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FILE NO. 170750 ORDINANC \10. 

[General Plan Amendments - One Oak Street Project] 

Ordinance amending the General Plan by revising the height and bulk designations for 

the One Oak Street project, at the Van Ness Avenue/ Oak Street/ Market Street 

Intersection, Assessor's Parcel Block No. 0836, Lot Nos. 001 and 005, on Map 3 of the 

Market and Octavia Area Plan and on Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan; adopting 

findings under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of 

consistency with the General Plan as proposed for amend!Tient, and the eight priority 

policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and adopting findings of public necessity, 

convenience, and welfare under Plann;ing Code, Section 340. 

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

Be it ordained by the Peop.le of the City and County of San Francisco: 

Section 1: Findings. 

(a) The One Oak Street project (Assessor's Block 0836, Lots 001 and 005, referred to 

herein as the "Project') is planned for an approximately 0.43 acre site located at the w,estern 

corner of the. Van Ness Avenue, Oak Street and Market Street intersection. The easternmost 

portion of the building site, at 1500 Market Street, is currently occupied by an existing three

story, 2, 750-square-foot commercial building, built in 1980. Immediately west of the 1500 

Market Str~et building is an existing 47-car surface commercial parking lot. The westernmost 

portion of the site at 1540 Market Street is occupied by a four-story, 48,225-square-foot 

commercial office building, built in 1920. 

Planning Commission 
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(b) The Project would demolish existing improvements and construct a 40-story 

residential building with ground floor retail space and three levels of underground parking at 
i 
l 

One Oak Street. The proposed building would include 304 dwelling units, approximately I 
4,110 square feet of retail, and 136 vehicular parking spaces. . l 

t 

(e) On February 23, 2017, in Resolution No. 19860, the Planning Commission initiated I . I 
~his legislation in accordance with Planning Code Section 340. This Resolution is on file with J 

I 
the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors ·in File No. 170750. 

(f) On June 15, 2017, in Motion No. 19938, the Planning Commission certified as 

I 
I 

adequate and complete the One Oak Street Final Environmental Impact Report (the "FEIR" 

found in Planning Case No. 2009.0159E) in accordance with the California Environmental 
! 

Quality Act ("CEQA", California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.) and I 
! 

Administrative Code Chapter 31. Said Motion is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 
1 

Supervisors in File No. 170750 and is incorporated herein by reference. Copies of the FEIR l 
and Motion No. 19938 are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 170750! 

' 
and are incorporated herein by reference. In addition, other documents, reports, and records j 

related to the FEIR and Project approvals are on file with the Planning Department custodian I 
of records, and located at 1650 Mission Street, 'Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California, 

94103. The Board of Supervisors treats these additional Planning Department records as part 

of its own administrative record and incorporates such materials by reference herein. 

(g) At the same hearing, in Motion No. 19939, the Planning Commission adopted 

CEQA Findings, including a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. In accordance with 

the actions contemplated herein, this Board has reviewed the FEIR and the record as a 

whole, and adopts and incorporates by reference, as though fully set forth herein,' the CEQA 

Findings pursuant to CEQA. A copy of said Motion No. 19939 is on file with the Clerk of the 

Board of Supervisors in File No. 170750 and is incorporated herein by reference. 

Planning Commission 
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Findings pursuant to CEQA. A copy of said Motion No. 19939 is on file with the Clerk of the 

Board of SupeNisors in File No. 170750 and is incorporated herein by reference. 

(h) On June 15, 2017, in Resolution No. 19941, the Planning Commission adopted 

findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, with the 

City's General Plan as proposed for amendment and eight priority policies of Planning Code 

Section 101.1. The Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on 
I 

file with the Clerk of the Board of SupeNisors in File No. 170750 and is incorporated herein by l 
· reference. 

' ! 

·(i) In this same Resolution, the Planning Commission in accordance with Planning 

Code Section 340 determined that this ordinance seNes the public necessity, convenience, 

and general welfare. The Board of SupeNisors adopts as its own these findings. 

0) This ordinance is companion legislation to an ordinance that revises the Zoning 

Map for the One Oak Street project. That ordinance is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

SupeNisors in File No. 170751. 

Section 2. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Market and Oct~via 

Area Plan as follows: 

i 
i 

I · Revise Map 3 to reclassify the height limit of the eastern 15 feet of Assessor's Block I 
0836, Lot 001 from 400' tower/120' podium to 120', and a 4'-7.5" wide area located 28'-3" from 

the western edge of Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 005 from 120' to 400' tower/120' podium as 

described below: 

Description of Property Height Districts to be Superseded 

Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 001 (eastern 400' Tower/ 120' Podium 

15 feet) 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 005 (4'-7.511 

wide area located 28'-3" from western 

. edge) 

Description of Property 

Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 001 (eastern 

15 feet) 

Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 005 (4'-7.5" 

wide area located 28'-3" from western 

edge) 

120' 

Height Districts Hereby Approved · 

120' 

400' Tower/120' Podium 

Section 3. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Downtown Area Plan 

as follows: 

· Revise Map 5 to-reclassify the height and bulk of the same Assessor's Block and Lots 

from 150-S and 120-F to 120-R-2 and 120/400-R-2 as described below: 

Description of Property 

Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 001 (eastern 

15 feet) 

Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 005 (4'-7.5" 

wide area located 28'-311 from western 

edge) 

Description of Property 

Height Districts to be Superseded 

150-S 

120-F 

Height & Bulk Districts Hereby 

Approved 

I 
I 

Planning Commission 
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Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 001 (eastern 120-R-2· 

. 15 feet) 

Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 005 (4'-7.5" 

wide area located 28'-3" from western 

edge) 

120/400-R-2 

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

enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance; the Mayor returns the 

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

of SupeNisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance .. 

AP.PROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRE , City Attom y 

By: 

n:\1egana\as2017\17D0102\01198545.docx . 
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FILE NO. 170750 

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 

[General Plan Amendments - One Oak Street Project] 

Ordinance amending the General Plan by revising the height and bulk designations for 
the One Oak Street project, at the Van Ness Avenue/ Oak Street I Market Street 
Intersection, Assessor's Parcel Block No. 0836, Lot Nos. 001 and 005, on Map 3 of the 
Market and Octavia Area Plan and on Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan; adopting 
findings under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of 
consistency with the General Plan as proposed for amendment, and the eight priority 
policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and adopting findings of public necessity, 
convenience, a·nd welfare und~r Planning Code, Section 340. · 

Existing Law 

State law requires cities and counties to prepare and adopt a "comprehensive, long-term" 
General Plan for the development of the city or county. This comprehensive General Pian, 

. once adopted, has been recognized by the courts as the "constitution" for land development in 
the areas covered. There are seven mandatory General Plan elements, which must be 
included in every plan: land use, circulation, housing, conservation, open space, noise and 
~afety. There is also authority in the law to add additional optional elements if a local · 
jurisdiction so wishes, along with express authority that the General Plan may "address any 
other subjects which, in the judgment of the legislative body, relate to the physical 
development of the county or city." General plans may be adopted in any format deemed 
appropriate or convenient by the local legislative body, includ.ing combining the elements. 

San Francisco's General Plan contains the following elements: Land Use Index, Housing, 
Commerce And Industry, Recreation And Op~n Space, Transportation, Urban Design, 
Environmental Protection, Community Facilities, Community Safety, Arts and Air Quality. In 
addition, it contains several area plans, such as the Downtown, Glen Park, Hunters Point 
Shipyard, Market and Octavia, Mission, and Western Shoreline Area Plans. These elements 
and plans are amended from time to time to reflect changed circumstances. 

Amendments to Current Law 

This Ordinance would amend the General Plan by revising the height and bulk designations 
for the One Oak Street project, at the Van Ness/ Oak Street/ Market Street Intersection, . 
Assessor's Block 0836 Lots 001 and 005, on Map 3 of the Market and Octavia Area Plan and 
on Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan. 

Specifically, the Ordinance would revise Map 3 of the Market and Octavia Area Plan to 
reclassify the height limit of the eastern 15 feet of Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 001 from 400' 

. tower/120' podium to 120', and a 4'-7.5" wide area located 28'-3" from the western edge of 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 1365 Page 1 



FILE NO. 170750 

Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 005 from 120' to 400' tower/120' podium. The Ordinance would 
also revise Map 5 of the Downtown Plan to reclassify the height and bulk of the same 
Assessor's Block and Lots from 150-S and 120-F to 120-R-2 and 120/400-R-2. 

Background Information 

.These General Plan map amendments are necessary to implement the project proposed at 
1540 Market Street (a.k.a. One Oak Project). 

n:\legana\as2017\ 1700102\01200840.docx 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

July 24, 2017 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer '/d1--. 
Appeal Timeliness and Standing Detennination -1500-1540 
Market (One Oak Project), Planning Department Case No. 
2009.0159E 

An appeal of the Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for 
the 1500 - 1540 

1

Mar~et Street (One Oak Street Project) Environmental Impact Report, 
Planning Department Case No. 2009.0159E, was filed with the Office of the Clerk of the 
Board of Supervisors on July 17, 2017 by Sue Hestor, on behalf of Jason Henderson 
(Appellant). 

Date ofFEIR 30 Days after FEIR Appeal Deadline Date of Appeal Timely? 
Certification Certification (Must Be Day Clerk of Filing 

Board's Office Is Open) 

June 15, 2017 Saturday, July 15, 2017 Monday, July 17, 2017 July 17, 2017 Yes 

Timeline: On November 16; 2016, the Planning Department published the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the 1500 - 1540 Market Street (One Oak 
Street Project) with a public review and comment period from November 16, 2016 
through January 5, 2017. On January 5, 2017, the Planning Commission held a duly 
advertised public hearing on the Draft EIR. The Responses to Comments document was 
issued on June 1, 2017. On June 15, 2017, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed 
hearing to consider certification of the 1500 - 1540 Market Street (One Oak Street Project) 
Final EIR. The Planning Commission certified the 1500 - 1540 Market Street (One Oak 
Street Project) Final EIR on June 15, 2017. 

Appeal Deadline: Section 31.16(a) and (c) of the San Francisco Administrative Code 
states that any person or entity that has submitted comments to the Planning 
Commission or the Environmental Review Officer 01: a Draft EIR, either in writing 
during the public review period, or orally or in writing at a public he.aring on the Draft 
EIR, may appeal the Planning Commission's certification of the Final EIR up to 30 days 
after the certification of the Final EIR. The 30th day after the certification of the Final EIR 
was Saturday, July 15, 2017. The next date the Office of the Clerk of the Board was open 
was Monday, January 17, 2017 (Appeal Deadline). 

Appeal Filing and Timeliness: The Appellant filed the appeal of the Final EIR on July 17, 
2017, prior to the Appeal Deadline and therefore the appeal is considered timely. 

Memo 
. 1367 

·1-n10t 

•M#Mt•) 
1650 Mission 9t. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 



Appellant Standing: The Appellant submitted written comments on the Draft EIR and 
su~rnitted comments at the public hearing on the Draft EIR. The Appellant therefore has 
standing to appeal the certification of the Final EIR. · 
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. SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Project Name: 

Case Number: 
Projee.f Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

Reviewed by: 

Planning Commission 
Resolution No. 19860 

HEARING DATE: FEBRUARY 23, 2017 

1540 Market Street (a.k.a One Oak) 
General Plan 
2009.0159GPAMAP 
Steve Kuklin, 415.551.7627 
Build 
315 Linden Street 
steve@bldsf.com 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Tina Chang, AICP 
tina.chang@sfgov.org. 415-575-9197 
Mark Luellen, Northeast Team Manager 
mark.luellen@sfov.org, 415-558-6697 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

RESOLUTION TO INITIATE AN AMENDMENT TO TIIE GENERAL PLAN TO FACILITATE THE 
CONSTRUCTION OF A MIXED-USE BUILDING CONTAINING APPROXIMATELY 304 DWELLING 
UNITS AND GROUND FLOOR RETAIL, INCLUDING AN AMENDMENT TO MAP 3 OF THE 
MARKET AND OCTAVIA AREA PLAN AND MAP 5 OF THE DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN OF THE 
GENERAL PLAN RECLASSIFY THE HEIGHT tIMIT OF ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 0836, LOTS 001 AND 005. 

PREAMBLE 

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco mandates that the Planning 
Commission shall periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors for approval or rejection proposed 
amendments to the General Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the General Plan consists of goals, policies and programs for the future physical development of 
the City and County of San Francisco that take into consideration social, economic and environmental factors; 
and 

WHEREAS, the General Plan shall be periodically amended in response to changing physical, social, 
economic, environmental or legislative conditions; and 

WHEREAS, on February 26, 2009, Stephen Miller of Reuben & Junius, LLP filed an Environmental Evaluation 
application on behalf of CMR Capital, LLC, the previous property owner for the property at Assessor's Block 
0836, Lots 2, 3, 4, and 5, and on August 27, 2012, John Kevlin of Reuben & Junius, LLP filed a revision to the 
Environmental Evaluation application on behalf of CMR Capital, LLC, the previous property owner for the 
property at Assessor's Block 0836, Lots 2, 3, 4, and 5. 

WHEREAS, on Nove:inber 18, 2015 and December 9, 2016 Steve Kuklin of Build, Inc., on behalf of One Oak 
Owner, LLC ("Project Sponsor") filed applications requesting a.) approval of a Downtown Project 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Resolution No. 19860 
February 23, 2017 

Case No.: 2009.0159GPA 
1540 Market Street 

I hereby certify that the foregoing RESOLUTION was ADOPTED by the San Francisco Planning Commission 
on February 23, 2017. 

~1 
Commission Secretary 

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

NOES: None 

ABSENT: None 

ADOPTED: February 23, 2017 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Motion No. 19938 

Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 

HEARING DATE: June 15, 2017 

2009.0159E 

1500-1540 Market Street (One Oak Street) 
C-3-G - DOWNTOWN 

120-R-2 and 120/400-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts 

Van Ness & Market Downtown Special Use District 

Block 836, Lots: 001,002, 003, 004, and 005 

Project Sponsor: Steve Kuklin, Build Inc, 

315 Linden Street 

Staff Con lacl: 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

(415)-551-7627 

Diane Livia · · (415) 575-8758 

diane.livia@sfgov.org 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATIC:>N OF A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT FOR A PROPOSED MIXED USE PROJECT WITH 310 RESIDENTIAL UNITS, 
APPROXIMATELY 4,025 GROSS SQUARE FEET OF COMMERCIAL SPACE, AND IMPROVEMENTS. 
TO PORTIONS OF THE ADJACENT OAK STREET AND VAN NESS AVENUE PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF
WAY CREATING AN APPROXIMATELY 14,000-GROSS SQUARE FOOT PUBLIC PLAZA. THE 
PROJECT WOULD INCLUDE PRIVATE VEHICULAR PARKING IN AN ON-SITE GARAGE AND . . 
BICYCLE PARKING IN THE BUILDING MEZZANINE AND ALONG PUBLIC SIDEWALKS. A NEW 
ENCLOSURE WOULD BE PROVIDED AROUND THE EXISTING STREET-LEVEL ELEVATOR THAT 
PROVIDES ACCESS TO THE_.MUNI METRO-VAN NESS STATION CONCOURSE. WIND CANOPIES 
WOULD BE INSTALLED IN THE PLAZA AND ON SIDEWALKS TO ENSURE ACCEPTABLE WIND 
CONDITIONS IN PUBLIC AREAS ADJACENT THE PROJECT SITE. 

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

final Environmental Impact Report identified as C'ase No. 2009.0159E, the "One Oak Project" at 

1500 ··· 1540 Market Street and various other parcels, above (hereinafter 'Project"), based upon the 

following findings: 

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

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

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

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

San Francisco Administrative Code (hereinafter "Chapter 31"). 

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

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

general circulation on June 17, 2015. 

1371 



Motion No, -19938 
Hearing Date: June 15, 2017 

C.A$E NO, .2QQ9.01$9E. 
1SOQ-1 S40 Market Str~et 

B. The Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "DEIR") and 
provided public notice of the availability of the DEIR for public review and comment and of the 
date and time of the Planning Commission public hearing on the DEIR in a newsp.aper of general 
circulation on November 16, 2016. Notice was mailed to the Department's list of persons 
requesting such notice and to pr.operty owners and occupants within a 300~£oot radius of the site 
on November 18, 2016. 

C. The Department posted notices of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public 
hearing near the project site by Department staff on November 18, 2016. 

D. The Department mailed or qtherwise delivered copies of the DEIR to a list of persons requesting 
it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, to adjacent property owners, and to 
government agencies, the latter both directly and through the State Oearinghouse on November 
16, 2016. 

E. The Department filed Notice of Completion with the State Secretary of Resources via the State 
Clearinghouse on November 17, 2016. · 

2. The Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on said DEIR on Thursday, January 5, 2017 at 
which opportunity for pubiic comment was given, and public comment was received on the DEIR. 
TI.1e period for acceptance of written comments ended on January 10, 2017. 

3. The Department prepared 1:esponses to· comments on environmental issues received at the public 
hearing and in writing during the 55Mday public review period for the DEIR, prepared revisions to 
the text of the DEIR in response to comments received or based on additional information that 
became available during the public review period, and corrected errors in the DEIR. This material 
was presented m a Comments and Responses document, published on June 1, 2017, distributed to the 
Commission and all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon request 
at the Department. 

4. The Department has prepared a Final Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "FEIR") consisting of 
the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the review process, any additional 
information that became available, and the Comm.ents and Responses document all as required by 
la'l>V. · 

5. The Department has made available project EIR files for review by the Commission and the public. 
These files are available for public review at the Department at 1650 Mission Street,· Suite 400, and are 
part of the record before the Commission. 

6. On June 15, 2017, the Commission: reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR 
and hereby does find that the contents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR was 
prepared,· publicized, and reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and 
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

7. TI1e project sponsor has indicated that the presently preferred alternative is the Revised Project, 
analyzed in Chapter 2 of the Comments and Responses document, and as further refined as described 

SAN FAAllCISCO 
PLANNING i:>EP.A~TMENT 2 

1372 



Motion No: 19938 
Hearin~ Date: June 15, 2017 

CASE NO. 2009.01S9E 
1500 - 1540 Market Street 

in the various proposed approvals for fue One Oak.Street project, as detailed in revisions to.the DEIR 
and other staff reports. 

8. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the FEIR concerning File No. 2009.0159E reflects the 
independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate 
and objective, and fuat the Comments and Responses document contains no significant revisions to 
the DEIR, and hereby does CERTIFY TIIE COMPLETION of said FEIR in compliance with CEQA and 
the CEQA Guidelines. 

The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, h~reby does find that fue project 
described in the EIR, in combination wifu past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
development in the project vicinity would contribute considerably to cumulative construction-related 
transportation impacts, denoted in the DEIR as Impact C-TR-7. Despite implementing Mitigation 
Measure M-C-TR-7 the project may not feasibly reduce.effects to a less-than-significant level. 

9. The Planning Commission reviewed and co.nsidered the information contained in the FEIR prior to 
approving the Project. 

I hereby certify fuat the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its regular 
meeting of June 15, 2017. · 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

SAN fRAUCISGO 

cJ. l~ 
·Jonaslo~ 
Commission Secretary 

Commissioners Hillis, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore, Richards 

Commissioner Fong 

June 15, 2017 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

l8l Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) 

l8l Transit Impact Dev't Fee (Sec. 411) 

f8I Childcare Fee (Sec, 414) 

l8J First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 

lisJ Better Streets Plan (Sec. 138.1) 

181 Public Art (Sec. 429) 

Planning Commission Motion No. 19939 
CEQA Findings 

HEARING DATE: June 15, 2017 

Case No.: 2009.0159E 
Project Address: 1540 Market Street (a.k.a One Oak) 
Current Zoning: C-3-G (Downtown General) 

120/400-R-2, 120-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts 
Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District 

Block/Lot: 0836, Lots 001, 002, 003, 004 and 005 
Project Sponsor: Steve Kuklin, 415.551.7627 

Build, Inc. 
315 Linden Street 
steve@bldsf.com 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

StqffContact: Tina Chang-(415) 575-9197 
Tina.Chang@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNiA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, 
AND THE CEQA GUIDELINES INCLUDING FINDINGS OF FACT, FINDINGS REGARDING 
SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS, EVALUATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES 
AND ALTE~ATIVES, THE ADOPTION OF A MffiGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING 
PROGRAM AND THE ADOPTION OF A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS IN 
CONNECTION WITH APPROVALS FOR THE PROJECT AT 1540 MARKET STREET TO 
DEMOLISH AN EXISTING THREE-STORY; 2,750 SQUARE-FOOT COMMERCIAL BUILDING, A 
FOUR-STORY, 48,225 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL BUILDING, AND REMOVAL OF A 
SURFACE PARKING LOT TO CONSTRUCT A 40-STORY,. 400-FOOT-TALi. RESIDENTIAL 
BUILDING OVER GROUND-FLOOR COMMERCIAL INCLUDING UP TO 310 DWELLING UNITS, 
APPROXIMATELY 4,110 SQUARE FEET OF GROUND FLOOR RETAIL, APPROXl:MATELY 11,056 
SQUARE FEET OF PRIVATE COMMON OPEN SPACE AND PUBLIC 9PEN SPACE; 372 BiCYCLE 
PARKING SPACES (310 CLASS 1, 62 CLASS 2) AND UP TO 136 VEHICULAR PAR.KING SP ACES 
WITIIlN THE VAN .NESS AND MARKET DOWNTOWN RESIDENTIAL SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, 
DOWNTOWN-GENERAL (C-3-G) ZONING DISTRICT AND 120/400-R-2 AND 120-R-2 HEIGHT 
AND BULK DISTRICTS, INCLUDING A HEIGHT .RECLASSIFICATION. 
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CASE NO. 2009.0l59E 
1540 Market Street 

On February 26, 2009, Stephen Mill.er of Reuben & Junius, LLP filed an Environmental Evaluation 
application on behalf of CMR Capital, LLC, the previous property owner, for a previous iteration of the 
project that occupied Lots 002, 003, 004, and 005 of Assessor's Block 0836 of the current project site, but 
did not include the easternmost lot on the block (Lot 001). On August 27, 2012, John Kevlin of Reuben & . 
Junius, LLP filed a revision to the Environmental Evaluation application on behalf of CMR Capital, LLC. 
The Pla.nrthlg Department published a Notice of Preparation for t?e previous iteration of the project on 
October lQ, 2012. 

