortitoring progra_m, .··· · ·.: .. , .. :' . · .. 

The PID.1¥J' s!iail be consistent with ilie.SocieiY ~or Vertebra~ P.aleontofogySiondaro 
Guidelinesfortlie mirlgaaon ofcriristniction-related adverse impacts 1n puleoritnlogical. 
resources imd the req1tinimentS of the desigluitOd rep0Sit01y .for aoy fossils mlleritc1t . 

· During constiuciion;: enrfh-movlng activities shaJl be monitored by a qualified . , 
paleoniological =nsultint ba\ing expertise in Qilifo.rniii paleontology iJ11he areas .\vtiere 
tb.ese activities have.the potential to disiurlJ previously undisrurbed na~ve sediment or 
sediineittary.rocks. lvion:itoringneed·notbc eon~uct<d.inareaswhere !he giourid it.S IJCeD. 
previously dislllrbed,in areas ofaruficial fill, in. oreas under.lain by nansedimeniarpocks,_ 
or iti areas where.a~pose<I sedimentwiluld be buried, buiotbeT\\-IBeyndisturbed. 

Project sponsor and 
.archaeological 
consultant 

Project sponsor ·to 
retain appropriately 
-qualified 
paleontologicfil 
cOilsUttani tO i}repare 
!'~; cilny oiit. 
.~oruloring; and-· 
·rep-ort!n_~ ifrequlred~ 

Schedule· 

When .delermined . 
.necessary hy the ERO; 

Wlicn dctcfritio~d · 
ncCcs.<ary by the ERO; 

Priorto and during 
C.Ons~ction. 

. Fiie No. 101l.l122E 
·7:>Howard Streef Project 

Malian No. 19449 
Page 19 

Monitoring/Reporting 
Actions and' 

R.Sponsibility_ 

:. Status/Dat·e 
Completed· 

Considered 
Archaeokigical cnnsUltmrt . complete.upon .. 
to prepare draft and r-ARR, · ERO •Rproval of 
·and 1D submit FARR.to .FARR .. 
ERO for review-final 
],'ARR. 

Once FARR: approved by 
ERO, project.sponsor ' 

. /art:baeql_ogical consultant 
to enSure diStrihntiOn· of· 
FARR. -

ERO to ·approve final · 
PRMMf. . . 

Considered 
·complete 0pon 
ERO approval of 
FA.j\R,. 

CooSidered 
Coqrgkle ilpDn 
approval o(.linnl. 
PJ™MP: 
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· ation Measures and Ini rovement Measntes) . 
. ' - : .. , ' :· .. : ·:·· . - ' . 

. !\fEAsURES ;\DOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

M-NO-la: N:oise Control Measures During Pile Driving [TCDP EfR .M-N0-2aj 
A set of Site-specific noise attenuaiion:measures shall be·completed under the 
supervision ofa giIBlified acousticaLccinsultonf. These attenu•tion measures shall' 
include asmanvnfthe .following control strategies, and any other effective strategies, 
as" feasible: ·- · · · · · · '· · .. · · 

• The· project spoi>sorshall require"the_ci>n"stiuct_ion confrai:tor to erect temp<lra!y 
plywood'noiSe barriers along the ·bounaaries of the project site to shield piltential 
~ehsi.tiVC.~Pf.!l!s~?re1~c~n.~i~e~eve1s; ·_ · .·· ·: · _ 

•--~-PrOJeci: 'spQnSor- shRii ~uire the _collstriI~tfon:C~ntraCtof tel -~pli::mCnt ~qlliet11. 
. pile-driving iechnology (such as predtjlling ofpiles;.:;Onic pile drivers, and the usi;:: 

ofliiorithanone pile driver to sboi:ten:the total.pile driving duration), where 
.reaSibi~~·in Ca~sideration orgeo.tec~iail Bnd StruCturni"requirerneitts ana J •• 

: ccinditionS: . · · · · · · · · · 

.• • -The j;;~j~t sponsiir sh~Il require tho construction <;enti:ncio~ to moniior the · . 
·-e~e,ctiveness o~no_~-~ttenuation tJ:ieas~~·ny faJdn~ nOise ~CaSU~~nient; _an4 

. .. jb-e project'spons'?r sha~l ~ui~1}lat the p~~~trutjip~ ~_iltrB:C~Q~ llin~~ pi!e dri_ving 
actiy~t~ _to _result i:Ji th_~ leas~Ai~~aii.~_!0 :O:~;~-~~~-ing11S;:~:-:· 

M-NQ..lb: General Constr11£tion Noille ~•11trolM!"l•ures [T_CDP_Em M-N0-2b] 
·to eri.S~·that project n<;lise·fr9nl ~~sttiiCtiOn·octiv~tiC?s is mini~iZed t_o the maximum 
c>.-tent feasible, th~ project sponsor shall undertake the foUowi_ag::. 

•·The -p~j~ct sp~nsor shall rCqt.i~~ the gep.eral -~.n~Cto~ to ensure thBr_ ~quipnieri.t 
·and "trucb. used for project construction.utiliZe the be.st nvailablc·noisc control 
jec~iqUCs (e.·g~Jnip~y'ed 111~ffieij,_ ~quiprtj"t:I)tied_e_sigtl. uie ~f.int:flke .. sile~cci-s, 
aucts, engine eiiclosures.nnd ncoustlcally-ottenuating shields or shrouds,.yiherever 
feasible): .·. · -_ . . · · · · . · . · · . . . 

•· The ~roj~ct sptms~r sbal~ .~equi~e til~·g~~e~ <:'>~~d~f~o 1~~~ ~tat~~~.~~is~; 
.. sour:Ces{such as ooinpressors) ns fu from adjacent or nearby sensitive receptors 

as possibli>, to muffle such noise sourCes, ~nd to construct tiarrie!S around such 
~ourqes ~d/or_ lb~. co~tru~tl~r,i site, ·whi~b cou_ld .ie~qCe C~njtr~ctip1_1 noi~. PY. ~s 

. much as five dBA. J'o further reduce noise, the contractor shall locate stationery 
. cquiPmCnt in p~t areas -~r· excay~d areas, 'if feasible. · 

• The-project·~~~:~~ !.~u~ th~ ~n~I cPntra~~r tO ~·se -4opBct tools (C._g.,_ · 
jack hanimers, pa"ement breakers, and rock drills) that are.hydraulically or 

·' electrically owered :where.ver poSsible tO avoid rioiSe associated with com ressed. 

l'roject sponsm; 
construction 
conlnlcloi(s), and 
qualified acousticai 
·consultant 

·Project sponsor_ and.
construction 
oonttacior(s) 

.Prior fo i-ecciviog 
building permi~ 
Jnc"ocjxirate feasible 
praCtices id.eii~fiea in.M
_NQ-la, under the. 
~uperyisio~ of~ 
quali:fi~d aooUSt~.cal_ 

. oonsnltari~- into the- . 
C.OnstruCtion c:<)ntract 
og..;,~ment doc~ts, 
Control priictiC,:s should 
be implemented 
throµgliouf the pit~ 
driving; d.U\31ion~ . 

PiiOr.to tli~ issuance of: · 
th.-Jiuilding permit; 

: along with 1he · 
'. subniissfon:or 

conStructioh doctµi1ents; 
the pro]ect sponsor shall 
submit lo 1he _Planning · 
·Department andDBI a 
list ofmea.Sures to:: 
respond to ·and track 
co_mplain!s per(aining to 
construction noise .. 

. . .. 
Praje<:t sponsor to· submit' 

. to Planning Departmeu(" 
andJ)epartinentof . 
Building Insp(!Ction (DBI)_ · 
dOcumefltation of · 
compliance of implemented 
control practices that show· 
corist:n.ictiQn Contrador 
agreement 'vith specified 
p·racti~s: · 

P-roject sponsor.to submit 
to Planning Department 
and DBI construction a list 
:of~easureito .respon.d to: 
and irnck c-OmplaintS 
pertafn.iilg ~11oise-: . 

Proj'ect.spi>h.mr to provide 
copies Of contr:B-ct 
doeuments to Planning 
Department that show _ 
construction contractor . 
ogreement with specifieil . 
practices .. 

Consrnercd_ 
compiete upon 
sublnittiit of 
dommteD.tntion · 
ini:orporating. 
identified 
·practices·._ 

Consideml 
eompleie upon 
submittal of 
contra.ct" 
dOc~ents 
in'ct1rpqintiilg 
identified 
prac~ces= 
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EXHIBIT l . 
~flTIGATJON MONITORING KJ..:iJ REPORTINGPROGRAMFOR 
. . . . . . ' . Tfffi 75 HO\VARD.STilEET PROjECT .. ' 

Ini:ludcs Teit for Ado ted l\fitf ation Measures •nd fur rovement Meas~'rc,( 

MEASURES ADOPTED As 1.:;oNDITIONS OFAPPROVAL 

i.f-N0-3t Interlo~ Me~banicarEquipment [from TCDE ETR M-NO.,l e) 

The project sp~nsor shall. req0iie th~t e~ects ofmecniiru;,.Lequipment ~oise on 
adjacent.and nearbynoise'sensiiive uses be<>valuuted by• quii:lified:acousticnl 
. consuliant fil!d that. contra I of iriecllanical noise, OS· specified by the lu:otislii:itl 
consul tan~ be incorporated inio the final project design of new bul1aings·to achieve ·the 

; ·maximum feasibl~ _redli~ion of building equipment' iiaise, co.hsis.tent with Building 
Code and Noise Ordmance requutments and CEQA threshoids, ruch as through the use 
of li:flly noise-inslllat~ ~n~lo~_ures around rrioftop_equipme~taiid!or in~rporation_of 
mechanicaLequipment into.intennedlate building floor(s) .. • 

lif~C-NO-lno Cum~lath'e· Constru~tim1NoiSe Control Mcas;.,.es fICDP filR M-
CcNO]. . . . . . . · . '· · · · 

:The project sponsor'shali coopenne wit!l. a~d-participa~ in any C~-sponsored 
_ constni.ction .noisC ~ntn?l ~pro~_ for the:Trunsit C~~1ei' J?ls~i~ ~l!in-~ea_ ~-r ?their : · 
·.City~sponsored. nreawiae proilnun developed iineduce pciientiafeJfeCts of corisinictioa. 
_no~_~- !~,e pro Jc~~ ;.~~~:u.r~ CI~~!ID~· _of.such)t prognl:m co~lff ~n~!lidc n-~11_'.lnity
liaison P!9gr~ t9.lt!f'?~ residi:;i:1ts and building Oqi!~pants ofupcomi~gGQn~uctinn 
octivitie,,;sfaggering of conslructfon scbedulei sothai ji:irticularJY noi~)' phases·of.worl< 
do not ~)!~~lap a~ n~nrby ,project s~es; ~d:- potentiaJ.ly~ noise and/or yibi"ation. 
monitoring duiing;coost.hictiori BctiVi~C.S'thni: ·are:anticip9.ted-to

0

be·particuitu:lf · 
· . disruptive. . . . . . · . ' .. 

