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FILE NO. 161073 RESOLUTION NO.

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

Resolution authorizing the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development to
accept and expend a gift of $6,010,047 from RDF 75 Howard LP to the Citywide
Affordable Housing Fund.

WHEREAS, The Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development (“MOHCD")
is responsible forbcollécting and expending inclusionary housing and other fees that provide
funding for affordable housing; and | - |

WHEREAS, RDF 75 Howard LP is developing a residential project located at 75
Howard Street and is paying the required inclusionary housing fee of twenty percent (20%) to
the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund; and '

WH.EREA.S, In addition to its twenty percent (20%) inclusionary housing fee to the City
to assist in providing additional affordable housing, given to the Citywide Affordable Housing
Fund, RDF 75 Howard LP has offered a gift of $6,010,047 to the City for the purposes of
developing and preserving affordable housing; and '
| .W_HEREAS, The Citywide Affordable Housing Fund was established by Administrative
Code, Section 10.100-49 for the purboses of receiving and eXpending funds for affordable
housing; now, therefore, be it " .

RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors hereby authorizes MOHCD to accept the
gift of $6,010,047 from RDF 75 Howard LP and to expend it for the purposes of developing "

and preserving affordable housing.

Supervisor Kim :
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 114 ‘ A Page 1
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. ) : ' . Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LLP
GI B S O N D UI\QN ) ’ 555 Misston Street
. . San Francisca, 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

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 Fl1., '

San Francisco, CA 94103

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™). 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 reldted 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

Betjing - Brussels - Century City « Dallas - Denver - Dubai - Hong Kong » London + Los Angeles « Munich
Now York - Orange County - Palo Alto » Paris - San Hrancisco + Séo Paulo - Singapore + Washington, D.C.



GIBSON DUNN

August 19, 2016
Page2

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.

s

Mary G. Murphy '
MGM/sg

Sincerely,

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

¢/o Supervisor Kim

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

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
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G I B S O I"\J D UN N . Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LLP

555 Misslon Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-0821
Tel 415.393.8200
www.gibsondunn,com

Mary G. Murphy

Direct: +1 415,393.8257

Fax: +1 415.374.8480
MGMurphy@glbsondunn.com

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 F1.

San Francisco, CA 94103

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.! 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

! 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 (EIR) 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 11, 2016 in the San Francisco Assessor-Recorder’s office as Document
-Number 2016-K242910-00 (the “NSRs"), a copy of which is enclosed herein.

Beijing Brussels Century City Dallas Denver Dubal Hong Kong London Los Angeles Munich
New York Orange County Palo Altc Paris San F‘ar‘cB:o Sé&o Paulo Singapore Washington, D.C.



GIBSON DUNN

June 23, 2016
Page 2

to a twenty percent (20%) Affordable Housing Fee requirement under the recently enacted
“trailing legislation” that became effective upon the passage of Proposition C on 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 projects?, 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 EEA for the Project was
initially filed on January 13, 2012 and the City published a Notice of Preparation and Initial Study for the
Project on December 12, 2012 (“NOP/IS™), thereby grandfathering the Project.
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Page 3

Thank you for your consideration.

y Vi Tt S
& ‘j(* f{

v
fdary G. Munphy /
MGM/sg

CCe

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

¢/o Supervisor Kim

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

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
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MARCE SANCHEZ

VICE PRESIDENT
CONSTRUCTION & DEVELOPMENT

November 17, 2015

Mayor Edwin M. Lee
City Hall,
Room 200,
- 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 Clérk 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:

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 as a 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 of Supervisors and is set for hearing on November 17, 2015 (Appeal No.151015).

As'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 31 and 32 of Motion 19450). The Project
Sponsor is acutely aware of the housing shortage in San Francisco and is pleased that the 75
Howard Project will remove an above-grade 8 story, approximately 550 car parking garage
and replace it with a residential 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, NEchixfoow (212) 237-3129 FAX (212) 237-3197
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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 sum 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 if the 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,

;:*’Maré“’Sanchezf
“" Vice President
Construction & Development

102026179.1

1633 BROADWAY, SUITE 1801, NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10019 (212) 237-3100 FAX (212} 237-3197



San Fraficisco Mayor's Office of Housing and Communiity Developrient
Inclusicnaty Housing Program
-Affordable Housing Fee Request Form 2016

Dear Project Sponsor:

Praject Sponsors choosing {0 pay the Affordablg Housing Fee under the. Incius;onary Héusing Program
shouid complete and return the following form along with the required attachments in order fo receive 3
fee determination frony the San Francisca Mayor’s Gffice- of Housing and Community Devefopment
(MOHCD) In ‘order fo request an. Affordable Housing Fee determination, the project must first obtain
formal approval from the Planning Department. To review the Affordable Housing Fee option under the
Inclusioniary Housing Program, please review Section 415,5 of the San Francisco Planning Code,

The gene;cal process for paying the-Affordable Housing Feeis a-é follows:

« Project sporsol submits compreted Affordable Housing Fee Request Form o MOHCD with ¢opy
of planning approval and recorded Nofice of Specua1 Restrictioris, {if your devélopinient does ot
have arr NSR that clearly réfeférices your ehoice to-pay the fee; you must file a new NSR through
your Plantier. We cannat fssue & feé determination letter without the correct recorded NSR. ).

+ MOHCD calgulates the fee within 10 business days fram the date of receipt of your completed
subrission and sends a formal fee deterpiination fetter to the project sponsor, Planning
Department and Department of Building Inspection,

» Project sponsar works the Depatfment of Building Inspectlon (DB to obtain report on alf fees
awed either before seeking Affordable Housing Fee determihation from MOHCD or after: (See
below.)

s  Project sponsor réceives feé report from DBl and pays all fees. (See belowt)

DBl is. reSponSlble forcollgeting all development impact and other fees owed. Pnor to issuance of the first
building permit or the first:addendum.authorizing eonstruction of the project (in the case where a site
permit is fssued), DBI will issue & report ouflining preliminary estimates of all development fmpact and in-
ligu fees owed Tor a development project: Project sperisorg must then either pay the full amount.of
development.impact.and other fess awed before issuance. of the first construction document.

For generat questions regarding the fee payment process, please confact.

San Francisco: Departrrent of Bullding Inspection
1660 Mission, 6th floor:
Ban Francisco, GA 94103
T {415) 558-6131

Please feel free to contact Chandra Egan nf MOHED at chandraeqan@sfqov org ar (415) 701-5548 if
you. have any questions.ahout the Affordable Housing Fee option under the Inclusionary Hausing
Program..

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Mayor's Office of Houging and Community Development

“Sav Francisca Mayar's Office of Housing lnélusibnary.Hqﬁsing Progam. T ' T Pagelotd
nclisionary Housing Fei Request Farm
Rev. 111116
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San Fraheisco Mayor's Office of Houisiitg and Community Developitignt:

General Information

Inclusfonary Housing Piogram
Affordable Housing Fes Request Form 2016

Today's Date

' Augast 18, 2018

“Name of Developmant,

Property Address as
Stated i Planning
| Approval

75 Howard Street

PjananMotton e

119448 {Acceptance ‘of Delegation Agreement), 19449 (CEQA Findings),
- 19450 {Section 308 Authorization}, 18457 (Condttxona[ Use Authorization),

- Planning Mﬁtibﬁlﬁé’te ]

September 3, 2015

‘Notice of Special
i Restrtctzons Décurtient #

“DOG-2016-K242910-00 {Wiotion No, 19450).

DOG-2016-K285544-00 (Motion No: 19451)

1 Noﬁce.; of Spﬁiqal
Hastrictions Dogument
| Recording Dater

| DOC=2018- K285543-00 (Varrance Apﬂlcatton Noi 2011 1122)(VCUA)
| May 11,2016
 July12, 2018

"Nama of Cify.and Co, of

Tracharg

| BF Planner

[ Name of Profect
Sponsal

“TROE 75 Howard LP

Project Sponsor Contact |
Person: .

Ralph . fﬁ-iRqu;‘réf& A

Company of Project
| Sponsor Gentact

| ParamountGroup .~

Project Sponsor One Market Plaza, Spear Tower Stife 4150, San Francisco, CA 94105
- Address (with- Zip) e e e

: Project Sponsar Phone

{ 2122373115

| Project Spansor Emall -

[Tdirggiero@paramount-groLip-aom:

T Rams of Agent Actmg
~for Project Sponsor

SaraGhaIandarJ Gibson, Dunn & Crufcher LLE

1 Agent Acting Address
1 {with Zip}

| 555 Mi ss;on Street, Smte 20006, 8an’ Francisco, CA 94105

Agent Acting Phang

T 415-393-8050

{ Agent Acting Email

s‘gﬁa{éndé n@gtbsondun n.com

[ Esfirated Bate of
| Buitding Permif
Isgudncg

T Early September 2016

_{ Estimated Issuance.
{ Date st Ternporary

{TCOYif applicabley

1 Certificate of Btdtipancy

FNA

San HanclscaMayz;rs Ofiivs of Housing Incluslonary Housing Brogram

JInclusionary Housing Fee Request Form,
REV. 1/4/18 :

Page2-af4
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Estimated Issuance March 2019
Date of Final-Certificate ’
of Occupancy and
Completion (FCOC)(if
.a’pp]icab!e)

DOverall Building Comp:osiﬁoh

[ Total # Unifs in Building (all dwelling Gnifsy — [.120°

- Unit Type T ] Total #
Studio (Jr. 1- bedrooms= studie unlts) 0
"1 Bedroom , , B 21
2 Bedroom ' : 76
S Bedoom — : ey
4Bedroom o IR 4
Sthor - . S 5

Estiniated Fee Dué

Please provide yout estifiate of thé feé due unider your project.
Example

Building has 40 studio-iinits % 20% = 8 one-bedrooriztnits pay theé fée:

Building has 40-6he-bedroor inits % 20% = 8 one-bédroam Units pay the fes.
Building has 20 two-bedroom ufiifs x 20%. = 4 two-bedioom uriits pay the fee.

lnclus:onary Housmg Program' Affordable Housing Fee Determmatlon o
Unit Sizé Mdrket Rate |  20% Off-site | Off-Site Unijt” | *Fee By Unit | Fee Payablef'
Total | Requirement | Requirement |  Size . o ]
- Studio - 40. 20% 8.00 $198.008. | §1,564,064 -
Abedroom | 40 20% ' 800 4268960 | $2,151,880
2 bedroom 20 | 20% © 400 0 | $366639 | $1,466,556
3 berdroom ] 20% - 000 $417,799 . %0
4bedroom | 0 | 20% | 000 | $&21431 | $0°
Totalst I [ 200 ~ $5,202,300
*2016 fee scheduls ’ ) ’ '
Your Pro_lect

(Write i’ calculations for your projeck; of; you may: cut and pasfe from the following spreadsheef ta use:
smbedded calculatians: fittp://sf-moh.ora/index.aspx 2page=308.)

20.0% REQUIREMENT

Inclusionary Housing Program; Affordable Housing Fee Determination
Address; 75 Howard

Unit Size _ Market Rate | 20% Off-site. | OFSite Unit *Féé:B'i Oot | Fee P.'ziyahl,é.
: Total Requirement Requxrement Size ' .
Studi T a0 20% | 000 © $198,008 ‘ %0
thedeom | 21 | 20% | 42@' - $268,960 | '$1,129,632.00
2bedroom | 76 | 20% 1520 $366,369 | $5,568,808.80
Sbedroomt | 19 20% 380 $417,799 |- . $1587,636.20
4 bedroom | 4 20% B0 $521,481 $417,144.80
San Francisso Mayor's Office of Housing Inclusionaty. Housing Prograint ‘ Page 3.0f: 1.
Inclusionany Housing Fee Request Form »
Rev. 1116
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Totals: | e | | —e&go | ]

S T0322780

5615 Tae Scheddle

You st inchude a copy of the following documents:. (Please c¢heck)

... Affidavit for Compliance with the lrrfcmsibnaxy Hausing Program

Fingl Plantiing Motich {if applicable)

- Recorded Notice of Special Restrictions (NSR}

Please smail this forniand the reguested sdppleme‘nfal' riaterfals by PDF for
Chandra Egan _ ,

WMayar's Office of Housing: and Commuinity Developmarit

charidra;cgan@sfdov.ord
Phong: {415} 701-5546

Representative (sign)

Representative (print)

Title {print}

Company (prinfy

Date {print:

San Francisos Nayars Office of Hopsing Inclustonary Housing Program:
Inclisicnary Housirlg Fee:Reiquest Fopmr ’
Rey. 141716
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“DEPARTMENT ™~ .«

‘ Planmng Department
1650 Mrsswn Street C
© Suite 400 - -
... San Franclsco, CA
BN 94103-9425

S "T:‘415.553.5Aa7a
. - F;415558.6409

AFFIDAVIT F'oﬁ R
“Compliance %ﬁég‘&%’% E%e é %ﬁé%ﬁ%ﬁ”y
%‘E‘ee?éeéﬁe ﬁ%e&%éﬁ% ?e

@mm
i
o
%

Date: January 11, 29}1;3'

To:‘-_ Ap;:hcqnts subject to Pianmng Code Sec’cion 415 nclLemnary
" Affordable Housmg Program

From: San Frarsctsco P[anmng Deparﬁment

"Re: Cgrﬁpﬁance with the inclusionary Affordable Housing Program

All pro}eci‘s that mvolve five or more new dwelling uinits must parhapate in the Incluszonary

Affordable. Housmg Pr 6gram contained in Section 415 of the Planning Code. Every. project

- subject fo Section 415 must pay an Affordable Housing Fee that is equivalent to the applicable

percentage of the' number of units in the principal project, which is 20% of thé fotal nummber
of units proposed (or the apphcable percentage if sub]ect to dlfferent area plan contxols or,

. requuements)

Apro]ect may be ehglble for an Alternative to the Affordable Housmg Fee if the developer
chooses to commit to’ sell fhé new on- or off-residential units rather than offer them as rental

imits. Second, the project may be eligible for an Alternative to the Affordable Housmg Fee if it
Thas demonstrated to the Planmng Department that the affordable units are not sub]ect to the

Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act. All projects that can demonstrate that they ate eligible for
an altemattve to the Affordable Housing Fee must provide the necessary’ documentation to the -

. Plan:mng Department and the Mayor’s Office of Housing. Additional material may be required

to determme if apro] ject is ehgxble to fulﬁll the Programs requuements through an altemanve L

: Before the Planmng Department and/or Plannmg Comrmssxon can act on the Pro]ect tl'us

Aﬁidamt far Complzance wzth the Incluszonary Aﬁm dable Housin g Pr og1 am must be completed

- . 1 California 5wl Code Section 195450 etal, .
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Affidavit for Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program

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

N
July 7,2015

Date

I __Marce 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 Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, Planning
Code Section 415 et seq.

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

2011.1122XVCUA N/A

Planning Case Number . Building Permit Number

This project requires the following approval:
X] Planning Commission approval (e.g. Conditional Use Authorization, Large Project Authorization)
[J This project is principally permitted. |

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

Tina Chang

Planner Name

Is this project within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area?

L] Yes (if yes, please indicate Tier)

No

This project is exempt from the Inclusionary Affordable Housihg Program because:
[[] This project uses California Debt Limit Allocation Committee (CDLAC) funding.
[] This project is 100% affordable.

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

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

[l On-site or Off-site Affordable Housing Alternative (Planning Code Sections 415.6 and 416.7).

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.01.11.2013
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Affidavit for Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program

Unit Mix Tables

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

[ On-site Affordable Housing Alternative (Charter Section 16,110 {(g) and Planning Code Section 415.6):
calculated at 12% of the unit total.

[] 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 89%) and the number of on-site and/or off-site below market rate units for rent and/for for sale.
1. Fee % of affordable housing requirement.

2. On-Site % of affordable housing requirement.

3. Off-Site % of affordable housing requirement.
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Name (Print), Title Name (Print), Titte
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Planning Commission Resolution 19448

Acceptance of Délegation Agreement
HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 3, 2015

Date: Septembef 3,2015

Case Number: 2011.1122XVCUA

Project Name: 75 Howard ‘

Zoning: C-3-O (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

1633 Broadway, Suite 1801
New York, NY 10019
. Staff Contact: 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-O (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 Cdmmunity 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. 14-91 (Jan. 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
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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 Point — 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 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.”)

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 unfulfilled 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). In' 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 of 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
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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 RedeVeloprnent 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 Planning 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 successor agencies may enter
into contracts for the purpose of “winding down the redevelopment 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 (Asséssor’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 (Assessor’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 4 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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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; (if) 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 improvements 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 iﬁtegrated and holistic development project. Given the Redevelopmént 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 Redévelopment 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.

Jonas Jonin )
Comimission Secretary

AYES: Antonini, Fong, Hillis, Richard, Johnson
NAYS: Wu
ABSENT Moore (recused)

ADOPTED: September 3, 2015
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Planning Commission Motion 19449

CEQA Findings
HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 3, 2015

Date: August 24, 2015
Case No.: 2014.1122EXVCUA
Project Address: 75 Howard Street
Zoning: C-3-O (SD) (Downtown Office, Special Development)
. . 200-S Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 3741/31; 3741/35 (Parcel 3)
Project Sponsor:  Marce L. Sanchez - (212) 237-3129
RDF 75 Howard LP
1633 Broadway, Suite 1801
New York, NY 10019
. msanchez@paramount-group.com
Staff Contact: Tina Chang — (415) 575-9197

Tina.Chang@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL 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-O(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, Lots
31 and 35, as described in Section I 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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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 have 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 findings to certain pages or sections of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (hereinafter “Draft EIR” or “DEIR”) or the Response to Comments 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.

. 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 Guidelines 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 317),
entitled Environmental Quahty

ll. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Projeét Site consists of a lot developed and used as an above grade parking gara_gé (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 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-O(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 550 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

Project 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—stoiy—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 dwelhng~umts (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.2.20-242.
As discussed in the RTC 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 envirommental 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 inthe DEIR and the RTC document.

. Project Sponsor Objectives. The FEIR discusses several project objectives identified by the Project

Sponsor. The objectives are as follows:
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e 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.

e Toincrease the City; s supply of housing.

e 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.

e 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 downtown 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 Sponsotr’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 cépital
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 (“EIR”) was required and provided public notice of the preparation of such on
December 12, 2012. The Department published the Draft EIR on July 31, 2013. The public
comment period for the Draft EIR 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 EIR that raised environmental issues. The Draft
EIR, 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 ameounts, 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 Exéeptions
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. The 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 Comimission.

Il SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

This Section sets forth the Commission’s ﬁndmgslabout the FEIR's determinations regarding significant
envirorunental 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 Commiission 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 incorporates them by reference herein and relies on them as substantial evidence
supporting these findings. ’

In making these findings, the Commission has considered the opinions 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 the significance thresholds used in the EIR
provide reasonable and appropriate means of éssessing 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 I;elow, 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 adoptéd 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 Paleohtological 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 Resources.

Implementation of the Project will not result in any significant impacts in the followiﬁg 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; NO-4; NO-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 IIL.B and identified mitigation
measures which, if implemented, would avoid or reduce. the impacts to a less-than significant
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 IILB 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-1a, M-CP-1b and M-CP-1c 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 Monitoring 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 NO-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-1a: Noise Control Measures During Pile

4 Driving, and M-NO-1b: General Construction Noise Control Measures would reduce this
impact to less than significant.

«  Impact NO-3: Operation would introduce additional noise sources to the area, such as new
mechanical equipment for building utilities, including ventilation equipment (HVAC
equipment) and other building mechanical systems. Mitigation Measure M-NO-3: Interior
Mechamcal Equipment, would reduce this impact to less than significant.

. Impact C-NO-1:  Construction would temporarlly 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 substaritial pollutant concentrations. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2
would reduce this impact to less than significant. :

= Impact AQ-4: Operation of the Project once constructed would lead to 6perational 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-Bl-1la: Design Standards to Render Building Less Hazardous to Birds
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and M-BI-1b: Night Lighting Minimization, and Improvement Measure I-BI-A: Tenant
Education, would reduce this impact to less than significant.

Impact C-BI-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-Bl-la: Design Standards to Render Building Less
Hazardous to Birds and M-BI-1b: 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, or b) 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 deteriorate to unacceptable levels at the intersection of Spear and Howard
Streets. Mitigation Meastre 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.

Irripact 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.
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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; 5900 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 café 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
vehidles 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 indude 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 200-8 Height and Bulk District as shown on Zoning Map Sheet HT01, 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 café uses.
The Code Compliant Alternative 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 Code 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 Steuart 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 Alternative 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 econormic and social reasons:

(2) 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 épeciﬁc 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 PPA design alternative and
an off-site alternative. As described in the FEIR, the Planning Department did not support the
design approach of the PPA 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 2108Tand
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 substantial 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 procéedings. 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 Section 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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L 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 of 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 edgé 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% inlieu 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 structutes in the imrediate 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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DECISION

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. - : .