The current project sponsor, One Oak Owner, LLC, submitted updated project information to the 

Planning Department to add. Lot 001 and to address changes to the proposed project. For the Sake of 
clarity, a Notice of Preparation was published for the current proposal on June 17, 2015, which 
incorporated information from· the prior Notice of Preparation for the site and described the revisions to 
the project. · 

On November 18, 2015 and December 9, 2016. Steve Kuklin of Build, Inc., on behalf of One Oak Owner, 
LLC ("Project Sponsor") filed applications requesting approval of a.) a Downtown Project Authorization 
pursuant to Section 309 of the San Francisco Planning Code; b.) a Zoning Map Amendment; c.) a General 
Plan Amendment to change 668 square feet of the eastern 15 feet of Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 001 from 
120/400-R-2 to 120-R-2, and an equivalent 668 square feet, 4'-7.5" wide area located 28'-3" from the 
western edge of Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 005 from 120-R--2 to 120/ 400-R-2; d.) a Conditional Use 
Authorization for on-site parking in excess of the amount principally permitted pursuant to Planning 
Code Section 303; e.) Variances for Dwelling Unit Exposure and Maximum Parking/Loading Entrance 
Width pursuant to Planning Co.de Sections 140 and 145.l(c}(2); f.) an Exemption Waiver for Elevator 
Penthouse Height, pursuant to 260(b){l)(B).; h.) an In-Kind Fee Waiver Agreement for public realm 
improvements pursuant to Planning Code Sections 421.3(d) and 424.3(c). These approvals are necessary 

· to facilitate the construction of the Project These approvals are necessary to facilitate the construction of a 
mixed-use project located at 1540 Market Street, Assessor Block 0836, Lots 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5, ("Project"). The 
Project p~oposes to build an approximately 400-foot tall building containing approximately 304 dwelling 
units .with a directed in-lieu contribution to facilitate the development of approximately 72 Below Marl<:et 
Rate t{wellings units within 0.3 miles of the project site (the "Octavia BMR Project''), amounting to 24 
percent of the 304-unit Project, subject to a letter and the conditions set forth therein from the Mayor's 
Offic~ of Rousing and Community Development, However, that Octavia BMR Project is an independent 

project subject to its own independent environmental review under CEQA. 

On November 16, 2016, the Planning Deparhnent published a notice of the availability (NOA) of a Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the One Oak Street Project and the date of the Planning 
Commission's public hearing on the DEIR in a newspaper of general circulation and posted the notice in 
the Planning Department offices, and on November 18, 2016, caused the notice to be posted at four 
locations on and near the project site and mailed the NOA to property owners and tenants within 300 feet 
of the project site and to over 90 organizations and individuals requesting such notice. The NOA 
identified a public comment period on the DEIR from November 16, 2016, through January 10, 2017. A 
Noti-ce of Completion was filed with the State Secretary for Resources via the State Clearinghouse on 
November 17, 2016. Copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of persons requesting 
it o.n November 18, 2016. 
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On January 5, 2017 the Commission held a duly advertised public hearing· on the DEIR, at which 
opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the DEIR. The period 
for commenting on the EIR ended on January 10, 2017. The Department prepared responses to comments 
on environmental issues received during the 55 day public review period for the DEiR, prepared 
revisions to the text of the DEIR in response to comments received or based on additional information 
that became available during the public review period, and corrected clerical errors in the DEIR 

On February 23, 2017, the Planning Commission adopted Resolutions 19860 and 19861 to initiate 
legislation entitled, (1) "Ordinance amending the General Plan by revising the height designation for the 
One Oak Street project, at the Van Ness/ Oak Street/ Market Street intersection, Assessor's Block 0836 
Lots 001 and 005. on Map 3 of the Market and Octavia Area Plan and on Map 5 of the Downtown Area 
Plan; adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of 
consistency with ~e General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1;" and (2) 
Ordinance amending the Plarurlng Code to change the height and bulk district classification of Block 
0836, portions of Lots 001 and 005 for he One Oak Project, at the Van Ness/ Oak Street/ Market Street 
I:i:l.tersection, as follows: rezoning the eastern portion of the property, along Van Ness Avenue, located at 
Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 001 (1500 Market Street) from 120/400-R-2 to 120-R-2; and rezoning the central 
portion of the property, located at Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 005 (1540 Market Street) from 120-R-2 to 
120/400-R-2; affirnring the Planning Commission's deterntlnation under fue ~alifornia Environmental 
Quality Act; a.Ttd making findings, including findings of public necessity, convenience and welfare under 
Planning .Code Section 302, and findings of consistency .with the qeneral Plan and the eight priority 
policies of Planning Code Section 101.1," respectively. 

On June 1, 2017, The Planning Department published a Responses to Comments document A Final 
Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "FEIR") has been prepared by the Deparbr,ent, consisting of 
the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the public review process, any additional 
information that became available, and the Responses to Comments document, all as required :by law. 
The Responses to Comments document was distributed to the Commission and all .p1)rties who 
commented on the DEIR, and made available to others at the request of Planning Department staff .. 

On June 15, 2017, the Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR and found that the contents of said 
report and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply with 
the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative 
Code. The FEIR was certified by the Commission on June 15, 2017 by adoption ·of its Motion No. 19938. 

At the same Hearing and in conjunction with this Motion, the Commission made and adopted findings of 
fact and decisions regarding the Project description and objectives, significant impacts, significant and 
unavoidable impacts, m;itigation ~easures and alternatives,. and a statement of overriding considerations, 
based on substantial evidence in the .whole record of this proceeding and pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. ("CEQA"), 
particularly Section 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA, 14 California Code 
of Regulations Section 15000 et seq. ("CEQA Guidelines"), Section 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 
of the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31'') pursuant to this Motion No. 19939. ·The 
Commission adopted these findings as required by CEQA, separate and apart from the Commission's 
certification of the Project's Final EIR, ~hlch the Commission certified prior to adopting these CEQA 
findings. The Commission hereby incorporates by reference the CEQA findings attached hereto as 
Attachment A as set forth in this Motion No. 19939. 
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On June 15, 2017 the Commission conducted a duly noticed.public hearing at a regularly sched.uled 
meeting regarding (1) the General Plan Amendment amending Maps 3 and 5; and (2) the ordinance 
amending the Zoning Map Hr07 to rezone portions of Lots 001 and 005 on Assessor's Block 0836. At that 
same hearing the Commission Adopted (1) Resolution No. 19941 recommending that the Board of 
Supervisors approve the requested General Plan Amendment; and (2) Resolution No. 19942 
recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve the requested Zoning Map .Amendment. At the 
same hearing the Commission determined that the shadow cast by the Project would not have any 
adverse effect on Parks within the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Department 

On June 15, 2017, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly 
scheduled ,meeting regarding the Downtown Project Authorization application, Conditional Use 
application, and Variance and ffievator Exemption application· 2009.0159EGPAMAPDNXCUAVARK 
The Commission heard and considered the testimony presented· to it at the public hearing and further 
considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department staff 
and other interested parties, and the record as a whole. 

The Planning Department, Jonas P. Iorrin, is the custodian of records; all pertinent documents are located 
in the File for Case No. 2009.0159EGPAMAPDNXCUAVARK, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San 
Francisco, California. 

MOVED, that the Planning Commission hereby adopts findings under the California Environmental 
Quality Act, including rejecting alternatives as infeasible and adopting a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, and adopts the MMRP attached as Attacru;ncnt B, based on th.;: findings attached to this 
Motion as Attachment A as though fully set forth in this Motion, and based on substantial evidence in the 
entire record of this proceeding. · 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its regular -~ w~1:; 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: 

NAYS: 

ABSENT: 

DATE: 

ACTION: 

Commissioners Hillis, Johnson, Melgar, Moore, Richards 

Commissioner Koppel 

Commissioner Fong 

June 15, 2017 

. Adoption of CEQA Findings 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . . . . . . 

ATTACHMENT A TO MOTION 1NO. 19939 

California Environmental Quality Act Findings 

1650 Mission SI. 
Suite400 
San Francisco. 
CA 94103·2479 

11eceptlon: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 

PREAMBLE 
· Information: 
415.558.6377 

In determining to approve· the project described m Section I, below, the ("Project''), the San Francisco 
Planning Commission (the "Commission") makes and adopts the following findings of fact and decisions 
regarding the Project description and objectives, significant impacts, significant and unavoidable impacts, 
mitigation measures and alternatives, and a statement of overriding considerations, based on substantial 
evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and pursuant to the California Environmental Quality 
Act, California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. ("CEQA"), particularly Section 21081 and 

· 21081.5, the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA, 14 California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et 
seq. ("CEQA Guideliries"), Section 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the .Sail Francisco 
Administrative Code ("Chapter 31 "). The Commission adopts these findings m conjunction with the 
Approval Actions described m Section I(c), below, as required by CEQA, separate and apart from the 
Commission's certificatiop. of the Project's Final EIR, which the Commission certified prior to adopting 
. these CEQA findings.· 

These findings are organized as follows: 

Section l provides a description of the proposed project at 1540 Market Street, the environmental review 
process for the Pmject, the City approval actions to be taken, and the location and custodian of the record.. 

Section II lists the Project's less-than-significant impacts that do not require mitigation. 

Section ill identifies potentially significant impacts that can be avoided or reduced to less-than
significant levels through mitigation and describes the disposition of the mitigation measul'es. 

Section IV identifies one significant impact that would not be eliminated or reduced to a less-than
·significant level and describes any applicable mitigation measures as well as the disposition of the 
mitigation· measures. The . Final EIR identified a mitigation measure to address this impact, but 
implementation of the mitigation measure will not reduce the impact to a less than significant level. 

Sections III and IV set forth findings as to the mitigation measures identified m the Final EIR. (The Draft 
EIR and the Comments and Responses document (the "RTC document") together comprise the Final EIR, 
or "FEIR.") Attachment B to the Plannmg Commission Motion contams the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program ("MMRP"), which provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in the 
Final Environmental Impact Report that is required to reduce a significant adverse impact and is deemed 
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feasible, identifies the parties responsible for carrying out the measur.e and reporting on its progress, and 
presents a schedule for implementation of each measure listed. 

Section V evaluates the alternatives to the proposed project that were analyzed in the EIR and the economic, 
legal, social, technological and oth~r considerations that support the approv:al of the Project and discusses the 
reasons for the rejection of the Project Alternatives, or elements tltereof. 

Section VI sets forth the Planning Commission's Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15093. 

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the mitigation measures that have been 
proposed for adoption is attached with these findings as Attachment B to this Motion. The MMRP is 
required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 and 15097. Attachment B 
provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure · identified in the FEIR. that would reduce a 
significant adverse impact and has been adopted as a condition of approval of the Project. Attachment B 
also spedfi.es ·tlte agency responsible for implementation of each measure and establishes monitoring 
actions and a monitoring schedule. The full text of the mitigation measures adopted as conditions of. 
approval is set forth in Attachment B. 

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 ("Draft EI:R'' or. "DEIR") or the Responses to Comm.eti.ts ("RTC'') docwnent, with togeth~r 
-comprise the· Final EIR, are for ease of reference and are not intended to provide an exhaustive list of the 
evidence relied upon for these findings. 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTtON AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

A. Project Oescriptton · 

The Project site is located at 1500-1540 Market Street at the northwest comer of the intersection of Market 
Street, Oak Street, and Van Ness Avenue in the southwestern portion of San Francisco's Downtown/Civic 
Center neighborhood, within the.Market and Octavia Plan Axea. 

The Project's building site is made up of p.ve contiguous·p:rivately,owned lots within Assessor's Block 
0836, Lots 001, 002, 003~ 004, and 005), an 18,219-squar~foot (sf) trapezoid, bounded by Oak Street to the 
north, Van Ness A venue .to the east, Market Street to the south, and the interior property line shared with 
the neighboring property to the west at .1546-1564 Market Street The building site measures about 177 
feet along its Oak Street frontage, 39 feet along Van Ness Avenue, 218 feet along Market Street, and 167 
feet along its western interior property line. The existing street address of the project parcels is referred to 
as 1500-1540 Market Street The easternmost portion of the building site, 1;500. Market Street (Lot 001 ), is 
currently occupied by an existing three-story, 2,750 square foot commercial building, built in 1980. This 
building is partially occupied by a limited-restaurant retail use doing business as "All Star Cafe" on the 
ground floor and also contains an elevator entrance to the Muni Van Ness station that opens onto Van 
Ness Avenue. Immediately west of the 1500 Market 1Street building is an existing 47-car surface 
commercial parking lot, on Lots 002, 003, and 004. The surface parkfug lot is fenced along its Market 
Street and Oak Street frontages and is entered from Oak Street. The westernmost portion of !}le building 
site at 1S4q Market Street, Lot 005, is occupied by a four-story, 48,225 square foot commercial office 
building, built in 1920. As of 2016, this building is partially occupied. 
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In addition to the building site, the Project site also includes surrounding areas within the adjacent public 
rights-of-way in which streetscape improvements would be constructed as part of ·the proposed Project. 

The proposed One Oak Street Project would demolish all existing structures on the project site at 1500-
1540 Market Street including 47 existing valet-operated on-site commercial parking spaces and construct 
a new 310 unit, 40-stoiy residential tower (400 feet tall, plus a 20-foot-tall parapet, and a 26-foot-tall 
elevator penthouse measured from roof level) with ground-floor commercial space, one off-street loading 
space, two off-street service ·vehicle ·spaces, and a subsurface parking garage containing 136 spaces for 
residents. Bicycle parking ac~nunodating 310 Oass 1 and 62 Class 2 spaces would be provided for 
residents on the second-floor mezzanine and for visitors in bicycle racks on adjacent sidewalks. The 
proposed project would also include the following: construction of a public plaza and shared public way 
within the Oak Street right-of-way; construction of several wind canopies withµl the proposed plaza and 
one wind canopy within the sidewalk at the northeast comer of Market Street and Polk Street to reduce 
pedestrian-level winds. In addition, the existing on-site Muni elevator will remain in its current location, 
and a new weather protective enclosure will be constructed around it. 

TI1e proposed project would necessitate approval of legislative text and map amendments to shift the 
existing Height and Bulk District 120/400-R-2 designation at the eastern end of the project site (Assessor 
Block 0836/01) to the western portion of the project site (Assessor Block 0836/05), which would not result 
in any increased development potential. 

B. Project Objectives 

The FEIR discusses several project objectives identified by the Project Sponsor. The objectives· are as 
follows: 

I> to increase the City's supply of housing in an area designated for higher density due to its proximity 
to downtown and accessibility to local and regional transit 

I> to create a welcoming public plaza and shared street th.at calms vehicular traffic, encourages 
pedestrian activity, consistent with the O.ty' s Better Streets Plan and celebrates the cultural arts. 

,. to permit a more gracious and engaging street-level experience for pedestrians, transit users, and 
future residents. 

,. to realize the uses at intensities envisioned in the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan while 
incorporating feasible means to reduce project winds on public areas. 

I> to construct a high-quality project with enough residential floor area to produce a return on 
investment sufficient to attract private capital and construction financing. 

), to· encourage and enliven pedestrian activity by developing ground-floor retail and public amenity 
space th.at complements existing uses and serves neighborhood residents and visitors, and responds 
to future users who will be accessing the site and future Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) stations in the area. 

I> to improve the architectural and urban design character of the project site by replacing existing 
utilitarian structures and a surface parking lot with a prominent residential tower th.at provides a 
transition between two planning districts. 
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>- to provide_ adequate parking and vehicular and loading access to serve the needs of project residents 
and their visitors. 

C. ProJe9"t Approvals 

The Project requires the following Board of Supervisors approvals: 

>- Approval of an ordinance amending the Zoning Map to exchange Height and Bulk District 
designations on Assessor's Block 0836 withln the Project site, by reclassifying approximately 668 
square feet of designated height zoning from 120/400-R-2 to 120-R-2 on Lot 001, and reclassifying an 
equivalent area of approximately 668 square feet from 120-R-2 to 120/400-R-2 on Lot 005 

>- · Approval of a General Plan amendment to revise Map 3 of the Market and Octavia Area Plan to 
exchange.Height and Bulk District designations on Assessor's Block 0836 within the Project site, by 
reclassifying approximately 668 square feet of designated height zoning from 400' Tower/120' 
Podium to 120' on Lot 001, and reclassifying an equivalent area of approximately 668 square feet 
from 120' to 400' Tower/120' Podium on Lot 005 

>- Approval of a Generai Plan amendment to revise Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan to exchange 
Height and Bulk District designations on Assessor's Block 0836 withln the Project :;;ite, by 
reclassifying approximately 668 square feet of designated height zoning from 150-S to 120-R-2 on · 
Lot 001, and reclassifying an equivalent area of approximately 668 square feet from 120-F to 120/400-
R-2 on Lot 005. 

>- If required, adoption of the proposed Oak Plaza into the City's Plaza Program, pursuant to SF 
Administrative Code Section 94.3. 

>- If required, approval of a Street Encroachment Permit for improvements (including retail kiosks) 
within the proposed Oak Plaza and wind canopies in the public right of way (at Oak Plaza and at 
the northeast comer of Polk and Market Streets). · 

The Project requires the following Planning Commission approvals: 

,. Initiation Hearing of the Stln Francisco General Plan (General Plan) amendment to revise Map 3 of the 
Market and Octavia Area Plan and Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan and amendment tci Height and 
Bulk Map HT07 to exchange Height and Bulk District designations on Assessor's Block 0836 within 
the Project site, between Lot 001 and Lot 005. 

~ Certification of the Final BIR and adoption of CEQA Findings and adoption of a lv.fitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program'. 

.,- General Plan referral to allow construction in the Oak Street right-of~way, and installation of 
proposed wind canopies witlrin Oak Street Plaza and the public right-of way. 

~ Approval of the project under Planning Code Section 309, including exceptions with regard to 
ground-level winds and maximum lot coverage . 

.- Approval of a conditional use authorization for parking exceeding principally permitted amounts 
pursuant to Planning Code Section 151.1 and 303. 
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~ Approval of an In-Kind Improvements Agreement under Planning Code Section 424.3(c) for 
community improvements for the Complete Streets infrastructure portion of th~ Van Ness and 
Market Downtown Residential Special Use District Neighborhood Infrastructure Fee. 

~ Recommendation of an ordinance amending the Zoning Map to exchange Height and Bull< District 
designations on Assessor's Block 0836 witlrln the Project site, by reclassifying approximately 668 
square feet of designated height zoning from 120/400-R-2 to 120-R-2 on Lot 001, and reclassifying an 
equivalent area of approximately 668 square feet from 120-R-2 to 120/400-R-2 on Lot 005. 

~ Recommendation of a General Plan amendment to revise Map 3 of the Market a:nd Octavia Area Plan to 
exchange Height and Bulk Distriddesignations an Assessor's Block 0836 within the Project site, by 
reclassifying approximately 668 square feet of designated height zoning from 400' Tower/120' 
Podium to 120' on Lot 001, and reclassifying an equivalent area of approximately 668 square feet 
from 120' to 400' Tower/120' Podium on Lot 005. 

~ Recommendation of a General Plan pID.endment to revise Map 5 of. the Downtown Area Plan to 
exchange Height and Bull< District designations on Assessor's Block 0836 within the Project site, by 
reclassifymg approximately 668 square feet of designated height zoning from 150-S to 120-R-2 on 
Lot 001, and reclassifying an equivalent area of approximately 668 square feet from 120-F to 120/400-
R-2 on Lot 005. 

~ Determination under Planni..'1.g Code Section 295 that net new project ~l,acfow being cast on Patricia's 
Green, Page and Laguna Mini Park,_ and the future 11th and Natoma Streets Park would not 
adversely affect the use of the parks; 

The Project requires the following Historic Preservation Commission apprqvals: 

~ A Permit to Alter would be required for the proposed retail kiosks at 11 Van Ness Avenue. If the 
proposed kiosks are determined to constitute as a Minor Permit to Alter, review is delegated to 
Planning Department Staff and would not need to be reviewed by the Historic Preservation 
Commission. If the work is determined to constitute as a Major Permit to Alter, a hearing before the 
Historic Preservation Commission may be required. 
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,. Approval of changes in public rights-of-way and conversion of a portion of Oak Street into a 
pedestrian plaza This approval may proceed under the City's newly adopted Plaza Program, San 
Francisco Administrative Code Sections 94.1-94.7. · 

,. Permit for planting of street trees. 

,. Approval of subdivision: map and condominium map applications . 

. ,. Approval of a lot line adjustment. 

,. Approval of a Street Space Permit from the Bureau of Street Use and Mapping for use of a public 
street space during project construction. 

,. Approval of a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding the maintenance and availability 
of curbside loading zones on Oak Street and Market Street. 

,. Street Encroachment Permit, to be approved by the Director of Public Works, and by the Board of 
Supervisors if required. by the Director, for wind canopies in the public right of way to be located at 
Oak Plaza and at _the comer of Market and Polle streets and for improvements (including retail 
kiosks} ·within the proposed Oak Plaza. 