~:- Con~Jrt~iiofi Em~iorj~_fv!inimizatio_'.':Pla~. ~~~tq is.~~lef? ?f a·~n~-~~pn 
·permit; tho project sponsor shall submit a .. Construclion Emissions Minimizofion.Plan 
·(Plail) to !be Emironrrientai Review Officer (ERO) fur-review and a· rovnl b an 

Responsibility for 
}Jnple!Jientati.on 

Project sponsor and 
qualifi<;d acoustical 
consultant 

Proj~ct_sponsor and 
projed construction 

' ·con~ctor(s) . 

project spOnsor ~d 
construction · -
coritractor(s) shall 

Sched11IJO.: 

Prior lifbuildingp<i!Jilit. 
· ·issuar;icL; o qualified 

acoustical consultanf 
shalLc;;,nfi~ that the. 
fatal pr*~! desigll· 
a~-~~v~ the;. m·a?icriutjt 

· feasiblereduction of 
bun"ir~g Cql1ipllie~t.nOise 
to rilinimize effects of 
the piupased project•; 
~7~h~iC~I equip~ent 
n~~~-4?11.ndj~~µ~ nnd 
-ne~br_noise-~~~-ive· 
uses.· 

. .. 
. Pri.or .~ and, dt,1.~in·g 
proje_Ct_CoDsti-~C;Uon 
activities oft.he propose{ 
project: :ind ongoing -
dµrlng bundirig ~ · 

· 6=pancy for-the 
dufa_Uon tif cti~uctiori 
:.ii;ti.Viiie~---~Jthln-the· 
Transic Center District 
Plan~ 

Prfor1o the 
commencement _of . 
construction activities~· 

. File No, 2011 :1122E 
'75 Howard Street Project· 

·Motion No. 19449. · 
_P"!le23 

J.fonitoring/Reporting 
Acti(\DS and . . 

Responsibility · 

Project' siJoriSoi shalt . 
subrrlrt \1erificatlO'[l to the"' 
Pl.i.;ning ri.,PartrrientMd 
DBI from a g11aHfiea . 
ncousticiil consultant thai: 

.. recommend ·measllres to 
nmuce noi~ effec!S fuiin 
tnec;hani~l Cqlllp'weni 
rioi~ haVe· been · · · 
impleme~ted irito~ih.e final 
_projec~ des~gQ1 

. Projecrsponsor.shait . 
: participate in aey City'. 
~ sponsored co.nstiuctj0:il 

noi;;., Gontrol prograDi; if 
h~c~ssafy~ 8i:iq llnp1ement 
tipplicable. e~en~entS-ai·a 
r!"'iilt ofsiJ~h prograri\; 

ProJe.ct SJ:>oriSru/¢Qritril~t0r 
to_subIJJit·a Co.nStroCtiorl 
EmissiOns·Minimization 

Status/Dnte 
:. Com.pleted 

Considered 
complete up·on 
$Ub)l1itialof · 
confirmation "from : 
ncousti61 
co~Sultanf thai. · 
rueaSuies have ·. 
beCn in~rporated_ · 
iato the final 
project de~ign.. 

Coi:S.i.de.re~ ... . 
.complereupon 
submi.ttalof 
~oi:i~P~ 
documeritS fo tlie· 
~~Ilg 
Depar1m~nt nnd. 

-submitial of 
.do~urnentntion 
aeStgnating -
cruilP1i1rnce \vith 
Cicy:,Spoiisored 
constru_ction 
-Control i>;ogram. 

Considered 
compleic upon 
·ERO/Planning 
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·· . · · EXHIBIT l : · ·. · 
MITIGATIOi-1 MONITORING AND }lEPORTING PROGRAM.FOR. 

. THE 75 HOW ARD STREET PROJECT 
(Incl~des Texffor Ado ted Miti ation Measures ~nd Im r<ivement Measures.· 

· l\tEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Al' PROV AL 

· iii. ·If an exceptionjs grantedpu,rsuant lo A(l)(c)(ij), the projeci spon5or 
. . . :shBll provide the next cleanest .piece of ofl::road equipmeni as provided 

by the step down scheduies iri Table 4.G.6; ·· · · · 

Table 4;G,6.:. Off-Road Equipment Compliance Step-down 
s.chedu[e . . . . 

Compliance 
A!ternatjve 

Engjli~ Emission:. 
Standard 

-Emission!. 
Control 

1 

3 

Tier2· 

Iier2 

ARBLevel2'· 
· VDEC.s 

· ARB Level 1 
. VDECS. 

Alteroative 
Fuel•' 

How to u!e the.tab!~ Iftlu; requirements of(A)(l)(b) 
cannot be me~-th~ the-proji::~ spqnSo.r would need to 
meet Compliance Ahenia:tiYe L ·Should the·w>ject 
sponsor not be able to. supply off-road eqwp[Ilenf: 
meeting Compliance Alternative I; tbeii. Coinpliaoce 
i\irernative 2· would nee if to lie .met. Should the 

·project sporisornotb~ ahle fo.silpplyoff.road. 
·,equipment meding·cOmpliance Artemni:ii•e.2, jl\eri. 
··.compliance Alteniativ~ 3 '\vonld need fu lie met,'· · 
. •. Alteriiatiye fuels ore. not a VDECS, 

· 2. The project sp<>psor.sball require the jdfuig liriie for ofl'.·road and orrill.iid,. 
·equipment be limited to no more than tWo min'iites; e><ceptas provided in . . . 
exceptions to tJ>eapplicabl~ State i;egulations i:esaroing idling for<;>Jf-roiid ~cl. 
on-road ·equipment. Legible and visible signs shill! beposled in multiple 
languages (English, Spanish, Chinese) in designated queuing areas and at the 

, construction site to.Temind OperatOi-s of the two :min.ute idling limit 

3.. The project sponsor shall requir:i: that constiuciion operafor5 pfoperly maintain 
.·and tune eq~ip.mentin accOrdB.nce. v.,.ith nlanufacttlrer specifications. --- ·-· 

.,Responsibility for 
· Implementation 

. . . . 
FileNo.::1.0U.li22E. 

75 Howard Street Project 
Motion l:fo •. 19449. 

. Monlt~rlng/Reporting ,' 
Actions and 

Responsibility 

Page25 

·si~tus/Datc. · 
Completed 
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l;'1an stiaV li1c!_µd~. estimates o±;~lie,: cons.tniction Jin:ielille by phase with ·a: 
:ripti()n of ~6hpi~¢ o (q'ff'-ro~d -~~m<;ntfequired foJ.'evefyC , . · · 
!l!:Uc;tfonj>li!15e; _·O.U:road:equipment.deilcriptl9ilS•andinfomUilion:tr\aY 
ude,:but is hotJirtUted w: ~u3_pln.ffi:ittyJ)!:, equipiJieilfJ'iiantifa:cJ:Uref;· · ·' .. 
tpnienfide~tifi~tfo~ nii'rri1*r,• engin_e lJ10def y~ffi,; erigine certi:flca't!on (l'ier 
i~). liorsepbwef:i eilgure5e!°ia:,lit_\iii!bet, iinde*pe_pye(i fu~)).r~@iµi\i ~o~~; ·: 
peratiOii- Fiu;VDECSJi:is:thll~:Ct~hiIDIO'gyfyf1e~seriiil pumqer; :ffiake-;. 

?~~~;lf£~~ai'.f$kt~:'"· 
- . . .. ~-- . . 

:Piiio. sJiail be kept rin-Site · ~d ~;aiiabl~for reVi~w by. any 'pe;s6~ •. , 

l~~~:k~-~&.~~::tili~~~;i~e:~r~~J:µi~!ft$0W;~;J:n.ari&-· 
iY to t¢{[ue~ta,copf of the.Pliiri. The projectspqnsor; ~}iallprpY:i<l~ s0piq<. 
Ian.to n1eml5erS ofthe:pJ!b1ic'11E.req_u6.sted. ·· · ~ .. . 

~~j~i~tw'!~l!i~$"-i~~ ,;: .. 
marfv.ifud~;iepoi;ifug sb.all iri6Iqde'tb:e actiiatariioµIit ohltemative-fti~l '·' · 

[~1itzf&€iii~1e 
;n;A('J'.), ·Jn iidilit;iori"' 16~ off~J:oad eqtiipmeiJ(usiµg a1temative fuefs,, · 
~ifali)nCiJtide ili~.li~ai ~m.9µti~:~f~f.teriafiv~'fil~t\{s:~iL : , ~ ' ••: · • 

.... . - ... . ' . ,- . . 

~;~~~~;f,i~z~~T;ft~~~t4.!':~~J::1;j~c~~;t;~e~t~~0f•••. 
(2) .allapplicab~e ,-equ;rem:ents' of:fue.,Plan ha'i;'eJleen incorp(if.ite4 iiJ.~o 
pe~ifi~ons/ - · · · · · · · · ·· ·· · · · 
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. EXH(BlTl ·. . . ·· 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND Rll:PORTING PROGRA.1'1 FOR 

THE 75 HOW ARD sTREETPROJECT, . 