Jonas Ionin

Commission Secretary

AYES: Antonini, Fong, Hillis, Richard, Johnson
NAYS: WU

ABSENT: Moore (recused)

ADOPTED: September 3, 2015
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Case No. 2011.1122E

EXHIBIT 1 75 Howard St.
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
’ THE 75 HOWARD STREET PROJECT
(Jncludes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures)
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility Schedul Monitoring/Report | g¢apyg/pate
APPROVAL or chedule ing Actions and | Completed
Implementation Responsibility
=$) Mitigat
M-CP-1a: 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 nndertaken fo avoid any potentially significant | Project sponsor to Prior to commencement | The archaeological Considered
adverse effect from the proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. The | retain qualified of soil-disturbing consultant shall undertake complete when
project sponsor shall retain the sexvices of an archaeological consultant from the pool of professional activities, submittal of all | an archaeological testing project sponsor
qualified archaeological consultants maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist. | archacologist fromthe | plans and reports for program as specified retains a qualified
The archaeological consultant shall undertake an archaeological testing program as pool of archaeological approval by the ERO. herein. (See below professional
specified herein. Tn addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct an archaeological | consultants maintained regarding acchaeological archacological
monitoring and/or data recovery program if required pursuant to this measure. The by the Planning consultant's reports), consultant.
archaeological consultant’s work shail be conducted in accordance with this measure at the | Department.
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 programs required
by this measure could suspend construction of the project for up to 2 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 archacological resource as defined in
CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a) and (c). Project
: S Toje
Consultation with Descendant Communities Project : g;ﬁ:&“:;ﬁgf :011 sponsor/archaeological
On discovery of an archaeological site assoctated with descendant Native Americans or sponsor/atchacological consultant shall contact the | ¢opeigored
the Overseas Chinese an appropriate representative of the descendant group and the consultant ERO and d.e scendant group complete upon
ERO shall be contacted. The representative of the descendant group shall be given the Tepresentative upon submittal of Final
opportunity to monitor archaeological field investigations of the sjte and to consult with discovery qfan . Axchaeological
ERO regarding appropriate archaeological treatment of the site, of recovered data from archa?ologm.al site ‘Resources Report.
the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the associated archaeological ;Issqcmﬁw‘_th desce;lhdant
site. A copy of the Final Archaeological Resources Report shall be provided to the ) oauve C(;;(:ans orte
tepresentative of the descendant group. 'I'l‘z,:‘;s;arsesenm:is\z ofthe
descendant group shall be
' given the opportunity to
monitor archaeological -
field investigations on the
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75 Howard St.
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR ’
THE 75 HOWARD STREET PROJECT .
ncludes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures
p
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility Schedule | lop arheRePart | Status/Date
- APPROVAL ) Implementation Responsibility Completed
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 | descendant group.
sponsor/Archacological | testing, an ATP is to be
consultant at the submitted to and
direction of the ERO, | 2PProved by the ERO.
Archaeologicat Testing Program Archae;l:kgical consultant
to undertake ATP in
The archaeological con.sultant s_hall prepare and submit to the E%{O for Feview and At the completion of the ltation with ERO. Considered
approval an archaeological testing plan (ATP). The archaeological testing program archacological testing . complete with
shall be conducted in accordance with the approved ATP. The ATP shall identify the Project program. approval of ATP
property types of the expected archaeological resource(s) that potentially could be sponsor/Archacological by ERO and on
adversely affected by the proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the- consultantin finding by ERO
locations recommended for testing. The purpose of the archacological testing program consultation with the that ATP is
will be to determine fo the extent possible the presence or absence of archacological ERO. Archaeological consultant implemented.
resources and to identify and to evalnate whether any archaeological resource to submit results of testing,
encountered on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA. and if significant
At the completion of the archaeological testing program, the archaeological consultant archacological resources Considered
shall submit a written report of the findings to the ERO. If based on the archaeological may be present, in complete on
testing program the archaeological consultant finds that significant archaeological consultation with ERO, submittal to ERO
resources may be present, the ERO in consultation with the archaeological consul determine whether of report on ATP
16
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75 Howard St.
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
THE 75 HOWARD STREET PROJECT
cludes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures
P
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility Monitoring/Report | * g¢,45/pate
APPROVAL for - Schedule ing Actions and Completed
: Implementation Responsibility p
shall determine if additional measures are warranted. Additional measures that may be additional measures are findings.
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 proje& shall be re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on. g:m?r:ﬁ its :i;sc_retlgll:,
the significant archacological resource; or y cect b redesign tie
? ) _ | project, or implement data
B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that Tecovery program, unless
the archaeological resource is of greater interpretive than research significance ERO defermines the
and that interpretive use of the resource is feasible. N archaeological resource is
The archacological of greater interpretive than
consultant, project research significance and
Project sponser, and sponsor, aad ERO shall | fhat interpretive use is
project archacological | Jeetprior fo . feasible.
consultant, in commencement gf soils-
consultation with the disturbing activities. If
ERO. ERO determines that
: archaeological
monitoring is necessary, | Ifrequired, Archaeological
monitor throughout all Consultant to prepare AMP
. s ils-disturbing in consultation with the
. so . oo
Arxchaeological Monitoring Program activities, ERO.
Ifthe ERO.in consu‘ltat‘ion with the archaeological cgmsulmnt determines that an . Project sponsor, project
archésol‘o gical monitoring progratn. (M) shall be jmpl emantefi.ﬂle archaeological archaeological consultarit, | Considered
monitoring program shall minimally include the fo].‘lowmg provisions: archaeological monitor, complete on
s The archacological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult z:gtg:‘t]:f: :ﬁ:ﬁsﬁ Sl ement ;p Pg{g‘! Ofm
on the scope of the AMP reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing . 1mp A > SUDIIA
. : " . ) P A the AMP, if required by the | of report regarding
activities commencing. The ERO in consultation with the archaeological ERO findings of AMP:
consultant shall determine what project activities shall be archaeologically ) “md ﬁﬁ dig b ’
monitored. In most cases, any soils-disturbing activities, such as demolition, ERO that fAM}i’ .
foundation removal, excavation, utilities installation, foundation work, sl @ ted. 18
driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require implemente
archaeological monitoring becanse of the risk these activities pose to potential
archaeological resonrces and to their depositional context;
¢ The archaeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the
17
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Case No. 2011.1122E
75 Howard St.

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
THE 75 HOWARD STREET PROJECT
(Includes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures)

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF
APPROVAL

Responsibility
for

Schedule

Monitoring/Report
ing Actions and
Responsibility

Status/Date
Completed

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 archacological resource;

o 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, determined that
project construction activities could have no effects on significant archaeological
deposits; '

®  Thearchaeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples
and artifactual/ecofactual material as warraoted for analysis;

®  Ifanintact archaeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities in
the vicinity of the deposit shall cease. The archaeological monitor shall be
empowered to temporarily redirect demolition/excavation/pile
driving/construction activities and equipment until the deposit is evaluated. Ifin
the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the archaeological
monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity may affect an
archaeological resource, the pile driving activity shall be terminated umtil an *
appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation with the
ERO. The archaeological consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the
encountered archaeological deposit. The archaeological consultant shall make a
reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the
encountered archaeological deposit, and present the findings of this assessment to
the ERO. .

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

Axchaeological Data Recovery Propram

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 o preparation of a draft ADRP. The archacological
consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shall identify how the

0
Implementation

Project sponsor and
project archaeological
consultant, in.

consultation with ERO.

Upon determination by
the ERO that an ADRP
is required.

Ifrequired, Archaeological
consultant to prepare an
ADRP in consultation with
the ERO.

Considered
complete on
submittal of
ADRP to ERO.
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Case No. 2011.1122E

75 Howard St.
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
- THE 75 HOWARD STREET PROJECT
(Includes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Ymprovement Measures)
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility Schedule | nArtesangt | StatusDate
. APFROVAL Ymplementation ] Responsibility Completed
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.
e Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing
systemt 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
. o - . project archaeological objects are encountered.
e Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive consultant, ixt
program during the course of the archaeological data recovery program. consultation with the
e Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the iﬁéﬂn c;s;zfgroner,
archaeological resource from vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally an .
damaging activities.
e  Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of
results. ’
o Curation, Description of the procedures and rect dations 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
Project sponsor and I applhc‘able,faﬁer requirements, if applicable,
. . . N project archaeological completion o regarding discovery of
Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects consultant, in archaeological data Native American human
recovery, inventorying, yemains and
19
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
THE 75 HOWARD STREET PROJECT
(Includes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures)
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility Monitoring/Report | g4 myate
APPROVAL . for Schedule ing Actions and Completed
Implementation . Responsibility p
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 Aschacological If applicable, upon Archaeological consultant
County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner’s determination that the hurman consultant at the approval of FARR by and ERO.
semains are Nafive American remains, notification of the California State Native direction of the ERO ERO. Considered
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant complete on
(MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The archaeological consultant, project sponsor, notification of the
and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the freatment of, San Francisco
with appropriate dignity, human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects County Coroner
(CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the If applicable, and NAHC, if
appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final Archaeological consultant | necessary.
disposition of the hnman remains and associated or unassociated fiunerary objects. to submit 2 Draft FARR to
ERO.
Axchaeological Consultant
to distdibute FARR.
Final Archaeological Resources Report
The archaeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final Archaeological Resources Report
(FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered
archaeological resotirce and describes the archaeological and historical research methods
employed in the archaeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken
Considered
Information that may put at risk any archaeological resource shall be provided in a separate complete on
removable insert within the final report. submittal of
Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: FARR and
California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall approval by EROQ.
receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall xeceive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR R
to the NWIC. The Environmentz] Planing division of the Planning Department shall Considered
receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the complete WI.lm
FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) Auxchacological
and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic consykant fo
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest provide witten
in or the high interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require 2 different final g{?)ﬁ;f(:og to d
NN at require
report content, format, and distribution than that presented above. FARR distobution
20
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
THE 75 HOWARD STREET PROJECT
(Includes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures)
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility Schedule | iop At ord” | Status/Date
APPROVAL Implementation Responsibility Completed
has been
completed,
M-CP-1b: Interpretation
Based on a reasonable presumption that archaeological resources may be present within | Project sponsor and Prior to issuance of final | Archacological consultant | Considered
the project site, and to the extent that that the potential significance of some such archaeological certificate of occupancy. | shall develop a feasible, complete upon
resources is premised on California Register of Historic Resources Criteria 1 (Events), | consultant,in . resource-specific program | installation of
2 (Persons), and/or 3 (Design/Construction), the following measure shall be undertaken | consultation with ERO. for post-recovery approved
to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the proposed project on buried interpretation of resources. | interpretation
or submerged historical resources. All plans and program.
. . . recommendations for
The project sponsor shall implement au approved program for interpretation of interpretation by the
TESOUIces. Th§ project sponsor sh?ll rc?a.in the se.rviccfs ofa qualii.ied archaeological Archaeological consultant
consultant having expertise in California urban historical and marine archaeology. The shall be submitted first and
archaeologicnl consnltant shall develop a feasi'ble, resource—speciﬁc program for post- directly to the ERO for
recovery interpretation of Tesources. The pgmcu}ar program for interpretation of review and commeat, and
artifacts that are encountered within the project site will depend upon the results of the shall be considered draft
data recovery program and will be the subject of continued discussion between the Teports subject to revision
ERO, consyli?'ng archaeologist, and thfa project Sponsor. Such a program may include, unfil deexed final by ERO.
but is not lmgted to, any <'>f }he fo]loyvmg (as outlined in the ARDTP): surface ERO to approve final
commemoration of the original location of resources; display of resources a?d interpretation program.
associated artifacts (which may offer an underground view to the public); display of Project sponsor 1o
intexpre.tive materials such as g:mphics, photographs, video, models, and public art; and implement an approved for
academic and popular publication of the results of the data xecovery. ’ interpretation program.
The archaeological consultant’s work shall be conducted at the direction of the ERO,
and in consultation with the project sponsor. All plans and recommendations for
interpretation by the consultant shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for *
review-and comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision umtil final
approval by the ERO.
M-CP-1c: Accidental Discovery
M ; . . . Project sponsor to : . . . .
The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from repare “ALERT” sheet Prior to any soil- Project sponsor to provide | Considered
the proposed project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources la:n dp rovide signed disturbing activities. signed affidavit from complete upon
as defined in CEQA Gnidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c). The project sponsor shall aff dI:z vit from project project contractor, submission of
distribute the Planning Department archaeological resource “ALERT” sheet to the project | .. - prol subcontractor(s) and affidavit regarding
prime contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, | o3 ontraétor( §) and utilities firm(s) to the ERO  {. distribution of
21
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75 Howard St.
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
THE 75 HOWARD STREET PROJECT
(Includes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures)
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility Schedule | lup ArtiEi ROt | Status/Date
AFPROVAL Implementation Responsibility Completed
foundaﬁon, pile driving, etc, firms); or ntilities firm involved in soils disturbing activities | utilities firm(s) stating stating that all field Alert sheet.
within the project site. Prior to any soils disturbing activities being undertaken, each that all field personnel personmel have received
contractor is responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet is circulated to all field have received copies of copies of the “ALERT”
persomnel including, machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, | the “ALERT” sheet o sheet.
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 Du.rmg soil-disturbing
distbing activity of the project, the project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall actvities. Upon potential resource
immediately notify the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities Project sponsor and diI;covI: the project Head Upon resource
inﬁ‘ﬁ vicimity of the discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measuzes - 0.-i] ect cgmra ctor’s Forema;y :’md/ol; project discovel_'y,
should be undertaken. Head Foreman sponsor shall immediately suspension of
notify the ERO and shall ‘work and contact
immediately suspend any of ERO.
soils disturbing activities in
the vicinity of the
discovery.
‘When determined 5
necessary by the ERO. Considered
If the ERO determines that an archaeclogical resource may be present within the . complete upon
project site, the project sponsor shall retain the services of an archacological consultant ERO to defermine if retention by the
from the pool of qualified archaeological consultants maintained by the Planning Project d additional measures are project sponsor of
Department archaeologist. The archaeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to rojec ia‘p onLsor an necessary fo implement. an archaeological
whether the discovery is an archaeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is archacological consultant from
of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archaeological resource is consultant the pool of
present, the archaeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the archaeological qualified
resource, The archaeological consnltant shall make a recommendation as to what archaeological
action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if consultants
warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor. maintained by the
Planning
Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archaeological resource; an Department
archaeological monitoring program; or an archaeological festing program. If an archaeologist.
archacological monitoring program or archacological testing program is required, it
shall be consistent with the Planning Department division gnidelines for such ' R
programs, The ERO may also require that the project sponsor immediately implernent When determined
a site security program if the archaeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, necessary by the ERO.
or other d g actions.
22
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MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility Schedule | ius AetiEisbort | Status/Date.
AFFROVAL Implementation Responsibility Completed
The project archacological consultant shall submit 2 FARR to the ERO that evaluates Arcl;aeolog'ical consultant | Considered
the historical significance of any discovered archaeological resource and describing the When determined to prepare draft and FARR, | complete upon
archacological and “historical research methods employed in the archacological necessary by the ERO. and to submit FARR to ERO approval of
meonijtoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any ERO for review final FARR.
archaeological resonrce shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final | Project sponsor and FARR.
Teport. archaeological
o consultant E ib .
Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sext to the ERO for review and approval. Once O“‘E)e ARR approved by | Considered
approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California ERO, project sponsor complete upon.
Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one fax "h"e°1°g,‘cai"°}‘5“1m ERO approval of
(1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC, R neure distibution of | FARR.
The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive one Project sponsor and
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, In 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 services of a qualified paleontological consultant f;;‘liic; P ::s;;tt:l Prior to and during ERO to approve final Considered
having expertise in California paleontology to design and implement a Paleontological q ]_ﬁelép P o construction. PRMMP. complete upon
Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Program (PRMMP). The PRMMP shall include aleontological approval of final
a description of when and where construction monitoring would be required; 1;0 ns’ultant%tly prepare PRMMP. :
emergency discovery procedures; sampling and data recovery procedures; procedure PRMMP, carry ofx)xt
for the preparation, identification, analysis, and curation of fossil specimens and data mo n.itori;l and
recovered; preconstruction coordination procedures; and procedures for reporting the reportin g;f required.
results of the monitoring program. : & 1L req
The PRMMP shall be consistent with the Society for Vertebrate Paleontology Standard
Guidelines for the mitigation of construction-related adverse inapacts to paleontological
resources and the requirements of the designated repository for any fossils collected.
During constmection, earth-moving activities shall be monitored by a qualified
paleontological consultant having expertise in California paleontology in the areas where
these activities have the potential to disturb previously undisturbed native sedinaent or
sedimentary rocks, Monitoring need not be conducted in areas where the gronnd has been
23
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Interpretation; and Mitigation Measure M-CP-1c: Accidental Discovery, the |
proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would not be cumulatively
considerable. ’

20T e

L

M-C-TR-1: Modifications to the Intersection of Spear and Howard Stree
If changes to the current configuration of Spear Street were to be implemented as part of
the TCDP Public Realm Plan, configuration of the northbound and southbound approaches
along Spear Street shall be modified to incorporate lefi-tum-only lanes and minor
adjustments to the traffic signal timings at the intersection of Spear and Howard streets.

Project sponsor in
consultation with
Department of Public
Works (DPW), San
Francisco Municipal *
Transit Agency
(SFMTA), and the
Planning Department.

Prior to project
finalization, if required.

75 Howard St.
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
‘THE 75 HOWARD STREET PROJECT
(Includes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures)
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF RPN | ohedule | i Ariiesng | Status/Date
APPROVAL Implementation Responsibility Completed
previously disturbed, in areas of artificial fill, in areas underlain by nonsedimentary rocks,
or in areas where exposed sediment would be buried, but otherwise undisturbed. Prior to and during Consultant shall provide
construction, if required. | brief monthly reports to Considered
Th oot ERO du.ring x.ncnitoring or | complete on
mr, i 7 | i
The consultant’s work shall be conducted in accordance with this measure and at the consultant fo consult PI:ERO i, 23&2‘;&?;3: X documentation by
direction of the City’s ERO. Plans and reports prepared by the consultant shall be with the ERO as should stop for dZta * ERO.
submitted fixst and directly to the ERO for review and comment, and shall be indicated. ECOV de’xrin
considered draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO. monitzrgn 5
Paleontological monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by this measure g R
could suspend construction of the proposed project for as short a duration as reasonably The ERO to review and
possible and in no event for more than a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of approve the final
the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if documentation as
such a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce potential effects on a significant established in the PRMMP.
paleontological resource as previously defined to a less-than-significant level. ’
M-C-CP-1: Cumulative Archaeological Resources Prol_iect Ispogsac;r and When determined Archaeological consultant Considered *
'With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a: Archaeological Testing, ::‘;STI;;?C necessary by the ERO. ;f’ prepate drafls to ERO complete upon
Monitoring, Data Recovery and Reporting; Mitigation Measure M-CP-1b: or review final. ERO approval

Project sponsor to consult
with and request Planning
Department, DPW, and
SFMTA, to consider
reconfiguration of Stenart
Street as part of the TCDP
Public Realm Plan,

Considered
complete npon
requests made by
project sponsor for
reconfiguration of
Steuart Street as.
part of the TCDP
Public Realm -
Plan.