Actions by Other City Departments and State Agencies 

,. Demolition, grading, building and occupancy permits (Department of Building Inspection) 

.- Approval of Planning Code variances under Planning Code Section 305 related to dwelling unit 
exposure and garage entrance width and an elevator penthouse height exemption under Planning 
Code Section 260(b}(l)(B). (Zoning A~trator) 

.- Approval of the recladcling of the existing Murri Metro elevator; approval of ADA and Title 24 access 
solution during temporary closure of station elevator, if necessary; approval of foundation, shoring 
and dewatering systems as they relate to the Muni-Zone-of-Jnfluence1 approval of Oak Plaza 
conversion; approval of Special Traffic Permit from the Department of Parking and Traffic for use of 
a public street space during project construction; approval of the passenger loading (white) zone on 
the south side of the proposed Oak Street shared street pursuant to the SFMTA Color Curb program 
(San Francisco Municipal Trans1mrtationAgency) 

~ Approval of recladding of the existing Muni Metro elevator; approval of ADA and Title 24 access 
solution during temporary closure of station elevator, if necessary; approval of foundation, shoring 
and dewatering systems as they relate to the Bart-Zone-of-Influence (Bay Area Rapid Transit). 

~ Approval of the proposed Oak Plaza design by the Civic Design Review Committee and approval of 
the wind canopies design at the project site and at the comer of Market and Polle streets by the 
Visual Arts Committee; approval of 1 percent Art Fee for art canopies or other art pieces within the 
Plaza (San Francisco Arts Commission} 
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> Recommendation to the Planning Commission that shadow would not adversely affect open spaces 
under Commission jurisdiction (San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission and General 
Manager) 

> Approval of project compliance with San Francisco Health Code Article 22A (the Maher Ordinance) 
(San Francisco Department of Public Health) 

> Recommendation of conditions of approval for residential development proposals under 
Administrative Code Chapter 116 (San Francisco Entertainment Commission) 

D. Environmental Review 

On February 26, 2009, Stephen Miller of Reuben & Junius, LLP filed an Environmental Evalu,;11ion 
application on behalf of CMR Capital, LLC, the previous property owner, for a previous iteration of the 
project that occupied Lots 2, 3, 4, and 5 of Assessors Block 0836 but did not include the easternmost lot on 
the block (Lot 1) within the project site. On August 27, 2012, John Kevlin of Reuben & Junius, LLP filed a 
revision to fue Environmental Evaluation application on behalf of CMR Capital, LLC. The Planning 
Department P?blished a Notice of Preparation for the previnus iteration of the project on October 10, 
2012. 

The current project sponsor, One Oak Owner( LLC, S'..tlnni~ed updated project information to the 
Planning Department to add Lot 1 and to address changes in the project under fue same Planning 
Department Case Number (Case No. 2009.0159B). For the sake of clarity, a Notice of Preparation was 
published for the current proposal on June 17, 2015, which incorporated information from fue prim; 
Notice of P:reparation for the site and described the revisions to the project. The NOP was accompanied 
by an Initial Study ("IS") that fully analyzed some environmental topics, supporting preparation of a 
focused EIR. Publication of the NOP initiated a 30-day public review and comment period that began on 
June 17, 2015 and ended on July 17, 2015. 

On November 16, 2016, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter 
"DEIR"), including the NOP and IS, and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of 
the availability of the DEJR for public review and comment and of the date and time of the Planning 
Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this notice vvas mailed to the Department's list of persons 
requesting such notice. 

Notices of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public hearing were posted near the 
Project Site on November 18, 2016. 

On November 18, · 2016, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of persons 
requesting it, to adjacent property owners and tenants, and to government agencies, the latter both 
directly and through the State Clearinghouse. 

Notice of Completion was filed with fue State Secretary of Resources via the State Clearinghouse on 
November 17,2016. 

The Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on the DEIR on January 5, 2017, at which 
opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the DEIR. The period 
for commenting on the EIR ended on January 10, 2017. 
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The Department prepared responses to comments on .environmental issues received during the .55 day 
public review period for the DEIR, prepared revisions to the text of the DEIR in response to comments 
received or based on additional information that became available during the public review period, and 
corrected clerical errors in the DEIR This material was presented in the RTC document, published on. 
June 1, 2017, distributed to the Commission and all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made 
available to others upon request at the Department. 

The Planning Commission recognizes that minor changes have been made to the Project and additional 
evidence has been developed after publication of the DEJR. Specifically, as discussed in the RTC 
document, after publication of the DEIR, the Project Sponsor has proposed Project refinements fuat are 
described in Chapter 2 of the RTC document. The Project refinements constitute minor Project changes 
which include (i) selection. of the project variant as the preferred project, (ii) reduction in project parking 
spaces, (ill) speci.fymg that the existing Market Street loading zone would not be used for proposed 
project loading, (iv) addition of retail kiosks in the proposed Oak plaza, and (v) other minor revisions to 
clarify or address more accurately specific details of the proposed project or setting described in the 
DEIR. 

A Final Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "FEIR:") has been prepared by the Department, 
consisting of the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the review process, any 
additional information that became available, and the RTC document all as required by law'. The IS is 
included as Appendix A to the DEIR and is incorporated by reference thereto. As described in the FEIR, 
fue refinements discussed above would result in either no changes to the impact conclusions or a 
reduction in the severity of the impact presented in the DEJR. 

Under section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, recirculation of an EIR is required when "significant 
new information" is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the Draft EIR for 
pubiic review but prior to certification of the Final EIR. The term "information" can include changes in 
the project or environmental_ setting, as well as additional data or other information. New information 
added to an EIR is not "significant" unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the .public of a 
meaningful opportµnity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of t:J::ie project or a 
feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the 
project's proponents have declined to implement. "Significant new information" requiring recirculation · 
includes, for example, a disclosure showingthat 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new 

mitigation measure proposed to beimpiementecl 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmen~ ·impacr would result unless 

mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level ofinsignificance. 

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure co~iderably different from others 

previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the 

project, but the project's proponents decline to adoptit. 

( 4) The DEIR was so fundamentally and ·basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 

meaningful public review and comment were precluded: 
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(CEQA Guidelines,§ 15088.5, suhd. (a).) 

Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies 
or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. 

Here, the FEIR includes supplemental data and information that was developed after publication of the 
DEIR to further ~pport the information presented in the DEIR. None of this supplemental information 
affects the conclusions or results in substantive changes to the information presented in the DEIR, or to 
the significance of impacts as disclosed in the DEIR. Nor does .it add any new mitigation measures or 
alternatives that the project sponsor declined to implement The Planning Commission finds that none of 
the changes and revisions in the FEIR substantially affects the analysis or conclusions presented in the 
DEIR; therefore, recirculation of the DEIR for additional public comments is not required. 

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

On June 15, 2017, the Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR and found that the contents of said 
report and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply with 
the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative 

· Code. The FEJR was certified by the Commission on June 15, 2017 by adoption of its Motion No. 19938. · 

E. Content and location of Record 

The record upon which all findings and determinations related to the adoption of the proposed Project 
are based include the following: · 

• Tlle FEJR, and all documents referenced in or relied upon by the FEIR, including the IS; 

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) provided by City staff to the 
Planning Commission relating to the FEIR, the proposed approvals and entitlements, the 
Project, and the alternati.ve,s set forth in t:1,i.e FEIR; 

• All information (:including written evidence and testimony) presented to the Planning 
Commission by the environmental consultant ·and subconsultants who prepared the FEIR, or 
:incorporated into reports pr~sented to the Planning Commission; · 

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the City from other 
·public agencies relating to the project or the FEIR; 

• All applications, letters, testimony, and presentations presented to the City by the Project 
Sponsor and its c~nsultants in connection with the Project; 

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented at any public hearing 
related to the EJR; 

• The MMRP; and, 
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• All other documents comprising the record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 

21167.6(e). 

The public hearing transcripts and .audio files, a copy of all letters regarding the FEIR received during the 
public review period, the administrative record, and ba.ckground .documentation for the FEIR are located 
at the Planning Deparbnent, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, San Francisco. The Planning Department, 
Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of these documents· and materials. 

F. Findings about Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The foll~wiJ::lg Sections II, ill and N set forth the Commission's findings about the FEIR's determinations 
· regarding significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures proposed to address them. 
These findings provide the written analysis and conclusions of the Commission regarding the 
environmental impacts of the Project and the mitigation measures identified in the FEIR and adopted by 
the Commission as part of fue Project. To avoid duplication and redundancy, and because the 
<;::ommission agrees with, and hereby adopts, the conclusions in the FEIR, these findings will not repeat 
the analysis and conclusions in the FEIR but instead incorporate them by reference and rely upon 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 (i) the determination of significance 
thresholds is.a judgment decision within the discretion of the City and County of San Francisco; (ii) the 
significance thresholds used. in the FEIR are supported by substantial evidence m the record, including 
the expert opinion of the City staff; .and (ill) the significance thresholds used_ in the FEIR provide 
reasonable and appropriate means of assessing the significance of the adverse environmental effects of 
the Project. · Thus, althougl:), as a legal matter, the Commission is not· bound by the significance 
determinations in the FEIR (see Public Resources Code, Section 21082.2, subdivision (e)), the Commission 
finds them persuasive and hereby adopts them as its own. 

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 impact 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~ and relies upon them as substantial .evidence supporting these 
findings. 

As set forth below, the Commission adopts and incorporates the mitigation measures set forth in the 
FEIR, which to the extent feasible are set forth m the attached MMRP, to reduce the significant and 
unavoidable impacts of the Project The Commission intends to adopt the mitigation measures proposed 
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 that is deemed feasible and should 
have been mcluded in the}.11\-1:RP but was inadvertently omitted is hereby adopted and incorporated in 
the findings below by reference. In addition, m the event the language describmg a mitigation measure 
set forfu in these findings or the M11RP 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 
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control. The impact numbers and mitigation measure numbers used in these findings reflect the 
information contained in the FEIR. 

In Sections II, ]Il and N below, the same findings are made for a category of environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures. Rather than repeat the identical finding to address each and every significant effect 
and mitigation measure, the initial finding obviates the need for such repetition because in no instance is 
the Commission rejecting the conclusions of the FEIR or the mitigation measures recommended in the 
FEIR for the Project. 

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Plaru.1ing Commission. 
The references set forth in these findings to certain pages or sections of the EIR or responses to comments 
in the Final EIR are for ease of reference and are not intended to provide an exhaustive list of the evidence 
relied upon for these findings. · · 

11. LESS-THAN.,SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

The FEIR finds that implementation of the Project would result in less-than-significant impacts in the 
following environmental topic areas: Land Use and Land Use Planning, Population and Housing, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Recreation, Utilities and Services Systems, Public Services, Biological 
Resources, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Mineral 
and Energy Resources, Agriculture and Forest Resources, and Wind and Shadow. 

Note: Senate Bill (SB) 743 became effective on January 1, 2014. Among other things, SB 743 added§ 21099 
to. the Public Resources Code and eliminated the requirement to analyze aesthetics and parking impacts 
for certain urban infill projects under CEQA. The proposed Project meets the definition of a rnix.ed-:use 
residential project on an infill site within a transit priority area as specified by Public Resources Code § 
21099. Accordingly, the FEIR did not discuss the topic of Aesthetics, which is no longer considered in 
determining the significance of the proposed Project's physical environmental effects under CEQA. The 
FEIR nonetheless provided renderings illustrating the proposed project for irrl;6rmational purposes. 
Similarly, the FEIR included a discussion of parking for informational purposes. This information, 
however, did not relate to the signiiicance determinations in the FEIR. 

Ill. FINDINGS OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT.IMPACTS THAT CAN BE AVOIDED OR REDUCED TO 
A LESS-THAN~SIGN'IFICANT LEVEL THROUGH MITIGATION AND THE DISPOSITION OF THE 
MITIGATION MEASURES 

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a project's 
identified significant impacts or potential significant impacts if such measures are feasible. The findings 
in this section concern 8 potential impacts and mitigation measures proposed m the IS and/or FEIR. These 
mitigation measures are included in the MMRP. A copy of the MMRP is included as Attachment B to the 
Planning Commission Motion adopting these findings. 

The Project Sponsor has agreed to implement the following mitigation measures to address the potential 
cultural and paleontological resources, air quality,-and noise impacts identified in the IS and/or FEIR. As 
authorized by CEQA Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section i5091, 15092, and 15093, based on 
substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the Planning Commission finds that, unless 
otherwise stated, the Project Sponsor will be required to incorporate mitigation measures identified in the 
IS and/or FEIRmto the Project to mitigate or to avoid significant or potentially significant environmental 
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impacts. Except as otherwise noted, these mitigation measures will reduce or avoid the potentially 
significant impacts described in the IS and/or Final Ell, and the Commission finds that these mitigation 
measures are feasible to implement· and are within· the responsibility and jurisdiction of the City and 
County of San Francisco to implement or enforce. 

Additionally, the required mitigation measures are fully enforceable and are included as conditions of 
approval in the Planning Commission's Downto'?'ll Project Authorization under Planning Code Section 
309 and also will be enforced through conditions of approval in any building permits issued for the 
Project by the San Francisco Department of ·auildfug Inspection. With the required mitigation measures, 

these Project impacts would be avoided or reduced to a less-than-significant level The Planning 
Commission finds that the mitigation measures presented in the :MMRP are feasible and shall be adopted 
as conditions of project approval. 

The following mitigation measures would be required to reduce 16 impacts identified in the Initial Study 

and/or FEIR to a less-than-significant level: 

Impacts on Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

• Impact CP-2: Construction activities for the proposed project could cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of archaeological resources and human remains, if such resources are 
present within the. project site. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 
(Archeological Testing, Monitoring, Data Recovery and Reporting), Impact CP-2 is reduced to a 
less-than-significant level · 

• Impact CP-3: Construction activities of the proposed project could affect a unique paleontological 
resource or a unique geologic feature; With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-3 
(Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Program), Impact CP-3 is reduced to a 
less-than-significant level. 

• Impact C-CP-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not result in . a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to significant cumulative impacts on cultural resources. With implementation of 
Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Archaeological Testing, Monitoring, Data Recovery and Reporting) 
and Mitigation Measure M-CP-3 (Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Mitigation 
Program), Impact C-CP-1 is reduced to a less-than-significant lev~ 

Impacts on Air Quality 

• Impact AQ-2: The proposed project's construction activities would generate toxic air 
contaminants, including· diesel particulate matter, which would expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. With. implementation of Mitigatio~ Measure M-AQ-2 
(Construction Air Quality), Impact AQ-2 is reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

• Impact A.Q-4: The proposed project would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel 
particulate matter, exposing sensitive receptors tci substantial air pollutant concentrations. With 

· implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ·4 (Best Available Control Technology for Diesel 
. Generators), Impact AQ-4 is reduced to a le~s-than-significant level. 

• Impact C-AQ-1: The proposed project, in combinatj.on with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project area would contribute to cumulative air quality impacts. 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2 (Construction Air Quality) and Mitigation 
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Measure M-AQ-4 (Best Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators), Impact C-AQ-1 is 
reduced to a less-than-significant level 

Impacts from Noise 

• Impact N0-2: Project demolition and construction would temporarily and periodically mcr~ase 
ambient noise and :vibration in the project vicinity compared to .existing conditions. Willi 
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-N0-2 (General Construction Noise Control Measures), 
Impact N0-2 is reduced to a less-Ulan-significant level. 

• Impact C-:-N0-1: Construction of the proposed. project, in combination with oilier past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects in fue site's vicinity, would not result in a 

-cumulatively considerable contribution to significant temporary or periodic increases in ambient 
noise or vibration levels in fue project vicinity above levels existing without the proposed project. 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-N0-2 (General Construction Noise Control 
Measures), Impact C-N0-1 is reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

IV. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED OR REDUCED TO A LESS-THAN· 
SIGNIFICANT LEVEL 

Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, the Planning Commission finds 
that there is a significant cumulative impact that would not be eliminated or reduced to an insignificant 
level by the mitigation measures listed in the Ml\.1.RP. Specifically, the FEIR identifies one significant and 
unavoidable cumuiative construction related transportation impact. The Planning Commission finds that, 
although a mitigation measure has.been included in the FEIR. and NIMRP to address this impact, this 
impact would remain significant and unavoidable even wifu mitigation .. 

Thus, fue followmg significant impact on fue environment, as reflected in fue FEIR., is unavoidable. But, 
as more fully explained in Section VI, below, under Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(3) and (b), 
and CEQA Guidelines 15091(a)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, the Plaru:iing Commission finds that this 
impact is acceptable for fue legal,·environmental, economic, social, technological and other benefits of the 
Project. This finding is supported by substantial evidence in the record of this proceeding. 

The FEIR identifies the followmg impact for which no feasible mitigation measures were identified that 
would reduce this impact to a less than significant level: 

Imp'act on Transportation and Circulation - Impact C-TR-7 

The proposed, Project in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development 
in the project's vicinity would conttibute considerably to significant cumulative construction-related 
transportation impacts. No feasible mitigation measures were identified that would reduce this impact to 
a less than significant level after consideration of several potential mitigation measures. The. Project 
Sponsor has agreed to implement one mitigation measure, as follows: 

• Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-7 (Cumulative Construction Coordination) 

The Commission finds that, for the reasons set forth in the FEIR., although implementation of Mitigation 
Measure M-C-1R-7 would reduce the Project's contribution to cumulative transportation and circulation 
impacts during fue construction phase of the Project, this impact would nevertheless remain significant 
and unavoidable. · 
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This section describes the alternatives analyzed in the Project FEIR and the reasons for rejecting the 
alternatives as infeasible. CEQA mandates that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the 
Project or the Project location that generally reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts of the-Project. 
CEQA requires that every EIR also evaluate a "No Project'' alternative. Alternatives provide a basis of 
comparison to the Project in terms of their significant impacts and their ability to meet project objectives. 
This comparative analysis is used to consider reasonable, potentially feasible options for minimizing 
environmental consequences of the Project. 

The Planning Department considered a range of alternatives in OJ.apter 6 of .the FEIR. Toe· FEIR analyzed 
the No Project Alternative and the Podium-only Alternative. Each alternative is cfy;cussed and analyzed 
in these findings, in additiµn to being analyzed in Chapter 6 of the FEIR. The Planning Commission · 
certifies that it has independently reviewed and considered the information on the alternatives provided 
in the FEJR and in the record. The FEIR reflects the Planning Commission's and the City's independent 
judgment as to the alternatives. The Planning Commission finds that the Project provides the best balance 
between satisfaction of Project objectives and mitigation of environmental. impacts to the extent feasible, 
as described and analyzed in the FEIR. 

a. Reasons for Selecting the Project 

The Proposed Project would meet the Project Sponsor's Objectives, and would provide numerous public 
benefits, including the following: 

), Build a substantial number of residential dwelling units within a transit rich neighborhood 
designated for higher density due to its proximity to downtown and accessibility to local and 
regional transit. 

~ Create a welcoming public plaza and shared street that ·calms vehicular traffic, encourages 
pedestrian activity, consistent with the City's Better Streets Plan and celebrates the cultural arts. 

~ Permit a more gracious and engaging street-level experience for pedestrians, transit users, and 
future residents. 

), Contribute to the development of permanently affordable housing in the City through the payment 
of an in lieu fee under the City's Inclusionary Housing Ordinance. Additionally, the fee could 
potentially be used for the development of affordable housing in the vicinity of the project pursuant 
to a letter agreement and conditions imposed by the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 
Development (MOHCD) (including the requirement for an independent enviro~ental review of 
the Octavia BMR Project under the CEQA), will be directed towards the future development of 72 
permanently affordable housing units on three Octavia Boulevard Parcels (R, S & U) (collectively, 
"the Octavia BMR Project") within 1/3 mile of the project site .. 

), Realize the uses at intensities envisioned in the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan while 
incorporating feasible means to reduce project winds on public areas. 
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~ Create a residential building with ground floor retail and public open space generally consistent 
with the land use, housing, open space and other objectives and policies of the Market & _Octavia 
AreaPlan. 

.~ Encourage and enliven pedestrian activity by developing ground-floor retail and public amenity 
space that complements existing uses· and serves neighborhood residents and visitors, and responds 
to future users who will be accessing the site and future Bus Rapid Transit (BR1) stations in the area 

~ Improve the architectural and urban design character of the project site by replacing existing 
utilitarian structures and a surface parking lot with a prominent residential tower that provides a 
transition between two planning districts. 

C. Evaluation of Project Alternatives 

CEQA provides that alternatives analyzed in an EIR may be rejected if "specific economic, legal, social, 
. technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 

trained workers, make infeasible .•. the project altemativ4::s identified in the EIR" (CEQA Guidelines . 
§ 15091(a){3).) The Commission has reviewed each of the alternatives to the Project as described in the 
FEIR that would reduce or avoid the lIIl.pacts of the Project and finds that there is substantial evidence of 
specific economic, legal, social, technological and other considerations that make these Alternatives 
infeasible, for the reasons set forth below. 

In making these determinations, the Planning Commission is aware that CEQA defines "feasibility" to 
mean "capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of tlIIl.e, taking 
into account economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors." The Commission is also 
aware that under CEQA case law the concept of "feasibility" encompasses (i) the question of whether a 
particular alternative promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project, and (ii) the question of 
whether an alternative is "desirable" from a policy standpoint to the extent that desirability is based on a 
reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, s~cial, legal, and technological factors. 

Three alternatives were considered as part of the FEIR's overall alternatives analysis, but ultlIIl.ately 
rejected from detailed analysis. Those alternatives are as follows: · 

• Off-site Alternative. This alternative was rejected because the Project Sponsor does not have 
control of another site that would be of sufficient size to develop a mixed-use project with the 
intens.ities and mix of uses that would be necessary to achieve most of the basic Project objectives 
listed in fue FEIR. 