File No. 2011.1122E' 
75 Hi>ward Street Project 

MotfonNo .. 19449 
·· · Page 27 

. ilcludes Text for Ado ted Mit' ation Measures and Im roveinent Measures 

l\IBM>URES .ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS. OF APPROVAL 

M-AQ-4u: Bert Available Control .Technology for.Diese!Generators [TCDP EIR 
M-AQc3J · 

All die:;ergenerafors ;.b;,11 hiive engines that(!) me~t Tier 4 .Ffual or Tier 4 Iilforim 
emission standards, or (2) meet Tier2 emission standards end are equipped with a· 
California ARB, Level 3 \'.Orified D[esel Emissions Control Sh:ategy (VDECS).' 

M-AQ-4b: Air Filtration. ):.Ii?asures [TCDP EIRM-AQ-2) 

Air Filt~al~im /.,~d Jl-~ii!~~i:m R'equf~~eni~f~f Se~s;~ive· ~and rJ_~s .. -Pil~r ~ -~~ipt of 
imybuildingpermit, the proj~t sponsor shall. ~J1li! a:ventilallo1fplaJ\ for.the proposed 
building(s). The ventilation plari shall sbowthlit the buildingveI1tilation system 

-_renloves at least sq:~erce~t O~th.e·oµtfi~r~¥2.S ~-on~ntt:ations.fr'Qrliha~it~le. ~Ieas: 
and be designed by nn engineer certified.by A.sH!lAE [theAmericanSociety of 
Heating, Refrigeration and Air Conditio.riing Engineer8], who shnll ]lfOl'lqe a Written 
report documenting lhabhe syStem ineets the so percentperfonnance Staridard .... 
identified in this measure alid :<lifers the best available teclmology to minimize outdoor 
t~:itid0ortrans1:nission ~·fairpo_llutio·n..:- - - · · 

'Mainteiul~ce Pian; Prior to receipt of any building pe,;.,i~ the pioj~ct'~ponsor shall' 
Presei1t a plan thiµ ensfileS ongoing ~aintbri:aD.Ce~rorthe v~tilatio~Ilrid filtration_. 
systems.:· . 

1 
' 

~--" D~~i~;Jr~)~--~~y~;~'.~~d··re/11~;~£:. _Tie·p~je~f ~~Ilsor ~hali ~l~ erisu~·:tij~ :.- : · 
· disclosure to buyers (lind renteral that the building is located in iiv aren.with. 
··.existing sources of air poliution and as such, the ·building includes. an airiiltratlon 

aud ventilation system dci:igned .to remove.BO percent ofoutdoor particulate 
·. matter and shall infornrnccupants oftlte proper use of the.installed air filtration system . . - . . . . . . - - . 

,Responsibility for 
·Implementation 

Projeci spiinsor 

Project 5ponsor 

··: . ···. :'.'"· 
rroJCctS?Oasor.or.:: 
building muimgement 
reg_~nlniive_~ -

Schedule 
'· Monitorillgin.eporting · 

. . Actio11S and . , 
ReSporisibility 

Stiitiismate 
.COiiJpleted 

Prior to huildingpermit . 
issllance. 

Project sponsor sh ail 
submit doeu~entation to . 

·the l'innning Depwirrient 
verifying best availiible 
control technology for all 
installed diest<l generaton. 
on !he project site. 

Considered 
compJCte upon: 
sutiriiittal of 
do~uµien'tatiQn i.o. 

. the Planning 
DepDrtm6nt. 

Prior to rec:blving 
builaing pennit. · 

PrfOrt~~~~~fu:. 
· ~ptivitiesorpotential 
buyers orrenters. 

Projec; sporiSor'siu;ii' 
submit aii air-filtration and . 
vCntilatiOn plan,· ~d . 
maintenance plan to tlie 
l' Janning Department 

. ·:·· .. : . 
. . ... 
.. :. : .: .. . 

.· · .. ·:·· :·-;· . 

<. ::',: .. 
. .. . .. 

. . . . -

ConsidCred
coinpie~e·upop.. 

Planning 
Department· 
rf:View-alld 
approv~I b)> the 
air-filtration and 
1'entikiion rlan, 
and ID3.inte0B.nce· 
pl"'!; 

t1:~e~:t'!P%l~~~~ _ , Mc1~;;t;; · .:· . 
. .. . docu.m_· .. e;,. 1· .. • sh. an. be shall provid.e disclosures to . 

bµyers (and ren1ers) ·that provided.to buyois 
th<; bwldiDg is liicated in an and renters for the 

duration of' 
mea With exiSting sourees bulldhlg 
of air pollution, and th~t lhe · 
building includes an air· · occupancy c 
filtration 8nd ventilation 
:S~s-tein desfgned:fo Iem0:ve_ 
BO pereent ofoutdoor 
j)artjc1:Jiate n;w.tt~r. 
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~:~~~~J~~~~m~~;=-t~ti~~~£Jti~6tl~~~~~:·•. 
rasfrike iil)pact,Sj i:iJ.cfoding):irit ,riot 'fiffiitW:Jo•tlle ·rouoWing iJtefisU'J:eS.~:. 

e bu ii ding lighting IroIIi ~Jd'er1ilr. s6ufoes J,Y: • ·. 
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. . . 
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_profeef spQ~SQ~ arid ... 
atcliitectshall·corifoni:t •. 

~~a:!:?~. . ' . 

review., 
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Plannmgnep~entano ~prQli 
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. · EXHIBIT1 ' .. 
MITIGATION MONITORING: AND REPORTING PROGRAJ\<IFOR 

'rlri 75IlmVARD STREET PROJECT .. . . 
focludcs.Text for Ado ud Mitiuation Measure$ and Im rovement Measures 

. . . . 
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIOf'iS OF APPROVAL 

upligbting and avoidup·lig)tting ofrrioJiop an1ennae and other tall equipmen~· 
as w~ltas of any" deporalive featufeS; 

· . o Installing inoti<in-sensor .lighting; 

. Ci Utilizing.minimuir(wattn.¢e fixtures to achievere<iuired lighting levels, 

• Recluce b1u1ding lightmg from interior sources by: 

. o D~ing · ligh~ in fobbie~ ~~rlmeier cirClllation areas; a~d atria; 

o Turning off all uniiecessncy ligntfug by 11 :-00 p.m. through sunrise. especially 
dt1rfug peakmigrati;,n periods (mid-March to early June and· late AuguSt 
tlirot1&l:Llate October); 

o Utniting :wtomatk c.onlrolS (motion sensors, Photo-sensors, etc.) to slmt oft 
-Jtghts in the evening when·n~ Cme is p~s~ntf : - · . 

: Encouraging the n5e oflocalizcd task lighting to r.educe tlie need f6r more 
: ~~xteD~~'!e. ~verlie?rl llghtirig; 

· o Schedulingniglii!y maintenance to co.nclude by ll:OO p.in.; and, 

· . o Ed\lcating buil4i~g .d<leuts amf~tlie~user5 ~b'outtbedangers ~i'nigh.l fighting 
ni birds.. · ·· · · · · · · 

. Tho project sponsor of any development project in the TCDP area shall eusure thHf any 
building :PI~ed far: dcniolition i;>r renovation 1s surveyed fC?r Jw:.aTdOus. bllilding . 
materials includingl'CBccol}1Diiiing clei:irical cquipment,fluorescent light ballasts 
containing·rcBs or DEHP, imdilnaiiscent.Jighl tubes c0ntainingnieri;ury.vapors:; 
These.lllllierials shall be.removed and properly disposed of prior to.the start of . 
rlen).olitjoq.or.rericivution. Old light ballasts.that are proposed to be removed ilming 
renovation shail be evaluated for th" presence of PCBs and in the case where1he· 
presence ofi'CBs in the> light ballast cannot be verified,. th;ey Shall be ruisiimedro. 
containI'CBs,.and handled lltld disposed of0s sueh. according to appnc;;u,1e l'l~vs l!lld, 
regulations; Afiy olhoc hazardous bui!ding.rriaterials identified either before 6r a·uring· 
demolition or renovation shall be nhaied according m Federal, Srntii, and local.iaws and 

· regulations. 

· ReS.ponsihility for l 

)J:nplementation 

·project sponsor .. Prior to any demolitlon 
or cOnStructian activities. 

. .. 
.. .. . . 

. . File N:C., toii.11i:iE. 
75 H<>ward S!reefl'roject· 

MotionNo •. 19449 
l'age29 

MnnitorlnglReportiog 
· ·Actions and · 

Responsibility 

. ff necessaty, 11ie project 
sprinsor to.pr:o,vide-. 

.ba:zardous materials survey 
Blld abatement results to ·fue 
P1afinioil Department ind 
SFbPH, . 

Status/Date 
: Completed 

,Considered. 
co_~pl_e~~ _11po~ · 
submiunf or 
ahati:mciit [eslllts;. 
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. · · ·· .. : . . : · . EXHIBIT 1 · · · · . 
1\1iTIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
•.. . .. TIIE75HOWARDSTREETPROJECT 

n<ludes Text for Ad.o ted Miti!!:ation Measures a·nd Im ~ovemeiit Measures 
. . . . .. . 