Anmmbmﬁ—sumncrm CHANGE
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75 Howard St.
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
THE 75 HOWARD STREET PROJECT
(Includes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures)
Co Responsibility Monitoring/Report | .
MEASURES AD%%%%%SALC ONDITIONS OF for . Schedule ing Actions and %mgs{gig
- Implementation Responsibility omp
25

ADMINISTRATIVE DRA¥T — SUBJECT TO CHANGE

160




Motion No, 19449 . Case No. 2011.1122E

75 Howard St. I
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR |
THE 75 HOWARD STREET PROJECT !
(Includes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures)
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF | Responsibility Sehedul Monitoring/Report | - g¢au5/Date |
APPROVAL * tati cheduie B Completed - 1
Ymplementation Responsibili :,
e Mitigation Meds !
= M-NO-1a: Noise Control Measures During Pile Driving [TCDP EIR M-
NO-ZB] Proj L .. . . . i
. . . 5 ject sponsor, Prior to receiving Project sponsor to submit Considered :
A set o.f.SLte's%)emﬁacﬁ]fﬁox;e atteuzslza:lon me:i‘su.rtis;gaﬂ be compl'eted under the construction building permit, to Planning Department complete upon
supervision of a gua thied acoustic: these 1on uces shall contractor(s), and incorporate feasible and Department of submittal of
mclud§ as many of the following control strategies, and any other effective strategies, qualified acoustical practices identified in M- | Building Inspection (DBI) documentation’ :
as feasible: . consultant. NO-1a, under the documentation of incorporating :
« The project sponsor shall require the construction contractor to erect temporary supervision of a compliance of implemented | identified |
plywood noise barriers along the boundaries of the project site to shield potential qualified acoustical control practices that show | practices, :
sensitive receptors and reduce noise levels; consultant, into the construction contractor
e The project sponsor shall require the construction contractor to implement “quiet” construction contract agreement with specified
pile-driving technology (such as predrilling of piles, sonic pile drivers, and the use agreement documents. practices. |
of more than one pile driver to shorten the total pile driving duration), where Control practices should i
feasible, in consideration of geotechnical and structural requirements and be implemented 3‘
conditions; thronghout the pile !
» The project sponsor shall require the construction contractor to monitor the driving duration. ‘
effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking noise measurement; and !
The project sponsor shall require that the construction contractor limit pxle driving
activity to result in the least disturbance to neighboring uses.
. M-NO-1b: General Construction Noise Control Measures [TCDP EIR A
M-NO-2b] Projeet d | Prorto the £ | Project to submit i
To ensure that project noise from construction activities is minimized to the maximum | gz_g;;ggisor an thr:guj_l d.ine gl;s:r:iie © t or %]mzng;aﬁe? S:;;i:ﬁwn
extent feasible, the project sponsor shall nndertake the following: “contractor(s) along with the and DBI construction a list | submittal of
« The project sponsor shall require the general contractor to ensure that equipment "1 submission of of measures to respond to contract
and trucks used for project construction utilize the best available noise control construction documents, | and track complaints documents
techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, the project sponsor shall | pertaining to noise. incorporating
ducts, engine enclosures and acoustically-attenunating shields or shrouds, wherever submit to the Planning Project sp(;n§or to provide | identified
feasible). Department and DBI a copies of contract practices.
« The project sponsor shall require the general contractor to locate stationary noise list of measures to documents to Planning
sources (such as compressors) as far from adjacent or nearby sensitive receptors tespond to and track Department that show
as possible, to muffle such noise sources, and to construct barriers around such complaints pertaining to | construction contractor
sources and/or the construction site, which conld reduce construction noise by as construction noise. agreement with specified
much as five dBA. To further reduce noise, the contractor shall locate stationary practices.
equipment in pit areas or excavated areas, if feasible.
« The project sponsor shall require the general contractor to use impact tools (e.g.,
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" MITIGATION MONITORIN G AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
" THE 75 HOWARD STREET PROJECT
(Includes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures)

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF
APPROVAL

Responsibility
for
Implementation

Schedule

Monitoring/Report
ing Actions and
Responsibility

Status/Date
Completed

Jjack 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 exhanst 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 of least distucbance to surrounding residents and
occupants, as feasible; and selecting haul routes that avoid residential buildings
inasmuch as such routes are otherwise feasible. ,

Prior to the issuance of the building permit, along with the submission of
construction documents, the project sponsor shall submit to the Plaoning Department

* and DBI a list of measures to respond to and frack complaints pertaining fo

construction noise. These measures shall include (1) a procedure and phone numbers
for notifying DBL, 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
residents and nop-residential buildmg 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.
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
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(Tncludes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures)
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility Schedule “ﬁ;‘é‘?{gﬁﬁ‘;ﬁg“ Status/Date
APPROVAL Implementation Responsibility Completed
- M-NO-3: Interior Mechanical Equipment [from TCDP EIR M-NO-1¢] | Project sponsor and Prior to building permit | Project sponsor shall Considered
: : : : n ualified acoustical issuance, a qualified submit verification to the complete upon
The project sponsor shall require that effects of mechanical equipment noise on g o N .
adjacent and nearby noise-sensitive uses be evaluated by a qualified acoustical consultant aﬁ:rhmﬁﬂmtﬁt II;IBI £ g Dep artment and sul;nﬁunt;al of
consultant and that control of mechanical noise, as specified by the acoustical isimzl con) ot di at the 0 1:13 q1m1u11ﬁed i confirmation from
consultant, be incorporated into the final pro_]ect design of new buildings to achieve the L project design acoustical consultant that | acoustical
o um feasible reduction of build Roise, consi with Buildi achl.eves the maxizum recommerfd measures to consultant that
Code and Noise Ordinance reqmremants and 'CEQA thresholds, such as through the use i‘:ﬁgf reduction of ‘fEd“l‘:e 1}°§e effects from gmm_“es have
of fully noise-insulated enclosures around rooftop equipment and/or incorporation of fo mi 8 Fq:le%;znt: :’1;153 zgz:;:e beg;xpmcnt inetznﬂ]:; cg;p;{rated
mechanical equipment into intermediate building floox(s). the proposed project’s implemented into the final | project design.
mechanical equipment project design.
noise on adjacent and
nearby noise-sensitive
uses.
L M-C-NO-1a: Cumulative Construction Noise Control Measures [TCD® | Project sponsor and Prior to and during Project sponsor shall Considered
EIR M-C-NO} project construction, project construction participate in any City- complete upon
The project sponsor shall cooperate with and participate in any City-sponsored contractor(s) acﬁ‘viﬁes of the proposed sponsored constmcﬁonv submittal of
construction noise control program for the Transit Center District Plan area or other groq ect,bi?lc;glgomg noise control gmgmm, if | contract
City-sponsored areawide program developed fo reduce potential effects of construction ring & ‘c’;,u appli 3, an documents to the
noise in the project vicinity. Elements of such a program could include a community occupancy fortie applicable clements as 2 Planning
lisison program to inform residents and building occupants of upcoming construction duration of Fg’il:gmu‘m result of such program. Department and
activities, staggering of construction schedules so that pamcularly noisy phases of work activities Wi Di c . submittal °f:
do not overlap at nearby project sites, and, potentially, noise and/or vibration I’L:;anﬁemer istct goc.umex_ltahon
monitoring during constraction activities that are anticipated to be particularly an Area. ~designatng
fisruptive, compliance with
City-sponsored
construction
control program.
. M-AQ-2 —~ Construction Emissions Minimization [TCDP EIR M-
AQ-5] Project sponsor and Prior to the Project sponsor/contractor | Considered
. . . il : construction commencement of to submit a Construction complete upon
A. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Prior fo issuance of a contractor(s) shall construction activities, Emissions Minimization ERO/P] "
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(Includes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures)
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF Responsibility Moniforing/Report | - gy, tug/Date
for Schedule ing Actions and
APPROVAL . rah Completed
. - Implementation . : Responsibility
construction permit, the project sponsor shall submit a prepare and implement | the project sponsor must | Plan. Mfmthly reports shall Department
Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the mfm Piff‘ss“’“s “.rt?lfgl(ll),lc"mplfim(l;; Al bcdi“b@“ig to the ERO ’c"‘ewjl"df
N ) ] tion Plan. with the Plan, an indicating the construction | approval o
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) for review and approval applicable requirements | phase and offiroad Construction
by an Environmental Planning Air Quality Specialist. The Plan of the Plaf gé‘/:o been qul"iPme?t iﬂfm;nﬂ}‘ll:sn El}l#ﬂf)ﬂﬂﬁ oL
. . . . . s ) incorporated in used during each phase. Minimization Plan
shall detail project compliance with the following requirements: contract specifications. | For off.road equipment or altermative
1. All offroad equipment greater than 25 horsepower (hp) and operating for using alternative fuels, measures that
more than 20 total hours over the enfire duration of construction activities shall The Plan shall be kept on | Teporting shall include the achieve the same
meet the following requirements: site and available for actual amount of . en(:ils;lions
i i alternative fuel reduction.
-d)  Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable review. A sign s.hall be erna .e el nse
dicsel engines shall be prohibited; posted at the perimeter ‘Within six months of the
e proft of the construction site completion of construction
b) All off-road equipment shall have: indicating the basic activities, the project
i ts of the Pl it t
i Engines that meet or exceed cither U.S. Environmental Protection ;;%ugﬁzznco;; :f ﬂ:en fzp}ggs:ﬁ:;:? othe
Agency fU?EPA) or California Air Resources Board (ARB) Tier 2 off- Plan are available to the | summarizing constmction
foad 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
A : each construction phase. In
¢) Exceptions: addition, for offtroad
i. Exceptions to A(1)(2) may be granted if the project sponsor has equipment using alternative
submitted information providing evidence to the satisfaction.of the furels, reporting shall
ERO that an alternative source of power is limited or infeasible at the include tht? actual amount
praject site and that the requirements of this exception provision apply. of alternative fuel used.
Under this circumstance, the sponsor shall submit documentation of
compliance with A(1)(b) for onsite power generation.
ii. Exceptions to A(1)(b)(i) may be granted if the project sponsor has
submitted information providing evidence to the satisfaction of the
ERO that a particuler piece of off-road equipment with an ARB Level
3 VDECS is: (1) technically not feasible, (2) would not produce
desired emissions reductions due to expected operating modes, (3)
installing the control device would create a safety hazard or impaired
visibility for the operator, or (4) there is a compelling emergency need
to use off-road equipment that are not retrofitted with an ARB Level 3
29
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. for
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'VDECS and the sponsor has submitted documentation to the ERO that
the requirements of this exception provision apply. If granted an
exception to A(1)(B)(), the project sponsor rnst comply with the
requirements of A(1)(c)(ii).

ifi. Ifan exception is granted pursuant to A(1)(c)(ii), the project spomsor
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
Scheduie

Compliance
Alternative

Engine Emission Emissions
Standard Control

1

ARB Level 2

Tier 2 VDECS

ARB Level 1

Tier2 VDECS

Alternative

Tier2 Fuel*

How to use the table: If the requirements of (A)(1)(b)

canmot 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 Altemative 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. -

The project sponsor shall require the idling time for off-road and on-road
equipment be Limited to no more than vo minutes, except as provided in
exceptions to the applicable State regulations regarding idling for off-road and
on-road equipment. Legible and visible signs shall be posted in multiple
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languages (English, Spanish, Chinese) in designated quening areas and at the
construction site to remind operators of the two minute idling limit,
3. The project sponsor shall require that construction operators properly maintain
and tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer specifications.
4, .The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase with a
description of each piece of offroad equipment required for every
construction phase. Offtroad 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,
mode], manufacturer, ARB verification number level, and installation date and
hour meter reading on installation date. For off-road equipment using
alternative fuels, reporting shall indicate the type of alternative fuel being
used.
5. The Plan shall be kept on-site and available for review by any persons
requesting it and a legible sign shall be posted at the perimeter of the
construction site indicating to the public the basic requirements of the Plan and
a way to request a copy of the Plan. The project sponsor shall provide copies
of Plan to members of the public as requested.
B. Reporting. Monthly reports shall be submitted to the ERQO indicating the
construction phase and offroad equipment information used during each phase
including the information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment
using alternatiVe fuels, reporting shall include the actual amount of alternative fuel
used. Within six months of the completion of construction activities, the project
sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final report summarizing construction activities.
The final report shall indicate the start and end dates and duration of each
construction phase. For each phase, the report shall include detailed information
required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using alternative fuels,
reporting shall include the actual amount of alternative fuel used.
C. Certification Statement and On-site Requirements. Prior to the commencement of
constrction activities, the project sponsor must certify (1) cormpliance with the
Plan, and (2) all applicable requirements of the Plan have been incorporated into
contract specifications.
31
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M-AQ-4a: Best Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators [TCDP EIR
M-AQ-3] Project sponsor Prior fo building permit | Project sponsor shall Considered
All diesel generators shall have engines that (1) meet Tier 4 Final or Tier 4 Interim Issuance. submit do ion to complete upoTL
emission standards, or (2) meet Tier 2 emission standards and are equipped with a the Planning Depa.ft{n'ent submittal of
California ARB Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy (VDECS). verifying best ar de tation to
control technology for all the Planning
installed diesel generators Department.
on the project site.
M-AQ-4b: Air Filtration Measures [TCDP EIR M-AQ-2]
Air Filtration and Ventilation Requiremenis for Sensitive Land Uses. Prior to receipt of Project sponsor Prior to receiving Project sponsor shall Considered
any building permit, the project sponsor shall submit a ventilation plan for the proposed building permit, -submit an air-filtration and | complete upon
building(s). The ventilation plan shall show that the building ventilation system ventilation plan, and Planning
removes at least 80 percent of the outdoor PM, s concentrations from habitable areas maintenance plan to the Department
and be designed by an engineer certified by ASHRAE [the American Society of Planning Department. teview and
Heating, Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Engineers], who shall provide a written approval by the
report documenting that the system meets the 80 percent performance standard air-filtration and
identified in this measure and offers the best available technology to minimize outdoor ventilation plan,
to indoor trapsmission of aix pollution. ~ ' ' and maintenance
Maintenance Plan. Prior to receipt of any building permit, the project sponsor shall plan.
present a plan that ensures ongoing maintenance for the ventilation and filtration
systems, Project sponsor or
i N buildin, t :
® Disclosure to buyers and renters. The project sponsor shall also ensure the repre seﬁ;;l]l:gemen Prior fo move in Project sponsor or building | pisclosure
disclosure to buyers (and renters) that the building is Jocated in an area.with . activities of potential ‘anagement representative | gocuments shall be
existing sources of air pollution and as such, the building includes an air filiration buyers or renters. shall provide disclosures to provided to buyers
and ventilation system designed to remove 80 percent of outdoor particulate buyers (and renters) that .
J . . . and renters for the
matter and shall inform occupants of the proper use of the installed air filtration the building is Jocated in an | gueation of
systermn. area with ex?sﬁng sources building
of air pollution, and that the ocoupancy.
building includes an air
filtration and ventilation
system designed to remove
80 percent of outdoor
particulate matter.
32
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M-BI-1a: Design Standards to Render Building Less Hazardous to Birds

The proposed project and project variants shall conform with the locational standards
of Planning Code Section 139, Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, specific only to the
provisions applicable to locational hazards as described in Planning Code Section 139.
Therefore:

« Glazing as a percentage of the fagade: Bird-Safé Glazing Treatment is required
such that the Bird Collision Zone [the building fagade from grade and extending
upwards for 60 feet, and glass fagades dixectly adjacent to landscaped roofs 2
acres or larger and extending upwards 60 feet fiom 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 intexest for pedestrians.

Bird Safe Glazing Treatments: these include fritting, 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 2 maxiraum spacing of 4 inches, and horizontal elements shall be at
Teast 1/8-inch wide with a maximum spacing of 2 inches, Equivalent treatments
recomnmended by a qualified biclogist may be used if approved by the Zoning
Administrator. No glazing shall have a “Reflectivity Out” coefficient greater than
30 percent.

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

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

Project sponsor and
architect shall conform
to applicable
requirements.

Prior to building permit
issuance.

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

Considered
complete upon
approval and
issnance of
building permit.

M-BI-1b: Night Lighting Minimization [TCDP EIR I-BX-2]

In compliance with the volimtary San Francisco Lights Out Program, the proposed
project and variants 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.

During project design
and environmental
review.

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

Considered
complete upon
approval and
issuance of
‘building permit.
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0 Minimizing amount and visual impact of perimeter lighting and fagade
uplighting and avoid up-lighting of rooftop antennac 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.
Redne building lighting from interior sources by:

o Dimming lights in lobbies, perimeter circnlation 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 of localized task lighting to xeduce 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.

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
containing 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 assumed to
contain PCBs, and handied 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 Jaws and

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.

Considered
complete upon
submittal of
abatement results,
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regulations.

:IMPROVEMENT MEASURES FORTHE7S HOWARD STREET PROVEG
EFTR-A: Transit Information for Residents :
. e . Project sponsor or Prior to building Project sponsor to provide | Transit
To encourage the use of transit to/from the project site, the project sponsor should e s N : .
provide a transportation insert in the new resident’s move-in packet that would building management occupancy. gov:;;pa:ket to Planning ngforma%m; shal
provide information on available transit service (nearby lines, schedules and fares), ’ : cpartmen be PTOV;n:‘-i fo
information on where Clipper Cards could be purchased, and information on the 511 -~ f;y;;:z dumlt::;eci‘
Regional Rideshare Program. birilding
occupancy.
E-TR-C: Driveway Operations Plan
The owner/operator of the proposed project shall implement and adhere to all gﬁ;ﬁxx:;:;‘mf (?;%;I:lfc?mg building gzjv zg%n;::;;:f?}z;o S:;Sll(::::? on
aspects of the Driveway Operations Plan, presented in the 75 Howard Street and provide evidence of subrﬁittal olf)
Project Transportation Study. The Driveway Operations Plan shall be a compliance to the Planning | driveway
living document for the life of the project driveway, recorded with the Department, if requested. opesations plan.
Planning 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. 3
Upon the request of the Director of Planning, or his or her designeg, 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.
I-TR-D: Vehicle Queues and Pedestrian Conflicts
Project Sponsor or On-going during Project sponsor to ensure 1 Y,
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It shall be the responsibility of the owner/operator of the proposed projectto | building management | building occiipancy. that recurring vehicle considered
ensure that vehicle queues do not block any portion of the sidewalk or . gueues do not occur on complete upon
roadway of Howard Street, including any portion of any trave] lanes or bike Howard Strect adjacentto | submittal of
lanes. The owner/operator shall also ensure that no substantial pedestrian the proposed project site. | evaluation of
conflict as defined below is created at the project driveway. veliicle quenes and
. . . i If the Planning Director, or | J2plementation of

A vehicle queue is defined as one or more stopped vehicles destined to the his or her designee, any necessary
project garage blocking any portion of the Howard Street sidewalk or suspects that a recurring abatement issues.
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 Planning Department 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 Ewntmg. Upon request,
in high volumes of pedestrian traffic; car or truck congestion within the hj:ec:mcr/lf)ﬁp:;ator shall
parking garage or loading ares; or a combination of these or other factors, mspgmﬁon consultant to

A substantial pedestrian conflict is defined as a condition where drivers of
inbound and/or outbound vehicles, frustrated by the lack of safe gaps in
pedestrian traffic, unsafely merge their vehicle across the sidewalk while
pedestrians are present and force pedestrians to stop or change direction to
avoid contact with the vehicle, and / or contact between pedestrians and the
vehicle would occur.

If vehicle queues or substantial conflicts occur, the owner/operator of the
facility shall employ abatement methods as needed to abate the queue and / ox
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 / or on-site queue capacity; employment of
additional valet attendants or improved 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 / or limiting hours of access to the project driveway during
periods of peak pedestrian traffic.

evaluate the conditions at
the site for no less than 7
days. If the Planning
Department determines that
a recurring queue does
exist, the facility
owner/operator shall have
90 days from the date of
the written determination to
abate the queue.
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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 / or a substantial conflict exists, and
shall notify the garage owner/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 / or a substantial
conflict are still present or that the owner/operator has been unsuccessful at
abating the identified vehicle quenes or substantial conflicts, the hours of
inbound and / 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 Departmeént.

or
Implementation

I-TR-E: Installation of Pedestrian Alerting Devices

As an improvement measure to minimize conflicts between pedestrians and vehicles
in front of the proposed project, a mirror and an audible and visual device would be
installed at the garage entrance to automatically alert pedestrians when a vehicle is
exiting the facility, . T

Project sponsor and
Pproject construction
contractor(s) to install
pedestrian alert device

Prior to building -
occupancy.

Project sponsor to notify
Planning Department and
DBI upon installation of
the alert device.

Considered
complete upon
installation of alert
device,

FTIR-F: Installatiﬁn of Bicycle Racks on the Steuart Street Plaza

As an improvement measure to accommodate hotel and restautant/retail visitors
arriving by bicycle, the project sponsor would coordinate the installation of bicycle
racks on the Stenart Street plaza with the SFMTA." The project sponsor wounld work
with SFMTA to establish the appropriate number and best location of the bicycle
racks.

Project sporsor

Prior to completion of
construction.

Project sponsor to
coordinate with SFMTA to
establish the location and
number of bicycle racks.