• Code Compliant with Tower Alternative. An alternative that would consider project 
development of the site compliant with the site's existing Height and Bulk districts by shifting the 
placement of a 400-foot-tall tower eastward so that .the tower would be located entirely outside of 
the existing 120-R-2 Height and Bulk District at the western end of the project site and entirely 
within the existing 120/400-R-2 Height and Bulk District (a shift eastward of 4 feet, 7.5 inches) 
was not considered for further analysis because such an alternative would not lIIl.prove, and 
could worsen, wind impacts from the less-than-significant impact identified for the proposed 
project, and furthermore, would reduce the amount of public open space offered under the 
proposed project, while offering no environmental advantages over the proposed project. 
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• Lower Podium-Only Alternative. An alternative that would include a lower podium only was 
considered but rejected because such an altemative would fail to meet key project objectives and 
would foil to reduce to a less-than-significant level the proposed project's significant and 
unavoidable transportation impact related to construction traffic. 

• Lower Podium with Tower Alternative, An alternative. that would include a lower podium with 
tower was considered but rejected because such an alternative would not substantially reduce 
environmental impacts as compared to the proposed project. 

The following alternatives were fully considered and compared in the FEIR: 

1. No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, the Project Site would foreseeably remain in its existing condition. The 
existing commercial buildings and 47-Clll surface parking lot on the project site would remain, and the 
proposed 499,580 combined square feet residential building with ground floor retail, and approximately 
14,000 square foot neighborhood serving public plaza would not be constructed. Because no directed in 
lieu fee would be provided, no offsite below market rate units would be provided. No improvements 
would be made to· the existing Muni Van Ness station elevator. The project site would not be rezoned to 
sliift the existing 120/400-R-2 Height and Bulk District from the easternmost portion of the building site 
(Lot 1) to the westernmost portion (Lot 5). 

This alternative would not preclude. development of another project on the project site should such a 
proposal be put forth by the project sponsor or another entity. However, it would be speculative to set 
forth sucl1 an alternative project at this time. 

The Planning Commission rejects the No Project Alternative as unreasonable and infeasible because it 
would fail to meet the Project Objectives and the Gty' s policy objectives for the following reasons: 

1) The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the Project Sponsor's objectives; 

2) The No Project Alternative would be inconsistent with. key goals of the General Plan with respect 
to housing .production. With no new housing created here and no construction, the No Project 
Alternative would not increase the City's housing stock of both market rate and affordable 
housing, would not create new job opportunities for construction workers, and would not 
expand the City's property tax base. 

3) The No Project Alternative would leave the Project Site physically unchanged, and thus would 
not resuH in the redevelopment of an underutilized site ( consisting of underdeveloped 
commercial buildings and a surface. parking lot), creation of a residential project with ground 
floor retail that provides a substantial number of new residential dwelling units an~ affordable 
housing through the payment of a directed in lieu fee, in immediate proximity to mass tr~t 
and jobs within the Downtown Core .. 

For the foregoing reasons, the Planning Commission rejects the No Project Alternative as infeasible. 
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The Podiµm .. only Alternative would comply with the existing height and bulk limits by reducing the 
height of the proposed building to :include the podium only; thus not requiring the legislative 
amendments required for the proposed project to shift the existing Height and Bulk District 120/400-R-2 
designation from Lot 1 to the western half of Lot 5 on Assessor's Block 0836. Under this alternative, a new 
12- story residential build:ing measuring 120 feet tall (136 feet tall including a mechanical -penthouse) 
would be constructed with:in the building site. 

In plan, this alternative would resemble the site plan and corresponding floor level plans of the proposed 
project. However, the Podium .. only Alternative would contain 119 dwelling units (191 £1::wer units than 
under the proposed project), consisting of 35 studio units, 36 one-bedroom units, and 48 two-bedroom 
units. No three .. bedroom units would be constructed. Like the proposed project, this alternative would 
also provide for approximately 4,025 gs£ of ground-floor retail/restaurant uses. Parking uses would total 
53,308 gsf (6,782 gs£ less than the proposed project). The alternative would provide 59 residential parking 
spaces, as compared to 136 spaces with the proposed project Like the proposed project, the Podium-only 
Alternative would provide two carshare spaces, one off .. fltreet truck loading space, and two service 
vehicle loading spaces. The number· of bicycle parking spaces would total 127 (119 Class 1 and 8 Class 2 
spaces), fewer spaces than with the proposed project (366 spaces consisting of 310 Class 1 and 62 Class 2 
spaces), This alternative would also include the same right of way improvements as the proposed project, 
:including the construction _of the proposed Oak Plaza and wind canopies. 

Construction activities associated with the Podium .. only Alternative would be similar to those described 
for the proposed project. Accordingly, as with _the proposed project, the Podium-only Alternative would 
result in a considerable contribution to a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact related to 
transportation (construction traffic), and the saine less-than-significant impacts related to other 
transportation subtopics, air quality, wind and shadow, and cultural resources impacts as the proposed 
project. Additionally, this alternative meets many but not ail of the Project Sponsor's objectives. 
Specifically~ while this alternative provides the ability to redevelop the underutilized site, it reduces the. 
number of residential units by roughly 62%. 

The Planning Commission rejects the Podium .. only Alternative because it would not eliminate .the 
significant unavoidable impact of the proposed Project and it would not meet the Project Objectives or 
City policy objectives for reasons includ:ing, but not limited to, the following: 

1) The Podium-only Alternative would limit the Project to 119 dwelling units; whereas the 
proposed Project would provide up to 310 units to the City's housing stock and maximize the · 
creation of new residential units. The City's important policy objective as expressed in Policy 
1.1 of the Housing Element of the General l'lan is to increase the housing stock whenever 
possible to address a shortage of housing :in the City. 

2) The Podium-only Alternative would not fulfill the objective of the Market & Octavia Plan to 
increase housing density by elim:inating density maximums close to transit (Policy 2.2.1) and to 
encourage the development of slender residential lowers above the base height along the 
Market Street corridor (Policy 1.2.8). 

3) The Podium-Only Alternative would also reduce the Project's in lieu fee contribution under the 
City's Inclusionary Housing Program by approximately $11.9 million, thus reducing the 
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project's inclusionary housing fee and the potential directed fee contribution toward the 
development of permanently affordable housing units and potenti.ally delaying the production 
of those units. The City's important policy objective as expressed in Policy 1.1 of the Housing 
Element of the General Plan is to increase the affordable housµ1g stock whenever possible to 
address a shortage of housing in the City. 

4) The Podium-only Alternative would create a project that would not fully utilize this site for 
housing production, thereby not fully satisfying General Plan policies such as Housing Element 
Policies 1.1 and 1.4, among others. The alternative would not further the City's housing, policies 
to create more housing, particularly affordable housing opportunities as well as the proposed 
Project does, and would not remove all significant unavailable impacts. 

For the foregoing reasons, the Planning Commission rejects the Podium-only Alternative as infeasible. 

VI. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Planning Commission finds that, notwithstanding the imposition of all feasible mitigation measures, 
one impact related to Transportation and Circulation 'Will remain significant and unavoidable. Pursuant 
to CEQA section 21081 and CEQA Guideline Section 15093, the Planning Commission hereby finds, after 
consideration of the Final BIR and the evidence in the record, th.at each of the specific overriding 

· economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project as set forth below independently 
and collectively outweighs this significant and unavoidable impact' 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 evi,dence, 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 th.is Section, and in the documents found in the record, 
as defined in Section L 

On the basis of the above ~dings and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, 
the Planning Commission specifically finds that there are significant benefits of the Project to support 
approval of the Project in spite of fue unavoidable significant impact, and therefore makes this Statement 
of Overriding Considerations. The Commis$ion further finds that, as part of the process of obtaining 
Project approval, significant effects on the environment from implementation of the.Project have been 
eliminated or substantially lessened where feasible. All mitigation measures identified in the FEIR/IS and 
MMRP are adopted as part of the Approval Actions described in Section I, above. 

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, technological, 
legal, social and other considerations. 

TI1e Project will have the following benefits: 

1. The Project would add up to 310 dwelling units (approximately 57stuatos, 100 I-bedroom 
units, 138 2-bedroom units, and 15 3-bedroom units), to the City's housing stock on a 
currently underutilized site. The City's important policy ob1ective as expressed in Poli~y 
1.1 of the Housing Element of the .General Plan is to increase the housing stock whenever 
possilil~ to address a shortage of housing in the City. Additionally, the Project promotes 
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the objectives and policies of the Generai 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 edge of Downtown. The Project would not displace any 
housing because the existing structures on the project site are commercial buildings and a 
surface parking lot. 

2. The Project would increase the stock of permanently affordable housing by paying an in 
lieu fee. Further, subject to a letter agreement and certain conditions imposed by the 
Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development (including the requirement for 
independent environmental review of the Octavia Blv!R Project under CE9A), such fee 
would potentially be "directed" and used to fund the creation of approximately 72 new 
residential units affordable to low-income households at the Octavia BMR Project, within 
0.3 mile of the project site. In addition to the directed in lieu.fee, the project would also pay 
approximately $6.1 million in Market-Octavia .Affordable Housing Fees and Van Ness & 
Market SUD Affordable Housing Fees. These additional affordable housing fees, in j:urn, 
would fund additional affordable housing; 

3. The Project woul4 promote the objectives and policies of the General Plan by replacing the 
existing underdeveloped commercial structures and surface parking lot 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 surface parking lot 
and its 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 include an inviting 
public· plaza and significant streetscape improvements that would meet or exceed Better 
Streets Plan requirements. These changes will. enhance the attractiveness of the site for 
pedestrians· and bring this site into conformity with principles of good urban design. 

4. The Project would construct a development that is in keeping with the scale, massing and 
density of other structures in the immediate vicinity, and with that envisioned for the site 
under the Planning Code and General Plan. 

5. The Project's iconic and attractive 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." 

6. The Project will revitalize the Project Site and the surrounding neighborhood. The 
replacement of a surface commercial parking lot with private residential underground · 
parking will bring the site into greater conformity with current Planning Code and urban 
design principles. 

7. The Project will substantially increase the assessed value of the Project Site, resulting in 
corresponding increases in tax revenue to the City. 

8. The Project adds approximately 4,110 gross square feet of neighborhood serving retail and 
restaurant space fu an area with -a growing residential and workplace population, 
consistent with the policies of the Downtown Area Plan and Market & Octavia Area Plan. 
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9. The Project will include a high-quality public plaza and streetscape improvements in 
accordance with the Market and Octavia Area Plan Design Standards, which would 
activate the streetscape, serve to calm traffic on the street and build on the positive traits. of 
the Hayes Valley neighborhood, extending its walkable scale outward toward the Van 

Ness and Market intersection. 

10. The Project includes a massing scheme and wind reduction elements, including wind 
canopies, to avoid the creation of any net new hazardous wind conditions on any nearby 
public sidewalks or seating areas and would reduce hazardous wind hours over current 
conditions. 

11. The.Project provides approximately 310 Oass 1 secure indoor bicycle parking spaces and 
62 Oass 2 sidewalk bike rack spaces, both in excess of the number required by the Planning 
Code, encouraging residents and visitors to access the site by bicycle. · 

12. The Project promotes a·number of Downtown Area Plan Objectives and Policie~, including. 
Policy 5.1, which encourages the provision of space for· commercial activities; and Policies 
7.1 and 7.2, which further the Objective of expanding the supply of housing in and adjacent 
to Downtown. The Project also promotes several Market and Octavia Area Plan Objectives 
and Policies, including Objectives 2.3 and 2.4, which encourage increasing the existing 
housing stock, including affordable units. 

13. . The Project promotes a number of City urban design and transportation policies, including: 
reducing curb cuts; slowing vehicular traffic; providing street trees, landscapillg, seating, 
bike racks and other street furniture for public use and enjoyment; widening sidewalks, 
using high-quality materials; activating the street frontage; maximizing ground floor 
transparency; and providing adequate lighting. · 

14. The Conditions of Approval for the Project include all the mitigation measures set forth in 
the FEIR to mitigate the Project's potentially sigi::rificant impact to insignificant levels except 
for its cumulative construction impact on Transportation and Circulation which would 
remain significant and unavoidable even with the implementation of mitigation measures. 
The Conditions of Approval also include all the improvement measures set forth in the 
FEIR to further reduc.e the magnitude of less-thim~significant effects. 

15. The Project will create temporary construction jobs and permanent jobs in the retail sector 
and for building operations. 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, providing direct and indirect economic benefits to the City. 

Having considered the above, the Planning Commission finds that the benefits of the·Project outweigh 
the unavoidable adverse environmental effects identified in the FEIR and/or IS, and that those adverse 
environmentctl effects are therefore accepta'l?le. 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
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(Includes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures) 

MEASURESADOPTEDASCONDITIONSOFAPPROVAL 

Cultural Resources Mitigatio11 Measures 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2: Archaeological Testing, Monitoring, Data 
Recovery, and Reporting. 

Responsibility for 
Implementation 

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be I Project sponsor 
present within the project site, the following measures shall be undertaken to 
avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the proposed project on 
buried or submerged historical resources. The project sponsor shall retain the 
services of an archaeological consultant from the rotational Department 
Qualified Archaeological Consultants List (QACL) maintained by the 
Planning Department archaeologist. The project sponsor shall contact the 
Department archeologist to obtain the names and contact information for the 
next three archeological consultants on the QACL. The archeological 
consultant shall undertake an archeological testing program as specified 
herein. In addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct an 
archeological monitoring and/or data recovery program if required pursuant 
to this measure. The archeological consultant's work shall be conducted in 
accordance with this measure and with the requirements of the project 
archeological research design and treatment plan (WSA Final Archaeological 
Research Design Treatment Plan for the 1510-1540 Market Street.Project, 
February 2012) at the direction of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). 
In instances of inconsistency between the requirement of the project 
archeological research design and treatment plan and of this archeological 
mitigation measure, the requirements of this archeological mitigation measure 
shall prevail. 

All plillls and reports prepared by the consultant as specified herein .shall be 
submitted :first and directly to the ERO for review and comment, and shall be 
considered· draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO. 
Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by this 
measure could suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum of four 
weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be 
extended beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the only feasible means 

Schedule 

Prior to commencement 
of demolition and soil
disturbing activities. 

FINAL, 5/30/2017 Case No. 2009.0159E 
One Oak Street 

Attachment B to Motion No. 19939 
Page 1 

Monitoring/Reporting 
Actions and 

Res_p_ons.ibility 

Retain qualified 
professional archaeologist 
from the pool of 
archaeological consultants 
Jllllintained by the Planning 
Department. 

Status/Date 
Completed 
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(Includes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures) 

Responsibility for MEASURESADOPTEDASCONDITIONSOFAPPROVAL Schedule Implelnentatiolll 

to reduce to a less than significant level potential effects on a significant 
archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect 15064.5 (a)and (c). 

Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an Project sponsor and On discovery of an 

archeological site 1 associated with descendant Native Americans, the archaeological archeological site 

Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant group an consultant to notify assocfated with 

. appropriate representative2 of the descendant group and the ERO shall be 
ERO. descendant group . 

contacted. The representative of the descendant group shall be given the 
opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of the site and to 
offer recommendations to the ERO regarding appropnate archeological 
treatment of the site, of recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, any . 
interpretative treatment of the associated archeological site. A copy of the 
Firi;;il Archaeological Resources Report shall be provided to the 
representative of the descendant group. 

Archeo!ogical Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare 
Archaeological Prior to commencement and submit to the ERO for review and approval an archeological testing plan 
consultant at the of demolition and soil-(ATP). The archeological testing program shall be conducted in accordance 
direction of the ERO.· disturbing activities. 

with the approved ATP. TheATP shall identify the property types of the 
expected archeological resource(s) that potentially could be adversely affected 
by the proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the locations 
recommended for testing. The purpose of the archeological testing program 
will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or absence of 
archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate whether any 
archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes an historical resource 
underCEQA. 

· At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological 
consultant shall submit a written report of the :findings to the ERO. If based 

l on the archeological testing program the archeological consultant finds that 
significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO in consultation 
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Monitoring/Reporting Status/Date Actions and 
Responsibility Completed . 

ERO to notify descendant 
group to give opportunity 
to monitor and offi:r. 
recommendations as to 
treatment. Provide copy of 
FARR. 

Prepare an Archeological 
Testing Program with ERO 
consultation and approval 

1 By the term "archeological site" is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or e:,_,idence ofburial. 
2 An."appropriate representative" of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any individual listed in the current Native American Contact List for the City 

and County of San Francisco maintained by the California Native American Heritage Commission and in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of America: An 
appropriate representative of other descendant groups should be determined in consultation with the Department archeologist 
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Responsibility for 
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITTONS OF APPROVAL Schedule 

Implementation 

with the archeological consultant shall determine if additional measures are 
warranted. Additional measures that may be undertaken include additional 
archeological testing, archeological monitoring, and/or an archeological data 
recovery program. No archeological data recovery shall be undertaken 
without the prior approval of the ERO or the Planning Department 
archeologist. If the ERO determines that a significant archeological resource is 
present and that the resource could be adversely affected by thej,roposed 
project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either: 

A) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to avoid any 
adverse effect on the significant archeological resource; or 

B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO 
determines that the archeological resource is of greater 
interpretive than research significance and that interp{etive use of 
the resource is feasible. 

Archeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO in consultation with the 
Project sponsor and Project sponso~, 
archaeological archeological consultant, 

archeological consultant determines that an archeological monitoring program consultant in and ERO shall meet 
shall be implemented the archeological monitoring program shall minimally . consultation with the prior to commencement 
include the following provisions: ERO. of soils-disturbing 

The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet 
activities. IfERO • determines that 

and consult on the scope of the AMP reasonably prior to any archeological monitoring· 
project-related soils disturbing activities commencing. The ERO is necessary, monitor 
in consultation with the archeological consultant shall determine throughout all soils-
what project activities shall be archeologically monitored. In most disturbing activities. 
cases, any soils- disturbing activities, such as demolition, Considered complete on 
foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation, ERO's approval of 

foundation work. driving of piles (foundation, sh0ring, etc.), site · AMP; submittal of report 

remediation, etc., shall require archeological monitoring because regarding :fmdings of 
AMP;andERO's 

of the risk these activities pose to potential archaeological finding that AMP has 
resources and to their depositional context; been implemented. 

• The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to 
be on the alert for evidence of the presence of the expected 
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Actions and 

Responsibility 
Completed 

If required, archeological 
consultant to· prepare AMP 
in consultation with the 
ERO . 

Project sponsor, 
archeological consultant, 
archeological monitor, and 
project sponsor's 
contractors shall implement 
the AMP, if required by the 
ERO. 
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• 

• 

MEASURES ADOJ>TED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

resource(s), ofhowto identify the eyidence of the expected 
resqurce(s), and of the appropriate protocol in the event of 
apparent discovery of an archeological resource; 

The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site 
according to a schedule agreed upon by the archeological 
consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in co11l,ultation with 
project archeological consultant, determined tha{project 
construction activities could have no effects on significant 
archeological deposits; · 

The archeological monitor shall record and be authoriz.ed to 
collect soil samples and artifactual/ecofu4ual material as 
warranted for analysis; 

If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils
disturbing activities in the vicinity of the deposit shal\ cease. The 
archeoJogical 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 archeological 
monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity may 
affect an archeological resource, the pile driving activity shall be 
terminated until an appropriate evaluation of the resource has been: 
made in consultation with the ERO. The archeological consultant 
shall immediately notify the ERO of the encountered I \ 
archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall make a 
r.easonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance 
of the encountered archeological deposit, and present the findings · 
of this assessment to the ERO. 

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

Responsibility for 
Implementation Schedule 
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Monitoring/Reporting 
Actions and 

Responsibility 

Status/Date 
Completed 
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Responsibility for MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Schedule Implementation 

Archeological Data Recovery Program. The archeological data recovery · Archaeological If there is a 
program shall be conducted in accord with an archeological data recovery plan consultant in determination by the 

·(ADRP). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet consultation with the ERO that an ADRP is 

and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft ADRP. 
ERO; required, . 

The archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The 
ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery program will preserve 
the significant information the archeoiogical 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 tlw· 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 4ata recovery methods shall not be applied to 
portions of the archeological resources if nondestructive methods are 
practical. 

The scope of the .ADRP shall include the following elements: 

• Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field 
strategies, procedures, and operations. 

• Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected 
cataloguing system and artifact analysis procedures. · 

• Discard and.Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale 
for field and post-field discard and deaccession policies. 

• Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off.site 
public interpretive program during the course of the 
archeological data recovery program. 

• _Security Measures. Recommended security measmes to protect 
the archeological resource from vandalism, looting, and non-
intentionally damaging 3:ctivities. 

• Final Report. Description of proposed report format and 
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If required, prepare an 
ADRP with ERO 
consultation and approval. 
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Responsibility for MEASURESADOPTEDASCONDITIONSOFAPPROVAL Schedule Implementation 

distribution of results. 

• · Curation. Description oftlie procedures and recommendations 
for the cu~tion of·any recovered data having potential research 
value, identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a 
summary of the accession policies of the curation facilities. 

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects, The Project sponsor !llld In the event human 
treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects archaeological remains and/or funerary 
discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with: applicable consultant in· objects. are encountered 
State and Federal Jaws. This shall include immediate notificatfon of the consultation with the project sponsor's 
Coroner of the City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the San Francisco Coroner, construction contractor 
Coroner's determination that the human remains are Native American remains, Native American to contact archaeological 
notification of the California State Native American Heritage Commission Heritage Commission consultant and ERO. 

(NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub, Res. Code and Most.Likely Considered complete.on 

Sec. 5097.98). The archeologi.cal consultant. project sponsor, ERQ, and MLD 
Descendent. notification of the San 

Francisco County 
shall have up to but not beyond· six days of discovery to make all reasonable Coroner and NARC, if 
effurts to develop an agreement for th.e treatment of human remains and necessary. 
associated or unassociated funerary objects with appropriate dignity (CEQA 
Guidelines. Sec. 15064.S(d)). The agreement should take into consideration 
the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship~ 
curation, and final disposition of the human remains and associated· or 
unassociated funerary objects. Nothing in existing State regulations or in this 
mitigation measure compels the project sponsor and the ERO to accept 
recommendations of an MLD .. The archeological consultant shall- retain 
possession of any Native American human remains and associated or 
unassociated burial objects until completion of any scientific analyses oftp.e 
hwnan remains or objects as specified in the treatment agreement if such as 
agreement has been inade or~ otherwise, as determined by the archeological 
consultant and the ERO. 
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Monitoring/Reporting Status/Date Actions and 
Resnonsibility Completed 

Archaeological consultant/ 
archaeological 
monitor/project sponsor or 
contractor to contact San 
Francisco County Coroner 
and implement regulatory 
requirements regarding 
discovery ofNative 
Amt'lrican huJllllll remains, 
if applicable. 
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MEASURES·ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility for Schedule Implementation 

Final Archeological Resourc;es Report. The archeological consultant shall Project sponsor and If applicable, after 
submit a Draft F:inal Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that archeological completion of 

evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource consultant in archeological data 

and describes the archeological and historical research methods employed in the consultation with ERO. ·recovery, inventorying, 

archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. 
- analysis and 

Infomiation that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in 
interpretation. 

a separate removable insert within the :final report. 

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: Project sponsor and 
Upon completion and Califumia Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) archeologic~I 

shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of consultant to distribute ERO approval of the 

the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning FARR. FARR. 

Department shall receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, searcl1able 
PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation 
forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the 
National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Hisu;,rical Resources. 
In instances of high public interest in or the high interpretive value of the 
resomce, the ERO may require a different fmal report content, fumiat, and 
distribution than that presented above. 

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

The project sponsor shall retain the· services of a qualified paleontological Project sponsor to. Prior to and during 
consultant having expertise in California paleontology to design and retain appropriately construction. 
implement a :Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Program. qualified consultant to 

The PRMMP shall include a description of when and where construction prepare PRMMP, carry 

monitoring would be required; emergency discovery procedures; sampling 
out monitoring, and 

and data recovery procedures; procedure for the preparation, identification, 
reporting, if required. 

analysis, and curation of fossil specimens and data recovered; preconstruction 
coordination procedures; and procedures for reporting the results of the 
monitoring program. 

TI1e PRMMP shall be consistent with the Society for Vertebrate Paleontology 
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Status/Date 

Actions and 
Responsibility 

Completed 

Ihpplicable, archeological 
consultant lo submit a 
FARR to ERO for 
approval. 

Archaeological consultant 
to provide ERO with 
written confirmation of 
distribution. 

ERO to approve final 
PRMMP. 
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Responsibility for MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Schedule Implementation 

Standard Ouidelines for the mitigation of construction-related adverse 
impacts to paleontological resources and the requirements of the designated 
repository for any fossils collected. During construction, 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 11ative sediment or 
sedimentary rocks .. Monitoring need not be conducted in areas where the 
ground has been previously disturbed, in areas of artificial.fill, in areas 
underlain by non-sedimentary rocks, or-in areas where exposed sediment 
would be buried, but ~therwise Ul.1;disturbed. 

The consultant's work shall be conducted in accordance with this measure 
Toe project Prior to and during . and at the direction of the City's ERO. Plans and reports prepared by the 

consultant shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and paleontological construction, if requiJ:ed. 
consultant to consult Considered complete on 

comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final with the ERO as approval of final 
approval by the ERO. Paleontologfoal monitoring and/or data recovery indicated. documentation by ERO. 
programs required by this measure could suspend constructio1.1 of the 
proposed project for as short a duration as reasonably possible and in no 
event for more than a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of the ERO, 
the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if 
such a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce potential effects on a 
significant paleontological resource as previously defined to a less-than-
significant level. 

Transportation and arculatio1t Mitigatio11 Measures. 

Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-7: Cumulative Construction Coordination 

If construction of the proposed project is determined to overlap with nearby Project sponsor and Prior to, and as a 
project(s) as to result in temporary construction-related transportation project construction condition ot; building 
impacts, the project sponsor or its contractor(s) shall consult with City contractor( s) and permit issuance. 

departments such as the SFMT A and Public Works through IS COTT, and Planning Department. 

other interdepartmental meetings as deemed necessary by the SFMTA, Public 
Works, and the Planning Department, to develop a Coordinated Construction 
Management Plan. The Coordinated Construction Management Plan shall 
address construction-related vehicle routing, detours, and maintaining trans_it, 
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Consultant shall provide 
brief monthly reports to 
ERO during monitoring or 
as identified in the 
PRMMP, and notify the 
ERO immediately if work 
should stop for data 
recovery <luring 
monitoring. The ERO to 
review and approve the 

· final documentation as 
established in the PRMMP. 

Develop and obtain ! 
Planning Department 
approval of a Coordinated 
Construction Management 
Plan. 

i 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
One Oak Street Project 

(Includes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures) 

Responsibility for :MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL · Schedule Implementation 

bicycle, vehicle, and pedestrian movements in the vicinity of the construction 
area for the duration of the construction period overlap. Key coordination 
meetings would be held jointly between project sponsors and contractors of 
other projects for which City departments determine impacts could overlap. 
The Coordinated Constnictioil Management Plan shall consider other 
ongoing construction in the project vicinity, including development and 
transportation infrastructure project, and shall include, but not be limited to, 
the following: 

Restricted Construction Truck Access Hours - Limit construction • Project sponsor and Througho.ut all phases of 
truck movements to the maximum extent feasible to the hours project construction construction to the extent 
between 9:00 AM and 4:30 PM, or other times if approved by the coiltractor(s) applicable. 
SFMTA, to minimize disruption to vehicular traffic, including 
transit during the AM and PM peak periods. 

• Construction Truck Routing Plans - Identify optimal truck routes 
between the regional facilities and the project site, taking into 
consideration truck routes of other development projects and any 
construction activities affecting the roadway network. 

• Coordination of Temporary Lane and Sidewalk Closures - The 
project sponsor shall coordinate lane closures with other projects 
requesting concurrent lane and sidewalk closures through the 
ISCOTI and interdepartmental meetings process above, to minimi!t;e 
the extent and duratiqn ofrequested lane and sidewalk closures. 
Lane closures shall be minimized especially along transit and 
bicycle routes, so as to limitthe impacts to transit service and 
bicycle circulation and safety. 

• · Maintenance of Transit, Vehicle, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Access -
The project sponsor/construction contractor(s) shall meet with 
Public Works, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations and 
other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the 
Coordinated Construction Management Plan to maintain access for 
transit. vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians. This shljl.ll include an 
assessment of the need for temporary transit stoo relocations or 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
One Oak Street Project 

(Includes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures anQ Improvement Measures) 

Responsibility for MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Schedule Implementation 

other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit 
disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of 
the project. 

Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Constructi9n 
Workers - The construction contractor shall include methods to 
encourage carpooling, bicycling, walk and transit access to the 
project site by construction workers (such as pr9viding transit 
subsidies to construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking 
spaces, participating in free-to-employee and employer ride 
matching program from www.511.org, participating in emergency 
ride home program through the City of San Francisco 
(www.sferh.org), and/or providing transit information to 
construction workers). 

Construction Worker Parking Plan - The location of construction 
worker parklng shall be identified as well as the person(s) 
responsible for monitoring the implementation of the proposed 
parking plan. The use of on.-street parking to accommodate 
construction worker parking shall be discouraged. The project 
sponsor shall provide on-site parking to the extent feasible once the 
below-grade parking garage is us.able. 

Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and 
Residents - To minimize construction impacts on access for nearby 
institutions and businesses, the project sponsor shall provide nearby 
residences and adjacent businesses with regularly-updated 
information regarding project construction, including construction 
activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), 
travel lane closures, and lane closures. At regular intervals to be 
defined in the Coordinated Construction Management Plan, a 
regular email notice shall be distributed by the project sponsor that 
shall provide current construction information of interest to 
neighbors, as well as contact information for specific construction 
inquiries or concerns. 

.. 
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(Includes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures) 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITlONSOF APPROVAL Responsibility for Schedule Implementation 

Noise Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-2: General Construction Noise Control 
Measures 

To ensure that project noise from construction activities is minimized to the Project sponsor and Prior to, and as a 
maximum extent feasible; the project sponsor and/or its construction project construction condition ofbuilding 
contractors shall undertake the following: contractor(s). permit issuance. 

• The project sponsor .shall require the general contractor to ensure 
that equipment. and tru~ks used for project construction utilize the Implement measures 
best available noise control techniques ( e.g., improved mufflers; throughout all phases of 

equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures construction. 

and acousticaily-attenua_ting shields or shrouds, wherever feasible). 

• The project sponsor shall require the general contr~r to locate 
stationary noise sources (such as compressors) as far.frQm adjacent 
or nearby sensitive receptors as possible, to muffle· suqh noise 
sources, and to construct barriers around such sources and/or the 
construction site,. which could reduce construction noise by as much 
as 5 dBA. · To further reduce noise, the contractor shall locate 
stationary equipment.in pit areas or excavated areas, if feasible. 

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

• The project sponsor shall include noise control requirements in 
specifications provided to construction contractors. Such 
requirements could include, but not be limited to, peefonning all 
work in a manner that minimizes noise to the extent feasible; use of 
equipment with effective mufflers; undertaking the most noisv 
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Submit contract documents 
incorporating identified 
practices along.with 
documentation designating 
a Noise Disturbance 
Coordinator and protocol 
for noise complaints to 
Planning Dept. and DBI.. 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
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Responsibility for MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL. Schedule l~plementatiou 

activities dl,lring times of least disturbance 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 building permits, along with the submission 
of construction documents, the project sponsor shall submit to the 
Planning Department and Department of Building Inspection (DBI) 
a list of measures to respond to and track complaints pertaining to 
construction noise. These measures shall include (1) a procedure 
and phone numbers for notifying DBI, the Department of Public 
Health, and the Police Department ( during regular construction 

· hours and off-hours); (2) a sign posted on-site describing noise 
complaint procedures and a complaint hotline number that shall be 
answered at all times during construction; (3) designation of an 
on-site construction complaint and enforcement manager for the 
project; and (4) notification ofneighboiing residents and 
non-residential building managers within 300 feet of the project 
construction area at least 30 days in advance of extreme noise-
generating activities ( defined as activities generating noise levels of 
90 dBA or greater) about the estimated duration ofthe-~ctivity. ; 

Air Quali(V Mitigatio11 Measures 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality 

The project sponsor or the project sponsor's Contractor shall compiy with the Project sponsor and Prior to the 

following: construction c;ommencement of 
contractor(s} shall · construction activities, 

A. Engine Requirements. prepare and implement the project sponsor must 
Construction Emissions certify (1) compliance 

1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for Minimization Plan. with the Plan, and (2} all 
more than 20 total hours over the entire duration of coi1struction applicable requirements 
activities shall have engines that meet or exceed either U.S. . of the Plan have been 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEP A) or California Air incorporated into 
Resources Board (ARB) Tier 2 off-road emission standards, and contract specifications. 

have been retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 Verified Diesel 
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to submit a Construction 
Emissions Minimization 
Plan. Monthly reports shall 
be submitted to the ERO 
.indicating the coristruction 
phase and off.road 
equipment information 
used during each phase. . 
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Responsibility for MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Schedule Implementation 

Emissions Control Strategy. Equipment with engines meeting The Plan shall be kept on 
Tier 4 Interim or Tier 4 Final off-road emission standards site and available for 
automatically meet this requirement. review. A sign shall be 

posted at the perimeter 
2. Where access to alternative sources of power are reasonably of the construction site 

available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited. indicating the basic 

Diesel· engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment, 
requirements of the Plan 

3. and where copies of the 
shall not be left idling for more than two minutes, at any Plan are available to the 
location,. except as provided in exceptions to the applicable state public for review. 
regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment 

__. 
.J:,,. __. 
0 

(e.g., traffic conditions, safe operating conditions). The 
Contractor shall post legible. and visible signs in English, 
Spanish, and Chinese, in designated queuing areas and at the 
construction site to remind operators of the two minute idling 
limit. 

4. The Contractor shall instruct construction workers and 
equipment operators on the maintenance apd tuning of . 
construction equipment, and require that such workers and 
operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance 
with manufacturer specifications. 

B. Waivers. .. 
1. The Planning Department's Environmental Review Officer or 

designee (ERO) may waive the alternative source of power 
requirement of Subsection (A)(2) if an alternative source of 
power is limited or infeasible at the project site. If the ERO 
grants the waiver, fhe Contractor must submit documentation 
that the equipment used for onsite power generation meets the 
requirements of Subsection (A)(l). 

2. The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subse·ction 
(A)(l) if: a particular piece of off-road equipment with an ARB 
Level 3 VDECS is technically not feasible; the equipment 
would not produce desired emissions reduction due to exnected 
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Monitoring/Reporting Status/Date Actions and 
Resoonsibility 

Completed 

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 fmal report 
summarizing oonstruction 
activities. The final report 
shall indicate the start and 
end dates and duration of 
each construction phase. In 
addition, for off-road 
equipment using alternative 
fuels, reporting shall 
include the actual amount 
of alternative fuel used. 

Considered complete upon 
ERO/Planning Department 
review and approval of 
Construction Emissions 
Minimization Plan or 
alternative measures that 
achieve the same emissions 
reduction. 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
One Oak Street Project 

(Includes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures) 

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

operating modes; installation of the equipment would create a 
safety hazard or impaired visibility for the operator; or, there is 
a compelling emergency need to use off-road equipment that is 
not retrofitteci with an ARB Level 3 VDECS. If the ERO grants 
the waiver, the Contractor must use the next cleanest piece of 
off-road equipment, according to Table M-AQ-2, below. 

Table M-AQ-2: Off-Road Equipment C~mpliance Step
down Schedule 

Compliance 
Alternative 
1 

2 

Engine Emission I Emissions Control 
Standard 
Tier2 ARB Level 2 VDECS 

Tier2 ARB Level 1 VDECS 

3 I Tier2 Alternative Fuel* 

* Alternative fuels are not a VDECS 
How to use the table: If the ERO determines .that the equipment 
requirements cannot be met, then the project sponsor would need to 
meet Compliance Alternative 1. If the ERO determines that the 
Contractor cannot supply off.road equipment meeting Compliance 
Alternative 1, then the Contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 2. 
If the ERO determines that the Contractor cannot.supply off-road 
equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then the Contractor must 
meet Compliance Alternative 3. 

C. Construction Emissions .Minimization Plan. 

Before starting on-site construction activities, the Contractor shall 
submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the 
ERO for review and approval. The Plan shall state, in reasonable 
detail, how the Contractor will meet the requirements of Section A. 

1. The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timelin(l by 
phase, with a description of each piece of off-road equipment 
required for every construction phase. The description may 
include, but is not limited to: eguipm~.11Hype~ equipment 

Responsibility for 
Implementation Schedule 
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Responsibility for MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Schedule 
Implementation 

manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model 
year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine 
serial number, and expected fuel usage and hours of operation. 
For VDECS installed, the description may include: technology 
type, serial number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB 
verification number level, ·and installation date and hour meter 
reading on installation date. For off-road equipment using 
alternative fuels, the description shall also specify the type of · 
alternative fuel being used. 

...... 2 . The ERO shall ensure that all applicable requiremei;its of the 

..i:::,. Plan have been incorporated into the contract specifications . 

...... The Plan shall include a certification statement that the 
N> Contractor agrees to comply fully with the Plan. 

3. The Contractor shall make the Plan available to the public for 
review on-site during working hours. The Contractor shall post 
at tbe construction site a legible and visible sign summarizing 
the Plan. The sign shall also state that the public may ask to 
inspect the Plan for the project at any time during ·working 
hours and shall explain how to request to inspect the Plan. The 
Contractor shall post at least one copy of the sign in a visible 

. location on each side of the construction site facing a public 
right-of-way. 

D. Monitoring. 

After start of Construction Activities, the Contractor shall submit 
quarterly reports to the ERO documenting compliance with the Plan. 
After completion of construction activities and prior to receiving a 
final certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor shall submit to tbe 
ERO a final report summarizing construction activities, including . 
the start and end dates and duration of each construction phase, and 
the specific informatim;i required in the Plan. 
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MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

M-AQ-4: Best Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators 

The project sponsor shall ensure that the backup diesel generator ·meet or 
exceed one of the following emission standards for partic11late matter: (1) 
Tier 4 certified engine, or (2) Tier 2 or Tier 3 certified engine that is equipped 
with a California Air Resources. Board(ARB) Level 3 Verified Diesel 
Emissions Control Strategy (VDECS). A non-verified diesel emission 
control strategy may be used if the filter has the same particulate matter 
reduction as the identical ARB verified model and if the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District (BAAQMD) approves of its use. The project 
sponsor shall submit documentation of complianc·e with the BAAQMD New 
Source Review permitting process (Regulation 2, Rule 2, and Regulation 2, 
Rule 5) and the emission standard requirement of this mitigation measure to 
the Planning Department for review and approval prior to issuance of a 
permit for a backup diesel generator from any City agency:_ 

Tra11sportatio11 a11d Cifculation./mprovement Measures 

Improvement Measure 1-TR-B: Loading Operations Plan 

Responsibility for 
Implementation 

Project sponsor 

As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway I Project sponsor 
operations, including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles, and 
vehicles on Oak and Market streets, the project sponsor could prepare a 
Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan for review and approval by the 
Planning Department and the SFMT A prior to receiving the final certificate 
of occupancy. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Pian could be 
periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the Planning Department, and the 
SFMTA and revised as necessary and feasible to more appropriately respond 
to changes in street or circulation conditions. 

Schedule 

Prior to, and as a 
condition ofbuilding 
pennit issuance. 

Prior to,"and as a 
condition of, certificate 
of occupancy issuance. 
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Monitoring/Reporting 
Actions and 

Responsibility 

Project sponsor shall 
submit documentation to 
the Planning Department 
verifying best available 
control-technology for all 
installed diesel generators 
on the project site. 

Considered complete upon 
submittal of documentation 
to the Planning 
Department. 

Develop and obtain 
Planning Department and 
SFMTA approval ofa 
Loading Operations Plan. 

Status/Date 
Completed 
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Responsibility for MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Implementation 'Schedule 

The Loading Operations Plan would include a set of guidelines rel_ated to the Project sponsor or 
Implementation of this 
improvement measure is 

operation of the Oak Street driveways into the loading_.facility, and large building management ongoing and enforceable 
truck curbside access guidelines, and would specify driveway attendant representative during the life of the 
responsibilities to .ensure that truck queuing and/or substantial conflicts project. 
between project loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists,. 
transit and autos do not occur. Elements of the Loading Operations Plan may 
include the following: 

• Commercial loading for the project should be accommodated on-site and· 
........ 
.J:::,, 
........ 

within planned on-street commercial loading spaces on Oak Street. 
Loading activities should comply with all posted time limits and all other 

.J:::,, posted restrictions . 

• Double parking or any f~rm of illegal parking or. loading should not be 
permitted on Oak or Market streets. Working with the SFMTA Parking 
Control Officers, building management should ensure that no project-
related loading activities occur within the Oak Street pedestrian plaza, or 
within the Market Street bicycle lanes, or upon any sidewalk, or within 
any travel lane on either Market, Franklin, or Oak streets. 

• Building management should direct residents to schedule all move-ih 
and move-out activities and deliveries of large items.(e.g., furniture) with 
building management. 

• All move-in and move-out activities for both the proposed project and 
the adjacent 1546-155 4 Market Street residential project should be 
coordinated with building management for each project. For move-in and 
move-out activities that would require loading vehicles larger than 40 
feet in length, building management should request a reserved curbside 
permit for Oak Street from the SFMTA in advance of move~in or move-
out activities. (Information on SFMfA temporary signage permit process 
available online at https://www.sfinta.c01n/services/streets-
sidewalks/temporary-signage) .. Reserved curb permits along Oak Street should be available throughout 
the day, with the exceotion of the morning and evening peak periods on 
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·Responsibility for 
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Schedule Implementatioll 

wee~days, or 60 minutes following the end of any sched:uled events at 
any adjacent land uses on the project block of Oak Street or at the-
proposed pedestrian plaza, whichever is later, to avoid conflicts with 
commercial and passenger loading needs for adjacent land uses and the 
proposed pedestrian plaza; Weekend hours should not be restricted, with 
the exceptions that if events are planned.on weekend days at adjacent 
land uses on the project block or within the pedestrian plaza, reserved 
curb permits should be granted for 60 minutes following the .end of any 
scheduled events at any adjacent land uses on the project block of Oak 
Street or at the proposed pedestrian plaza. 

....... 
~ ....... 
c.n 

• The granted hours of reserved curbside permits should not conflict with 
posted street sweeping schedules. 

• Building management should implement policies which prohibit any 
project-related loading operations, including passenger loading, 
residential deliveries, retail deliveries, and move-in and move-out 

. activities, from occurring within the existing commerpial loading zone 
on Market Street. To achieve this, building _management should be 
instructed to proactively direct residents and retail tenants to utilize the 
on-site loading spaces and the Oak Street loading zones. In addition, 
building management should include within its leases, vendor contracts, 
and governing documents (i.e., CC&Rs and Rules & Regulations), 
written prohibitions against project-related loading and unloading 
operations from occurring within the existing commercial loading zone 
on Market Street. These operations include,"but are not limited to, 
residential deliveries, move-in and move-out activities, and passenger 
pick-up and drop-off activities. 