M:tASOOS ADOPIBD AS CONDITIONS Ofi'A.PPROV AL 
A vehicle queue is defined.as· one or more stopped vehicles.<lestined to the project 
garagebioddng airy portion ofihc Ho,Vard Street sidewalk.or road~y for ·a» . 
coriseCutlve·period-0f thrcC_ mlitutes or longer oil. a· daily of weekly basis, or fOr more 
ihan five.percent.of any 60-minute period. Queues could be cau5ed by unconstrained 
parkillg·demand exa:edingparking spaci> or valelfmechanical parking system 
capaciiY; vehicles. waiting for safe gapsin higli volumes of pedestrian (Tallie; car or 
truck.corigeStion within ~e. pilrkipg gaiage nr load.in& Bre:a; or B. Combina~On_o{thi;.se of o~ facto~' ·~ . . . . ' 

A.substantiaipedesWwn:o~flfot is deflned liS a eondition. whe~ driveci ofmbound 
andforou!bonnd vehicles, frustrated by the )ackof safe gaps in pedestrian-lraffic, 
1'nsafeJy. merll.e their vehicle acr~ss 1he side)valk wtu1e pedestriaDS are pre.sent and 
force pedestrians to stop or change direction. to avoi<f contact with the vehicle, and l or' 
c_oiftact be~en: pedestrians and the ve.hic!e would_ occur. . . . 

if vehicle queues or substantial conflicts occur, the owne;/operato; of the fucilify shaif 
employ abatement methods as. needed to abate the queue and for oonflicL . 
Appioprmte abatemeritruethoC!S wo'U!d vary ctependillg on ttie crn,;,~cteristi.cs and 
causes.O~lhequeuJ> and conflict. Suggested abatement methods inchµle but are not 
limited to th<> following: ri:desiga, offaci1ify1o improve :vehlcie cii;culatfon and /or 
.011-sifu queuecapacify; enii>Joyinenfof apditiona) .valet att.endants or imp.roved 
mecbanical_parking system; Ilse ofolf-site parking .fuci!ities or sllared pitrldng with 
. nearby uses;·iravel demand miinagement ~tiategies sue Ii as addiiiorial. hfoycle j>W-_king 
Or TCSi_rl~~,,~itor ~liut~~s;.Paf~g ~enw~d ma~ageIDint ~a~gies such.a~ _tiJAe-:-nf:-· 
di\Y 'parking surcharges; and I or limiting h9urs of access .to the project di-iveway 

.i:lurillg periods ofi>eakpedestnan iiaftlc. . .. .. . . . . .. 
- . - . 

~the-~l~lng :D~ctor, ·o~ hls or her d_esi_gnee, silspects_-t:h.at·~~cIC_:ci.~eu~ or n 
substantial conflict are present, the Planni.ng DepitrtJnent°sfiajjnqtify the.property 
owner in writing: The owner/operator shall hire. qualified transportation'consultant; 
to evaluate the Crin.di)ions at the site for no less1han seven deys' The. coJisullilrit shall. 
submit a report io the Department documenting corrditfons. U1'on revievi oftlte 
rep0rt, ttie Depaitriteiit shlill detcnnine ~~eth.er or not ~eµesan~ I or a sub~!anti!il 
conflict exists, and sball notify the garage owner/operator. ilfthec·dei.enitination in 
Writing. . . . . . 

. . 
Ifihe_·bepaitmeni: determines that' queues or a sub~~tl31 confliCt do ex.is( ~pan·· 
nofilicaiion, the .facility ovlner/operatorshall have 90 days from thi; date o_ft.he·)"fitten 
determination to c otit cibatement measures. If after 90 -da •s the De arlmerit 
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Completed 
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,.. · .- '· . · EXHIBIT1. · ··· ·· · ' .. · ··. . 
MITI<;ATION M_ONlTORING ANDREPORTING PROGRAM }fOR . 

. . . THE 75 HOWARD STREET PROJECT . . . 
triil~des Textror Ado .tedMiti.:atlon Measures~nd Im rovementMeasures 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL. 

l"TR-G: l'ro\•isiwi of Bicycle Signoge and fnformation 

As an improvement mea5ure to facilitate bicycle !ravel the proJ.;.,t sponsor )~ii .add 
:aJipropriaie sigaage' apd informatiOn iw'near biCycle parkiOg ~aS describing access tO. 
local bicycle routes _and eritries/eiits fo ..nd fn:im th!' bicycle parking area; -

.I,TR-1:. Sidewalk Widening-
.. . - - ·-·· :. .. . . .. 

TO improv~-p~d~an c~a~tlons in -the·_area and.to fucu-itate· pedestrian mo\•effient in 
fun;1t <?~the project si~ the project sponsor would wo:i;ic"ith. P.Ianning: DepartmenJ,~ 

. SFMTll, and DPW to consider the potential construction ofa wider ·sidewalk on· the 
south side afHoWllJ'd Street The souih sid.ewalk would bewidened by. iippmximaiely 
7 fee~ from ihe an existing width of about 13'.5 feet ta .approximately21.5 feet; 
starting at the west edge of tbe Project site.and e?dilnding east tbi-ough the proposed 
Steuart_ Street .l'laza, and onfo-Tue Embaicadero. The project sponsor would be 
ri:quiied to fund the de~gti and i:on~ction of this imprcivemenl'; · 

To filcilitate passenger di-tip offs aoci plckrips, th~ existing 16-foot-wide sidewalk 
\VOuld be \\'idened fuLan app_roxfnja)e lengtl) of35 feet atthe proposed.curbside \\'bit~ 
zone in front of' the re5inurant entnillce_ near Steuart Street. ThuS; the sidewalk _ . 
wideniilg would ei..iem:! fur, a totnl dishiace"ofapproximateiy 2J3 feet, 115 _ft ftotn the 
west edge in Steuart Stri:ei. excluding the proposed _passenger zone; 7 6 feet through 
the proposed $teuartStreet PlBZB/aod 82 feettp The Embarcadero;-

: ... : .- ... ' ... :. ·' .:.-... ··- . -· . 
This improvero~nt measure \\'ould require that the pro_posed-:i,4'foot wide curb cut that 
-provideS-access into tlle B.Sement Level I padcingcgarage and "loading docks be 
·widened to about 26. feet, in order to :fucilitllle truck tuming_!Jlovements Jn and out of 
the building. · · · - ·· · · '. ·' . ' 

This improvement measiire would also reqllire the addi):ionnl e.liinfoatii:in ~f four. 
iuiininobileand IY.•o moiqreycle metered spaces Olllhe siiu1b'side of;!ioward Street 
(l:w</ automobile spaces In front of the project site, and. two autOmobiJeand two_ _ 
motorcycle spBC-\'S west o:LSteuart Street),-res\J!ting·lrr the elimination of a total of 1$ 
automobile and fyJo motorcycle metered spai:es by the proposed project and the two 
variants, The inereiise iii parking utilization created ~Y the C:!iminaoon afthese on
Slr<et spai:es would ada to 1he_ expected parking deficits ln the area dtiiing the .niiddaji 
period, but would be expected to be accommodated by· other existing on.-street spaces 
in the area durin · the evenin -· eriod; The arldi1 deficits associaiCd \villi the 
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··. ··. . ··· ·'·. · ... : EXHIBLT 1. · :. : .'·. · . ·. :. 
MITJGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 

TUE7s.UOWARO STREET PROJECT . 
. . . Ori dudes Text forAdonted Miti!!ation Measures and Tulprovenient Measures 

'~1EA~~i~,ES ADOPTED AS CONDITIO~ OF:APPJlOYAL 

I'. TR~L: CE~panded Tra.flic. c.ontrol Phin ro.r :Construction 

-To r~dU·~,P.otenti:ni confl_icts betwee~:_cotistruc~fori ac~V.i~es nnd pedcstri~, _transit 
and_ vehicles.at the pmject site, the J>rojectsponsor and pro]ect contmctorn:ould be · 
required tffprepare a Traffic Control P.len (fCP) for the project.coiJst:ruction period! 
Jn ilddition to. the smndard elements of the: TCP sucb .•• coordination \\1Lh the 
SFM_TA'. DPW, SM franciS&i Fii:e D~partmenl;-etc., and-th.,- mandatory eompliaoce 
.with the;s'anFrar.ci.fco Regulatfonsfr:ir Work#Jg.in San franciscaStreitr (the "B.ltie 
Book"), the expao.de:d. TCP oould include: -

• .fmpf~entation~fany necessary lane-closures during times ihai. avOid the·a.~. 
nnd p.m: p~nk eanimute.periods; . . 

:·· ·- ·---, - . . . - -

. ·-.• · StatiOni.ng ofuniforaled off-duty $~ "Vrancis,co F'olk~.offi~e~ af various, 
. . . Jo cations to fuCJlital<> the movem.ent Of J?"destrians, bicyclisls and lTI!nsit vehicles 

~ ,SChc:d11ting ofci;nstrociii:>1:t !riicli trips during hours of the day other than rl1e 
peak morning and-evelllng'com1mite periods;..;,d . ' . : . 

:f_,Deyc}~P,~~tit of ~yo-~UCtiO_n_~Cti~1ties plan:so ·that certain a_C_tlV.iti~S SU-Ch -a~ . 
pile driving do.Jiot ru;ot\rrb tlieMunl M~!'o tuni17l located west of the project si1e: 

·1.:.TR_.~1! .C(u·~oot-~tlcl TniDsit AccCss rot ¢om1tn1d.i!m \~nrkel-r;-

-~s ~ i~Pro~eine~ mCm."-ure-lo m~i,Ze pa~$ tlem~d and Veh-iCie trips .assodute<i 
wit11 c~nstruction wor~IS,-the constructJon _Contracfor would ihc[tide ·mei1iods.to 
e11courage enrpooling nnd. tninsitascess to. the project site by oonstructio11 workers llS 
part ofa <;'o·nstruction Management }'Ian, · ·· · · · · · · 

:,- -, ,- - . ' -~ ' .-

1-TR-N' ProjeefCons.truction 1Jpda!es farAdjacent Bus.inesses and Residents· 

~ an.ltnprOvement ~llsuieti>i$~·co1istiucticln.:impilct~ on-::tc.~ fonesroy::; 
locatio~ the project sponsor would provide nenrby residences' and ndjacent , . 
.busi1,1esses with f!!gulndy-upctate~ info'miation regardiogpmject conitrm:(io~ · 
including construction activities, peak-ci>nstruction \'ehicle nCtivilfes cc:g:, cb.ricreie 
pours}, travel lM• closures,parkllig l_aneand sidewalk closures: Aw•b site could be 
created by project sponsorthnt would prov]de current eansiruction infonnation ~{ 
iiiiCresi t9 neighbors; as well as con!iictinfonnalfon for specilic·constructinn inq~iries 
arconcernS, ' · -· . - . ' 
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. . . 

. 'NOTtCE OF SPEGIA4 RESTRJCTION~ LINDE~ THE PLANNING CODE 
. . . ·. : : . :·:. : :·· '' ... = .. ···.. . .. ::· . . . 