Considered
complete upon
installation of
bicycle racks.
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: V. Implementation Responsibility Completed
FTR-G: Provision of Bicycle Signage and Informatjon Project sponsor Prior to completion of Praject sponsor to Considered
As an improvement measure to facilitate bicycle travel the project sponsor will add construction. coordinate with SFMTA on | complete upon
appropriate signage and information in/near bicycle parking areas describing access to appropriate signag installation of .
local bicycle routes and entries/exits to and from the bicycle parking area. bicycle signage.
LI-TR-: Sidewalk Widening
To improve pedestrian conditions in the area and to facilitate pedestrian movement in Pro!ect sponsor a.'nd Throughqut the . Project Sponsor and project | Considered
front of the project site, the project sponsor would work with Planning Department, proj ect consiruction construction duration. constm‘cuon couﬁ:act?r(s) complete tpont
SFMTA, and DPW to consider the potential construction of a wider sidewalk on the contractor(s) to.&?g;{:’r gc;(ﬁrmahgg C%Mtr:];non of
south side of Howard Street. The sounth sidewalk would be widened by approximately ;ﬂ D ar,tm 1‘;’ © Sidew
7 feet, from the an existing width of about 13,5 feet to approximately 21.5 feet, Pi"e Jep D ent, the g improvements.
starting at the west edge of the project site and extending east through the proposed t;nmn 2 I elflmé?nt an
Steuart Street Plaza, and onto The Embarcaderc. The project sponsor would be other app I:;_a e City
required to fund the design and construction of this improvement. agencies. Ifrequired,
. contractor to prepare a
To facilitate passenger drop offs and pick ups, the existing 16-foot-wide sidewalk. Traffic Control Plan (TCP)
would be widened for an approximate length of 35 feet at the proposed curbside white for project construction
zone in front of the restaurant entrance near Steuart Street, Thus, the sidewalk activities.
widening would 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 the 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 south 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 the 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 the evening period. The parking deficits associated with the
38
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proposed project and Variants would not create a significant parking impact.
E-TR-J: Reservation of Curb Parking for Residential Move-In and
Move-Out ) Project sponsor or On-going during Project sponsor or building | Ongoing for
ildi uildi 8 t f0 rece d i
The project sponsor shall ensure that parking spaces on Howard Street,.adjacent to the building management building ocoupancy. that tenants sé;;d ale and guﬂufadtizn of
project site, are reserved as needed through the SFMTA by calling the San Francisco coordinate movesn and occ a.ﬁ
Customer Service Center (311) prior to move-in and move-out activities. This would move-out activities with 1 pancy.
reduce the potential for double patking on Howard Street during move-in and move- SEMTA.
| outactivities. 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.
X-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 sponsorfo Considered
loading operations at the Basement Level 1, a device will be installed at the bottom of | Project construction building occupancy. coordinate with Planning complete upon
the garage ramp to automatically alert motorists when the loading turntable is in use. contractox(s) Department on appropxiate installation of
The warning device will provide visual and audible messages to drivers to stop and signage. signage.
wait for the turntable to complete its rotation. .
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ETR-L: Expanded Traffic Control Plan for Construction
. . : s . . Project sponsor and During project Project sponsor and Considered
To redu.ce potential co?ﬂmt.s between construction activities and pedestrians, transit project construction construction. constrction contractor fo complete upon
and vehicles at the project site, the project sponsor and project contractor would be contractor(s) consid :
N . . N er TCP expansion approval of Traffic
required to prepare a Traffic Control Plan (TCP) for the project construction period. measures while meeting Control Plan
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 :
N . ) A N « ‘Works, SEMTA, the Fire
with the San Francisco Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets (the “Blue .
Book™), the expanded TCP could include: Department, Muni
00k”), the expanded TCP could include: Operations, and ofher City
Implementation of any necessary lane clostres during times that avoid the am. and agencies on feasible
p.m. peak commute periods, measure to reduce traffic-
.. . . . i congestion during
Stationing of uniformed off-duety 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 tunnel located west of the project site.
T-TR-M: Carpool and Transit Access for Construction Workers Project spomsos and Implement me Project sponsor could Considered
As an improvement measure to minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated | construction throughout all phases of | request the construction complete upon
with construction workers, the constrietion contractor would include methods to contractor(s) construction. contractor to encourage completion of
encourage carpooling and transit access to the project site by construction workers as Considered complete carpooling and transit construction.
part of a Construction Management Plan. . upon completion of access to the site by
construction, construction workers,
E-TR-N: Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and - .
Residents : Project sponsor or Implement measure Project sponsor to provide | Considered
. - L construction throughout all phases of | nearby residences and complete upon
iAS a:: unpg:veme'nt measuze to Tl?mm.gomﬁuon %zzpacs on ; c‘:fss totnearby contractor(s) const'ruction.A adjacent businesses with completion of
bocz§ ons, the 1I;lmJect splonsm“i Xod ingrovx ﬁe nearby :1?: ences and a Jac? Considered cqmplete regularly-updated construction.
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 constroction 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 info ml: ation. An e-mail
interest to neighbors, as well as contact information for specific construction ingniries notice could be circnlated
40
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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 6f usable open N i e . . X
space on the roof of the towes, the project sponsor shall strive to install, or cause to be Project sponsor and Prior to building permit | Project sponsor shall Ongoing for
installed, wind reduction measures that could include windscreens along the exposed | architect. Issuance. provide building plans to duration of
perimeter of the roof, Additional windscreens and/or landscaping should be Planning Department and | building
considered on the west and northwest sides of any seating areas. DBI for review. occupancy.
I-BY-A: Tenant Education .
The project sponsor would p.rq.vidc th.ei.r tenants with 2 copy of the City’s Standards Project sponsor and On-going during Project sponsor and Ongoing for
for Bird-Safe Buildings. This is required to educate the building’s occupants about building management building occupancy. building management to duration of
the risks to birds of nighttime lighting. . consider providing building
. educational information occupancy.
prior to tenant move-in and
dudng annual
informational meetings.
I-AY-A: Emergency Plan E
The project sponsor, in conjunction with the building manager, shall prepare an initial Project sponsor and Plan shall be prepared Project sponsor and Ongoing for
I3 P PO S P P gomg
Emergency Plan that shall include at a minimum: monitoring by the building building management prior to building building management to duration of
manager of agency forecasts of tsunamis and floods, methods for notifying residents oceupancy and shall be prepare plan and provide building
and businesses of such risks, and evacnation plans. The plan shall be prepared prior updated annually. educational meetings. occupancy
to occupancy of any part of the proposed project. The building manager shall . Educational meetings
maintain and update the Emergency Plan annuaily. The building manager shall shall be held at least
provide educational meetings for residents and businesses at least three times per year B
. N three times per year for
and conduct drills regarding the Emergency Plan at Jeast once per year. duration of building
: : : occupancy.
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Subject fo: (Select only if applicable)

Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) First Source Hiring (Admin. Code)
Transit Impact Dev't Fee (Sec. 411) Street Tree (Sec. 138.1; 428)
[0 Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) Public Art (Sec. 429)

Planning Commission Motion 19450
HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 3, 2015 ’

Date: August 24, 2015
Case No.: . 2011.1122XVCUA
Project Address: 75 Howard Street ‘
Zoning: C-3-O (SD) {(Downtown Office, Special Development)
- 200-S Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 3741/31; 3741/35 (Parcel 3)
Project Sponsor: ~ Marce L. Sanchez — (212) 237-3129
RDF 75 Howard LP
1633 Broadway, Suite 1801
New York, NY 10019
msanchez@paramount-group.com
Staff Contact: 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 5824 SQ. FT. OF
GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL SPACE, AT 75 HOWARD STREET WITHIN THE C-3-O(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

1650 Mission St,
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
4155586378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
A15.558.6377

(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-foot tall,

www.sfplanning.org
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432,253 gross square foot (gsf) building containiﬁg 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 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-O(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 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”).

SAN FRANCISCE 2
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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-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, 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 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 from the Planning Code, including dwelling unit
exposure (Planning Code Section 140) and cuxrb 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. 4

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-
O(SD) (Downtown Office, Special De\}elopment) and 200-S Height and Bulk District, to allow the

SAH FRANCISCO '3
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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

- Redlassification 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.

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 triangular portion of real property within Block 3741/Lot 35, commonly referred to as
“Parcel 3" (the ”Uf\improved Triangle”), which is a part of, and subject to, the Rincon Point South Beach
Redevelopment Plan Area ( the “Redevelopment Plan”). On September 34, the Planning Commission
accepted delegation from OCIL 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 “Cormmission”) 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 ha_é 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. Gite 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 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-O(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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Pfojec’:t 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 undéveloped and under 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 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. '

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 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 compliant building that complies with the

underlying Height and Bulk District and zoning constraints, subject to certain exceptions
discussed herein. The Department received inquiries from members of the public regarding the
Project in its current form. ‘

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 fequires that any building containing a
dwelling unit in a Downtown Commercial District must provide a rear yard equal to 25
percent of the total lot depth at all residential levels.

The Project does not provide a rear yard that complies with this Code requirement, and as such,
requires q 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.

_ 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
Iot, 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

SAN FRAHCISCO

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, or 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.

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.

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 residentil 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 requirément. 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.

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.

Maximum Eloor 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

~ 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 GFA. Conditions of approval are included to require the
Project Sponsor to purchase TDR for 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.

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.

Public Open Space (Section 138). New buildings in the C-3-O (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 publzc open space for the

remamzng commercial space.

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 138.1(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.

The Project proposes streetscape elements along Howard and Steuart Streels 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 bike 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.

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

" 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 speczﬁed 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 imovements 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 parkmg and loudmg width
requirements of the Code.

Street Frontage in Commercial Districts: Active Uses (145.1(c)(3)). Planning Code Section
145.1(c)(3) requires that within Downtown Commercial Districts, space for “active uses” shall
be provided within the first 25 feet of building depth on the ground floor.

The ground floor space along 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).

. Street Frontage in Commercial Districts: Ground Floor Transparency (Section 145.1(c)(6)).

Planning Code Section 145.1(c)(6) requires that within Downtown Commercial Districts,
frontages with active uses that are not residential or PDR must be fenestrated with
transparent windows and doorways for no less than 60 percent of the street frontage at the
ground level and allow visibility to the inside of the building.

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.

Shadows on Public Sidewalks (Section 146). Planning Code Section 146(a) establishes
design requirements for buildings on certain streets in order to maintain direct sunlight on
public sidewalks in certain downtown areas during critical use periods. Section 146(c)

* requires that other buildings, not located on the specific streets identified in Section 146(a),
" shall be shaped to reduce substantial shadow impacts on public sidewalks, if it can be done
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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 Section 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 heéight 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. '

O. Shadows on Public Open Spaces (Section 147). Planning Code Section 147 seeks to reduce
substantial shadow impacts on public plazas and other publicly accessible open spaces other
than those protected under Section 295. Consistent with the dictates of good design and
without unduly restricting development potential, buildings taller than 50 feet should be
shaped to reduce substantial shadow impacts on open spaces subject to Section 147. In
determining whether a shadow is substantial, the following factors shall be taken into
account: the area shaded, the shadow’s duration, and the importance of sunlight to the area
in question.

A shadow andlysis 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 varignts. 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
Origingl 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 cornmon 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
aﬁérnodn‘ 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 8% 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 Rincon Park as a
proportion of the theoretical maximum sunlight is very small relative to most other Downtown Parks.
The Project could not be designed 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, i'ncluding 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.

When preexisting ambient wind speeds exceed the comfort level, or when a proposed
building or addition may cause ambient wind speeds to exceed the comfort level, the
building shall be designed to reduce the ambient wind speeds to meet the requirements. An
exception may be granted, in accordance with the provisions of Section 309, allowing the
building or addition to add to the amount of time that the comfort level is exceeded by the
least practical amount if (1) it can be shown that a building or addition cannot be shaped and
other wind-baffling measures cannot be adopted to meet the foregoing requirements without
creating an unattractive and ungainly 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 réquires 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 réquires 100 Class 1 spaces plus one Class 1 space for every four dwelling
units over 100, and one Class 2 space per 20 units. For the retail space, Section 155.2 requires
a minimum of two spaces. "

The Project complies with Section 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/ 2,500 = 2 spaces required) common spaces are provided for
the restaurant/café 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 establishes no density limit in the C-3
Districts. Density is regulated by the permitted height and bulk, and requlred setbacks,
exposure, and open space of each development lot.

The Project contains 133 dw_elling units, which is allowed in the C-3-O(SD) District. The elimination
of density controls in the C-3 Districts was recently approved through Ordinance No. 22-15 (Board
lee No. 141253); previously, density was principally permitted at a ratio of 1 unzt 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 incressing 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 intégmted 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 BPA) 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 138.1 and 428). Section 138.1 requires the installation of street trees in

" the case of the construction of a new building. One 24-inch box tree is required for every 20
feet of property frontage along each street or alley, with any remaining fraction of ten feet or
more of frontage requiring an additional tree. The species and locations of trees installed in
the public right-of-way shall be subject to approval by the Department of Public Works
(DPW). The requirements of Section 138.1 may be waived or modified by the Zoning
Administrator, pursuant to Section 428, where DPW cannot grant approval due to practical
difficulties. '

The Projeci 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 138.1 and 428.

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 4t 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:

a. Section 134: Rear Yard. Section 134(a)(1) of the Planning Code requires a rear yard equal
to 25 percent of the lot depth to be provided at the first level containing a dwelling unit,
and at every subsequent level. Per Section 134(d), exceptions to the rear yard
requirements may be granted provided that the building location and configuration -
assure adequate light and air to the residential units and the open 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.” 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, setbatk,
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
~  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 am. and 6:00 p.m., the comfort level of 11
miles per hour equivalent wind speed in areas of substantial pedestrian use and seven
miles per hour equivalent wind speed in public seating areas. ..

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

Section 263.9: Upper Tower Extension. Section 263.9 allows an addition 10 pércent 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.

16

192



Motion 19450

CASE NO. 2011.1122XVCUA

September 3, 2015 75 Howard St.

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 stfongly -
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 unigue -
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 buzldzng 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 the
mass of each portion of the building.

The upper tower extension would not significantly affect light and air to adjucent 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 reguired 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.

SAN FRANCISCO

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 fo 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 between a 200 foot tall and 220 foot tall
building of similar overall volume is minor. Additionally, the last 20” of the structure to screen
mechanicadl Zzppurtenances will be designed with transparent, 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 gverage 14,295 sq. ft. with a maximum
of 15,505 sq. ft, which is substantiglly 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
fespects. Specifically, the flogrs 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 warranted 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:

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 arve 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 and there is only one immediately adjacent structure. Adding bulk to the upper
potrtion 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 substantiaily 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 Objecﬁves
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.
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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 vetail 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.

Policy 1.10
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 MIUNI 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 HAVE 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 Prbject
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 & 20% in-lieu fee in accordance with the City’s Affordable Inclusionary Housing Ordinance,
thereby enhancing the City’s affordable housing.
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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

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

Policy 11.4
Continue to utilize zoning districts Wthh conform to a generalized residential land use and
density plan and the General Plan.

Policy 11.6
Foster a sense of community through architectural design, using features that promote
community interaction.

Policy 11.7
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 Czty 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 surfounding 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 gurage 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 Platmum certification from the
LS. Green Building Council.
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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. '

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

Policy 3.2 . : .
Avoid 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 facade detailing, resulting in a character that relates well to the scale of neighboring
buildings.

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies |

OBJECTIVE 1: 4
. MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT.

Policy 1.1

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 commercial and industrial uses meet minimum, reasonable performance
standards.
SAN FRANCISCR , ’ . 23
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Policy 1.3
Locate commercial and mdustr1a1 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 vesidents 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.

Policy 1.2:
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
sidewnlks would improve pedestrian safety, including the construction of generous sidewalks and other’
traffic calming measures to reduce vehicular 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 pedestruzn
experience.

Policy 1.3:
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 surroimding
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 nezghborhood while still supporting and encouraging walking, bzcycle truvel and
publzc transit use.

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

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

The Project would promote Objective 2 and its associated policies by constructing a residential building
with ground floor retail in the Downtown Corridot, 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 W1th 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 ( Tmnsbuy Termmul) 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 bf 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 213

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.

Policy 2.21

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 fagade
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-
OCCUPANT VEHICLES.

The Project meets provides oﬁ"—street parking at a ratio of .75:1. The parking will be provided in stuckers,
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.

Policy 1.1

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
testaurant and café, 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: .
EXPAND THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING IN' AND ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN.

Policy 7.1.1
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.

OBJECTIVE 16:
CREATE AND MAINTAIN ATTRACTIVE, INTERESTING URBAN STREETSCAPES.

Policy 16.4 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 101.1(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 neighborhoéd—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 vetail 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 altracting 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

Sfrontages.

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 gurage. 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 café, 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. 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 purkmg
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.
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The Project would not negatively affect the industrigl 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 preparédness 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. Thatlandmarks 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 Departmerit. 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 Departrient. 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 / 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, induding 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 undeveloped remnant containing only
a fence and some landscaping. The Subject Property is also physicaﬂy 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 propdsed 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 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
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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 (iif) 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.

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 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 756 Howard Property, therefore also complies.

2) Height and Bulk:
a) MAXIMUM HEIGHT. The Redevelopment Requlrements 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
II(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.

if) LOWER TOWER: The maximum height of the lower tower must not exceed 165
feet. The maximum plan dimernsion must not exceed 185 feet in length and 243
feet in diagonal dimension. The maximum floor area must not exceed 28,000

PLANNING DEPARTMENT . . 31

207



Motion 19450

CASE NO. 2011.1122XVCUA

September 3, 2015 ' » i 75 Howard St.

3)

4)

BAN FRANCISCO
2LANN

ING DEPARTVENT

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 diggonal 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.

. ¢) 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. )

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 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.

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 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character
and stability of the neighborhood and would constifute a beneficial development.

12. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Downtown Project Authorization and Request
for Exceptions would promote the health, safety and welfare of the City.
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DECISION

That based upon the Record, theé 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 Rmcon 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 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 hereEy 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 api)ealed to the Board of Appeals.
For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals in person at 1650 Mission Street, Room
304, San Francisco, CA 94103, or call (415) 575-6880.

Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedureé 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 Commission’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 appréval period.

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

Jonas P. Ionin
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EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for a Downtown Project Authorization and Request for Exceptions relating to a -
Project that would demolish an existing 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 comumercial 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-O(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 and 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 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. 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, séntence, 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 remairu'ng 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 admirﬁstraﬁvely by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a

new Downtown Project Authorization. .
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting
PERFORMANCE '

1.

AN rRANCiSCﬁ
PLARENIN

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 Depariment 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 inforination about complmnce, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,

www.sf-planning.org

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 dedline to so file, and dedline 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 Plunmng Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

‘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

Extensicn. 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.sf-planning.org

Conformity with Cwurent Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other
entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable prov1$1ons 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

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.

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 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, wwuw.sf-
planning.org :

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-

planning.org

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:

11.

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.sf-planning.org

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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12.

13.

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 sbecies 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
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 information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org '

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 generaily meets
the standards of the Better Streets and Downtown Plans, as well as all applicable City standards.
This includes, but is net 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 / open space by the Project Sponsor, the Project Sponsor shall
improve and maintain said park / open space.

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

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
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14.

15.

1e.

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 complzunce, contact the Case Plunner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

Rooftop Mechanical Equipmént. 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)(1)(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.sf-planning.org

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, Plunmng Depurtment at 415-558-6378,
www.sf vlanmno org

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: '
a. On-site, in a basement area accessed via a garage or other access point without use of
separate doors on a ground floor facade 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 facade 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. Publicright-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,ina ground floor facade (the least desirable location).
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h. Unleés otherwise specified by the Planning Department, Department of Public Work's
Bureau of Stréet 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, hitp://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 Mumnicipal Railway (Muni), San anczsco
Municipal Transit Agency (SFMTA), at 415- 701—4500 www.sfmta.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 complzance, 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 Pro]ect and 15 Class 2
spaces .- seven for residential and eight for commercial).
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Depurtment at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org
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22.

Managing Traffic During Construction. The Project Spoﬁsor 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 dui:ing construction of the Project.

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

PROVISIONS

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

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, Plunnzng Department at 415-558-6378,

www.sf-planning.org

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 Apphcatlon The fee shall be paid prior to the issuance of the
first construction document.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Depariment at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

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, Plzznnmg Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

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 Depariment at 415-558-6378,

www.sf-planning.org

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 neceésary information to make the
determination of construction cost hereunder. Payment into the Public Artworks Fund is due
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28.

29.

30.

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, Planmng Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

Azt 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

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 progiess 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, Plunmng Department at 415-558-6378, .

www.sf-planning.org

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 Administratoxr 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.sf-planning.org

Affordable Units

31

32.

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 Oﬁ‘ice of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500,
www. sf-moh.org.

Other Conditions. The Project is subject to the reqmrements 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

SAN FRARCISCO 43
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

219



Motion 19450 CASE NO. 2011.1122XVCUA
September 3, 2015 75 Howard St.

required by Planning Code Section 415. Terms used in these conditions of approval and not
otherwise defined shall have the meanings set forth in the Procedures Manual. A copy of the
Procedures Manual can be obtained at the 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://st-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 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
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.

34.