• The HOA should make commercially reasonable efforts to request of the " 
service provider that all trash, recycling and compost pick-up activity 

. should be scheduled to occur only during non-AM and PM peak hours (9 
am to 3:30 pm and 6 pm to 7 am). 

• Trash bins, dumpsters and ail other containers related to refuse collection 
should remain in the building at street level until the arrival of the 
collection truck. Refuse should be collected from the building via Oak 

Case No. 2009.0159E 
One Oak Street 

Attacruµent B to Motion No. 19939 
. Page 18 

Monitoring/Reporting Status/Date Actions and 
Responsibility Completed 



MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 
One Oak Street Project 

(Includes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures) 
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Street, and bins should be returned into the building. At no point should 
trash bins, empty or loaded, be left on Oak Street on tp.e sidewalk, 
roadway, or proposed pedestrian plaza. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-C: C,:mstruction Measures 

Construction Management Plan for Transuortation -The project sponsor Project sponsor and · Prior to, and as a 

should develop and, upon review and approval by the SFMTA and Public project construction condition of, building 
contractor(s ). permit issuance. 

Works, implement a Construction Management Plan addressing 
transportation-related circulation, access, staging and hours of delivery. The 
Construction Management Plan would disseminate appropriate information to _. 

.i:::,. _. 
contractors and affected agencies with respect t9 coordinating construction 
activities to minimize overall disruption and ensure that overall circulation in 

a, tbe project area is maintained to the extent possible, with particular focus on: 
ensuring transit, pedestrian, and bicycle connectivity. The Construction 
Management Plan would supplement and expand, rather than modify or 
supersede, manual, regulations, or provisions set forth by the SFMTA, Public 
Works, or other City departments and agencies, and the California 
Department of Transportation. Management practices could include: best 
practices for accommodating pedestrians and bicyclists, identifying routes for 
construction trucks to utilize, minimizing deliveries and travel lane closures 
duringtbe AM (7:30 to 9:00 AM) and PM (4:30 to 6:00 PM) peak periods 
along South Van Ness Avenue and Mission Street (Monday through Friday). 

C1!fl!o01. Bic:r:cle, Walk, and Transit Access for Construction Workers - To Project sponsor and Implementation of this 
minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction project construction improvement measure is 
workers, tbe construction contractor could include as part ofthc:, Construction contractor(s). ongoing and enforceable 
Management Plan methods to encourage carpooling, oicycle, walk, and throughout all phases of 
transit access to tbe project site by construction workers (such as providing construction. 

transit subsidies to construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking 
spaces, participating in free-to-employee ride matching program from 
www.5 l 1.org, participating in the emergency ride home program through the 
City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to 
construction workers. 
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Construction Worker Parking Plan-As part of the Construction 
Management Plan that would be developed by the construction contractor, 
the location of construction worker parking cquld be identified as well as the 
person(s) responsible for monitoring the implementation of the proposed 
parkir).g plan. The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction 
worker parking coulci be discouraged. The project sponsor could provide on-
site parking once the below grade parking garage is usable. 

Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents- As an 

........ 

.i:,. 

........ 

improvement measure to minimize construction impacts on access to nearby 
institutions and businesses, the project sponsor would provide nearby 
residences and adjacent businesses with regularly updated information 

-.I regarding project construction, including construction activities, peak 
construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, and 
parking lane and sidewalk closures. The project sponsor could create a web 
site that would provide current construction information of interest to 
neighbors, as well as contact information for specific construction inquiries 
or concerns. 

Wind Improvement Measure 

Improvement Measure I-W-1: Wind Reduction Features 

To reduce ground-level wind speeds and project comfort criteria exceedances 
.Project sponsor Install, wind reduction 

features prior to issuance 
in areas used for public gathering, such as MUNI transit stops and crosswalk of a certificat.e of 
entrances, the Project Sponsor is encouraged to install, or facilitate occupancy. 
installation o-J: wind reduction measures that could include but are not limited 
to structures, canopies; wind screens .and landscaping as feasible. In so doing, 
the Project Sponsor would coordinate with the Planning Department and 
representatives of responsible City agencies or third partjes, as may be 
warranted by the specific nature and location of the improvement, as 
applicable. 

Case No. 2009.0159E 
One Oak Street 

Attachment B to Motion No. 19939 
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Monitoring/Reporting 
Status/Date Actions and 

Responsibilitv Completed 

! 

Project sponsor to_ 
coordinate with the 
Planning Department and 
other responsi'ble agencies 
to determine the locations 
and types of wind reduction 
features to be implemented. 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Subject to: (Select only if applicable) 

liil Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) IBI First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 

181 Better Streets Plan (Sec. 138.1). 

f8I Public Art (Sec. 429) 

18! Transit Impact Dev't Fee (Sec. 411) 

!ill Childcare Fee (Sec. 414) 

Planning Commission Motion No~ 19940 

Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

Reviewed. bi;: 

HEAR1NG DATE: JUNE 151 2017. 

2009.0159EGPAMAPDNXCUA YARK 
1540 Market Street (a.k.a. One Oak) 
C-3-G (Downtown General) 
120/400-R-2, 120-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts 
Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District 
0836, Lots 001, 002, 003, 004 and 005 
Steve Kuklin, 415.551.7627 
Build, Inc. 
315 t.mden Street 
steve@bldsf.com 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Tiria Chang, AICP, LEED AP 
tina.chang@sfgov.org, 415-575-9197 
Mark Luellen, NortheastTeam Manager 
mark.luellen@sfov.org, 415-558-6697 

1650 Mission St. 
Sulle400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103·2479 

Recepljon: 
415.5SS.(i378 

ffJJI; 
41,.SSll.6409 

Plannin_g 
lnformaliQn: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS, WITH THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE GENERAL 
MANAGER OF THE RECREATION AND PARK DEPARTMENT, IN CONSULTATION 
WITH THE RECREATION AND PARK COMMiSSION, THAT NET NEW SHADOW ON 
PATRICIA'S GREEN, PAGE .AND LAGUNA MINI~PARK, AND THE PROPOSED 11™ 
AND NATOMA PARK DESIGNATED FOR ACQUISITION BY THE RECREATION AND 
PARK COMMISSION BY THE PROPOSED PROJECT AT 1540 MARKET STREET WOULD 
NOT BE ADVERSE TO THE USE OF PATRICIA'S GREEN, PAGE AND LAGUNA MINI~ 
PARK, OR THE PROPOSED 11m AND NATOMA PARK AND ADOPTING FINDINGS 
UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITYACT. 

PREAMBLE 
· Under Planning Code Section ("Section") 295, a building permit application for a project exceeding a 
height of 40 feet cannot be approved if there is any shadow impact on a property under the jurisdiction of 
the Recreation and Park Department, unless the Planning Commission, upon recommendation from the 
General Manager of the Recreation and .Park Department, in consultation with the Recreation and Park 
Commission, makes a determinatio;n that the shadow impact will not be significant or adverse. 
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Motion No.19940 
H1;?arlng Pa.t~; June 15, 2017 

GAS~ NO, 20Qi.D.159l;GPAMAPONXCUAVAA!5; 
· 1S40 Market Street 

On February 7, 1989, the Recreation and Park Commission and the Planning Commission adopted criteria 
establishing absolute cumulative .limits for additional shadows· on fourteen parks throughout San 
Francisco (Planning Commission Resolution No. 11595). 

Patricia's Green is a 0.41 acre park located in the Western Addition neighborhood along the former · 
Central Freeway parcel where Octavia Boulevard splits into two lanes flanking the park to the east and 
west. The park is bounded by Hayes Street to the north and Fell Street to the south. Patricia's Green is 
characterized by a picnic seating area, a circular plaza, grassy areas, and a children's play area. The. 
neighborhood immediately surrounding Patricia's Green is characterized by residential buildings of two 
to five stories in height, as well as ground floor retail and restaurant uses. 

On an annual basis, the Theoretically Available Annual Sunlight ("TAAS") on Patricia's Green (with no 
adjacent structures present) is approximately 66,622,661 square-foot-hours of sunlight. Existing structures 
in the area cast.shadows on that total approximately 12,034,236 square-foot hours, or approximately 18.06 
percent of the TAAS. 

Page Laguna Mini Park is a 0.15 acre park 6 located in the Western Addition Neighborhood of San 
Francisco·on Assessor's Block 0852 / Lot 015. 1t is located mid-block with residences east and west and is 
bounded by Page Street to the north and Rose Street to the south. Page Laguna Mini Park is enclosed by 

· fences-·-one along Rose Street and another which bisects the site from east to west. The mini park has two 
entrances on Page and Rose Streets, respectively which are connected by a meandering serpentine path_ 
creating a pedestrian connection between the two streets. The mini park features two fixed benches, a 
designated community gardening area arid several trees ranging in size from small shrubbe1y to 
deciduous trees with larger canopies. 

On an annual basis, the Theoretically Available Annual Sunlight ("TAAS"} on Page and Laguna Mini Park 
(with no adjacent structures present) is approximately 24,402,522 square-foot-hours of sunlight. Existing 
structures in the area cast shadows on that total approximately 12,098,693 square-foot hours, or 
approximately 49.58 percent of the TAAS. 

On an annual basis, the Theoretically Available Annual Sunlight ("TAAS") on the proposed 11 tli. and 
Natoma Park (with no adjacent structures present) is approximately 72,829,287 square-foot-hours of 
sunlight. Existing structures in the area cast shadows on that total approximately 14,449,512 square-foot 
hours, or approximately 19.480 percent of the TAAS. 

On February 26, 2009, Stephen Miller of Reuben & Junius, LLP filed an Environmental Evaluation 
application on behalf of C:MR Capital, LLC, the previous property owner for a previous .iteration of the 
project that occupied Assessor's Block 0836, Lots 002, 003, 004, and 005 but did not include the 
easternmost lot on the block (Lot 1) 'Vi.thin the project site, and on August 27, 2012, John Kevlin of Reuben 
& Junius, LLP filed a revision to. the Environmental Evaluation application on behalf of CMR Capital, 
LLC. The. current project sponsor, One Oak Owner, LLC, submitted updated project information to the 
Planning Department to add Lot 001 and to address changes in the project under the same Planning 
Department Case Number (Case No. 2009.0159E) after acquiring the site in 2014. 

.2 
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M.otion No.19940 
Hea.rlng Date: June 1~, 2017 

CASE NO. 2009.015BEGPAMAPDNXCUAVA.RK 
· 1540 Marltet Stre;i 

On November 18, 2015 and December 9, 2016 Steve Kuklin of Build, Inc., on behalf of One Oak Owner, 
LLC ("Project Sponsor") filed applications requesting approval of a.) a Downtown ProjectAufuorization . . 

pursuant to Section 309 of the San Francisco Planning Code; b.) a Zoning Map Amendment; c.) a General 
Plan Amendment to change 668 square feet of the eastern 15 feet of Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 001 from 
120/400-R-2 to 120-R-2, and an equivalent 668 square feet, 4'-7.5" wide area located 28'-3" from the 
western edge of Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 005 from 120-R-2 to 120/ 400-R-2; d.) a Conditional Use 
Authorization for on-site parking in excess of the amount principally permitted pursuant to Planning 
Code Section 303; e.) Variances for Dwelling Unit Exposure and Maximum Parking/Loading Entrance 
Width pursuant to Planning Code Sections 140 and 145.1(c)(2); f:) an Exemption for Elevator Penthouse 
Height, pursuant to 260(b}{l)(B).; h.) an In-Kind Fee Waiver Agreement for public realm improvements 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 421.3(d) and 424.3(c). These approvals are necessary. to facilitate the 
construction of a mixed-use project located at 1540 Market Street, Assessor Block 0836, Lots 1, 2, 3, 4 and 
5, {"Project"). The Project proposes to build an approximately 400-foot tall building containing 
approximately 304 dwelling units with a directed in-lieu contribution to facilitate the development of 
approximately 72 Below Market Rate dwellings uriits within 0.3 miles of the project site (the "Octavia 
BMR Project"), am~mnting to 24 percent of the 304-unit Project, subject to a letter and the conditions set 
forth therein from the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development, including the 
requirement for an independent environmental review of the Octavia BMR Project under CEQA. 

On November 1, 2016, in accordance with the lmtertainment. Commission's guidelines for review of 
residential development proposals under Administrative Code Chapter 116, a hearing was held fo_r the 
Project, and the Entertainment Commission made a motion to recommend the standard "Recommended 
Noise Attenuation Conditions for Chapter 116 Projects." 1he Entertainment Commission·recommended 
that the Planning Department and/or Department of Building Inspection adopt these standard 
recommendations into the development pennit(s) for this Project. 

On January 5, 2017, the Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on the DEIR, at which 
opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the DEIR The period 
for commenting on the EIR ended on January 10, 2017. The Department prepared responses to comments 
on environmental issues received during the 45-day public review period for the DEIR, prepared 
revisions to the text of the DEIR in response to comments received or based on additional information 
that.became available during the public review period, and corrected clerical errors in the DEIR. 

On February 23, 2017, the Planning Commission adopted Resolutions 19860 and 19861 to initiate 
legislation entitled, (1) "Ordinance amending the General Plan by revising the height designation for the 
One.Oak Street Project, at the Van Ness/ Oak Street/ Market Street intersection, Assessor's Block 0836 
Lots 001 and 005 on Map 3 of the Market and Octavia Area Plan and on Map 5 of the Downtown Area 
Plan; adopting · findings under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of 
consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1;" and (2) 
Ordinance amending the Planning Code to change the height and bulk district classification of Block 
0836, portions of Lots 001 and 005 £or the One Oak Project, at the Van Ness/ Oak Street/ Market Street 
Intersection, as follows: rezoning the eastern portion of the property, along Van Ness A venue, located at 
Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 001 {1500 Market Street) from 120/400-R-2 to 120-R-2; and rezoning the central 
portion of the property, located at Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 005 (1540 Market Street) from 120-R-2 to 
120/400-R-2; affirming the Planning Commission's determination under the California Environmental 

SAN f!WICISCO 
· PLANNING Pl.PARTMENT 3 
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Motion No, 19940 
Hearin9 Datei June 151 2017 

CASE NO. Z009,0159EGPAMAPONXCUAVARK 
· 1640 Market Stre~ 

Quality Act; and making findings, including findings of public necessity, convenience and welfare under 
Planning Code Section 302, and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority 
policies of Planning Code Section 101.1," respectively. 

On June 1, 2017, the Planning Department published a. Responses to Comments document A Final 
Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "FEIR") has been prepared by the Department, consisting of 
the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the public review process, any additional 
information that became available, and the Responses to Comments document all as required by law. 

On June 15, 2017, the Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR and found that the contents of said 
report and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply with 
the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Oiapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative 
Code. The FEffi was certified by the Commission on June 15, 2017 by adoption of its Motion No. 19938. 

At the same Hearing and in conjunction with this motion, the Commission made and adopted findings of 
fact and decisions regarding the Project description and objectives, significant impacts, significant and· 
unavoidable impacts, mitigation measures and alternatives, and a statement of overriding considerations, 
based on substantial evidence in the whole record _of this proceeding and pursuant to the Califon,Ja 
Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. ("CEQA"), 
particularly Section 21081 and, 21081.5, the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA, 14 California Code 
of Regulations Section 15000 et seq. ("CEQA Guidelines"), Section 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 
of the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31'') by its Motion No. 19939. The Commission 
adopted these findings as required by CEQA, separate and apart from the Ccm1mission's certification of 
the Project's Final EIR, which the Commission certified prior to adopting these CEQA findings. The 
Commission hereby incorporates by reference the CEQA findings set forth in Motion No. 19939. 

On June 15, 2017, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled 
meeting regarding (1) the General Plan Amendment amending Map 3 of the Market and Octavia Area 
Plan and on Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan; and (2) the ordinance amending the Zoning Map HT07 
to rezone portions of Lots 001 and 005 on Assessor's Block 0836. At that meeting the Commission 
Adopted (1) Resolution No. 19941 recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve the· requested 
General Plan Amendment; and (2) Resolution No. 19942 recommending that the Board of Supervisors 
approve the requested Planning Code Map Amendments. 

On June 15, 2017, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly 
scheduled meeting regarding the Downtown Project Authorization application, Conditional Use 
application, and Variance and Elevator.Exemption application 2009.0159EGPAMAPDNXCUAVARK. At 
the sa:i:ne hearing the Commi~sion determined. that the shadow cast by the Project .yould not have any 
adverse effect on Parks within the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Department. The Commission 
heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and further considered written 
materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department staff and other interested 
parties, and the record as a whole. 

On June 15, 2017, the Recreation and Park Commission ·conducte~ a duly noticed public hearing at a 
regularly scheduled meeting and, in consultation with their General Manager, recommended that the 

SAN FRA~CISCO 
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Motion No. 19940 CASI: NO. 2009,0159,EGPAMAPPNXCUAVAR.,K 
154Q Market 'Street Hearing Date: June 15, 2017 

Planning Commission find that the shadows cast by the Project on Patricia's Green, Page and Laguna 
Mini-Park, and the proposed park at 11th and Natoma Streets will not be adverse to the use of Patricia's 
Green, Page and Laguna Mini-Park, or the proposed park at 11th and Natoma Streets. 

The Planning D~partment, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records; all pertinent documents are located 
in the File for Case No. 20_09.0159EGPAMAPDNXCUAV1\.RK, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San 
Francisco, California. 

The Planning Commission has reviewed and considered reports, studies, plans and other documents 
pertaining to the Project. 

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

FJNDrNGS 

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 foregoing recitals are accurate, and also constitute findings of this Commission. 

2. The Commission made and adopted environmental findings by its .Motion No. 19939, which are 
incorporated by reference as though fully set forth herein, regarding the Project description and 
objectives, significant impacts, significant. and unavoidable impacts, mitigation measures and . 
alternativ~s, and a statement of overriding considerations, based on substantial evidence in the 
whole ·record _of this proceeding and pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, 
Section 15091 through 15093, and Otapter 31 of the San Francisco·Administrative Code ("Chapter 
31"). The Commission adopted these findings as required by CEQA, separate and apart from the 
Commission's certification of the Project's Final EIR, which the Commission certified prior to 
adopting the CEQA findings. · 

3. The additional shadow cast by the Project, while ~umerically significant, would not be adverse, 
and is not expected to interfere with the us~ of Patricia's Green, for the following reasons: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

. . 

a. The proposed.project would reduce the annual available insolation by about 0.22 percent 
(a reduction of 148,200 square foot hours of sunlight). This results in a total shadow load 
of 12,182,435 square foot hours and a reduction of the available insolation by 18.28 
percent. · 

b. Although the additional shadow cast by the proposed project has a numerically 
significant effect, the magnitude of the additional shadow amounts to a reasonable and 
extremely small loss of sunlight for a park in an area slated for increased building heights 
and residential density. · 

c. The net new shadow cast upon Patricia's Green from the Project would occur in the early 
mornings from February 17 through April 5, and again from September 8 through 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 5 
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Motion No.19940 CASE NO, 2009.0159EGPAMAPONXCUAVARK 
1540 Market Strnet H.earin.g Pate; June 15, 2017 

October 25, when observed park usage is relatively sparse compared to later morning, 
midday peak and afternoon times. At these limes, the_ southwest portion of the park 
would continue to be unshaded by existing and project shadow and would be avail.able 
to those park users seeking sunlight.. · 

d. The net new shadow cast is relatively small in area and the average daily duration of the 
net new shadow is approximately 28 minutes. 

4. The additional shadow cast by the Project, while numerically significant, would not be adverse, 
and is not expected to interfere with the use of the Pag(;, and Laguna Mini Park, for the following 
reasons: 

a. The proposed project would reduce the annual available insolation by about 0.04 percent 
(a reduction of 9,576 square foot hours of sunlight). This results in a total shadow ioad of 
12,108,269 square foot hours and a reduction of the available insolation by 49.62 percent. 

b. Although the additional shadow cast by .the proposed project has a numerically 
significant effect, the magnitude of the additional shadow amounts to a reasonable and 
extremely small loss of sunlight for a park in an area slated for increased building heights 
and residential density. 

c. Thf: net new shadow cast upon Page and Laguna Mini Park from the Project wouid occur 
in the early mornings from May 19.through July 26,·when observed park use would be 
considered low. 

d. The net new shadow cast is relatively small in area and the average daily duration of the 
net new shadow is approximately 15 minutes. 

5. The additional shadow cast by the Project would be numerically insignificant, and therefore 
would not be adverse, and is riot expected to interfere with the use of the proposed 11th and 
Natoma Park, for the following reasons: 

SAN FR.ANCISCO 

a. The proposed project would reduce the annual available insolation by about 0.004 
percent (a reduction of 2,838 square foot hours of sunlight). This results in a total 
shadow load of 14,452,350 square foot hours and a reduction of the avail.able insolation 

· by 19.844 percent. 

b. The additional shadow cast by the proposed project has a numerically insignificant effect, 
and the magnitude of the. additional shadow amounts to a reasonable and extremely 
small loss of sunlight for a park in an area: slated for increased building heights and 
residential density. · 

c. The net new shadow cast upon the proposed 11th and Natoma Park from the Project 
would occur in the early evenings from June 9 through July 5. 

Pl-ANNING DEPARTMl!NT 6 
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CA$.~ NO. 2009.01 SSEGPAMAPDNXCUAVAR!S 
1540 Market Street 

d .. The net new shadow cast is relatively small in area and the average daily duration of the 
net new shadow is approximately 18 minutes. · 

6. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the Objectives and Policies 
of the General Plan, for the reasons set forth in the findings in the · Downtown Project 
Authorization, Motion No. 19943, which are incorporated by reference as though fully set forth 
herein. 