. . . · .. The u.seofsaidpr6perty contrary to these~pe~lafresirictions shah constifutl3 a vl~lation ot the . 
. Planning Code, and no release, modification or elimination cif theserestrietions:sball be valid unless 
notice thereof is recordeclonthe Land8r;:!cords by the Zoning Administrator of theCity'arrcj Coµnty · 
of San FrancisGo; excep~ that in the eve[Jtihat the zoning _standards above atemodified_so as to be 
·1ess restrictive and the ·.uses therein restricted are thereby permitted: arid in Conformity With t~e 
provisions of ttie Planning Code, this docµmentwould ho longer be in eff~ct and would be 'null and void, · · · ·· · · ·· · · · · · ·· · ·. . . 

. -- . . . -

· ...•.. /[~,;/·~~··,{~/ 
·. -~!'"~ .. · : ·.· h ••••••• •• ' ~___::_____ - . '-<:-===.. 

(Signature)· .(f'rin\ed Narrie) 
. . . 

. Dated:_·_·-...------- -.--'---· .at .. _-----,.,....---~-~_.. Carifornia. · 
(~ify). 

(Signature) 

Dated: -----------'-'•2 .... 0_· ____ at_~------.....,,..--.,..-~.·ca.Iifornia. · 
(t.v'lontti, Day) . . (City); 

Each signahirefoust ~·acknowl~dged by a ifotafyJiUblic b~fore retordatioh; add Notary 
P1,1bii~ Cer:tificatipn(s) and Official Nq~rial $eal(s}~ · 
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE 

RECORDING REQUESTED BY 

And When Recorded Mail To: 

Name; Ralph DiRuggiero 

Address: One Market Plaza 
Spear Tower Suite 4150 

. City: .··.· .. ·. ::safi. Francisco ...... ··- . 

State: CA ZIP: 94105· 

1111111111111111111111111111111111111111111 Ill 
San Francisco Assessor-Recorder 
Carmen Ch~ Assessor-Recorder 
DOC- ~016-K285544-00 
Check Number 8136 
Tuesday, JUL 12, 2016 15:18:38 
Ttl Pd $57.00 Rcpt# 0005409475 

okc:/KC/1~1s 

{Space f>..bove This Line For Recorder's Use) 

I (We) RDF 75 Howard LP , the owner(s) 
of that certain real property situated in the City and County of San Francisco, State of California more 
particularly described as follows: (or see attached sheet marked "Exhibit A" on which property is more 
fully described): 

BEING ASSESSOR'S BLOCK: 3741; LOTS: 031 & 035 (PARCEL 3); 

COMMONLY KNOWN AS: 75 HOWARD STREET; 

hereby give ~otice .that there are special restrictions on the use of said property under Part II, Chapter II 
of the San Francisco Municipal Code (Planning Code). 

Said Restrictions consist of conditions attached to Conditional Use Application 
No. 2011.1122XVCUA authorized by the Planning Commission of the City and County of San Francisco 
on September 3, 2015, ·as set forth in Planning Commission Motion No. 19451, pursuant to Planning 
Code Sections 303 and ·151.1 to allow accessory off-street parking in excess of principally permitted 
amounts, in connection with a pr_oposal to constmct a new, 20-story-over-basement, approximately 
220-foot tall, 284,300 gsf building containing approximately 5,824 gsf of ground floor commercial 
space,, with 133 dwelling-units and 100 off-street parking spaces, on a site that currently contains an 
above grade parking lot within the C~3-0(SD) Zoning District and the 200-S Height and B.ulk District. 

The restrictions and conditions of which notice is hereby given are: 

AUTHORIZATION 
This· authorization is to grant a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Plarming Code Sections 303 
and 151.1 to allow accessory off-street parking in excess of princip~lly permitted amounts, in connection 
with a proposal to construct a new, 20-story-over-basement, approximately 220-foot tall, 284,300 gsf 
building containing approximately 5,824 gsf of ground floor commercial space, with 133 dwelling-units 
and 100 off-street parking spaces, on a site that currently contains an above grade parking lot within the 
C-3-0(SD) Zoning District and the 200-S Height and Bulk District, in general co"nformance with plans 
dated April 30, 2015, arid stamped "EXHIBIT B" included in the docket for Case No. 2011.1122XVCUA 
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE 

and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on September 3, 2015 
under Motion No. 19451. This authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the property 
and not with a particula.r 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 Septemper 3, 2015, under Motion No 19451. 

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 19451 shall be 
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit 
application for the Project. The.Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional 
Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications. 

SEVERABILITY. 

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

CHANGES AND·MODIFICATIONS 

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator. 
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a 
new Conditional Use authorization. 
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE 

Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting 

PERFORMANCI: 
1. Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years 

from the effective date of the Motion. The Department o( Building Inspection shaUhave 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 co1!lpliance1 contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

2. Expiration and' Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year 
period has lapsed, the Project Sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an 
application for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for 
Authorization. Should the Project Sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit 
application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of 
the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of 
the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the. extension of time for the continued 
validity of the Authorization. 
For information "about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 41/)-575-6863, 
www.sf.-planning.org-

3. Diligent pursuit. Once a Site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence 
within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued 
diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider 
revoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since tills Authorization was 
approved. 
For information '.about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
. www.sf.-planning.org 

4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs shall, at the Project Sponsor's 
request, be extended by the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the Project is 

delayed by a public agency, an appeal or a legal challenge and only by ihe length of time for 
which such public agency, appeal or challenge has caused delay. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf..planning;.org 

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

6. Additional Project Authorization. The Project Sponsor must obtain a Variance from Section 140, 
as 39 of the 133 dwelling-units do not meet the Planning Code requirements for exposure, and 
Section 145.1, as the proposed driveway does not meet the Code requirements for width of 
parklng, and loading access, and must satisfy all the conditions thereof. The Project Sponsor must 
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also obtain a Conditional Use Authorization, purs1,1.ant to Planning Code Sections 155.1 and 303, 
to allow access9ry off-parking in excess of principally permitted amounts. The conditions set 
forth below are additional conditions required in connection with the Project. If these conditions 
overlap with any other requirement imposed on the Project, the more restrictive or prot~ctive 
condition or requirement, as determined by the Zoning Administrator, shall apply. 
For informati.on about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-975-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org. 

7. Transferable Development Rights. Pursuant to Section 128, the Project Sponsor shall purchase 
the required nuni.ber of units of Transferrable Development Rights (TDR) and secure a Notice of 
Use of TDR prior to the issuance of an architectural addendum for all 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 requirement shall be determined based on drawings submitted with the 
Building Permit Application. 
For information about compliance, contact the Planning Department at 415-558-6378,_ 
www.sf--planning.org 

8. Transit Center District Mello-Roos Community Facility District. Pursuant to Section 424.8, the 
Project Sponsor shall participate in the Transit Center District Mello-Roos Community Facility 
District for the development, as it exceeds an FAR of 9.0 to 1. The fee shall be determined based 
on drawings submitted with the Building Permit Application. 
For information about compliance, contact the Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf.-plmming.org 

9. Improvement and Mitigation Measures. Improvement and Mitigation measures described in 
the MMRP attached as Exhibit 1 of the CEQA Findings Motion associated with the 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. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, · 
www.sf.-planning.oi-g. 

DESIGN 
10. 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 Department prior to 
issuance. 
For informati.on about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org 

11. Street Trees. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138.1, the Project Sponsor shall submit a site 
plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the Site Permit application 
indicating that street trees, at a ratio of one street tree of an approved species for eve1y 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 shali be 
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evenly spaced along the street frontage except where proposed driveways or other street 
obstructions do' not permit. The exact location, size and species of tree shall be as approved by 
the Department of Public Works (DPW). In any case in which DPW cannot grant approval for 
installation of a tree in the public right-of-way, on the basis of inadequate sidewalk width, 
interference with utilities or other reasons regarding the public welfare, and where installation of 
such tree on the lot itself is also impractical, the requirements of this Section 428 may be modified 
or waived by the Zoning Administrator to the extent necessary. The Project currently shows the 
installation of ten of the fifteen required street trees, with an in-lie~ fee requirement applicable 
for five street trees. The.Project shall install the ten (10) street trees and pay the in-lieu fee for the 
five (5) trees as-. set forth in Condition Number 23 below, unless the installation of the 10 trees 
proves infeasible; in which case the Project shall pay an in-lieu fee for any of the 10 trees not so 
installed. 

'Also, as required for all street trees within the C-3 Zoning Districts, new street trees shall have a 
minimum 2 inch caliper, measured at breast height; branch a minimum of 80 inches above 
sidewalk grade; be planted in a sidewalk opening at least 16 square feet, ·have a minimum soil 
depth of 3 feet 6 inches; and include street tree basins edged with decorative treatment, such as 
pavers or cobbles. · . · 

For infon11ati.on about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415~558-6378, · 
·www.sf-planning.org 

12. Streetscape Elements. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 13R1, the Project Sponsor shall 
continue to work with Planning Department staff, in consultation with other City agencies, to 
refine the design and programming_ of the required Street:seape features so that it generally meets · 
the standards of the Better Streets and D.owntown Plans, as well as all applicable City standards. 
This inclu~es, bufis not limited to the use of the standard downtown paving pattern (dark grey 
concrete silicate cai:bonate, 3' scoring), and pedestrian-oriented street lighting. The Project 
Sponsor shall complete final design of all required street improvements, including procurement 
of relevant City permits, prior to issuance of the architectural addenda, and shall complete 
construction of all required street improvements prior to issuance of first temporary certificate of 
occupancy.· 
For informati.on about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org 

13. Garbage, comp·osting and recycling storage. Space for the collection and storage of garbage, 
composting, and recycling shall be provid~d within enclosed areas on the property and clearly 
labeled and illustrated on the Site Permit plans. Space for the collection and storage of recyclable 
and compostable· materials that meets the size, location, accessibility and other standards 
specified by the San Francisco Recycling Program shall be provided at the ground level of the . 
buildings. 
For informa~on about coinpliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org 