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.sf-planning.org

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 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,

36.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING D!

www.sf-planning.org ‘

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, hitp://sfdpw.org
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Subject to: (Select only if applicable)

Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) ' First Source Hiring (Admin. Code)
Transit Impact Dev't Fee (Sec. 411) Street Tree (Sec. 138.1; 428)
O Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) Public Art (Sec. 429)

Planning Commission Motion 19451
HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 3, 2015

Date: August 24, 2015

Case No.: 2014.1122XVCUA

Project Address: 75 Howard Street

Zoning: C-3-O (8D) (Downtown Office, Special Development)

~ 200-S Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 3741/31; 3741/35 (Parcel 3)

Project Sponsor:  Marce L. Sanchez - (212) 237-3129
RDF 75 Howard LP :
1633 Broadiway, Suite 1801
New York, NY 10019
msanchez@paramount-group.com

Staff Contact: 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 OFE-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-O(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 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-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, pub11c1zed and reviewed
complied with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31.

The Commission found the FEIR was adequ‘ate, 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 Départment (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 Year requirements (Section 134), and Bulk
requirements (Sections 270 and 272) within the C-3-O(SD) (Downtown Office, Special Development) and
200-5 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 350-5 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”).
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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 Depértment 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-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, 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 Genéral 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.

Untlike 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 ah
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 Cuirents (Section 148) and Bulk requirements (Sections 263.9, 270 and 272) within the C-3-O(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
matéerial 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 knowr as the “Successor Agency” to the former San Francisco
Redevelopment Agency (SFRDA), approved and agreed to enter into a delegation agreément 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 OCIL 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
consistenit 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, ioriginally 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 writteri 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 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 §-story above
grade parking garage (the “Parking Garage lLot”) 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 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-O(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 focated on both the Howard and Steuart Street
frontages. The Project also 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 Reduced
Height Alternative. Concerned parties also expressed concerns about the Project’s shadow
impacts on neighboring Rincon Park. The Sponsor has addressed many 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 zoning 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 Plénning 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 in 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-O(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 deﬁelopment
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 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 GFA. Conditions of approval are included to require the
Project Sponsor to purchase TDR for 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.

6

2217




Motion 19451 ' . CASE NO. 2011.1122XVCUA
September 3, 2015 ) 75 Howard St.

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 (133/2 = 66.5), and an additional 33 parking spaces are conditionally permitied
(133/.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 pefmitted parking calculations. The Project will not provide any parking spaces for
the commercial uses proposed, although, under Section 151.1, it could provide parking spuces equal fo
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 limnit in the C-3
Districts. Density is regulated by the permitted height and bulk, and requlred setbacks,
exposure, and open space of each development lot.

The Project contains 133 dwelling units, which is allowed in the C-3-O(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 permitted.

The residential and retail uses of the proposed Project at the density proposed would be
consistent with the permitted Downtown Office Speczal Development uses, pursuant fo
Planning Code Sectzon 210.2.

7. Planniﬁg 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 downiown
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 Projéct 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 aren by removing the existing eight-story parking garage and replacing it with
a beautifully designed.residentiul 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 parking 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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(i)

(i)

@v)

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 refail, and creating am 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.

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 of off-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 residenté‘ of the Project and the
neighborhood, while still supporting and encouraging walking, bicycle travel and public transit
use. :

The safeguards afforded fo.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.

Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces,
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting, and signs.

All parﬁng 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
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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 prdposed 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-O(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 policies 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 accessible 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 privaie
automobile travel. In addition, the provision of all the parking in stacker configurations will
discourage frequent use of vehicles for shorter trips.

¢. 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-of-way. 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-of-way. 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 Projecf 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 orgardzaﬁon, 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 one 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.

11
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(ii) That these localized transportation ﬁnpacts may be lessened for the neighborhood by the
provision of car-share memberships to residents.

The Project includes the comstruction of residential condominiums. Ouwners 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 fo 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.

Policy 1.10
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.tmnsportation 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 Tﬁznsbay Terminal currently under construction. In
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. addition, the placement of parking in stacker configurations will dlscourage frequent use of vehicles for
shorter trips.

OBJECTIVE 5:
ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS HAVE 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 umt
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,
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. .

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 empha51zes beauty,
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character.

Policy 11.2
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals

Policy 11.3 :

Ensure growth is accommodated without substantlally 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.

Policy 11.6
13
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Foster a sense of community through architectural design, usmg features that promote
community interaction.

Policy 11.7
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 4 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. '

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

Policy 3.2 .
Avoid 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 overwhelrrung 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 residentinl 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 facade 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.

Policy L1:

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 cqmmercial and industrial uses meet minimum, reasonable performance
standards. ‘

4Policy 1.3: ’ , .
Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial
land use plan.

The Project would add approximatély 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.

15

236



Motion 19451 CASE NO. 2011.1122XVCUA
September 3, 2015 75 Howard St.

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.

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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Policy 2.21

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 fagade
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-
OCCUPANT VEHICLES.

The Project meets provides off-street parking at a vatio of .75:1. The parking will be provided in stackers,
less convenient than conventional parking stalls, thus encouraging the use of other modes of transportatiori
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.

Policy 1.1

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 café, 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:
EXPAND THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING IN AND ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN.
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10.

Policy 7.1.1
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.

Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review
of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project 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 5824 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 Liowntown core and would
continue the pattern of active ground floor vetail 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 ufect 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 café, is
consistent and compatible with the existing retail uses in the neighborhood and is also consistent with
the pedestrian-friendly uses in the immedinte neighborhood and the downtown core.

C. That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.
' 18
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There is currently no housfng 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 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 compliance with all current building codes to ensure a high level of seismic

safety.
G. Thatlandmarks 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,
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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 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 headquarfers 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 / Initial Findings. The Redevelopment Requirements provide specific
standards for development but incorporate other local land use regulations to the extent that
those regulations do mnot conflict with Redevelopment Requirements. Design for
Development, § V at page 11 (“All new development shall meet the requirements of the
General Plan, the City Plarming 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
de'velopment 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 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
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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 76 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 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 Redevelopmént 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 ground

“floor retail commercial uses. :

The 75 Howard Project in its éntirety 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.
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2) Height and Bulk:
a) MAXIMUM HEIGHT. The Redevelopment Requlrements provide for a maximum
height of 240 for the Subject Property.

b)

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.

BASE AND TOWER HEIGHT AND BULK: The Design for Development (see Section
II(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.

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. :

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.

¢) The minimum required volume reduction 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 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 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 éharing a common open space of 2,950 square feet (greater than the required 50 times 49 or
2,450 square feet) an 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 101.1(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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DECISION

Based upon the whole record, the submissions by the Project Sponsor, the staff of the Deparfment, 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 hereto 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 réviewed 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 héreby 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.

APPEAL.AND 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

Comimission Secretary
AYES: Antonini, Fong, Hillis, Johnson, Richards
NAYS: Wu

ABSENT: Moore (recused)

ADOPTED: September 3, 2015
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EXHIBIT A

AUTHORIZATION

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 con’cainingr 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-O(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 Pro]ect 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 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 Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a
Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the Project and/or commence the approved use
within this three-year period. ' , -
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www,sf-planning.org

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 .

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

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 chaﬂenge has caused delay.

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

Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other
entiflement 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

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

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 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 complzance contact the Planning Department at 415-558-6378, www.sf~
planning.org

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. st—

planning.org

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.

11.

Final Materials. The Project Sponsor shall continue to work with Planning Department on the
building design. Final materials, glazing, color, texfure, 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.sf-planning.org

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 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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12.

13.

14.
" submit a roof plan and full building elevations to the Planning Department prior to Planning

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 frees 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 information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
wwuw.sf-planning.org

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.

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

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 Francmco 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

Rooftop Mechanical Equipment. Pursuant to Planning Code 141, the Project Sponsor shall

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)(1)(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.sf-planning.org
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15.

16.

17.

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 Depurtment at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

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:
a. Onssite, in a basement area accessed via a garage or other access point without use of
separate doors on a ground floor facade facing a public right-of-way;
b. Onssite, in a driveway, underground;
c. Onssite, above ground, screened from view, other than a ground ﬂoor facade 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 Streeis
Plan guidelines;
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;
On:site, in a ground floor fagade (the least desirable location).
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

S

Overhead Wiring. The Property owner will allow MUNI to install eyebolis 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 Mumczpal Railway (Mum) San Francisco
Municipal Transit Agency (SFMTA), at 415-701-4500, www.sfrta.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 iriformation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org
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19.

20.

21.

22.

Off-street Loading. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 152.1, the Project shall provide two -
service vehide off-street loading spaces in-lieu of the standard one required off-street loading
space.

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

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 orgamzaﬂon 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

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

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 Policeé 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.sfplanning.org

" PROVISIONS

23.

24.

25.

26.

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 ut 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

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.sf-planning.org '

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,‘Planni'ng' Department at 4£15-558-6378,
wwu.sf-planning.org

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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27.

28.

29.

30.

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

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 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 Department at 415-558-6378,

www.sf-planning.org

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 Departinent at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

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 Depariment 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 information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

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.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%).
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32.

MONITORING
33.

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. '

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 heréin by reference, as published and adopted by the Planning Commissjon, and as
required by Planning Code Section 415. Terms used in these conditions of approval and not
otherwise defined shall have the meanings set forth in the Procedures Manual. A copy of the
Procedures Manual can be obtained at the 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
* atthe 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
this approval. The Project Sponsor shall prompily 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.

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

OPERATION

35.

36.

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 Haison 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 laison 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

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, hitp://sfdpw.org
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Wi, ':f plf{fmz;m sl

‘ ‘eage:‘zz' é'f~1’1:
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. | 'Francxsco Inclusxonary ,Affordable Housmg 'Program Momtonng an', ,_:ocedures Manual
- ( ’Procedares Manual") ‘Ihe Pxocedures Manual as amended from; hme {o hme, is mcorporatcd
: f:.herem by J:eference as’ ubhshed and_ adopted hy the Planmng Conmussmn'and as; reqmred byﬁ

. :5 :Elof COmPhaIlce 24 ‘; J ) . - g oo
" “Code Sections 415 et seq. sha]l constxtufe cause for the Clty to Iecord a hen agams’c the o
: Project and pursue any and all other remedxes atTaw. C T
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- File No. 20111 llZE
S Howard Street Project’

Munon Na. 19449
’ Pagc 11

- EXH.[BIT 1

MITIGATION MON[T ORING AND REPORT[N G PROGRAM FOR
. .+ THE 75 HOWARD: S’I‘REETPROJECT "
(Indudes'l'ext for Adupted Mxtlgahon Measures and Improvement Measu'res)

7pm;cci Spomsor sha]

], archaeological consiltan
. V“duecﬁnn ofthe Envnomncnml

.| beyond four weeks ¢ only if sucha
- | then sighificant level potentlal eﬂ‘ects oria mgmﬁcanl archaeologlcal resourge ds deﬁned in

1 opportunity:to:manitor arclineol

-ERO regirding appmpnate amhaeolog(cal treatment of the sife, of Tecovéred datd from:

| the'site, and, if applicable, any inte'rp’mtaﬁi'c ‘treatent of lh:'izssocmred ﬁrchchlo'gi'
“site, -A copy of the Final Arc.haeulugmal Resomces Kepnrl shiall be pmvxdedt' th

: Respunsmxlity l'or

. bnplementation

Mamtormg/Repnrtmg
Actmns and,

Statuleute

aresnmertdd 5
. M-CP-hr Archu:ulugm:lT:slmg,Morulurmg, Dnm Recov:ry nnd Repurtmg

ig: Based on a reasonible presnmpbon that archaeolpgical resources may bepxesent within the
project skte; the foliowing ineasusés shall be tndertaken to avoid any potautxally sxgmﬁcant .

adversg effect from the pmposed projéct on Buried orsuﬁm:rgcd historical resources. .The
it the: scrvu:es of anarchaeologxcsl catisultant from ttieposl of *
quﬂ]xﬁed | intained by ﬁAePlamngepam“enta:dlnsologxst.
The’ archaeologxca mnsu.ltan!: shaﬂ underlaka an archacological testing program ast

-specxﬁed hersin, In addition, ‘the consultant shall be available to conduct. an.ardmeologlcal

monitoring ¢ and/or data recovc[y program.| i Tequired pursunnt to this measure.. The

5 work-shall be cotiducted in accordance with this measure at e
view Officer (ERO) Al plsns and reporfs prcpnmdhy
the cousulmntus specified | hereii shal] be submifted first and directly {o thc ERQ for

- mwew and comment, and shall beconsidered draft reports subject 1o revxsmn ‘until fipal -
pmva.l by the ER Amhaeahgxcal momtormg aid/or data récovery Programs :equue:l .
| by this measure contd suspend constroction of the project for up to a maximum of four-

weeks. -At the direction of the ERO; 1he.suspanswn of coistruetion can be extended -
spension is the only feasible means o reduce fo, 8 less

CEQA Guidelines Sect. 150645 (a) tmd (.
Consu‘lbmun th'h Desoen dant‘ Commumues

1 On dxscovery of 2 an amhseologmnlsue ﬂ.ssomated whh descendamNemve Amsncans or
‘the Oversaas Chmese ‘an appropriate repre

g

ative of the.d gionp and the
" ive of the deschndant gmup shal] b given the
gical field investi of the site and to cadsult wj

pres ‘""“f‘hﬂj adent grovp.

| iject

?rpject sponsorto |

relain qualified. |

professional

| archaeologist from the:
ool of archaeological *
consuftarits ma\nlamcd‘, [ -

by the Plaining
Depa:tment

sponsurlﬂrc‘bneol'
consultant

of soﬂ-dxsmrbmg .
“activities, subniittsl of &l
plans and reports for

. ‘approval by the ERO:

dlsmrbmg actmhes

‘Prior id.commericerment

For ‘thie dnralmn ofsml-: |

The amhaeu loglca[

. consiitant shall undertake

1| e archaeologlcaltesnng

* | progmimasspecified. -
 herein; (See below

\ regardmg archaeo]ogscnl

1 consulmut's reports).

1 "consuftantshall confadt the'.

ERO and, descundmt grou|

mpresentauve upnn

discoyery of an. -

E amhneologxcal site- ..
associated with descendant:

" Native Americans arth

" Overseas Chinese. -

. The. reprcscntnﬂveaﬂhe

. descendudl group shall be

sponsur/nrchaeolog'cal ’

s ResuurcesR:port. -

_giventhe opportunity o .

Considered - .
complete when
‘project sponsor :
fetaing 3 gualified,
- professional.
amhneolug)cal
B consnlmm

complclg pon
submittal of Finel -
Amhaaulogxcal

. ADMINISTRATI VE DRAFT— SURJECT TO CHANGE.
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File No. 201 1.1122E: ;
75 Howard Street Projeet
Motion No. 1 9449

© . Page 13

Responsxblhty for B . Momtanng/Reportmg - Status/Date -
" Tmplementation, | - Schedule : ‘Actionsand . . ‘Completed
] L oo - . ST : - Responslblhty ' pleted
an’ archacolog.\cal dam rccovcrypmgmm. lf the-ERQ d:izrrmncs thaiasxgmf cant: " |- . - R, .. |. constltation with ERO, -
archaeo‘ogmal resonrcz is present and that the resource could be advérsely affected hy 1he. ’ ’ = S I detérmine whettier, .
proposed prolect, ‘af the discretion ofthe pm_;ect 5ponscr cxlher AR A -1 S 2dditional measures arg:

[ warranted.: If; sngm.ﬁcant
m'cl\aeolugxcal resources .
are present and may be.
adversely affected, project’
sponsor, at’its discretiof, -

. may elect tor rcdcsxgn the- .

| project, or unglement dm
‘Tecovery. program; inléss
{ ERO detcrmm §the’, . ~

A) The pmpuﬁcdpmject shall be re-deslgned o as 10 avoid any adverse eﬁ‘ed o
the slgmﬁcant ﬁrchaeologxca'l RESOWRCE OF: [+ Lo

xeseirch sxgmﬁ !
| that mt:rpq:hv: u
feasible,

Arcim:o uglcal\d'omtnn g Program. © .

{AMP) shullbe dthe archigol ? - 'Emjcctsponsor und

mcludeﬁ:e folluwing prov ons' . '_pm_]ect b ‘,'gl ca]
consultent, in; .
consvﬂmtmnwnh \he

1

BppioY
by ERO: submml

Yoy ERO l’mject Sponsar, pi
ictivit c) g *| irchaeolt 14 ding
_consultant shall determine; “hat pmJectannvmes shall be erchaeologically- nr aeolog - Eigpo ﬁ::‘g:;,m
mioniored;- In mnsf cises, any “soils<digturbing- s, snch as demolition; « u.n pm] defsponsor's = aid ﬂnf;m Ey -2
- foundation remboval, exnavamm, grading, atilitic Hlation, faundaflon work,. . y 8 by

- contractois sh 1 implement 'ERO lbarAMP is

- “driving of piles (foundetion, shuru:g. e, sm:remedl ion, etc.. shellrequlre
* archaeologicd] monitoring hecanse of the risk these activiiies pcseto potential: -
sm:hﬂeologmal TESONITES nnrlio ﬂ g deposmonn.l comext; .

momtunng wnccessary
-monitor throughout ali-

soils-disturbing .
activities. |

: » "Iheamham.ogv.calmsulmntshanadws.,allpm_;eclcouu-amoxsm beonthe'
© 7 alert forevidence of afthe expected tesoiiree(s), of how to identify

S thc evxdcnoe of the cxpec:ed resoumc{s), and nf the, ﬂppmpnatc pmtoccl i ﬂm
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. ZFLI:NO, 2011 1122E.

. 75Howard Sticet Project .

) MotmnNo-19449 .
B Page 15

Status[Date ;
Cumpleted

Implementatmn .

-,Sc'hiadnle‘
RPN Rmpxmsxbxhty

ograri. Consxdemﬁonof an on-sitefofFsiie pubhc mterpretwe
h the amhacolomcal data mcovexj program.

H.uman Remams and Assocmted of Unassacxafed Fun i

.. The &eaﬁnent of ‘Initpan mmams and of assoctalzd of unassoclated fungrary ob)ects

- podiscovered duding any Soils disturbing activity shall comply with, apphcab[e State and.
Feideral lows: This shall inclnde immediate nofification of the Cororief of the City and’
‘County. omeanmsm -and in t.hc event of the Coroner's ‘deterciination that the humsh -
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Filan. 201111228,

 Howerd Streef “Project:

- Motioi No. 19449.

Page I7~4 o

MITIGAT[ON MOMTORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM [‘OR

EXH.IBI'I’ 1

THE 75 HOWARD STREET PROJECT .

rf ' d CText for ,i_do}Led M‘t:gatlon Measura and {mprovement Measures

MomtonuglReportmg
K Resp onsmﬂxty Tor |
IS'IEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OFA.PPROVAL - Implementation
MACP—I b In(erpretatmn .
Based on a redsonble | prcsumphcm thnt archsnoluglcal resonmes mny b pr:scntwrth ; .| Project spansnr and Pnor to
_the projectite, and to the extent that thet the potential significance of some $uch . nrchaebldgma]

resources is premised on California Register of Historic Resources Criteria 1 (Events),
2 (Persons), and/or.3 (Design/Construction); the following’

shall be indertaken |

consultant, in-

. 10°avoid any puteuhally significant adverse effect ﬁ‘om the: proimsed pmJect ouhuned -

or submcrged hxstunnalresnm-ces. .

'Ihe pro_]ect ”onso hall 1mplement an approved pmgmm fonnferpretahou of-
- respurces: The project wonsor shnlhetam the: services of a qualified archineclogical
consultant having expeitise i Cuhfomm urban hlshmcal and marine archaeology. The
‘a.tchaeolog:cn]. colisultont shall developa ﬁeasx'ble Tesourca-specific;  program for post-:
mierpretnhun ‘oFresorces: The pamcular program for fnterpretation.of -
amfacts thiit are encaymtered Within the-projeet site will depend upon the FEsulEs of the
data tccovery progmm and wﬂl be lhc sub_;ect of coutmuad d mcusslon hatwsc 11.\13

= Kacadeuuc and popular pubhcatxonof the results ofﬁ]e data recuvery. e
The archaedlogical oonsullant's work stiall be conducted at ﬂne duecuun ofﬂm ERO

‘consult fmn \Mﬁ: ERO

“l mierpretaﬁonpro :

- Lounfif dccmed,ﬁna] b_y ERQ,,

ERO to approve. ﬁnal

mfei-pretauon prograin,
Project spomor Toi
ifbplerient an approved

'Hne fo!lowxng mmganon ‘measure is reqmmd o aveid any putemm. deexse eﬂ‘e tfm .
the pmposed project on accidentally discovered buried orsubmerged historical resources

. a5 defined in. CEQA Guidélioes Section ISOéU(a)(c) The project sponsor sh
distribute the Planing Dcpartmmt archaeologieal résorires “ALERT sheet to tpquect
prifme contraclar; 1o any project tor (1 ] demu]mun, fion, grading,
foundunon, pile dn g
within'the project site. Prior fo any soils distarbing actwmes ‘being undena.ken, each’ e
‘contractor is responsible for cnsunngﬁmt the*‘ALER’I“ shéet iy cxrculated to all field

|- affidavif from proje:

etd, firms); ‘oritilities fismi involved i sofls dl.éturbmg activities

pmpan: “ALERT” ‘shéet
snd provide signe

comractor,

‘suibcon rimr(s) and
utilities, ﬁrm(s) s(atmg
ihat all field persorinel. -
have recelved copies-of

" signed affidavit ffom,
. ~pm3=clcon:racmr’ .
i Asubcontmcmr(s} and

uhlmes firmi(s) to 1heERO
sm{mg thaf 411 field -
‘personne! have recexved
piés of th_e "A}ERT"

1 Consﬂered

E Alq;t shest, :

complele upon - ’
submxssnon of
'afﬁda.v.\txegard.mg
'dxstn'blmmt of

personnel mcludmg, maclnne opcmmrs, ﬁeld crew, pile dm:rs, supemsury personnei,
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. HileNo 201 LITZ2E .