7. Planning Code Section 101,.l(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review 
· · of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the Project complies with said policies, 

for the reasons set forth in the Downtown Project Authorization, Motion No. 19943 which are 
incorporated by reference as though fully s.et forth herein. 

8. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code . 
provided under Section 101.l(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character 
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development. 

9. A ·determination by the Planning Commission and the Recreation and Park Commission to 
allocate net new shadow to the Project does not constitut~ an approval of the Project. 

SAIi FAAHCISCO . 
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Motlon No. 1.9940 
:Heating Date: June 15, 2017 

CASE. NO, 2009,0159E.GPAMAPDNXCUAVAR.K 
1540 Market Str~et 

DECISION 

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Project Sponsor, the staff of the Planning 
Department, the recommendation of the General Manager of the· Recreation and Park Department, in 
consultation with the Recreation and Park Commission, and other interested parties, the oral testimony 
presented to the Planning Commission at the public hearing, and all other written materials submitted by 
all parties, the Planning Commission hereby DETERMINES, under Shadow Analysis Application No. 
2009.0159EGPAMAPPNXCUA V ARK, that the net new shadow cast by the Project on Patricia's Green, 
Page and Laguna Mini Park, and the proposed park at 111h and Natoma Streets will not be adverse to the 
use of Patricia's Green, Page and Laguna Mini-Park, or the proposed park at 111h and Natoma Streets. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its regular 
ineeting on June 15, 2017, 

~p 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Commissioners Hillis, Johnson, Melgar, Moore, Richards 

NAYES: Commissioner Koppel 

ABSENT: Commissioner Fong 

ADOPTED: June 15, 2017 

SA/>l FRANCISCO 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLAN.NINO DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission· 
1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francl$CO, 
CA 94103-2479 

General Plan Amendment Resolution No. 19941 Reception: 
. 415.558.6378 

Project Name: 
Case Number: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

HEARING DATE: JUNE 15, 2017 

154;0 Market Street (a.k.a One Oak) 
2009.0159EGP AMAPDNXCUAV A:i,u<. 
StE!Ve Kuklin, 415.551.7627 
Build, Inc. 
315 Linden Street 
steve@bldsf:com 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Tina Chang, AICP, LEED AP 
tina.chang@sfgov.org. 415-575-9197 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING THAT TIIE BOARD. OF SUPERVISORS APPROVE AN 
AMENDMENT TO THE GENERAL PLAN TO FACILITATE THE CONSTRUCTION OF A MIXED-USE 
BUILDING CONTAINING APPROXIMATELY 304 DWELLING UNITS AND GROUND FLOOR 
RETAIL, INCLUDING AN AMENDMENT TO MAP 3 OF THE MARKET A:t':,."D OCTA VIA AREA PLAN 
AND MAP 5 OF THE DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN OF THE GENERAL PLAN TO CHANGE THE 
HEIGHT AND BULK OF A PORTION OF ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 0836, LOTS 001 AND 005; MAKE AND 
ADOPT FINDINGS, INCLUDING FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND 
THE EIGHT PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTiON 101.1 AND FINDINGS UNDER 
THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT. 

PREAMBLE 

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco authorizes the Plannirig 
Commissfon to propose ordinances regulating or controlling the height, area, bulk, set~back, location, use or 
related aspects of any building, structure or land, for Board of Supervisors' consideration and periodically 
recommend to the Board of Supervisors. for approval or rejection· proposed amendments to the General Plan; 
and · 

WHEREAS, the Planning Code and associated zoning maps implement goals, policies, and programs of the 
General Plan fr;,r the future physical development of the City and County of San Francisco that take into 
consideration social, economic and environmental factors; and 

· WHEREAS, the General Plan and associated zoning maps shall be periodically amended in response to 
· changing physical, social, ~concimic; environmental or legislative conditions; and 

. WHEREAS, on February 26, 2009, Stephen Miller of Reuben & Junius, LLP filed an Environmental Evaluation 
application on behalf of CMR Capital, LLC, the previous property owner, for a previous iteration of the 
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Resolution No. 19941 
Hearing Date: June 15, 2017 

Case No.:Z009.01/i9.GPA 

project that occupied Lots 2, 3, 4, and 5 of Assessor's Block 0836 but did not include the easternmost lot on 
the block (Lot 1) within the project site. On August 27, 2012, John Kevlin of Reuben & Junius, LLP filed a 
revision to the Environmental Evaluation application on behalf .of CMR Capital, LLC. The current project 
sponsor, One Oak Owner, LLC, submitted updated project information to the Planning Department to add 
Lot 1 and to address changes in the project under the same Planning Department Case Number (Case No. 
2009.0159E), . . 

WHEREAS, On November 18, 2015 and December 9, 2016 Steve Kuklin of Build, Inc., on behalf of One Oak 
Owner, LLC ("Project Sponsor") filed applications requesting approval of a.) a Downtown Project 
Authorization pursuant to Section 309 of the San Francisco Planning Code; b.) a Zoning Map Amendment; c.) 
a General Plan Amendment to change 668 square feet of the eastern 15 feet of Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 001 
from 120/400-R-2 to 120-R-2, and an equivalent 668 square feet, 4'-7.5" wide area located 28'-3" from the 
western edge of Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 005 from 120-R-2 to 120/ 400-R-2;· d.) a Conditional Use 
Authorization for on-site parking in excess of the amount principally permitted pursuant to Planning Code 
Section 303; e.) Variances for Dwelling Unit Exposure and Maximum Parking/Loading Entrance Width 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 140 and 145.1(c)(2); f.) an Elevator ~ep.thouse Height Exemption, 
pursuant to 260(b)(l)(B).; h.) an In-Kind Fee Waiver Agreement for public realm improvements pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 421.3(d) and 424.3(c). These approvals are necessary to facilitate the construction of a 
mixed-use project located at 1540 Market Street, Asse~sor Block 0836, Lots 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5, (''Project"). The 
Project proposes to build an approximately 400-foot tall building containing approximately 304,dwelling 
units with a directed in-lieu contribution to. facilitate the development of approximately 72 Below Market 
Rate dwellings units within 0.3 miles of the project site (the ''Octavia BMR Project"), amounting to 24 percent 
of the 304--unit Project, subject to a letter and the conditions set forth therein from the Mayor's Office of 
Housing and Community Development, includfag the requirement for an independent. environmental 
review of the o'ctavia BMR Project under CEQA ; 

WHEREAS, the Project is located on the Market Street transit corridor, and responds to the transit-rich 
location by proposing increased housing and employment on the Project site; and 

·WHEREAS, the project site is located within ·the Hub Plan Area currently being studied by the Planning 
Department and is consistent with the proposed heights and bulks associated with the Market and Octavia 
Plan Area, as well as those currently envisioned £or the Hub Project; and 

WHEREAS,. the Project would address the City's severe need for additional housing for low income 
households, by providing a directed in-lieu contribution· to facilitate the development of approximately 72 
Below Market Rate dwellings units within 0.3 miles of the project site, amounting to 24 percent of the 304 
unit Project; subject to a letter and the conditions set forth therein from the Mayor's Office of Housing and 
Community Development, including the requirement for an independent environmental review of the 
Octavia BMR Project under the CEQA; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed General Plan and Zoning Map Amendments would not result in increased 
development potential from what is perntltted under the existing height and bulk district; and 

SAN FllA!ICISCO 
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Resolution No. 19941 

Hearing Date: Ju'ne 15, 2017 

Case No.: 2009.0159GJ> A 

WHEREAS, the Project proposes neighborhood-serving ,amenities, such as new ground floor retail a_nd 

proposes new publicly accessible open space; and 

WHEREAS, the City Attorney's Office drafted a Proposed Ordinance, attached hereto as Exhibit [_] to make 
the necessary amendments to Map 3 of the Market and Octavia Area Plan and on.Map 5 of the Downtown 
Area Plan to implement the Project. The Office of the City Attorney approved the Proposed Ordinance as to 
form;and · · 

WHEREAS, on November 16, 2016, the Planning Department published a Draft Environmental hnpact 
Report ("DEIR") £or public review (Case No. 2009.0159E). The DEIR was available for publk comment until 
January 10, 2017. On January· 5, 2017, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public .hearing to solicit . 
comments regarding the DEIR On June 1, 2017, the Department published a Comments and Responses 
document, responding to comments made regarding the DEIR prepared for the Project. Together, the 
Comments and Responses document and DEIR comprise the Final EIR ("FEIR"). On June 15, 2017, the 
Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to certify 

the FEIR through Motion No. 19938; and 

WHEREAS, on June 15, 2017, the Commission adopted the FEIR and the mitigation and improvement 
measures contained in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP"), attached as 
Attachment B of the CEQA Findings Motion No. 19939; and 

WHEREAS, on June 15, 2017, the Commission made and adopted findings of fact and decisions regarding the 
Project description and objectives, significant impacts, signLficant and unavoidable impacts, mitigation 
measures and alternatives, and a statement of overriding considerations, based on substantial evidence in the 
whole record of this proceeding and pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, California Public 
Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. ("CEQA"), particularly Section 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for 
Implementation of CEQA, 14 California Code_ of Regulations Section 15000 ·et seq. ("CEQA Guidelines"), 
Section 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31") by its 
Motion No. 19939. The Commission adopted these findings as required by CEQA, separate and apart from 
the Commission's certification of the Project's Final EIR, which the Commission certified prior to adopting 
these CEQA findings. · · · 

WHEREAS, the Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing 
and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of Planning Department 
staff and other interested parties;_ and 

WHEREAS, all pertinent documehts may be found in the files of the Planning Department, Jonas Iorrin 
(Commission Secretary) as the custqdian of records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and 

The Commission has reviewed the proposed General ·Plan Amendment Ordinance; and 

RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends that the Board of Supervisors approve the 
proposed General Plan Amendment Ordinance, and adopts this resolution to that effect. 
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Resolution No.19941 
Hearing Date: June 15, 2017 

FINDlNGS 

Case No.;20Q9.0:l,59G!'A 

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

1. The Commission finds that the General Plan amendments, Zoning Map Amendments and the 
associated Project at 1540 Market Street to be a beneficial development to the City that could not be 
accommodated without the actions requested. 

2. The Commission made and adopted environmental findings by its Motion No. 19939, which are 
incorporated by reference as though fully set forth herein, regarding the Project description and 
objectives, significant impacts, significant and unavoidable impacts, mitigation measures and 
alternatives, and a statement of overriding considerations, based on substantial evidence in the 
whole record ·of this proceeding and pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, the 
Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA, 14 California Code of Regulations Section 15000. et seq. 
("CEQA Guidelines"), Section 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code ("Chapter 31"). The Commission adopted these findings as required by CEQA, 
separate and apart from the Commission's certification of the. Project's Final EIR, which the 
Commission certified prior to adopting the CEQA findings. 

3. The Project would add up to 304 dwelling units (54 studio units (18%), 96 one-bedroom µnits (32%); 
135 two-bedroom units (44%); 16 three-bedroom units (5%) and 3 four-bedroom units (1%)), to the 
City's housing stock on a currently underutilized site. The City's important policy objective as 
expressed in Policy 1.1 of the Housing Element of the General Plan is to increase the housing stock 
whenever possible to address a shmtage of housing in the City. Additionally, 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 edge ot Downtown. The Project _would not displace any housing because the existing 
structures on the project site are commercial buildin,gs and a surface parking lot. 

4. The Project would address the City's severe need for additional housing for low income households 
by providing a directed in-lieu contribution to facilitate the development of approximately 72 Below 
Market Rate dwellings units within 0.3 miles of the project site, amounting to 24 percent of the 304 
unit Project, subject to. a letter and the conditions set forth therein from the Mayor's Office of 
Housing and Community Development; including the requirement for an independent 
environmental review of the Octavia BMR Project under the CEQA.. 

5. The Project proposes neighborhood-serving amenities, such as new ground floor retail, and 
pedestrian safety improvements to surrounding streets; proposes new publicly accessible open space; 
and would incorporate sustainability features into the Project. 

6. The Project would revitalize the Project Site and the surrounding neighborhood. 

SAN FRA~GISGO 
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Case No.: 2.009.:0J.59GP A 

7. The Project would create temporary construction jobs and perma°:ent jobs in the retail sector and for 

building operations. These jobs would 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, providing direct and indirect economic benefits to the City. 

8. The General Plan Amendments are necessary in order to approve the Project. 

9. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the Objectives and Policies of 
the General Plan, for the reasons set forth in the findings in the Downtown Project Authorization, 

Motion No. 19943, which are incorporated by reference as though fully set forth herei,n. 

10. Plan~g Code Section 101.l(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review of 

permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the Project complies with said policies, for the 
reasons set forth in the Downtown Project Authorization, Motion No. 19943 which are incorporated 

by reference as though fully set forth herein. 

11. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of .the Code 
provided under Section 101.l(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character 
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute·a beneficial development. 

12. Based on the foregoing and in accordance with Section 340, the public necessity, convenience and 

general welfare require the proposed General Plan Amendment. 

I hereb{ .ertipbat the foregoing RESOLUTION was ADOPTED by the San Francisco Planning Commission 

on Jun,j 'L , 20 . 

Joru., ·. ionin 
Commission Seqetary 

AYES: Commissioners Hillis, Johnson, Melgar, Moore, Richards 

NOES: Commissioner Koppel 

ABSENT: Commissioner Fong 

ADOPTED: June 15, 2017 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Subject to; (Select only if applicable) 

l&l Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) !El First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 

l&l Better Streets Plan (Sec. 138.1) . 

!El Public Art (Sec. 429) 

l&l Transit Impact Dev't Fee (Sec. 411) 

l&l Childcare Fee (Sec. 414) 

Planning Commission Motion No. 19943 

Case No.: 
Project Ad.dress: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

Reviewed by:. 

HEARING DATE: JUNE 15, 2017 

2009.0159EGP AMAPDNXCUA V ARK 
1540 Market Street (aka One Oak) 
C-3-G (Downtown General) 
120/400-R-2, 120-R-2 Height and Bull< Districts 
Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District 
Block 0836; Lots 001, 002, 003, 004 and 005 
Steve Kuklin, Build Inc. 
315 Linden Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
steve@bldsf.com. 415.551.7627 
Tina Chang, AICP 
tina.chang@sfgov.org. 415-575-9197 
Mark Luellen, Northeast Team Manager. 
mark.luellen@sfov.org. 415-558-6697 

1650 Mission St. 
Sutte400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103.·'2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.55~.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE APPROVAL OF A SECTION 309 DETERMINATION OF 
COMPLIANCE AND REQUEST FOR EXCEPTIONS FOR LOT COVERAGE PER PLANNING CODE 
SECTION 249.33(b)(5) AND . REDUCTION OF GROUND-LEVEL WIND CURRENTS PER 
PLANNING CODE SECTION 148 TO DEMOLISH AN EXISTING THREE-STORY, 2,750 SQUARE
FOOT COMMERCIAL BUILDING, A FOUR-STORY, 48,225 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL 
BUILDING, AND REMOVAL OF A SURFACE PARKING LOT TO CONSTRUCT A 40-STORY, 400-
FOOT-TALL RESIDENTIAL BUILDING WITH 304 DWELLING UNITS, APPROXIMATELY 4,110 
SQUARE FEET OF GROUND :FLOOR RETAIL, APPROXIMATELY 11,056 SQUARE FEET OF 
PRIVATE COMMON OPEN SPACE AND PUBLIC OPEN SPACE, 366 BICYCLE PARKING SPACES 
(304 CLASS 1, 62 CLASS 2), AND UP TO 136 VEIIlCULAR. PARKING SP ACES WITIIlN THE VAN 
NESS AND MARKET DOWNTOWN RESIDENTIAL SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, DOWNTOWN
GENERAL (C-3-G) ZONING DISTRICT AND 120/400-R-2 AND 120-R-2 HEIGHT AND BULK 
DISTRICTS AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY ACT. 

WWW .sfplanning.org 
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Motion No. 19943 
He!'lrin9 O~te; ,June 15, 2017 

PREAMBLE 

CASE NO. 2009.01591;-GPAMAPDNXCUAVARK 
1540 '!\/larket Street 

On Fepruary 26, 2009, Stephen Miller of Reuben & Junius, LLP filed an Environmental Evaluation 
application on behalf of CMR Capital, LLC, the previous property owner for a previous iteration of the 
project that occupied the property at Assessor's Block 0836, Lots 002, 003, 004, and 005 but did not include 
the easternmost lot on the block (Lot 001) within the project site, and on August 27, 2012, John Kevlin of 
Reuben & Junius, LLP filed a revision to the Environmental Evaluation application on behalf of CMR 
Capital, LLC. The current project sponsor, One Oak Owner, LLC, submitted updated project information 
to the Planning Department to add Lot 001 and to address changes in the project under the same . 
Planning Department Case Number (Case.No. 2009.0159B) after acquiring the site in 2014. 

On November 18, 2015 and December 9, 2016 Steve Kuklin of Build, Inc., on behalf of One Oak Owner, 
LLC (''Project Sponsor'') filed applications that added Block 0836 Lot 001 into the project area, and 
requested approval of a.) a Downtown Project Authorization pursuant to Section 309 of the San Francisco 
Planning Code; b.) a Zoning :Map Amendment; c.) a General Plan Amendment to change 668 square feet 
of the eastern 15 feet of As~essor's Block 0836, Lot 001 from 120/400-R-2 to 120-R-2, and an equivalent 668 
square feet, 4'-7.5" wide area located 28'-3" from the western edge of Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 005 from 
120-R-2 to 120/ 400-R-2; d.) a Conditional Use Authorization for on-site parking in exce~s of the amount 
principally permitted pursuap.t to Planning Code Section 303; e.) Variances for Dwelling Unit Exposure 
and Maximum Parking/Loading Entrance Width pursuant to Planning Code Sections 140 and 145.l(c)(2); 
f.) an Exemption for Elevator Penthouse Height, pursuant to 260(b)(l}(B); and h.) an In-Kind Fee Waiver 
Agreement for public realm improvements pursuant to Planning Code Sections 421.3(d) arn;l 424.3(c). 
These approvals are necessary to facilitate the construction of a mixed-use project located at 1540 I\.1arket. 
Stre~t, Assessor Block 0836, Lots 001, 002, 003, 004 and 005, (hereinafter "Project"). The Project proposes 
to build an approximately 400-foot tall building containing approximately 304 dwelling units with a 
directed in-lieu contn'bution to facilitate the development of approximately 72 Below Market Rate 
dwellings units (the "Octavia B:MR Project") within 0.3 miles of the project site, amounting to 24 percent 
of the 304-unit Project, subject to a letter and the conditions set forU1 therein from the Mayor's Office of 
Housing and Community Development, in~uding the requirement for an independent environmental 
review of the Octavia BMR Project under CEQA. 

On November 1, 2016, in accordance with the Entertainment Commission's guidelines for review of 
· residential development proposals under Administrative Code Chapter 116, a hearing was held for the 

Project, and the Entertainment Commission made a motion to recommend the standard "Recommended 
Noise Attenuation Conditions for Chapter 116 Projects." The Entertainment Commission recommended 
that the Planning Department and/or Department of Building Inspection adopt -these standard 
recommendations into the development permit(s) for this Project. 

On January 5, 2017, the Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on the DEIR, at which 
opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the DEIR The period 
for commenting on the BIR ended on Januaiy 10, 2017. The Department prepared responses to comments 
on environmental issues received during the 45-day public review period for the DEIR, prepared 
revisions to the text of the DEIR in response to comments received or based on additional information 
that became available during the public review period, and corrected clerical errors :in the DEIR. 
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Motion No. 19943 
Hearing Pate; June.15, 2017 

CASE NO. 2009.0159EGPAMAPDNXCUAVARK 
1540Market Street 

On February 23, 2017, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No.'s 19860 and 19861 to miti.ate 

legislation entitled, (1) "Ordinance amending the General Plan by revising the height designation for the 

One Oak Street Project, at the Van Ness/ Oak Street/ Market Street intersection, Assessor's Block 0836 
Lots 001 and 005 on Map 3 of the Market and Octavia Ar~a Plan and on Map 5 of the Downtown Area 

Plan; · adopting findi.11.gs under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of 

consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of '.Planning Code Section 101.1;" and (2) 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to change the height and bulk district classification of Block 
0836, portions of Lots 001 and 005 for the One Oak Project, at the Van Ness / Oak Street / Market Street 

Intersection, as follows: rezoning the eastern portion of the property, along Van Ness Avenue, located at 

Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 001 (1500 Market Street) from 120/400-R-2 to 120-R-2; and rezoning the central 
portion of the property, located at Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 005 (1540 Market Street) from 120-R-2 to 

120/400-R-2; affirming th.e Planning Commission's determination under the California Environmental 

Quality Act; and making findings, including findings of public necessity, convenience and welfare under 
Planning Code Section 302, and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority 

policies of Planning Code Section 101.1," respectively. 

On June 1, 2017, the Planning Department published a Responses to Comments document. A Final 

Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "FEIR'') has been prepared by the Department, consisting of 

the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the public review process, any additional 

information that became available, and the Responses to Comments document all as required by law .. 

On June 15, 2017, the Commission reviewed and considered the FElR and found that the contents of said 

report and the procedures through which the FElR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply with 
the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and d1apter 31 of the San· Francisco Administrative 

Code. The FEIR was certified by the Commission on June 15, 2017 by adoption of its Motion No. 19938. 