14. Rooftop Mechanical Equipment. Pursuant to Planning Code 141, the Project Sponsor shall· 
submit a roof plan and· full building elevations to the Planning Department prior to Planning 
approval of the architectural addendum to the Site Permit application. Rooftop mechanical 
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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. · 

In C~3 Districts, additional building volume used to enclose or screen from view the features 
listed under Planning Code Sections 260 (b)(l)(A) and (B) may not exceed 20 feet in height and 
may not exceed a total volume, including the volume of the features being enclosed, equal to% of 
the horizontal area of all upper tower roof areas of the building measured before the addition of 
any exempt features times 20. 
For information .. about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-63 7.8, 
www.sf-plannins.org 

15. Lighting Plan. · The Project Sponsor shall submit an exterior lighting plan to the Planning 
Department prior to Planning Department approval of the architectural addendum to the site 
permit application. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org 

.16. Transformer Vault. The location of individual project PG&E Transformer Vault installations has 
significant effects to San Francisco streetscapes when improperly located. However, they may 

. not have any impact if they are installed in preferred locations. Therefore, the Planning 
. Department re~ommends the following preference schedule in locating new transformer vaults, 
in order of most to least cl.esirable: 

a. On-site, in a basement area accessed via a garage or other access point without use of 
separate doors on a ground floor fac;ade 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;;ade facing a 

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

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

e. Public right-of-way,: underground; and based on Better Streets Plan guideiines; 
f. Public right-of:-way, above ground, screened from view; and based on Better Streets Plan 

guidelines; 
g. On-site~ in a ground floor fa<;ade (the least desirable location). 
h. . Unless otherwise specified by the Planning Department, Department of Public Work's 

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

For infomiation about compliance, contai:t Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works at 415-554-5810, http://sfdpw.org 

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

For information about compliance, contact San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), San Francisco 
Municipal Transit AgenerJ (SFMTA), at 415-701-4500, www.sfmta.org 
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PARKING AND TRAFFIC 
18. Parking Maximum. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151.1, the Project shall provide no more 

than one parking space per two dweUing units as of right. In addition, the Project may provide 
up to three· parking spaces per fotir dwelling units as a conditional use. With 133 dwelling units 
pr9posed, there is a maximum of 67 off-street parking spaces allowed as-of-right, and an 
additional 33 off-street parking spaces permitted with a Conditional Use authorization. With 100 
off-street parking spaces total included, the Project Sponsor must also obtain a Conditional Use 
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 155.1 and 303, to allow accessory off-parking 
in excess of principally permitted amounts. 
For information ·about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

19. Off-street Loading. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 152.1, the Project shall provide two 
service vehicle off-street loading spaces in-lieu of the standard one required off-street loading 
space. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforceinent, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplanning.org 

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

21. Bicycle Parking (Mixed-Use: New Commercial/Major Renovation and Residential). Pursuant 
to Planning Co~e Sections 155.l, 155.4, and 155.5, the Project sha~l provide no fewer than 123 
bicycle parking spaces (108 Class 1 spaces for the residential portion of the Project and 15 Oass 2 . 
spaces - seven for residential and eight for commercial). 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
wrow.sf-.planning.org 

22. Managing Traffic During Construction. The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s) 
shall coordinate with the Traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of the San Francisco 
Municipal Transportation Agency {SFMTA), the Police Department, the Fire Department, the 
Planning Department, and other.construction contractor(s) for any concurrent nearby Projects to 
manage traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the Project. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf:.planning.org 

PROVISIONS 
· 23. Street Tree In-Lieu Fee. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 428, the Project Sp~nsor shall pay an 

in-lieu fee for five (5) street trees that are required under Planning Code Sec;tion 138.1, but that 
according to the Department of Public Works, cannot be planted. The in-lieu fee shall be paid 
prior to the issuance of the first construction document. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
wwui .s{--plrmning.org 
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE 

24. Transit Impact·Development Fee. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 411, the Project Sponsor 
shall pay the Transit Impact Development Fee (fIDF) for the new retail space based on drawings 
subinitted with the Building Permit Application. The fee shall be paid prior to the issuance of the 
first co~truction document. 
For information ·about compliance, contact tlte Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf...plflnning.org 

25. Transit Center District Open Space Fee. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 424.6, the Project 
$ponsor shall pay the Transit Center District Open Space Fee for the new residential space based 
on drawings submitted with the Building Permit Application. The fee shall be paid prior to the 
issuance of the first construction document. 
For information about compliance, contact tire Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org 

26. Transit Center District Transportation and Strt;et Improvement Fee. Pursuant to Planning 
Code Section 424.6, the Project Sponsor shall pay the Transit Center District Transportation and 
Street Improvement Fee for the new residential space based on drav.rings submitted with the 
Building Permit Application. The fee shall he paid prior to the issuance of the first construction, 
document. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at" 415-558-6378, 
www.sf..pla1ming.org 

27. Art - Residential Projects. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429, the Project Sponsor must 
provide on-site artwork, pay into the Public Artworks Fund, or fulfill the requirement with any 
combination of on-site artwork or fee payment as long as it equals one percent of the hard 
construction costs. for .the Project as determined by the Director of the Department of Building 
Inspection. 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 due 
prior to issuance of the first construction document. If the Project Sponsor eleets to provide the 
artwork on-site, the Conditions set forth in Conditions Numbers 28-30 below shall govern 
For information about compliance, contact tlte Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf--planning.org 

28. Art Plaques. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429(b), the Project Sponsor shall provide a 
plaque or cornerstone identifying the architect, the artwork creator and the Project completion 
date in a publicly conspicuous loc;ltion on the Project Site. ·The design and content of the plaque 
shall be approved by Department staff prior to its installation. 
For information about co11.1pl!Jlnce, contact tlte Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www .sf.-planning.org 

29. Art - Concept Development. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429, the _Project Sponsor and 
the Project artist shall consult with the Planning Department during design development 
regarding the height, size, and final type of the art. The final art concept shall be submitted for 
review for consistency with this Motion by, and shall be satisfactory to, the Director of the 
Planning Department in consultation with the Commission. The Project Sponsor and the Director 
shall report to the Commission on the progress of the development and design of the art concept 
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. prior to the approval of the first building or site permit application. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

www.sf--planning.org 

30. Art - Installation. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429, prior to issuance of any certificate of 
occupancy, the Project Sponsor shall install the public art generally.as described in this Motion 
and make it available to the public. If the Zoning Administrator concludes that it is not feasible to 
install the work(s) of art within the time herein specified and the Project Sponsor provides 
adequate assu~ances that such works will be installed in a timely manner, the Zoning 
Administrator may extend the time for installation 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 
31. Requirement. Pursuant to Planning Code 415.5, the Project Sponsor must pay an Affordable 

Housing Fee at ·a rate equivalent to the applicable percentage of the number of units in an off-site 
project needed to satisfy the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Requirement for the 
principal project. The applicable percentage for this Project is twenty percent (20% ). 
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 Communitt; Development at 415-701-5500, 

w·ww.sf--moh.org. 

32. Other Conditions. The Project is subject to the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable 
Housing Program under Section 415 et seq. of the Planning Code and the terms of the City and 
County of San Francisco Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Monitoring and Procedures 
Manual ("Procedures Manual"). The Procedures Manual, as amended from time to time, is 
incorporated herein by reference, as published and adopted by the Planning Commission, and as 
required by Planning C<?d~ 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 Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 
Development ("MOHCD") at 1 South Van Ness Avenue or on the Plarining Department or 
Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development's websites, including on the internet at: 
http://sf-plmming.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4.451 

As provided in the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, the applicable Procedures Manual 
is the manual in effect at the t4ne the subject units are made available for sale or rent. 
For information .about co1itpliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Comnzunitt; Development at 415-701-5500, 

www.sf-molt.org. 

a. The Pr~ject Sponsor must pay the Fee in full sum to the Development Fee Collection Unit 
. at the DBI for use by MOHCD prior to the issuance of the first construction document. 

b .. Prior to the issuance of the first construction permit by the DBI for the Project, the Project 
Sponsor shall record a Notice of Special Restriction on the property that records a copy of 
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this approval. The Project Sponsor shall promptly provide a copy of the recorded Notice 
of Special Restriction to the Department and to MOH CD or its successor .. 

c. If the Project Sponsor fails to comply with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program. 
requirement, the Director of DBI shall deny any and all site or building permits or 
certificates of occupancy for the Project until the Planning Department notifies the 
Director of compliance. A Project Sponsor's failure to comply with the requirements of 
Planning Code Sections 415 et seq. shall constitute cause for the City to record a lien 
agafust'the Project and pursue any and aJl other remedies at law. 

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

complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees wliich are not 
resolved by the Project Sponsor and found to be· in violation of the Planning Code and/ or the 
specific conditions of approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning 
Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public 
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization. 
For information about compliance,. contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

34. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in 
this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject 
to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code 
Section 176 or S~ction 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to 
other city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www .s[-planning.org 

OPERATION 
35. Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the Project and 

implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison to deal with 
the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project Sponsor shall 
provide the Zoning Administrator with. written notice of the name; business address, and 
telephone number of the community liaison. Should the contact information change; the Zoning 
Administrator shall be made aware of such change. The community liaison shall report to the 
Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are.of concern to the community and what issues have 
not been resolved by the Project Sponsor. 
For infonnation ·about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575~6863, 
www.sf-planning.org .. 

36. Sidewalk Maintenanc·e. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building 
and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance 
with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. 
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For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works, 415-695-2017, ldtp:l/s@p,w.org 
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The use of said property contrary to these special restrictions shall constitute a violation of 
the Planning Code, and no release, modification or elimination of these restrictions shall be valid 
unless notice thereof is recorded on the Land Records by the Zoning Administrator of the City 
and County of San Francisco; except that in the event that the zoning. standards above are 
modified so as to be less restrictive and the uses therein restricted are thereby permitted and in 
conformity with the provisions of the Planning Code, this do.cument would no longer be in effect 
and would be null and void. 