. 75 Haward Street Projoct
. - Motion No. 19449 .
| Pageld
L : E‘(HIBIT 1 . ’ : :
1\41'11 _&’PICFN MONITOR[NG AND REPORTING I'ROGRAMFOR .
. THE. 75 HOWARD STREETPROJECT. |
(Inc[udes ‘Text for Adogted Mitxgaﬁn Ieasures and lmpruvement Measures) i
) . Mamtormg/Repn rtmg . S. tule
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF A\PPROVAL Sch_edlﬂe" T Actions and . -Stal A:'I' n;. '
: : . R B Rspo'nsibiﬁfy_ Complefed-
T momtﬂnng/dam FECovEry pmgmm(s) undertaLcn, Infom\ahon any putatnskany-f 00 T : . : : ] Considered - -~}
. archﬂeulngwel resource shall be provxd-sd in asepln‘at: Temovnble insert within the ﬁnal. ir:}]]z«;to ;x:olﬁr and . . When ammed e Archnenlogca] consultant - { completgupon, T
s : E R O | 51 " necessiry by e ERO, - -mprepmdmﬁzndrAR.R, ERO&ppmvalDf
D ARK s ‘st 15 the ERO for fivisw and appraval.-Ones- . R ;andmsubmxtF}\RRm -FARR
raft FARR shsll be sent to the ERO for réview and appmvaL Onee’ | ERO 1 & s]
e ERO, copies of the EARR shall be distributed as follows: Californis | Am‘" Teview fin:
; gical Site Survey rthavest Tnformation Center (NWIC) shall reesive ot~ .. : i .
 (1)copy and the ERO shall eive 2 copy of e transmittal of i FARR to the NWIC.. | S e ~ | AConsxdereﬂ
|- The Environmental Planning diyision of the Flaning Dcpartmcni shallreecive one; ijec{’ sponsor aud .| Whien detenmiined " Onue E ARR y proved by
bound copy, one unhound copy :md one unlocked, searchable BDF cap,y on CD thrte | -archaeological | necessary by the ERO. i :
coplesofﬁu; FEARR afong with' cupxes of any farmal site recordation forms (CA DPR. . N

- 593 derfes) and/or docomentafien for nomination to the National Register of Historic

- Placts’CahfunuaR\:gxsi:r of. Hxstoncal Resources.. In instances of hlgh public interest
or interpretive valiie, the ERO sy rec[u e & diﬂ'ereutﬁnal repon: comcnf, Eormat, smd

dlstnbunun than thaf prcsemeﬂ abo\ €. .

consultant

7

Rcsources M

{ mg and‘\hhgatxm I’rogram. .

Thc project’ sponsor shall retain Lhescmccs ofn qual ed) paleomologlcnl mnsulmnt
.havmgcxpcmse nd Cahfomln paleontology 1o dcsxgn and xmplcmenta Palconwlazxcal

Resources Moritoring ; and Mitigafion Program (PRIVIMP) “The PRMMP shall incfude
" adesciiption of when and Where'construiction fmonitoring Would be mquued )

'ijectsponsorto -
-tetain appropnately
“qualified -

paledntological
Itant to prepare.

€

- emergency diséovéry procedures; sampling ind data mwyer}
for the prepnmtlon, de.;utxﬁczx.uon, analysis, ind curation of fussﬂ spec{me_ns -and data_

yrdination Pmcedurcs; and pmcedures br,gpporﬁgg lhg

: Th the nunganun uf chnstucton m

" |, resourcesnd the requirsments ofthe dusxgnmed xepusltnry for any fossils ml}ectud

.| ‘During éonstruciion; carth-moving eefivitics shill be monitored by a gualified.; :
I pzleomologlcalmnm[fant having, ewpexﬁse in Californid paleontology in the 2 n:eas \Vher‘

| these sctivities have ihe’potential to disturb prevxous]y vadistwrbed native sediment or

sedunenta.rymcks. Momlom\g,ne:d notbc conductnd mareas“ﬂxre the gmund hasb:zn

}_uuwuum -

PRM.MP oy out.
mom(onug, and.

Jreporting, xﬁmqum:d. "

Pnoﬂo zmd d\mug
»wnslrucnon

'Conmdered
compléte iwpon
- | approval of final -
o |-PRMMP,. ., .-
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 File No.2013:1127E
75 Howaid Street Project

- Motion Na. 19449
: Page 21

EXHIBIT L:

M- I\O 1a: Noise Conrrul Measures])urmg Eile Dnvmg ['1(21)1’ EIR M) NO -2a]-
- & set of site-specific noise-attenuation; measwes shall be- oomp‘leted under the '

K Responsxblhty for
Implemenfmqn

'Efojcci sponsar,

Momtonng/Reporhng
“Actions and *
: Responsxbxhty

Project sponsor o' submit'

Stafulente )

supervision of s ghalified acoustical Ttant, These attenuation es shall* constmétion 1o Plisin Cug;ldcrf;i
. . g Department’ complete npon
mclud§ 25 many-of ﬂxe follomng contml stmtegles, and any othcratﬁctwe slrategles. | contracto x@ aad Jine ; | "and Departinent of submital of-
- qualified aoousﬁcal( pm.chces identifigd uLM- Bmldmg Inspection (DBl) documentatmn
.'cunsultant‘ ‘ ..NO-la., ‘under the, docimentation of  *" mcorpomnn,g
super_ws:on of a. cumplmnce of lmplem'entzd :
A control practices that show
couslmcﬁon oout:actor .
i a.grcement docaments; |
-Conirol prnctlces sh +
- Project sponsor. and: - |"Priorto the issuance o | Project sponsor to submig . _ |-
extent fensible, the prcucct spansor “shall undmake the followin k _4 ‘constction . { the biiding perm ‘Q o Planyulr,xg Depaient-
o> The pro]ectkpunsor shall requiire. lhc gcncral Sontracor 16 B{‘ISUI'B thi'e conu'actox(s) 1 along with the, v * | -and DBI construction alist submmal of
e : |.submission.of of measures fo respand o -
1 construction: documents, :
thé project sponsor.shall - . .
: 7 1 submit fo the Planning™ g 1denhﬁed
| Department and DBl 2 | copies of cohfract | practices, -
Tecep Tist of Tugasutes t documents to Plaoning R
‘as possib]a, to muffle sneh noise soumeg and to consmxctbamers nround such. : ,espcnd toand track " G a'um“g ot
sources-and/or, the construerion site, whigh cauld redute constriction noise by as . complaints pcrtalningto | Department that show
. rnch as five dBA, To’ further reduce noisé, the contractor shall lncate stahonmy 1 construction noise.. constmuetion contracfor * .
. . -eghipment in pit arcas or cxcavated areas, lf ﬂ:asnble B S ngmement with 5pe cxf‘ad
L]

The project spor

Jm:k hammers, pavément brcakers end rock dnlls) that are h_ydrauhcally or: .
d ‘witlj co; 4

pmcnces

electnm-ﬂly puwemd vﬁmre.vcr possible to nvmd fioise
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Fife Ne: 2011.1122E
75 Howsrd Strect Projéct-
- Motion No. 19449"

© 0 Page?3

: EXHIBIT 1 . . )

MITIG A"]DN J’\iON]TORIJ\G A\.‘\'D REPORT]NG I’ROGRAM FOR
o o THE 75 HOWARD STREET PROJECT
(Includcs Text for Adogted Mxtxgatmn Measures and Improvement Measu res)

. 1 . SN Momtnrmg/Repomng ) SYE L
MEASURES ADOPTE A8 COND{TIONS OF APPROVAL . ’}“P;’:sf:&‘{ for .- Schedule: | Actiomsamd . | Statis/Date
g . mplem jom. - . T . Rmponsibxhty‘ B . Complete
bI 1\0-3 Infennr Me hanical ¥ . .1 Erojest sponsor and . , | Prior o buildisg pemmit " Congideied
Thie pro_]ect spnnsor shall require thit eﬁ‘ccts of inechanical aquxpm:nt noise on, " qualificd acoustical, " |"issuance, a qualified, A > : |- completsugon.
adjacent and nearby-nofse-sensifive uses be svaluated by a qualified agonstical . .| comsultant © .. | acobstical consultant G P Depaitméntand . | submiftal'of -
“copsulfant and that contral of mechianical nojse, a5 specified by the acoustical - Ny : I shall wnlf . that the ) DBI froma qnall ﬁEd -confirmation from -
consultant, be mcmporated into the final project dasign ofnew buddmgs 1o achitve the : ’ ncoustical.: |
; | 'maximum feasible reduction of'b ilding ¢gniprient foise, consist t with Building . consultant that -
- Code and Noise Ordinarice requm:men!s and CEQA ﬂuesholds, such as throngh the use | :| meesures have . ).
been incorporated. |

of fully noxs‘?msula[cd cnc]osmvs afdund réofof equipme andlor mcnrporahcm of .
mechanic I g1 ip 5 di: bunldmg ﬂao» T - riois¢ have’ been
; ¢ B : 1 i'mplemg:me

prujectdes Lt

L into the final’ |
1ta'ihe final. | project design. .

Project‘spf;nsor shiall-
pﬂrumpate in amy City:

_ij;ct:.spbhsor aud . R

| profect construction - . -

i tn any C(ty-sponsured *. | Conitrictor(s)
i Distri Plnuareuorolhar - -

ilfof sooh prog

Transx( Cem.er Dlsmct

|- City-sponsored . -
1 conslmclmn B
: cuntrol pmgram .

e
non {’l CDP EIR M- AQ-\. -

BAQ2 - Conshuctmn I]mlasmns Minimi ) : . .
. A. CD,,S,,-,,,-;,,,,,F nissioris M imization Plan. [’nurtu sqirance of noonsthtlon . | Project sponsor nnd Prmrio the . Pmie_cts“pcds’hﬂ_cjgmfaclpr Consxdcred
pcrmrt; ﬁ:cpm_;ectsponsor shall submlt'l(" iruction Bmissions Minimization Plan -~} construction .+ | commencement of " “10_submit:a Constraction ", tompldr. upon. .

(Plan) 1o the !In\'xmnmenmi Review O"ﬂce: (ERO) ﬁ:rnme\v and nppmval by an conhactnr(s) shnll ‘constriction acfvitles,” - - | Emissions Minimization :ERO7Planning-
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'Fﬂe'ﬁo Zﬁﬁ lf?.ZE
'15 Howard Strcct'l’my‘ct X
Mcmgn No. 19449 .

Page 257
’ ’R&pnnsnbdlt& for . Stahxs/Date ’
: Actionsand. ..
Implementahan - _Raponslblhty B E Completed

SN Schedule

e Cnmplmnce
: Alterustwe

How to use the tablés If the requ menfs of (A)(l)(b)
capnet be met, lhcn 1.he ‘project sponsor would needbo .
méet Comp‘hancc Altemative 17 ‘Should thep jcct

* spopsor not beadbleto snpply off-road equipment - -
- meeting Compliance; Alternative 1; their Compliance - -
- Alternative 2 would need & hemet. Shonld the
: _prolect sponsur nutbe ableio supply ofEroad.

o Alkemahve fuels are not 4, VDECS.

T 'Dle projem SPONSOT sha.ll require tt the 1dlmg fimp: for off-road and on-road, -

"~'equipment be. lumtcd to'no more’ than o minutes, exceptas pmvxded in :

exceptions to the! applicable State: regulailons rcgnrdmg idling foroffrosdand | - - ¢

.- ‘on-road equipment. Legible and visible slgns shall bepusled in multiple - B
Tariguages (Buglih, Spaish, Chinese) in desig) iing meds and at the' |-

e cnnstrucuon site to; remmd o-pemmrs of the two! mmme idling Kimit. :

3.. Theprog Ject spon.sor shall reqmm that construcuun opcmtors propcrly vhai tam
-";md hme eq\upmen’un axx:ordance v.:\fh manufacturer spemf ieations. - :
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Fite No, 20111228
75 Howard Streét Project
: MouonNu 19449

Pagc %7 .
3 L ’ : EXHIBITI : ) -
e T MTIGA'I'ION MONITORINGANDREPORTING PROGI'{AMAFOR
UL T SRR oo THE75HOVV_ARP STREETPROJECT, -
C . (l'ucludes Text for Adnpted Mmgafmn Measures and Improvement Measures)
B T |
. * Im[ﬂemmmm“ I S Rmponsxblhty. . ;Cn?;’;p[g_ted -
M-AQ-da: Best Available Cunrrol TuhnnlugrforDl:selGenemtors ['ICDP EI_R . B o R FEEEE S B |
MAQ 3I R . " ;. ijeci sponsor - © | Prar tobmldmgpenmt N Pm_]ectspunsnl shall : AConsxdered :
Al dlesel eﬁn“’h..’&. ik ﬂmt(l) meether vaalm'TieMImmm Ui T LT stsuance. M submxtdocumen(ammm completeupon

- emission slanda:ds, -or(2) x meether?. emission standaids and are equipped with a-

& the Plonning Depmment " |; submitial of °
'Cahfomia ARB I_evel 3 Venf ed D"se.l Emlssmns Ctmtml Sh‘atcgy (VDECS) L

| verifying best available . - documentation fo,

. |; control technology for sll  the Planning
Austalled diese] genemtors -F Dcpn:tmcnt.

CfLen thepm_;ect sites. | - .

_M AQ~4h A.lrl‘lltrntmn Measures [TCDP EIRM AQ-2]

i Pchctspousorsha‘lI : "Copsidered -
Submif 4 air-filtratiod and . égmpletc:uﬁpp B
- ventilation plan, and. - ~PIunmng I e
1 mainténance plan to thc . Depanment" R R
::Planumg Depanment :

| Projéct sponsor “Prigr to recéiving
. - buillding permit,

Fn‘the venhla(mn ﬂnd i Ilmhon

; e project sponsor onll alsg ensore |
disclosure to buyers (and rentets) that the building is Toeated in an ared. with

Disclosure 1o buyers and ren : 'Pno mnve i’

+' existing sources of nir pollunon and as such, the building | includes an air filration bulldmg mnnngemznt . ;‘:;Z‘r: ﬁ:;p;:nnal ) 8
" and venfilation system desighed fo Temove, 80 perceiat of outdoor pamcu]am ;e mpmse“mma . ' o 1 provided 16, buyers
- - matter and shall mform.ucctxpants u{ the proper us of ﬁxe:nstaﬂed au: il unn F ’ ] and renters for the'
U sitem. ; : il - duratinn uf
bmldmg
- occupancy,—

filtration snd vennlatxon L.
Systein desrgned to remove. | -
ASO percent of omdoor S
pm'uculale mnﬁer
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 File” No. 201 Ve
75 Howard Street Pm_]ect-
- Motion No, 19449

. . P Pag=29 :
AR '
MITI GATION MO NITORH\GAND REPORTH\ G PRO GRAJYI FOR
; . THE 75 HOYVARD STREETPRO.IECT :‘x
(Includcs Teﬁ for Adu}gted Mmﬂannn Measures and Jm provement Measurg
R I IR . : _“ 44444 . C ?dnmtnrm,fllepomug e -
- MEASURES ABOPTED 4S, cowbmon'-s OF ARPROVAL: o * Responsiily B ddhedute ] Aetiecs e Status/Date
Pmplementation cL o Responsibility. - -. Completed.

. upl ighting and avoui up hghu.ng nf moﬂnp an{ennﬂe a.nd othctiall equ:pmenr,

N ‘o Umlzmg m\mmum waltsy ﬁxlures ta achleve xr:qmred llgl\tmg leveL

- R Reduoe h\u‘ldmg lighting L‘tom interjor sources by'

a Dmmmg hghtsm lbbb)es, perimetcrmtcu!atnonarws and atna, S ’ - ’

£y Tnmmg offalt & unnmpssru)' hghtmg by 113 00 p m. ﬁ\mugh sunyise, espemally .
dnnng pealumgmlm riods. (mtd M’arc"o to early Iune and’ lntz Augwt
through late Oclober),~ e .

‘.o Utilizing :mmmmc v (mutmu sensor photo» o1 elc.) tu shut off :
+ Jights in the ev enmg ‘wher'na one-is presenfy - -
Encoumglng the nsg Q[]omhznd task Fgfiting to nedm:e rbe n:ed for midre

-The pro_;ect SpONSOr. uf my dEvF.lopmcnt pm]actm the 'ICDP area shall cnsure thit any | Project sponsoe . . Prior to any demdlition, - |.If necessary, the proj .Considered. ...
_building planned far demolition or renavation is survéyed for hazatdons huilding | . . B 4 or construction acivities. | spansor to.provide’ > - .. complete upoit-
matérjal: mcludmgPCB-cnntammg electrical equipment,: fluorescent lxght ballasts R s : s hazardons mntr.nn]s survu:y submittafof -
containing PCBs or DEHE, aid flnorescent light tubed contaiming mercury. vapors: R . HE v #nd abaferment results to'the | abatement resulfs:;
‘These materials sha]lbcmmovcd and pmparly dlsposed of prior fo th::start off . - . - e Plannngepnmnmtmd oe
déme {itjon or rendvation. Old light ballasts fhit are proposed 1o be. removed durmg : Lo ' SFDPH, |
renogation shall be evalyated for the presenca of PCBs and n the case where the' .
‘prese.ucEOfPCBs in the light ballast. cannot be Verified, they shall be assimed . . -
coniain PCBs sand hendled pnd dxsposcd of s such, according 0 a.pphcabl' 1:1\&5 and, .
tegnlan nst Any other, hazardous bu'ldmg riaferials identified either before or du:mg
< .. | -demolition or renovnhon shal[ be fbated accordmg m Federal, Smte, nnd local Taws md‘
: xegulnhuns o
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FﬂeNo 2011 1122E
75 Howard Street Project
- MouoqNu.l9449
© Page3l

LT Exﬂmrr]_ E ) R
MI‘IGATION MONITORING AND REPOR’I‘ING PROGRAM FOR i
THE TS5 HOWARD STREET: PROJECT.