See attached 
(Signature) (Printed Name) 

Dated:-------• ...,20..__ __ at _____________ , California. 
{Month, Day) (City) 

(Sig~ature) (Printed Name) 

Dated; _______ __,. =.20...._. __ at ___________ -.:..._, California. 
(Month, Day) (City) 

(Signature) (Printed Name) 

Dated:-------·• .,.20......, __ at ______________ , California. 
(Month, Day) (City) 

Each signature must be acknowledged by a notary public before recordation; add Notary 
Public Certification(s) and Official Notarial Seal(s). 
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RDF 75 Howard LP, a Delaware limited partnership 

By: RDF 75 Howard GP LLC, Its General Partner 

By: Paramount Group Operating Partnership LP, Its Manager 

. ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

STATEOF /Vtr,0 i/urf-. ) 
I 

) ss: 
COUNTY OF /UtiLJ ;o,,..f(_ ) 

I 

/;otary iZ:? 
ANDREA FALLON 

Notary Public, State of New York 
Certificate No. 01FA5016002 
Qualified in New York County 

(:Qmmission Expires August 2, 2017 



EXHIBIT A 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

Ali that certain r~al property situateq in the,f;ouoty of San· Ftanci$cb; state oi' caiifornia1 descrlb~cl as· 
follows: · 

PARCEL ONE: 

LOT 31. AS SHQWN AND DESClU~ED o.N THAT CERTA.IN l'ARtEL M~P .GEIN.G A ~ESUBD1:\(I$ION OF . 
ASSESSOR'S LOTS 1, 16, 1·7, ·19 AND 2'6 BCOCK3741 ALSO BEING A PORTION OF 100 VARABLO.CK 32.2 
RECORDED DECEMQER 22,. 198:1 IN BOQK 22 Qf PARCEL MAPS AT"PA<:iE 61 ·IN THE OFFIC.E of· THE 
JlECOJlDElt Of TFfE CU'\' .AND C~UNTY OF·SAI>,\ FRAfifCISCO, CAl:c'FQ"RNi'A. 

PARCEL TWO: 

A PERPETUAL EASEMEN'l'. AT GR9UND LEVEL bNLY FQRVEHIC\JLAR AND PEDE!STRlAN A<;:<;ESS·l.N AND. 
TO STEUART STREET OVERAND. ACROSS.THE FOLLOWING DESCRlBED' PARCEL OF lANDAS.RESERVED 
IN THE DEE1' FROM DEJ.TA TERMINALS, IN<;:~, A CALIFOJdlJIA G.(lltPORATION. TQ THE STA'l"Ei QF 
CALIFORNIA RECORbEO 9croBER 14, 1955 IN .. 80""01(°6714, OFFIC:~iAL l?.EC(?RDS PAGE! 524~ 

BEGINNING AT A POINT Oti.'THE SOl)T.HWESTERL'l(UNE OF STEUA~T·SJRI:i:T, QI.STANT tHEREON 
tiORTH. 44 i)EQ~,:es.sz· !)$" Wf;ST ~-:i;.;32 F·E~T }=ROM" THE MO$T f;ASTE!<LY COitNER OF THI: PROPl;RTY
DESCRIBEO: ·IN THAT CERTAIN oeeo EXECUTED. BY DELTA T.ERMlNALS; IN€;,.; TO THE .STA.TE ·OF 
CALIFORNIAr. RECQB:OED-OCT(lBEtl 14; 19,5S IN. BOOl( ~.714 QF..-:rcIAL R.ECORDSA( PAGE 524,. IN THE 
Of:FICE. Q.F Ti-IE R.ECOjtDER Qf THE Ci'IY AN[) COUNTY "()F s)'.N' FRA;N(:ISCO, STATE' or= ·cAqFQRNIAi 
THENCE SOOTH 77 DEG"R.EES 58' 2:4" WESi. 62.48.F=EET; THENti:'F"ROM=A TANGENT THAT .liEARS .NORTH 
5 DEG~EE~ 44' 49" EA.S.T ALQNG A .CURVE TO .THE LEFT, WITH A R.ADIJJS Qf 9~~ FEE'.Tr A. CENTRAL 
ANGLE OF i DEG~EE ;30' o~·\ AN ARC p'.i:S'TANCE .OF 2?, lQ fEET.; TflENC.E N()i'.t:Tf'.( ;n :r.>EG!tEEI>· ~S" i4" 
EAST 39.63 FEET TO SAID SOU.THWE'STcRL Y LINE Of. STEUART· Sl'R.EET: THl:NCE AlO'NG LAST :SAIO 
LINE SOUTH 44 DEGREES 521 OS" EAS;J' 28.57 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 

SAID: EASEMENT rs APPURTENANT ONLY TQ THAT.PORTION (}f PAR.GEL qNE Di:St;:RIBEO AS FOLLOWS: 

BEGINNING AT'rHi:! POINT-OF i:NrERSEGTiON' OF T.HE:SOUTH.WESTERLY L,1NE.O"F STEUART s'tREET 
AND THE SQl)THEASTERLY UNE-C)F HOWARD STR:Eet: TliENGE s()OTHWES'f"ERLYAND ALONG:SAio . 
LINE OF HOWARD STREET 1.00: FEE't; tHErrct: ATA RIGHT ANG'LE:SOUTHEASTERLY 19.2.21$ FEETi 
THEr-tce FRQM A:TA~GENT Tl:lAT ~i:ArtS:N()RTtt ~ DEGREES lli .(h ,; .EAST :ALONG A CURVE. TQ THE" U:.FT 
WITH A AAD~l)S Of 958 FEET, CEN'l;RALANGL:E 7 DEGR:l:ES 46.' 40", AN ARC DISTANCE. OF 130.05 FEET 
TO THE SOUTHWESTERLY LINE ()F STEUART STREET: THENCE NORTHWESTERLY ALON.G SAID UNEOF 
STEUART STREET 1'0.9.-23.3 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGIN.NlNG.- . 

EXCEPTING THEREFROM AS.QUITCLAIMED IN DEED RECORDED JUNE 1.6, 19&3, Il'i! Bt>OKD53S~ PAGE 
1661r OFFICIAL. RECORDS, THAT PORTION OF SAID EASEMENT LYING SOUTHEASTJ:RLY OF AUNE 
OESCfUBED Arf;, FOLLQWS: 

COMMENCING AT Tl:fE SOUTHWESTERLY CORNER OF SAID: EASEMENT;- THENCE ALONG A LINE THAT IS. 
A"T RIGHT Af;IG.L~~ TO THE $0l)l'HW~$T~Rl.Y LIN'E ·oF m-1:0,A~:r $r~EJ:T N, 45. OEG~EES 07' s'S." E.~f 
5-2.49 t=eer TQ THE SAID SO"lJTHWESTeRL 'y. i.INE Of"STcOART STREET. 

PARC,EI.. TfllU:E: 



. EXHiaIT A 
(Continued) 

AN EASEMENT AT GROUND LEVEL ON.LY. FOR VEHICULAR. AND PEDESTRIAN ACCESS IN. AND TO 
$TEU4f{T ST8.E,ST PPQ~, OVE.RA.N.DA¢.~Q$. A {JQRT19~. OF THI: P;A.r{¢EL OF LAND C:ONV'EY.E.b TQ !;TATE 
OF CALIFORNIA.BY DEED '.itECORDED JJCTOBER' '14, :i 955 tN VO.LU ME 67:14 AT PAGE 524 .OF OFFICJAL 
RECORD$ OF THE.~CUY ANP C:OUl'ilTY'OF S,l\:N FR:A:l\lf;ISCO:f).ESCRl:l~E!) AS FOLLOWS: 

COMMENClNG ON THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID PARCEL,ArTHESOUTHWESTERLYCORNER()f-THAT 
CERTAIN 1225. SQUARE FOOT EASEMENT FOR VEHICULAR ANP PEDESTRIAN ACCESS .PURPOSES 
RESERVED IN SAID DEED-; THENCE: 1\1.,()NG $Alo WE$TE~LY LINE, F:R.oM A '.rAN$ENT THAT fJE~R$ N. s 
DEGREES 44' 49" E., ALONG A CURVE TO THE LEFT WITH A RADIUS o·r=·!)sS•OQ FEET~ THROUGH AN 
ANGLE ·op 4 DEGREES,. 11,. 28'':, AN ARC. LENGTH OF 70.08 ·F.EET TO THE N,QRTH ERlV CORNER O.F SAID 
PAR~El ON ·rHt: $0UTHWEST~RLY l.XNE O.F sTEUAR'f $TREET; TH.EN'CE ALONG IJ.li.ST SAI.D i'..;n'•·.E '$, 44 
DEGREES: $2t QS" E,, 4ti.4Q FEET- TQ A LINE THAT IS AT RI$Hl' ANGLl:~fTQ SAID $bljTHWESTERLY 
STREET LINE AND PASSES THROUGH THE POINT OF COMMENCEMENT;THENCE,ALONG LAST SAlD UNE 
S. 45 DEGREES 07' 55~' W,, 52.49 FEET'TQ THE POINT tlF COMMENCEMENT •. 

~i~~~i;:~: ci~e::~:~~,~~~~~t\fti.ry~g~:ii~ ~~E ~~CEE~4:A;:x~~!LRi~i~~~~ ~~ ~~iv0:~g 
CO.UNiY OF $AN. FRANCISCO~ '.l Y.~NG NORTf.IWEST.El.tt,Y Of THE CQO!.t:SE DES¢RlBED ABOVE /\S. "S, 45 
DEGREE$ 07' 55" W., 52".4.9 FEET •. 

PARC~L FOUR: 

APPURTENANT TO PARCEL ONE A.BOVE TWO. {2) 4 FOOT EAS.E.MENTS ·FOR.EXIST.IN"3 OVERHANG.ING 
ARCHITECTORAL .ENCROACHMEN-TS· FOR LIFe OF THE PRi:SENT EXISTING Sl'RUCTURE i.6t:ATED ON 
PAR.GEL ONE ABOVE AS SAID EASEMENTS ARE.SHOWN ON SAID PARCEL MAP. . . . 

AP.N: Lot 0~1, Block 3:141 
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE· 

RECORDING REQUESTED BY 

And When Recorded Mail To: 

Name: Ralph DiRuggiero 

Address: One Market Plaza 
.. Spear. Tower Suite 4150 .. 

· ·''City: ·· · · ·· ·San Francisco 

CA ZIP: 94105 

1111j1111111111 /I IUllll/ I llll Ill II I I/ 11111111 
San Francisco Assessor-Recorder 
Carmen Ch~ Assessor-Recorder 
DOC- 4016-K285543-00 
Check"Numbe~ 8136 
Tuesday, JUL 12, 
Ttl Pd $24.00 __ . 

2016 15:18:27 
Rcpt ~ 0005409474 

o kc I KC 7 1 - 4 . . . . 

(Space Above This Une For Recorder's Use) 

I (We) RDF 75 Howard LP theowner(s) 01 

that certain real property situated in the City and County of San Francisco, State of California more 
particularly described as follows: (or see attached sheet marked "Exhibit A'' on which property is more fully 
described): . · · 

BEING ASSESSOR'S BLOCK: 3741, LOTS: 031 & 035 (PARCEL 3); 

COMMONLY KNOWN AS: 75 HOWARD STREET; 

hereby give notice that there are special restrictions on the use of said property under Part II, Chapter 11 of the 
San Francisco Municipa1 Code (Planning Code). 

Said Restrictions consist of condilio~1s attached to Variance Application No. 2011.1122XYCUA 
granted by the Zoning Administrator of the City and County of San Francisco on November 19, 2015, to 
demolish the existing above grade, eight-story parking garage. and construct a new. 20-story-over
garage, 220-foot tall, 284,300 gross square foot building containing 133 dwelling units, 5,824 square feet 
of ground floor retail space, 100 off-street parking spaces, and 123 bicycle parking spaces (108 Class 1; 
15 Class2). 

The restrictions a_nd conditions of which notice is hereby given are: 

1. Any future physical expansion, even "in the buildable area, shall be reviewed by the Zoning 
Administrator to determine if the expansion is compatible with existing neighborhood character 
and scale. lf the Zoning Administrator determines that there would be n significant or extraor_dinary 
impact, the Zoning Administrator shall require either notice to adjacent and/or affected property 
owners or a new Variance application be sought and justified. 
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NOTICE OF SP,ECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE 

2. The proposed project must meet these conditions and all applicable City Codes. fu case of conflict, 
the more restrictive controls apply. 

3. Minor modifications as determined by the Zoning Administrator may be permitted. 

4. · The owner of the subject property shall record on the land i:ecords of the City and County. of San 
Francisco the conditions attached to this Variance decision as a Notice of Special Restrictions in a 
form approved by the Zoning Administrator. 

5. This Variance Decision and the recorded Notice of Special Restrictions shall be reproduced on the 
Index Sheet of the construction plans submitted with the Site or Building Permit Application for the 
Project. This fudex Sheet of the construction plans shall reference the Variance Case Number. 

The use of said property contrary to these special restrictions shall constitute a violation of the Planning 
Code, and no release, modification or elimination of these restrictions shall be valid unless notice thereof is 
recorded on the Land Records by the Zoning Administrator of the City and County of San Francisco; except 
that in the event that the zoning standards above are modified so as to be less restrictive and the uses therein 
restricted are thereby permitted and in conformity with the provisions of the Planning Code, this document 
would no longer be in effect and would be null and void. 

See attached 
(Signature} (Printed Name} 

Dated: _______ _,· ... 20.._· __ ..... at ______________ , California. 
(Month, Day) (City} 

(Signature) (Printed Name) 

Dated:--------'' ... 2Q ____ at --------------• California. 
(Month, Day) (City) 

(Signature) (Printed Name} 

Dated:--------· ... 20 ___ .at ______________ , California. 
~Month, Day) (City) 

Each signature must be acknowledged by a notary public before recordation; add Notary Public 
Certification{s) and Official Notarial Seal(s). 
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[Signature Page to Notice of Special Restrictions under the Planning Code] 

RDF 75 Howard LP, a Delaware limited partnership 

By: RDF 75 Howard GP LLC, Its General Partner· 

By: Paramount Group Operating Partnership LP, Its Manager 

::~enentl Partner 
N_a · i:>~n;e/ A- Lau.e-Y 
Title: .- / · Y, _p • / L 

C"J<<.t:vn"'~ ,~ ,.~rict.c-1 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

STATE OF NttD tlor-fL ) 
COUNTY OF Ntvt./jv,. k._ ) ) ss: 

On JM. / t/ ~I I , 016, before me, the undersigned, a notary public in 
and for said state, personally appeared I ersonally known to me or 
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the individual whose name is 
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that (he)(she) executed the 
same in (his)(her) capacity and that by (his)(her) signature on the instrument, the individual 
or the person on behalf of which the individual acted, executed the instrument. 

ANDREA FALLON 
Notary Public, State of New York 

Certificate No. 01FA5016002 
Qualified in New York county 

Commission Expires August 2, 2017 



EXHIBIT A 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

All that certain real property sltu<tted in the County of San Francisc.i;>, State of California, described as 
follows: · 

City OF San Frandsco · 

PARCEL ONE: 

LOT 31 AS SHOWN AND DESCRIBED ON THAT CERTAIN PARCEL MAP BEING A RESUBDlVISlON OF 
. ASSESSOR'S LOTS.1, :16, 17, 19A.ND 26 BLOCK3741ALSO BEING A PORTION OF 100VARA BLOCK322 

RECORDED DECEMBER 22, 19.81 ·IN BOOK 22 OF PARCEL MA.PS AT PAGE 61 IN THE OFFICE OF THE 
RECORDEit QF THE CITY AND COUNTY Ot= SAN FRANCISCO, CAUi=ORNIA. 

PAP.CEL TWO: 

A PERPETUAL EASEMEN't. AT GROUND LEVEL ONi.. Y FORVEHICULAR AND PEDESTRIAN .ACCESS IN AND 
TO STEUART STREET OVER AND ACROSS THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PARCEL OF LAND AS RESERVED 
IN THE DEED FROM DELTA TERMINALS, INC., A, CALIFORNIA CORPORATION TO THE STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA RECORDED OCTOBER 14, 1955 IN B'OOK G714, OFFICIAL RECORDS PA(;E 524: 

BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE SOUTHWESTERLY LINE OF STEUART STREET, DISTANT THEREON 
NORTH 44 DEGREES 52' 05" WEST .:11.32 FEET FROM THE MOST EASTERLY CORNER OF THE PROPERTY 
DESCRIBED IN THAT CERTAIN DEED EXECUTED BY DELTA TER..MINALS, INC., TO THE STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA, RECORDED OCTOBER 14, 1955 IN .BOOK 6714 OFFICIAL RECORDS AT PAGE 524, IN THE 
OFFICE OF THE RECORDER OF THE CITY ANO tOUNTY Of SAN FR,l\:Nc;ISCQ, STATE.OF CALIFORNIA; 
THENCE SOUTH 77 DEGRf:ES 58' :24"WEST 62.48 FEET; T'HENCE'FROMATANGENTTHAT BEARS NORTH 
5 DEGREES 44' 49;' EAST ALQNG A .CURVE TO JHE LEFT, WITH A RADIUS OF 958 FEET, A CENTRAL 
ANGLE OF 1 DEG~EE ;30' ()5", ~NARC. DISTANCE OF 25.1() fEET; Ti:IEN(',:E NORTfl 1:t DEGREES 58' 24" 
EAST 39.63 FEET TO SAii> s'OUTfiWESTERLY UNE OF STEUART STREET: THENCE ALONG.LAST SAID 
lINE SOUTH 44 DEGREES 52' OS" EAST 28,57 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. . 

SAID EASEMENT IS APPURTENANT ONLY TO THAT PORTION OF PARCEL ONE DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

BEGINNING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE SOUTHWESTERLY LINE OF STEUART STREET 
ANO THE SOUTHEASTERLY LINE OF HOWARD STREET; THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY.AND ALONG SAID 

. LINE OF HOWARD STREET 100 FEET; THENCE A TA RIGHT ANGLE SOUTHEASTERLY 192.215 FEET; 
THENCE FROM A TANGENT THAT BEARS NORTH 9 DEGREES 20' 01" EAS.T ALONG A CURVE TO THE LEFT 
WITH A RADIUS OF 958 FEET, CENTRAL ANGLE 7 DEGREES 46' 40", AN ARC DISTANCE OF 130.05 FEET . 
TO THE SOUTHWESTERLY LINE OF.STEUART STREET: THENCE.NORTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID LINE OF 
STEUART STREET 109.233 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 

EXCEPTING THEREFllOM AS QUITCLAIMED IN DEED RECOR.OED JUNE 16., 1983;. IN BOOK ossa, PAGE 
1661, OFFICIAL RECORDS, THAT PQJlTION OF SAID EAS.EM.ENT LYING SOUTHEASTERLY OF A LINE 
DESCRIBED As FOLLOWS: 

COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHWESTERLY CORNER OF SAID EASEMENT; THENCE ALONG A LINE THAT IS 
.AT RIGHT ANGLES TO THE SOUTHWESTERLY LINE OF STEUART STREET N. 45 DEGREES 07' 55" E., 
52.49 FEET TO THE SAID SOUTHWESTERLY LINE OF STEUART STREET. . 

PARCEL THREE: 



11 · •.. • Print Form · 

Introduction Form 
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor 

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): ZD i & G~;~;:tPfai~ l: 3 4 

0 I. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Am~~dme~ 
D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

D 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee. 

D 4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor inquires" L_ _______________ _, 

D 5. City Attorney request. 

D 6. Call File No. from Committee. 

D 7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion). 

D 8. Substitute Legislation File No . ._I _____ __. 

D 9. Reactivate File No . ._I _____ ~ 

D 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on . 
'----------------' 

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

I supervisor Kim 

Subject: 

Accept and Expend Gift-RDF 75 Howard LP - Citywide Affordable Housing Fund $6,010,047 

The text is listed below or attached: 

ISee attached. 

For Clerk's Use Only: 

D:ona 1 nf 1 