{Inchndes’ Text for Adqgted Mmzahon Measures and Imprnvemeut Measu rzs)

. Momturmg/Repomng' T U
MEASURES ADOP'I‘ED AS cownmom OI‘APEROVAL R‘sf"’"s“’““y for:. Actions and .. ;StatusDate |
) Impl&mentﬂnan ) ' Responsibility . Ccmp]eted i
A vchxclequeue is deﬁ.ned as ope or more stupp:d vehlclcs desuned fo the project 1. 1. . e ,.Ifthe Plxmnmg Duec'tnr or: | ~unpleme'1t.'mon of
garage blocking sy fortion of the Howard Street: sxdcwalk or rondwvay fora" . 1 €, any necessary -
eperiod of three minufes or, kmﬂcr ons “daity or wsckly basxs, or for fdre t _p:cts ﬁxat a :ecm—n.ng | a'batement xssues

fhan five percént.of any 60-minute penod. Queues could be caysed | by um:onstmined
parkmg demand ex d‘mg parkmg space or valet/mechanical patking system ’
: capachy-, -vehicles wmtmg for’ sa.(’e gfips int hight vulu 5 of pedestnan h'afﬁc'car or

| quiese'is prescat, the: -
: Platining Départmerit § sha!l
i 'onfy e_pm_jectsponsor

«hampnrtnhun cnn§b]tani o |-
evaluale thé conditions at *

andlor outbound vehicles, fmstmted by the Inckof safe gnps in pedestna.n traffic,
' unsaﬁ_[y ‘merge-their vehiclé across fhe stdewa]k \vhﬂ: pedestriafis are present end A
force: pcdes ang to stnp or change dm:ctmn to’ avoid conmct with the veh:cle, and /- o’
d the v ’

day! lfthe Planmng ;
L Deparfmcut deferiines; ﬂmb :

occur, ‘the uwner/npemtor nf the. cxli'ty _shall . a Fécurring queue doss; -
nent methods as Asede "toabatethequeueand/orconﬂxct. R | R i .| et lity . -
fate abhiémentmethoax' _\VDil_Id‘vary depending on the charactz:is,ﬁés’an& - Ry IS L - Ownerluperator -shiall havc i
Ve queu a.nd conﬂxct Suggestsd nbntemeut meﬂ:bds mclude but are not N . - |90 days from the daie of -
ation nnd / or -1 the writlen determumtmn o f.

dhaté the queue,

[fthe_Planmng Director, or his or her’ dsxgnee, sitspects: thax vel-uc]e. queuesora
sibstantial conflict are present, the Planming Departinient shall notify the property . *
awner in writing: The ¢wner/operator shall hire a qualified transportation'corisultant: -
o evaliate the conditions 4t the site for fio Jessthan seven. dnys, The, consu]tant shall
"subrmit & report o the Deparimient documenting wndm‘ s.. Upon Teview of the,
report, the Department shall determine whether or not.gi d / or 8 sul ', G }i‘-
. ‘conﬂlct exigts, and shall notify the garage voerfoperator: nf i mination in
wlmtmg o

| the: Depanment datermmes thaf' queues or & substanitial confhc( do exist, upon " )
-notification, the facility oWnerloperator shall have 90 days from the: date of the written
determination i to carry ot abal mcasures, If after 50 da)'s the Depnrtmeut
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.

F'Tc‘NU. 21711 II_ZZE -
- *15 Howard Street Project .
Motmn No. 19449
Pnge 33

MITIGATION MONITORH\ G A.N D REPORTII’\' G TROGBAM FO’R
: THE, 75 HOWARD STREET PROJECT. .
(rncludes Text for Adgpted Mxhﬂatmn Measurw and Improvement Measura)

MEASURE“ADOPTED as ccmnmons OF APPROVAL - " Responsibiliy for:

- it nng/Re .
Mu lectlon s mf;mug Sfatus/Date, B
"  Implemientation PRI Responstblllty
¥ TR-G _Brov:sum of Bxcycle Signage and Infunnntmn . 1 ijéét sponsor E 'Pmrto compleﬂo n of - P. :ecl sponsor [0 Cons[ e
. Ag annnpmvemcnt ‘riéasure to fncﬂimt: bicyclé fravel the pro_]act spunsor will add El S . qonstrucnou EE | "coordinate with SMA on completc npon
nppmpnatr: sipoage and mﬁarmatmn in/near b)cycle parkmg Areas descn'bmg gecess to ) IS npprqprmt:eg -s.‘g‘,“’.g"ﬁ - _installation of *
3 iocnl bxcycle routes 'md cntncs/e.)cfs to znd ﬁom the bxcycle paﬂcmg nrea C e Tt

| bicyele $ignage, -

[ ETRE Sldewalk Wldemng’

ijeci sponsor nnd. N .‘i'hr.ougﬂmit e T iject sponsor and pro_;:ct. ‘Considered.” 1
3 To 3y rove padwtmm :nndmuns ia the rea andto fzu:llnzm: pedestmm movemcrrt in - . . - .
| Front :f the project site, e ‘project sponsorwould work-with Plaoning, DEPartmen : project consifuction -construction dumtion, . canstiugtion contmctm(s) complete ipbn -~ ;
. SFMTA, aid DPW to consider the. potential construction ofa wider sidewalk ogithe: - { O ba‘ctf)r(_s ) S : o.consider coordn?ahug construction’of

south side 6F Howard Street. The south sidewalk wolild be'widened by approximaisly | - . o . I &

7 feet, from theane.)ustmg widih of abput 135 fect'to appmxxmatclyllj feety’ . L IR R P -
ing At the & £ the project site and amndxngeast through the proposed - : sl gmung Depattmeritan

dunto The Embamadern The pmjectsponsor would be: - B other BPPh""’bIe Cuy .

lmprovzmcqts..

| TrafficContiol Pl (TCE
I.forpm_)ﬂdconstru o -,
. asm' es .

BICE Y
west édge fo Steirart Sﬁeet, excluding the proposed passenger zone. .76 feet thmugh
the pmposeds uartStIeet(Plaza, ‘and 82 feettn ’l]ue Embmde'

Thxs 1mpmvement measure- woﬁld requu‘&that the pmposed 24-foot w1d= "urb cul thﬂt
pmvxdes* access mto fhe Basement Leve[ 1 parkmg ‘girage and Ioadmg docks be

(fWQ uutomobxle smwcs m front of the pm_l_ect site, and two amomobﬂeand two o

" .| motoreycle spaces west of Stevart Streel), resulting i the ehmmaﬂon of atotal ‘of lx S A

. automobile end twh moancycIe metered spaces by the proposcd ‘project and the'two
:.| variants. The ncrease in packing utilization created by the elimination of thest o= © -

| stréét spaces would 24d 6 1he. expected parking deficits in the acd duiring the midday"

pmod, but would be expected 1o bé accommodated by other existing op-street spaces

m the area dm:mg the eveng penod 'ﬂm parkmg deﬂcus inted w:Llr thc
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FxlcNo 2611 n_zE' ’

. 75 Howard Sﬁtcth_]ect .

Motion Na. 15449
Page 35"

EXHIBLT 1.

Ml'I',IGATl' ON MO NITéRl’NG AND REP ORTING PROGRAJVI FOR
“THE 75 HOWARD STREET PRQJECT -
(T m-ludes Test for Adopied Mmgatlon Measurw and ImprovementMeasures)

v T e

Momtormg/Reparung

Statis/Date

Respunstblﬁtv for
Actiong and - o :
- Jmpggmegt'aupg o Responsibility Cm.x'xp'l,e,th ..
:ijg‘c:t“spu’hsdr.and ) D'u:"i}igtpm ect ’ ngccl éponébi and: Consldered
- project construction - constructionz: constrisction contractor to' complete upon
mqum:d o, pmpare o Traffic Confrol Plari (TCP) for the projéct cohstructic contractor(s) . | S .cmsm” TC; expansion approval of Traffic
In addition to the standard elements afthe TCP such'as coordination with'the. measyres while mecting:, : Control]-‘lam

SEMTA, DPW, Son Francisco Firé Department, ele., and the mandatory cnmplni!icc
with the San Francisco’ Regulations for Working in San Francisca Streéts (ths “Blie
i e)\panded TCP could mclnde,

Baok"),

- Schcduhng ufconstru: ontm‘ X lnps durmg 'hnurs ufihc day mher than !he .
penk i mummg und.evemng commule permds, and :

e\'clopment o[ a

- pile dnvmg du nu’ msmxfthc i M lm ’mnncl lm:alcd wesl of hc project sne’

- with Depe:fmcntn[ Pu!ﬂm

¥ TR M Curpnnl and Tnmm Accass for Cnnstrur.lmn ‘Warkers-

Prajest monsor'uﬁgi

Implcmc;hf measure

: | B m.l=¢=t sponsor could | :'Cans:derem G
Asin lmpmvcm:ul measuse. 1o mibimize pankmg demaml and vehicle tEips assooluted cgnstruction . :throughout all phases of d | complete upor:
with construction workers,: the construction contractor wou[d include metliods to conb-.:ctor(s) -constrictiod.. - completion of -
encourage cnrpaolmg and transit necess to the pro_) site hy oonsrructmn workers as . L;Consxdercd wmplete ;wnstmchnn.
‘ - upon comple’xon of K
consn'ucuon. R const.rucuon wurke.rs. .
_Projectsponsorér. -Implemeni measure | | ~PmJect sponsor. to] pro vxdc “Considered’- - .
: jetlonr - ¢ hwughwtﬂﬂphaaes of " | ‘nearby residences and - ‘complete upon *
Incations, the pro_)ect sponsor would pmvxdenenrby residencesand nd;acent et . N compicie upo
busmﬁscs with rcgulnrpi(; -updated information regarding project consiructi E cu_nmctor(s) B . ".an::f;:i%n;om jete. - Bd"aﬁt bus:ine&;es Wit cqm?jgi??q of:
Including eonstrottion; fctivifies, peak construction vehicle nctivities (o g, conercte. |7 oo von cong] eﬁonpu p “‘;5_: arly-update! i construction...
-{ ‘pours), travel lane closures, parking lane and sidewalk closures: ‘A web site could be - : mpon C"hlzm ‘ i “":nm' regRring . '
created by project sponsor that would provide current construction information of E : Project eosritclion a"d.
- appmpmte contact”.

ifforest to n-xghbors, Bs wellasconmctmformnnonfur spemﬁc oanstmchun mqumes g

-ar concems. ;!

imformetion. An e mail *
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o vo:d

: H’é'TrCE? '@F. SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UND ER;TH’E; PLANNING é’@ﬁs .

o The use of sald propeﬁy contraryf > Hesés pe A Ifestnctlons shall constltute awolat:on of ’rhe o
.‘Plannmg Code, @rid no release, frodification or elimination of thesé restrictions shall ba valid unless -
notice thereof is recorded.on- the Land Records by, the Zomng Admmlstrator , the Clty d 'County"ii
. of San Francisca; exoept thatin the eventthatthe Zoning standards:above are modlf edsoastabe .
* less Testrictive and. the 'uses therem restricted aré thereby perrmtted and in-conformiity with the.~ S
‘ prowsmns of the Planmng Code thls d cument would no longer be in effect and would be ‘nulland e

(‘P-mted Name) :

/‘//W 1/ f/4

/ (Clty}

' Sigratire)

T Nénth, Dayy -

PaeaNamy T

T . . N - e (gm' ' : 4 ‘ . ) ..» :". .. : . A el .. AEPR

| (S.iénaiu:re)‘; T cLm T iRy

Pubhc Certlf' catlon(s) and Offu:lal Notanal Sea[(s)

pagedtotar
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ACKNOWLEDGMENT

2016, befareme;the undersighied; a notary public in and for said

t,hg»irr,st‘mmen.t,.-,

Ni'ﬁfappe%réd; .Dﬁn!e‘/

.{:ﬁaﬁ personaHy krewn ’ca mear pmved i me on- the
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE

ecoronseauesreosy - MINILNNERR RO

‘ - San Francisco Rssessor-Recorder
And When Recorded Mail To: Carmen Chué Rssessor-Recorder

. DOC- 2016~K285544-00
Name: Ralph DiRuggiero Check Number 8136 ,
. Tuesday, JUL 12, 2016 15:18:38
Address: ©One Market Plaza THIPd  $57.00 Rept # 0005408475
o Spear Tower Suite 41‘30 akc/KC[l 15
'.'f.f..c';ty;' ....8anFrancisco T G oo R
State: CA : ZIP; 94105 l — ;

{Space Above This Line For Recorder's Use)

| (We) _RDE 75 Howard LP __, the owner(s)
of that certain real property situated in the City and County of San Francisco, State of Cahforma 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 sbécial restrictions on the use of said property under Part II, Chapter Il
- of the San Francisco Municipal Code (Planning Code).

Said Restrictions consist of conditions attached to Conditional Use Application
No. 2011.1122XVCUA authorized by the Planming 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 1511 to allow accessory off-street parkmg 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-O(SD) Zoning District and the 200-S Height and Bulk District.

The restrictions and conditions of which notice is hereby given are:

AUTHORIZATION

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 pafking lot within the
C-3-O(SD) Zoning District and the 200-5 Height and Bulk District, in general conformance with plans
dated Apri} 30, 2015, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Case No. 2011.1122XVCUA

" Page 1 of 12
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE

and sﬁbject 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 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 fot 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 Plannmg
Commission on September 3, 2015, under Motion No 19451.

| PRINTING OF COND!TIONS 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 Bullding 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.

Page'2 of 12
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE

Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Mohitorihg, and Reporting

PERFORMANCE

L

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

‘within this three-year period.

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

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 revocatfon of
the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the dosure 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 Enforcentent, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sfplanning.org :

Diligent pursuit. Once a Site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence
within the Hmeframe 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,

wmu.sf-vlanninsz.ozg

Extension, All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs shall, at the Project Sponsor’s
request, be extended by the Zonmg 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.sfplanning.org

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, Planmng Department at 415-575-6863,

- wrow.sfplanning.org

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

. parking and loading access, and must satisfy all the conditions thereof. The Project Sponsor must

Page 3 of 12
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE

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 af 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org,

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 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 ‘

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 1o 1. The fee shall be determined based
on drawings submitted with the Building Permit Application.

For information about compliance, contact the Planning Department af 415-558-6378,

. www.sf-planning.org

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 gbout compliance, confact 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

11

-

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.sf-planning.org '

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 treet 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

Page 4 of 12
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE

12.
- continue to work with Planning Department staff, in consultation with other City agencies, to

13.

14.

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 free 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 curreritly 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
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 indude street tree basins edged with decorative treatment, such as
pavers or cobbles, ' .

For information about compliance, contact the Cuse Planner, Planning Department at 415~ 558»6378 '

‘weow.sf-planning.org

Streetscape Elements. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138.1, the Project Sponsor shall

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 reqﬁired street improvements, induding procurement

" of relevant City permits, prior to issuance of the architectural addenda, and shall complete

construction of all required street lmprovements prior fo issuance of first temporary certificate of
occupancy. ' '

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department af 415—558 6378,
www.sf-planning.org

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 c.:learly
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 Franmsco Recycling Program shall be prov1ded at the ground level of the
buildings.

For information about compliance, contuct the Case Planner, Plannmg Department at 415-558-6378,

wew.sfplanning.org

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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NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE -

equipment, if any is proposed as part of the Project, is reqmred to be screened so as not to be
visible from any point at or below the roof level of the subject buxldmg

In C-3 Districts, additional buﬂding volume used to enclose or screen from view the features
listed under Planning Code Sections 260 (b)(1)(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

15.

.16.

the horizontal area of all upper tower roof areas of the building meastired before the addition of
any exempt features times 20, :

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planmer, Planning Department at 415—558—6378
www sf-planning.org

Lighting Plan, ~ The Project Sponsor shall submit an exterior lightin'g_ plan to the Planning
Department prior fo 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-planning.org

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:

17,

a. On-site, in a basement area accessed via a garage or other access point without use of
separate doors on a ground floor facade 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 facade facmg 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 gujdelines;

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
gurdehnes,

g On-site, in a ground floor facade (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 information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public
Works at 415-554-5810, hitp:/fsfdpw.org

Overhead Wiring. The Property owner will allow MUNI to “install eyebolts in the building
adjacent o 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 Agenéy (SEMTA), at 415-701-4500, www.sfittg.org
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PARKING AND TRAFFIC

18.

19

20.

R

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.sfFplanning.org ' .

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

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.sfplanning.org

Bicycle Parking (Mixed-Use: New Commercial/Major. Renovation and Residential). Pursuant
to Planning Cog‘le 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 o

. Managing Traffic During Construction. The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s)

shall coordinate with the Traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of the San Francisco
Mumnicipal 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.st-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} stre¢t 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,
ww.sf-planning.org
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24,

NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE

Transit fmpact-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 pald prior to the issuance of the

* first construction document,

26.

27.

29.

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

. 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 Apphcahon The fee shall be paid prior to the
issuance of the first construction document.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department af 415 558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

Transit Center District Transportation and Street Improvement Fee. Pursuant to Plénning
Code Section 424.6, the Project Sponsor shall pay the Transit Center District Transportation and
Street Tmprovement 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 lemer, Planning Depaziment at 415-558-6378,
wuw. sf-planning.org

Arxt - 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 elects to provide the
artwork on-site, the Conditions set forth ih Conditions Numbers 28-30 below shall govern.

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

Art Plaques. Pursuant o 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 gbout complinnce, confact the Case Planner, Planning Department af 415-558-6378,
wyww.sf-planning.org

Azt - 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 helght 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 theart concept
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE

30.

_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,
wuww.sfFplanning.org

Azt - Installation. Purstant 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.sf-planning.org '

AFFORDABLE UNITS .

31

32,

Requirement, Pursuant to Planning Code 415.5, the Project Sponsor iust 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 Community Development at 415-701-5500,

www.sf-moh.org.

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 Prancisco 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 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 Prdject 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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NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE

this approval. The Pro]:ect 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 Progtam
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 atlaw.

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

34.

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 '

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 shail be subject
to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code
Section 176 or Section 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to
other city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

OPERATION -

35.

36.

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 information ‘about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Plannmg Department at 415 575-6863,

www.sf- vlannmsz org

Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building
and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance
with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards.
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For information about compliarce, contact Burean of Street Use and Mapping, Departmenf of Public
Works, 415-695-2017, hiftp//sfdpw.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 resttictions 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 bé null and void.

See attached

(Signature) o (Printed Name)

Dated: .20 at : , California.
{Month, Day) (City)

{Signature) (Printed Name)

Dated: + 20 . at ., California.
(Month, Day) L {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

By: Paramopst Grospsns., General Partner

By: A Z
Nar Deanrel /4 laverv

: Exciesive Vece ﬂe;n&.f .

- ACKNOWLEDGMENT

staTE OF AVtw ’}/u Ly
) ss:
COUNTY OF rw yorl
On \}M /% 74 , 2016, before me, the undersigned, a notary public in

and for said state, ;{ersonally appeared 7)@1; ~eﬁ/ A. [ auer personally 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. “

s >
< oo

ANDREA FALLON
Notary Public, State of New York
Certificate No. 01FA5016002
Qualifled in New York County
Commission Expires August 2, 2017

308



EXHIBIT A
LEGAL DESCRIPTION

Al thiat certain real property sltuated in the: County of San Francisco, State of Cahfarma, described as
follows:

City OF Saii Francisco
PARCEL ONE:

LGT 331 AS SHOWN AND DESCRIBED GN THAT CERTAIN PARCEL MAP BEING A RESUBDIVISION OF .
ASSESSOR’S LOTS 1, 16, 17, 19 AND 26 BLOCK 3741 ALSO BEING & PORTION OF 100 VARA BLOCK 322
RECORDED DECEMBER 22, 1981 IN BOOK 2Z GF PARCEL MAPS AT PAGE 61 IN THE OFFICE OF THE
RECORDER OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF $§aN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA.

PARCEL TWO:

A PERPETUAL EASEMENT AT GROUND LEVEL ONLY FOR VEHICULAR AND PEDESTRIAN ACCESSIN AND.
TO STEUART STREET OVER AND ACROSS THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PARCEL OF LAND AS RESERVED
IN THE DEED FROM DELTA TERMINALS, INC, A CALIFORNIA CORPORATICN TO THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA RECORDED QUTOBER 14, 1955 IN BOOK 6714, OFFICIAL RECORDS PAGE 524:

BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE SOUTHWESTERLY LINE OF STEUART STREET, DISTANT THEREON
KORTH 44 FEGREES 52" 05" WEST 14.32 FEET FROM THE MGST EASTERLY CORNER OF THE PROPERTY
DESCRIBED IN THAT CERTAIN DEED EXECUTED BY DELTA TERMIMALS, INC,; TO THE STATE OF
GALIFORNIA, RECORDED OCTORER 14, 1955 IN BOOK 6714 QFFICIAL RECORDS AT PAGE 524, IN THE
OFFICE GF THE RECORDER OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA;
 THENCE SOUTH 77 DEGREEY 58' 24" WEST 62.48 FEET; THENCE FROM:A TANGENT THAT BEARS NORTH
5 DEGREES 44’ 49" FAST ALONG A CURVE T THE LEFT, WITH A RADIUS OF 958 FEET, A GENTRAL
ANGLE OF 1 DEGREE 30" 05", AN ARC DISTANCE OF 25.10 FEET; THENCE NORTH 77 DEGREES 58* 24
EAST 39.83 FEET TO SAID SGUTHWE’&TERLY LINE OF STEUART STREET: THENCE ALGNG LAST SAID
LINE SOUTH 44 DEGREES 521 05" EAST 28.57 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING,

SAIDEASEMENT IS APPURTENART ONLY TQ THAT PORTION OF PARCEL ONE DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE SOUTHWESTERLY LINE GF STEUART STREET
AND THE SQUTHEASTERLY LINE OF HOWARD STREET; THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY AND ALONG SAID
LINE OF HOWARIY STREET 100 FEET; THENCE A TA RIGHT ANGLE SOUTHEASTERLY 392,215 FEET;

. THENCE FROM ATANGENT THAT EEARS NORTH 9 DEGREES 20" 01" EAST 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: THENGE NORTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID LINEOF -
STEUART STREET 109, 233 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

EXCEPTING THEREFROM AS.QUITCLAIMED IN DEED RECORDED JUNE 16, 1983, IN BOOK b538, PAGE
1661, OFFICIAL RECORDS, THAT PORTION OF SAID EASEMENT LYING SCUTHEASTERLY OF A LINE
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS‘

COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHWESTERLY CQRNER OF SATD EASEMENT; THENCE ALONG A LINETHAT IS
AT RIGHT ARGLES TO THE SOUTHWESTERLY LINE OF STEUART ST REET’ N. 45 DEGREES 07° 55" E,
52.49 FEET TQ THE SAID SOUTHWESTERLY LENE OF STEUART STREET.

PARC..EL THREE:
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EXHIBIT A
{Contifiued)

:

AN EASEMENT AT GROUND LEVEL ONLY FOR VEHICULAR AND PEDESTRIAN ACCESS IN AND TO
STEUAKT STREET UPON, OVER AND ACROSS A PORTION OF THE PARCEL OF LARD CONVEYED TO'STATE
OF CALTFORNIA BY DEED RECORDED OCTOBER 14, 1955 IN VOLUME 6714 AT PAGE 524 GOF OFFICIAL
RECGRDS OF THE CITY ARND COUNTY ‘OF SAN FRANCISCO: DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING ON THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID PARCEL AT THESOUTHWESTERLY CORNER OF THAT
CERTAIN 1225 SQUARE FOOT EASEMENT FOR.VEHICULAR AND PEDESTRIAN ACCESS PURPOSES
RESERVED IN SAID DEED; THENCE ALONG SAID WESTERLY LINE, FROM A TANGENT THAT BEARS N. 5
DEGREES 44° 49" E,, ALONG A CURVE TO THE LEFT WITH A RADIUS OF 95800 FEET, THROUGH AN
ANGLE OF 4 DEGREES, 11 28", AN ARC LENGTH OF 70,08 FEET TO THE NQRTHERLY CORNER OF SAID
PARCEL ONTHE SOUTHWESTERLY LINE OF STEUART STREET; THENCE ALONG LAST SAID LINES, 44
DEGREES §2° (5" E,, 46.40 FEET TQ A LINE THAT 18 AT RIGHT ANGLES TQ SAID SOUTHWESTERLY
STREET LINE AND PASSES THROUGH THE PQINT OF COMMENCEMENT; THENCE ALONG LAST SATD LINE
5. 45 DEGREES 07 55 W, 52,49 FEET TQ THE POINT OF COMMENGEMENT..

EXCEPTING THEREFROM ALL THAT PORTION OF THE ACCESS EASEMENT RESERVED IN THE DEED
RECORDED OCTOBER 14, 1955 IN VOLUME 6714 AT PAGE 524, OFFICIAL RECORDS OF CITY AND
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, LYING NORTHWESTERLY OF THE COURSE DESCRIBED Aaov:s ASYS, 45
DEGREES 07” 55" w 5249 FEET.

PARCEL Fcfum

APPURTENANT TO PARGEL ONE ABOVE TWO (2) 4 FOOT EASEMENTS FOR. EXISTING OVERHANGING
ARCHITECTURAL ENCROACHMENTS FOR LIFE OF THE PRESENT EXISTING STRUCTURE LOCATED GN
PARCEL ONE ABOVE AS SAID EASEMENTS ARE SHOWN QN SAID PARCEL MAP.

ARN: Lot 031, Block 3741
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE

ECORDING REQUESTEDBY NIRRT

' I San Francisco Assessor-Recorder
And When Recorded Mail To: Carmen Chu, Assessor-Recorder
DOC- 2016-K285543~00
Check’ Number 8136
Tuesday, JUL 12, 2016 15:18: 27

Name: Ralph DiRuggiero

Address One Market Plaza ~
.. Spear Tower Suite 4150.. Ttlpd $24% cht i*?g%ség:gﬁy PR
HC]ty: - 'S'\ﬂ rl‘anCXSCO v e e s avees 4 e e e
CState: CA__ ZIP: 94105

(Space Above This Line For Recorder's Use)

I (We) RDF 75 Howard LP . __ the ownex(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 ”EXhlbItA" 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 If, Chapter I of the
San Francisco Municipal Code (Planning Code). :

Said Restrictions consist of conditions attached to Variance Application No. 2011,1122XVCUA
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 feef
of ground floor retail space, 100 off-street parking spaces, and 123 bicycle parking spaces (108 Class 1;

15 Class 2).

The restrictions and 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. If the Zoning Administrator determines that there would be a significant or extraordinary

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 SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE

2. The proposed project must meet these conditions and all applicable City Codes. In 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 records of the City and County. of San
Frandisco the conditions attached to this Variance decxsmn as a Notice of Special Restrxctmns ina
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 submiited with the Site or Building Permit Application for the
Project, This Index 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 8an 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: __ , 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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[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

| ACKNOWLEDGMENT
STATE OF _Aftw %-fk_ )

| / . ) ss:
county or Vew Yok |

On Ja{ / vy // , 2016, before me, the undersigned, a notary public in
and for said state, pérsonally appeared i/ Yrsi / A . Lauyepersonally 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.

b s

Notary i

ANDREA FALLON
Notary Public, State of New York
Certificate No. 01FA5016002
Qualified in New York County

Cornmission Expires August 2, 2017
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EXHIBIT A
LEGAL DESCRIPTION

All that certain real propeity situated in the County of San Francisce, State of California, described as
follows:

City OF San Francisco
PARCEL ONE:

LOT 31 AS SHOWN AND DESCRIBED ON THAT CERTAIN PARCEL MAP BEING A RESUBDIVISION OF
" ASSESSCOR'S LOTS 1, 16, 17, 19 AND 26 BLOCK 3741 ALSO BEING A PORTION OF 100 VARA BLOCK 322

RECORDED DECEMBER 22, 1981 IN BOOK 2Z OF PARCEL MAFS AT PAGE 61 IN THE OFFICE OF THE
- RECORDER OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CALYFORNIA,

PARCEL TWO:

A PERPETUAL EASEMENT AT GROUND LEVEL ONLY FOR VEHICULAR AND PEDESTRIAN ACCESS IN AND
TO STEUART STREET OVER AND ACRUOSS THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PARCEL OF LAND AS RESERVED
IN THE DEED FROM DELTA TERMINALS, INC., A CALIFORNIA CORPORATION TO THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA RECORDED OCTOBRER 14, 1955 IN BOOK 6714, GFFICIAL RECORDS PAGE 524:

BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE SOUTHWESTERLY LINE OF STEUART STREET, DISTANT THEREOR

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 TERMINALS, INC., TO THE STATE OF

CALIFORNIA, RECORDED OCTOBER 14, 1955 IN BOQK 6714 QFFICIAL RECORDS AT PAGE 524, IN THE

OFFICE OF THE RECORDER OF THE CITY ARD COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA(

THENCE SOUTH 77 DEGREES 58’ 24" WEST 62.48 FEET; THENCEFROM A TANGENT THAT BEARS NGRTH

5 DEGREES 44' 49" EAST ALONG A CURVE TO THE LEFT, WITH A RADIUS OF 958 FEET, A CENTRAL

. ANGLE OF 1 DEGREE 30’ 05", AN ARC DISTANCE OF 25.10 FEET; THENCE NORTH 77 DEGREES 58' 24" .
EAST 39.63 FEET TO SAID SOUTHWESTERLY LINE OF STEUART STREET: THENCE ALONG LAST SAID

LINE SOUTH 44 DEGREES 52' 05" 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
AND THE SOUTHEASTERLY LINE OF HOWARD STREET; THENCE SOQUTHWESTERLY 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" EAST 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 YHE SOUTHWESTERLY LINE OF STEUART STREET: THENCE NORTHWESTERLY ALGNG SAID LINE OF
STEUART STREET 109,233 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

EXCEPTING THEREFROM AS QUITCLAIMED IN DEED RECORDED JUNE 16, 1983, IN BOOK D538, PAGE -
1661, OFFICIAL RECORDS, THAT PORTION OF SAID EASEMENT LYING SOUTHEASTERLY OF A LINE
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCIRG AT THE SOUTHWESTERLY CORNER OF SAID EASEMENT; THENCE ALONG A LTNE THAT IS
AT RIGHT ANGLES TO THE SOUTHWESTERLY LINE OF STEUART S"'REET N. 45 DEGREES 07’ 55" E.,
52.49 FEET TO THE SATD SOUTHWESTERLY LINE OF STEUART STREET.

PARCEL THREE:
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Introduction Form

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor

| 741 F?‘?"isg“ﬁpﬁﬂ I:ak
I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): £H10 Yormeethg dated 1* O

X 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Mendinehtp
2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor | inquires"

5. City Attorney request.

6. Call File No. from Committee.

7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion).

8. Substitute Legislation File No.

9. Reactivate File No.

O OoodoOo@aono oo

~ 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:
' 1 Small Business Commission 7 Youth Commission ] Ethics Commission

[] Planning Commission [] Building Inspection Commission

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form.,

Sponsor(s):

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:

See attached.

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: Ov_,. m 0\
7 7 —

For Clerk's Use Only:
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MAYOR’S OFFICE OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY

DEVELOPMENT
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

EDWIN M. LEE

MAYOR

S 4.,._.“:" s OLSON LEE
Syl : DIRECTOR

September 29, 2016

Sarah Ghalandari

Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP
555 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-0921
sghalandari@gibsondunn.com

Re:  San Francisco Planning Code Section 415 (“Inciusionary Housing Program”)
_ Affordable Housing Fee Determination for 75 Howard Street :
Planning Department Case Motion Nos. 19448, 19448, 19450, and 19451 Case No. 2011.1122

Dear Ms. Ghalandari:

Thank you for having provided an updated unit mix for the above referenced project at 756 Howard Street.
In response to your request for a Fee Determination received on September 26, 2016, we are providing a
fee calculation pursuant to Planning Code Section 415,3(b)(4)(c)(3), for projects located in the C-3-0 Zoning
District that received entitlement approval prior to January 12, 2016.

Based on the date that the first discretionary entittlement was approved (September 3, 2015), the Planning
Code specifies that the project sponsor shall pay a fee that is equivalent to the provision of 20% of the
market rate units as off-site affordable housing units. According to your plans, the principal project will
have a total of 120 dwelling units, with a mix of one-, fwo-, three-, and four-bedroom units, as detailed
below,

The following chart details the total fee required based on the total number of units and the unit-mix of the
principal project.

Inclusionary Housing Program: Affordable Housing Fee Determination
Address: 75 Howard Street '

Unit Size Market Rate Total Fee By Unit Size* 20% | Fee Payable
SRO/Group Housing 0 $148,506 | 20% $0
Studio 0 §198,008 | 20% S0
1 bedroom 29 . $268,960 | 20% $1,559,968
2 bedroom 68 $366,369 | 20% $4,982,618
3 bedroom 19 $417,799 | 20% $1,587,636
4 bedroom 4 §521,431 | 20% $417,145
Totals: 1201 $8,547,367
*2016 fee schedule, with percentages for projects approved prior to the passage of Prop C.

1 South Van Ness Avenue * San Francisco, California 94103 - (415) 761-5500 FAX (415) 701-5501
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75 Howard Street — Revised Fee Determination Letter September 26, 2016

The Department of Building Inspection (DBI) is responsible for issuing a report outlining prefiminary
estimates of all development impact and other fees owed for a development project. Prior to issuance of
the first bullding permit or, in-the case where a site permit is issued, the first addendum authorizing
canstruction of the project, a final report will be issued. Please note that the Affordable Housing Fee, like
other fees, is adjusted annually and revised fees are effective January 1 of each year. The adjusted fee
rate applies to impact fees paid on or after the effective date of any such fee adjustments, regardless of the
date of permit filing or the date of the issuance of the preliminary fee assessment rate as shown on DBl's
Citywide Development Fee Register for the particular project.

Payments for development impact and other fees must be made at the Permit Center, DBI, 1660 Mission,
6th floor, San Francisco, CA 94103, Questions should be directed to 558-6131. Please contact DB before
paying the fee. DBl must issue you a report on zall fees owed before you can pay this fee,

If your development grows or shrinks in terms of total units, or if your unit mix changes from that
stated on your fee request, you must contact our office with any adjustments to your planning
approval so that we may issue a fee determination for any remaining or over-counted units.

If the City has not previously given notice under Government Code Section 66020 of an earlier discretionary
approval of the project involving imposition of a fee or exaction as defined by Government Code Section
66020, 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 period has begun for the subject
development, then this document does not recommence the 90-day protest period. -

Please feel free to contact the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development at (415) 701-5500
if you have any questions about this letter.

Sincerely,

OLSONLEE
Director

ce: :

Tina Chang, Planner, San Francisea Planning Department

Kate Conner, San Francisco Planning Department

Taras Madison, San Francisco Department of Building Inspection

John Blackshear, San Francisco Department of Building Inspection

Mara Blitzer, San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development

Page 2
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Wong, Linda (BOS)

om: Ghalandari, Sara <SGhalandari@gibsondunn.com>
4nt: Tuesday, September 27, 2016 12:01 PM
To: Hayward, Sophie (MYR)
Cc: Murphy, Mary G.
Subject: 75 Howard -- Updated Fee Determination Form -
Attachments: 75 Howard Fee Determination Letter - Updated September 26, 2016.pdf
Hi Sophie,

It was so nice speaking with you yesterday. As discussed, attached is the updated fee request form reﬂecting.the revised
unit breakdown. | will get back to you about your question regarding DBI.

Thanks again!

Sara .

Sara Ghalandari

GIBSON DUNN

Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LLP

555 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94105-0921

Tel +1 415.393.8250 « Fax +1 415.374.8406
SGhalandari@gibsondunn.com - www.gibsondunn.com

1,
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San Francisco Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development
‘Incluslonary Housing Program
Affordable Housing Fee Request Form 2016

Dear Project Sponsor:

Project Sponsors choosing to pay the Affordable Housing Fee under the Inclusionary Housing Program
should complete and return the following form along with the required attachments in order to receive a
fee determination from the San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development
(MOHCD). In order to request an Affordable Housing Fee determination, the project must first obtain
formal approval from the Planning Department. To review the Affordable Housing Fee option under the
Inclusionary Housing Program, please review Section 415.5 of the San Francisco Planning Code.

The general process for paying the Affordable Housing Fee is as follows:

» Project sponsor submits completed Affordable Housing Fee Request Form to MOHCD with copy
of planning approval and recorded Notice of Special Restrictions. (If your development does not
have an NSR that clearly references your choice to pay the fee, you must file a new NSR through
your Planner. We cannot issue a fee determination letter without the correct recorded NSR. )

s MOHCD calculates the fee within 10 business days from the date of receipt of your completed
submission and sends a formal fee determination letter to the project sponsor, Planning
Department and Departmeant of Building Inspection.

=.  Project sponsor works the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) to obtain report on all fees
owsd either before seeking Affordable Housing Fee determination from MOHMCD or after, (See
helow.)

»  Project sponsor receives fee report from DB! and pays all fees. (See below.)

DBl is responsible for collecting all development impact and other fees owed, Prior to issuance of the first
building permit or the first addendum authorizing construction of the project (in the case where a site
permit is issued), DBI will issue a report outlining preliminary estimates of all development impact and in-
lieu fees owed for a development project. Project sponsors must then either pay the full amount of
development impact and other fees owed before issuance of the first construction document.

For general questions regarding the fee payment process, please contact:

San Francisco Department of Building Inspection
1660 Mission, 6th floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 558-6131

Please feel free to contact Chandra Egan of MOHCD at chandra.egan@sfgov.org or (415) 701-5546 if
you have any guestions about the Affordable Housing Fee option under the Inclusionary Housing
Program.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development

§an Franclsco Mayor's Office of Housing Incluslonary Housing Program Page 10f 4
Incluslonary Housing Fee Request Form
Rev. 111/16
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San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development

General information

. Inclusionary Housing Program
Affordable Housing Fee Request Form 2016

Today's Date

September 26, 2016

Name of Development

75 Howard Street

Property Address as
Stated in Planning
Approval

75 Howard Street

Plantiing Motion #

10448 (Acceptance of Delegation Agreement), 19449 (CEQA Findings),
19450 (Section 308 Authorization), 18451 (Cenditional Use Authorization),

Planning Moﬁon Date

September 3, 2015

Notice of Special
Restrictions Document #

DOC-2016-K242910-00 (Motion No, 19450)

"DOC-2016-K285544-00 (Niotion No. 19451)

DOC-2016-K285543-00 (Variance Application No. 2011.1122XVCUA)

Notice of Special

May 11, 2016

SF Planner

Restrictions Document | July 12, 2016
Recording Date
Name of City and Co. of | Tina Chang

Name of Project
Sponsor

RDF 75 Howard LP

Project Sponsor Contact
Person

Ralph J. DiRuggiero

Company aof Project Paramount Group, Inc.

Sponsor Confact

Project Sponsor One Market Plaza, Spear Tower Suite 4150, San Francisco, CA 94105
Address (with Zip)

Project Sponsor Phone

212-237-3115

Project Sponsor Email

rdiruggiero@paramount-group.com

Sara Ghalandari, Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LLP

Name of Agent Acting

for Project Sponsor 4
Agent Acting Address 585 Mission Street, Suite 3000, San Francisco, CA 94105
{with Zip) :

Agent Acting Phone

415-393-8250

Agent Acting Email

sghalandari@gibsondunn.com

Estimated Date of
Building Permit
Issuance

Early September 2016

Estimated Issuance
Date of Temporary
Cettificate of Occupancy
(TCOY(if applicable)

N/A

San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing Incluslonary Housing Program
Incluslonary Housing Fee Request Form

Rev. 1/1/16

Page2of4 )
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Estimated Issuance March 2019
Date of Final Ceriificate
of Oceupancy and
Completion (FCOC)if
applicable)

Overall Building Composition

| Total # Units in‘ Building (all dwelling units) | 120
Unit Type Total #
Studio (Jr. 1-bedrooms = studio units) 0
1 Bedroom 29
2 Bedroom ) 68
3 Bedroom 19
4 Bedroom 4
Other 0
Estimated Fee Due ,

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

Example

Building has 40 studio units x 20% = 8 one-bedroom units pay ihe fee.
Building has 40 one-bedroom units x 20% = 8 one-bedroom units pay the fee.
Building has 20 two-bedroom units x 20% = 4 two-bedroom units pay the fes.

inclusionary Housing Program: Affordable Housing Fee Determination
Unit Size Market Rate | 20% Off-site | Off-Site Unit *Fee By Unit Fea Payable
Total Reguirement | Requirement Size
Studio 40 20% 8.00 $198,008 $1,584,064
1 bedroom 40 20% 8.00 $268,960 - $2,151,680
2 bedroom 20 20% 4.00 $366,639 $1,466,5656
3 bedroom 0 20% 0.00 $417,799 $0
4 bedroom 0 20% 0.00 $521,431 . $0
Totals: 100 20,0 $5,202,300
*2016 fee schedule
Your Pro;ect

(Write in calculations for your pro;ect or, you may cut and paste from the following spreadsheet fo use
embedded calculations: http.//sfi-moh.org/index.aspx?page=308.)

20.0% REQUIREMENT

Inclusienary Housing Program: Affordable Housing Fee Determination
Address: 75 Howard
Unit Size Market Rate | 20% Off-site Off-Site Unit | *Fee By Unit Fes Payable
Total Requirement | Requirement Size
Studio 0 - 20% 0.00 $198,008 $0
1 bedroom 29 20% 5.80 $268,960 $1,559,968.00
2 bedroom 68 20% 13.60 $366,369 $4,982,618.40
3 bedroom 19 20% 3.80 $417,799 $1,587,636.20
4 bedroom 4 20% .80 $521,431 $417,144.80
San Francisco Mayor's Offics of Housing Inclusionary Housing Program : Page 3 of4
Eius‘:?mrg Housing Fee Request Form
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Totals: | 120 | 24.00 | $8,547,367.40

*2016 fee schedule

You must include a copy of the following documents: (Please check)
___\[ Affidavit for Compliance with the Inclusionary Housing Program
V" Final Planning Motion (if applicable)

,,_x_/_ Recorded Notice of Special Restrictions (NSR)

Please email this farm and the requested supplemental materials by PDF to:
Chandra Egan |

Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development

chandra.egan@sfgov.org
Phone: {415) 701-5546

Representative (sign) C//, ”M/M !//M/L’z%m |
Representative (print) SQM GMWW/ f&l V;

Title (print) Alney :

Company {print) GI\DMU\\ D/\M\/)\Q 0%\'1%% \/\’w
Date (print) SP\@WWWV 25 261h

San Franclsco Mayor's Offles of Housing Incluslonary Housing Program Page 4 of 4
Inclusionary Housing Fee Request Form
Rev. 1/11/16

323



324