At the same Hearing and in conjunction with this motion, the Commission made and adopted findings of 

fact and decisions regarding the Project description and objectives, sign:µicant impacts, significant and 
unavoidable impacts, mitigation measures and alternatives, and a statement ·Of overriding considerations, 

based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. ("CEQA"), 

particularly Section 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA, 14 Califomia Code 

of Regulations Section 15000 et seq. ("CEQA Guidelines"), Section 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 
of the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31") by its Motion No. 19939. The Commission 

adopted these findings as required by CEQA, separate and apart from the Commission's certification of 

the Project's Final EIR, which the Commission certified prior to adopting these CEQA findings. The 
Commission hereby incorporates by reference the CEQA findings set forth in Motion No. 19939. 

On June 15, 2017, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled 

meeting regarding (1) the General Plan Amendment amending Map 3 of the Market and Octavia Area 
Plan and on Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan; and (2) the ordinance amending the Zoning Map HT07 
to rezone portions of Lots 001 and 005 on Assessor's Block 0836. At that meeting the Commission 

Adopted (1) Resolution No. 19941 recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve the requested 
General Plan Amendment; and (2) Resolution No. 19942 recommending that the Board of Supervisors 

approve the requested Planning Code Map Amendments. 
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Motion No. f9943 
Hearing Pate: June 15, 2017 

· CASE: NO. 2009.01596:GPAMAPDNXCUAVARK 
1540 Market Street 

On June 15, 2017, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly 
scheduled meeting regarding the Downtown · Project Authoriz~tion application, Conditional Use 
application, and Variance and Elevator Exemption application 2009.0159EGPAMAPDNXCUAVARK At 
the same hearing the Commission determined that the shadow cast by the Project would not have any 
adverse effect on Parks witrun the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Department. The Commission 
heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and further considered written 
materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department staff and other interested 
parties, and the record as a·whole. 

The Planning Department, Commission Secretary, is the oistodian of records; all pertinent documents are 
located in the File for Case No. 2009.0159EGPAMAPDNXCUAVARK, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth 
Floor, San Francisco, California. 

MOVED, that the Commission hereby approves the Downtown Project Authorization requested in 
Application No. 2009.Dl59EGP AMAPDNXCUA V ARK, subject to the conditions contained in "EXHIBIT 
A!' of this motion, based on the followmg 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 a.11.d constitute findings of this Commission. 

2. Site Description and Present Use. The Project Site is located at 1500-1540 Market Street at the 
northwest comer of the intersection of Market Street, Oak Street, and Van Ness Avenue in the 
southwestern portion of San Francisco's Downtown/Civic Center neighborhood, within the. 
Market and Octavia Plan Area. 

The Project's building site is made up of five contiguous privately owned lots within Assessor's 
Block 0836, Lots 001, 002, 003, 004, and 005, an 18,219-s911are-foot (sf) trapezo~d, bounded by Oak 
Street to the north, Van Ness Avenue to the east, Market Street to the south, and the interior 
property line shared with the neighboring property to the west at 1546-1564 Market Street. Th.e 
building site measures about 177 feet along its Oak Street frontage, 39 feet along Van Ness 
Avenue, 218 feet along Market Street, and 167 feet along its western interior property line. The 
existing .street address of the project parcels is referred to as 1500-1540 Market Street. The 
easternmqst portion of the building site, 1500 Market Street (Lot 001), is currently occupied by an 
existing three-story, 2,750 square foot commercial building, built in i980. This building is 
partially occupied by a limited-restaurant retail use doing business as "All Star Cafe" on the 
ground floor and also contains an elevator entrance to the Muni Van Ness station that opens onto 
Van Ness Avenue. Irrimediately west of the 1500 Market Street building is an existing 47-car 
surface commercial parking lot, on Lots 002, 003, and 004. The parking lot is fenced along its 
Market Street and Oak Street frontages and is entered from Oak Street. The westernmost portion 
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CASE NO, 2009.0159\:GPAMAPD.~)_(CUAVARK 
1540. Market Street 

of the building site at 1540 Market Street, Lot 005, is occupied by a four-story, 48,225 square foot 

commercial office building, built in 1920. As of June 2017, this building is partially occupied. 

In addition to the building site, the Project site also includes surrounding areas within the 

adjacent public rights-of-way in which streetscape improvements including the public plaza 

would be constructed as part of the proposed Project · 

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The Project site occupies a central and prominent 

position at the intersection of Market Street and Van Ness A venue, two of the City's widest and 

most recognizable thoroughfares. The Project Site is located at an important transit node: rail 
service is provided underground at the Van Ness Muni Metro Station as well as via bistoric 

streetcars that travel along Market Street. Bus and electric trolley service is provided on Van Ness 

Avenue and Market Street. The Project is located in an urban, mixed-use area that includes a 
diverse range o~ residential, commercial, institutional, office, and light industrial uses. Offices are 

located along Market Street and Van Ness Avenue, while most government and public uses are 

located to the north in the Civic Center. 

The Project is located within the southwestern edge of downtown in the C-3-G (Downtown 

Commercial, General) District, characterized by a variety of retail, office, hotel, entertainment, 
and institutional uses, and high-density residential. West of Franklin Street, a block from the 

Project Site, is an NC-3 Moderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial District that comprises a 

diverse mix of residential, commercial, and :institutional uses. South of Market Street, and west of 

12th Street, are the WSOMA Mixed Use, General and Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR) 

Districts. 

The adjacent building immediately to the west of the Project Site along Market Street is 1546 

Market Street, a three-story office ov-er a ground-floor retail building built in 1912. Further west 

along Market Street is 1554 Market Street; a one-story retail buildmg built in 1907. 55 Oak Street, 
a one-story automotive repair building built in 1929, is at the rear of the same lot. These three 

buildings were recently demolished are . currently being developed. as a 120-foot, 12-story 
building, 110 dwelling unit building with ground floor retail. The southwestern corner of the 
Project block is occupied by a six-story apartment building over ground-floor retail at 1582 

Market Street, built in 1917. The northwestern comer of the project block is occupied by a surface 

parking lot. However, a Preliminary Project Assessment application and associated letter has 

been issued for a proposed 31-story, 320-fott tall mixed-use project containing Institutional and 

Residential uses. At the western edge of the Project block, 22 Franklin Street, located mid-block 

between Oak and Market Streets, another new residential project is currently under construction. 

To the northwest of the project site along the north side of Oak Street is the Conservatory of 

Music at 50 Oak Street, a five-story Neoclassical building built in 1914. Immediately to the west of 

that building is a modem addition to 50 Oak Street. The Conservatory building houses studio, 

classroom, office, and performance space. Immediately to the north of the project site is 25 Van 

Ness Avenue, an eight-story Renaissance Revival building built in 1910. The building currently 

has ground-floor research and development space and offices on the upper floors. The building 

also houses the San Francisco New Conservatory Theater. Further north along the west side of 
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CASE NO. 2009.015$EGPAMAPDNXCUAVARK 

1540 Market Street 

Van Ness Avenue is 77 Van Ness Avenue, an eight-story residential building with ground-floor 
retail, built in 2008. 

Immediately to the east of the Project Site is Van Ness Avenue, the major north-south arterial in 
the central section of San Francisco that runs between North Point and Market Streets. Between 
Market and Cesar Chavez Streets, Van Ness Avenue continues as South Van Ness Avenue. Van 
Ness Avenue is part of U.S. 101 between Lombard Street and -the Central Freeway (via South Van · 
Ness Avenue). In the vicinity of the Project, Van Ness Avenue has three travel lanes in each 
direction separated by a center median, and parking on both sides of the street. However, most of 
the center medians have been removed as part of the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) project 
and Van Ness Avenue will be reduced"to .two travel lanes in each direction. Along the east side of 
Van Ness Avenue, across from the Project Site to the northeast, is 30 Van Ness Avenue (also 
known as 1484-1496 Market Street), a five-story office over ground-floor retail building. The 
building was originally built in 1908, but its fa,;;ade was extensively remodeled around 1960. 

Market Street, a roadway that includes two travel lanes and a bicycle lane in each direction, 
serves as the Project's southern boundary. Historic streetcars use the center-runrring tracks and 
transit stops within the Market Street roadway. On the south side of Market Street at the 
southeast comer of Market Street and 11th Street (due east of the Project Site) is 1455 Market 
Street, a 22-story office building over ground-floor commercial, built in 1979. This building 
terminates eastward views along Oak Street At the southeast corner of Market Street and Van 
Ness Avenue, diagonally across the intersection of Market Street and Van Ness Avenue, is One 
Soutli. Van Ness Avenue, an eight-story office building over ground-floor commercial (Bank of 
America), built in 1959. At the southwest corner of Market Street, across Market Street from the 
project site, is 10 South Van Ness A venue, a one-story car dealership. The Property Owners of the 
10 South Van Ness Avenue site have submitted development applications proposing the 
construction of a mixed-use project containing two 400-foot residential towers and gronnd floor 
retail space. 

4. Project Description. The proposed One Oak Street Project would demolish all existing structures 
on the Project Site at 1500-1540 Market Street including 47 existing valet-operated on-site parking 
spaces and construct a new 304-unit, 40-story residential tower (400 feet tall, plus a 20-foot-tall 
parapet, and a 26-foot-tall elevator penthouse measured from roof level) with approximately 
4,110 square feet ground-floor commercial space, one off-street loading space, two off-street 
service vehicle spaces, and a subsurface valet-operated parking garage containing 136 spaces for 
residents. Bicycle parking accommodating 304 Class 1 · and 62 dass 2 spaces would be provided 
for residents on the second-floor mezzanine and for visitors in bicycle racks on adjacent 
sidewalks. The Project would also include· the following: construction of a public plaza and 
shared public way within the Oak Street right-of-way (Oak Plaza); construction of several wind 
canopies within the proposed plaza and one wind canopy within .the sidewalk at the northeast 
comer of Market Street and Polk Street to reduce pedestrian-level winds. fu addition, the 
existing on-site Muni elevator will remain in its current location, and a new weather protective 
enclosure will be constructed around it Some of the streetscape improvements for Oak Plaza are 
:included within the Project being approved pursuant to Motion No.'s 19940, 19943, and 19944. At 
a later date, the Project Sponsor will additionally seek approval of an -fu-Kind Fee Waiver 
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CASE NO. 2009,0159SGPAMAP[)NXCUAVARK 
· 1 S40 Market Street 

Agreement pursuant to Planning Code Sections 421.3(d) and 424.3(c), to provide certain 

additional public realm improvements. within Oak Plaza. Additional improvements subject to the· 

In-Kind Fee Waiver Agreement include: (a) improvements within the existing Oak Street 
sidewalk along the northern side, including retail kiosks, above ground planters, street lighting, 

movable seating, waterproofing <1,t the 25 Van Ness basement, and new sidewalk paving;. (b) 
pavers and improvements within the Oak Street roadway; and (c) specialty electrical connections 

and fixtures for the theatrical lighting, audio/visual, and power for the performance area and the 
public wireless services in the Plaza. These additional public realm improvements are subject to 

the Planning Coin.mission's separate anc:i future approval of the Project Sponsor'~ In-Kind Fee 

Waiver Agreement. 

The Proje,ct would necessitate approval of Planning Code Map amendment to shift the existing 

Height and Bulk District 120/400-R-2 designation at the eastern end of the Project Site (a portion 
of Assessor Block 0836/001) to the western portion of the Project Site (a portion of Assessor Block 

0836/005), which would not result in any increased development potential. 

5. Community Outreach and Public Comment To date, the Department has received 21 letters of 

support for the Project from organizations and individuals. The San Francisco Housing Action 
Coalition, ArtSpan, New Conservatory Theatre Center, San Francisco Opera, San Francisco 

Symphony, San Francisco Unified School District Arts Center, Bo's Flowers, trustee for property 

at 110 Franklin Street, project sponsor for the property at 22-24 Franklin Street, project sponsor 

for the property at 10 South Van Ness, project sponsor for the property at 45 Franklin Street, 

project sponsor for the property ~t 1554 Market Street, and property owners for the commercial · 

and residential portions of Fox Plaza have submitted letters expressing support for the Project 

and associated improvements. The Civic Center Comm.unity Benefit District, the Department of 
Real Estate, Walk SFf · and SF Parks Alliance expressed support specifically for the proposed . 

public realm improvements· proposed via. an In-Kind Agreement with the Project Sponsor. 

Comments received as part of the environmental review process will be incorporated into the 

Environmental Impact Report. 

Accor,c;ling to the Project Sponsor, extensive and lengthy co:i;nmunity engagement has been 

conducted for the Project and the associated Oak Plaza public improvements. The Project 

Sponsor team has held over 76 meetings and, outreach discussions, including roughly 328 

participants, between January 2015 and May 2017. Given the important civic location of the 
Project, which includes transforming the southern end of Oak .Street into a new public plaza and 

shared public way, outreach activities have included. a wide range of institutional, arts and 

cultural stal<eholders, in addition to neighborhood groups, neighboring property owners and 

businesses. 

General Community Engagement The Project team has solicited public input through a series of 

meetings including a public pre-application meeting, small group meetings, and individual 
meetings with various residents, property owners and business owners. In addition to design 

presentations, the Project Sponsor team distributed Project Fact Sheets outlining the Project's 
program, circulation, res.i.dential unit counts, parldng ratio, public realm improvements, Zoning 

Map revisions, and affordable housing commitments, etc. The design and program evolved over 

SAM FRANCISCO 
Pl-ANNING. DEPAR"l'MEIIIT 7 

J437 



Motion No. 19943 
Hearing Date: June 15, 2017 

CA.SE NO. 2009,015!:>SGPAMAPDNXCUAVARK 
1540Market Street 

time based on specific stakeholder feedback over the course of the project sponsor's extensive 
community outreach. 

In response to early feedback from the. Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association (HVNA), the 
Project Sponsor proposed to develop 72 units of 100% affordable housing at Parcels R, S & U; 
including 16 very low-income, service-supported,· Transitional Aged Youth ("TAY') housing 
units on one of the sites, all within 1/3 mile of the proposed Project (collectively, the "Octavia 
BMR Project") throt!.gh a nonprofit affiliate of the Project Sponsor or as a turn-key residential 
development for an affordable housing developer with the Project Sponsor retaining ownership 
of the ground floor commercial space. 

After extensive negotiations, the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
(MOHCD) requested that both the residential and commercial components of the Octavia BMR 

Project be retained by the affordable hom~ing owner/operator to maintain the project's financial 
feasibility and procurement of the developer of MOHCD's Parcel Ube handled through its 
traditional non-profit developer RFP process. To facilitate this arrangement, the Project Spansor 
voluntarily terminated its exclusive negotiating rights to Parcels R & S, and offered MOHCD its 
pre1imirurry designs, so that MOHCD could prepare an RFP for circulation in 2017. In exchange, 
MOHCD agreed to "direct'' the Project's Section 415 affordable housing :in-lieu fee toward the 
development of the Octavia B:t.1R Project, subject to the satisfaction of certain conditions, 
including compliance with CEQA and certain future discretionary approvals for both the One 
Oak Project and the Octavia BMR Project. The Octavia BMR Project RFP is expected to be 
released by MOHCD on June 15, 2017. MOHCD estimates that a non-profit developer will be 
selected by early 2018, and that the Octavia BMR Project'could commence construction as early as 
mid to late 2019, which means that the Octavia B:t.m units could be delivered during the same 
period that One Oak's market rate units are occupie~ by new residents. 

Additionally, the Project Sponsor recently revised their project description to eliminate the use of 
the existing Market Street freight loading area as part of the Project, based on concerns voiced by 
the SFBC and other cycling advocates. In addition, the Project Sponsor has agreed to implement 
new improvement measures included in the afui:ched MMRP that wpuld actively discourage use 
of the existing loading zone. The Project Sponsor has also reduced the proposed parking from 155 
spaces to 136 spaces, in response to public comments. In addition, if the 136 spaces are approved 
and constructed, the Project Sponsor will nearly double the TDM measures required by law by 
achieving 100 percent of the target points, rather than the currently required 50 percent. The 
Project Sponsor's outreach often included detailed discussions regarding the long-term 
stewardship of the proposed plaza, daytime activation, nighttime public safety, public market · 
kiosks, and physical changes proposed for streets, Muni access, public parking and loading 
spaces in the area, as well as fue voluntary formation of a Community Facilities District (CFD), 
into which the owners at One Oak will contribute approximately $300,000 annually dedicated to 
operations and maintenance of the Plaza for 100 years, conditioned upon final approval of an In
Kind Agreement fee waiver. 

Arts and Culture Stakeholder Engagement In addition to outreach to the general community, 
the Project team has been working with numerous arts, cultural, and educational institutions of 
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the neighborhood with the intent to activate the proposed public plaza & shared public way with 
small and large performing arts events. The design intent is for Oak Plaza to serve as a public 
"front porch" for both Hayes Valley ~d the Civic Center/performing arts district, inviting and 
exposing residents, daytime workers, students, and visitors to the district's cultural richness 
through public performances and potential ticket sales at a box office kiosk. Through one-on-one 
meetings and a brain-storming workshop, Build Public, an independent, non-profit organization 
focused on creating and maintaining new public spaces, has been working closely with 
representatives of these institutions to design the plaza in such a way that caters to their specific 
needs for public perforntlng space. Feedback from this engagement addressed potential stage 
and seating capaoty and configuration, sound amplification, adjacent traffic noise mitigation, 
lighting, audio and electrical hookup locations, permitting of events, and parking and loading. 

A partial list of the outreach conducted between January 26, 2015 and May 15, 2017 is provided as 
an enclosure to this case report. 

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

A. Floor Area Ratio. Pursuant to Section 123, 249.33 and 424 of the Planning Code, Projects in 
the C-3-G Zoning District and the Van Ness and Market Residential Special Use District have . 
a base floor area ratio (FAR) of 6.0:1 and may reach an FAR of 9.0:1 with payment into the 
Van Ness and Market Affordable Housing Fund as set forth in Sections 249.33 and 424. To 
exceed a floor area ratio of 9.0:1, all such projects must contribute to the Van Ness and 
Market Neighborhood Infrastructure Fund 

The Project Site has a lot area of approximately 18,219 square feet. As shown in the conceptual plans, 
the Project includes 499,539 square feet of development, of which 432,746 square feet would count 
towards FAR Since the Project exceeds a FAR of 9. 0:1, the Project would make a payment pursuant to 
Section 249.33 to the Van Ness and Market Affordable Housing Fund for the Floor Area exceeding the 
base FAR ratio of 6.0:1 up to a ratio of 9.0:1 and to the Van Ness and Market Neighborhood 
Infrastructure Fund pursuant to Section 424for any Floor Area exceeding an FAR of 9.0:1. 

B. Rear Yard Requirement. Within the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special 
Use District pursuant to Planning Code Section 249.33(b)(5), Rear Yard requirements do not 
apply. Rather, lot coverage is limited to 80 percent at all residential levels. 

SAIJ FIWICJSCO 

The Project proposes a lot coverage of 84.9 percent on the first residential floor up through level 12 and 
lot coverage of 53 percent above the landscaped podium on tower levels 14 through 41 (there is no level 
13),· for an average of 61 percent lot coverage. Accordingly, the Project does not comply with the 
Code's lot coverage requirements on the first residential floor up through level 12, and as such, 
requires an exception under Planning Cade 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. " While lot coverage requirements are 
technically not met, the Project meets the intent of the lot coverage requirement of providing light a:nd 
air to all units as well as open space toward the 1'ear of the building, which wauld also contrfbute to the 
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new mid-block open space currently under construction as part of the 1554 Market Street project 
immediately to the west of the Project Site. See Section 7, below, for 309 findings. 

C. Residential Open Space. Planning Code Section 135 requires that private usable open space 
be provided at a ratio of 36 square feet per dwelling unit or that 48 square feet of common 
usable op~ space be provided per dwelling unit. However, common usable open space for 
mixed-use, residential and non-residential projects may be used to count agamst 
requiremen:t,s contained in both Section 135 and 138. Further, projects within the Van Ness 
and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District may elect to meet up to 40 percent of 
the open space requirements off-site if the space is within the Special Use District or within 
900 feet of the project site and meets standards described in Section 249.33 indicated below. 

The Project complies with the requirements of Section 135 and 249.33. The Project includes 304 
dwelling units and'Provides at least 36 square feet of private open space for 74 units through private 
balconies. Therefore approximately 11,012 square feet of common open space is required far tlte 
remaining 230 units (230 units x 47.88 = 11,012). In all, the Project provides approximately 11,056 
square feet of common apen space of which 3,058 square feet is located off-site within 'the public right
ofway, and is incorporated into the proposed Oak Plaza. The remaining 7,998 square feet of common 
open space is located within the sponsor's private propertiJ, within the front ground-level setback, 
within a solarium at the third level, and a terrace at the 14"' level. 

As permitted btJ Section 249.33(4)(C)(v), the Project is electing to meet a portion (approximately 22 
percent) of its apen space requirement off-site as part of the praposed Oak Plaza and in the Jann of 
streetscape improvements with landscaping and pedestrian amenities that result in additional space 
bei;ond the pre-existing sidewalk width and conform to the Market and Octavia Area Plan. The Plaza 
would additionally be chamcterized as an unenclosed plaza at street grade, with seating areas and 
landscaping and no more than 10 percent of the floor area devoted to food or beverage service. The 
portions qualified to meet the Project's open space requirement consist of two sidewalk bulb-out areas 
on the north and south .sides of Oak Street. These areas wz1l be integrated into a larger, contiguous 
Plaza that also includes improvements to the pre-existing sidewalks on both sides of Oak Street and 
Van Ness Avenue, plus the Oak Street roadwmJ, and the sponsor's private praperty, subject to review 
and approval of an In-Kind Fee Waiver Agreement for those improvements that exceed the 1·equired 
Project improvements pursuant to the Planning Code. The qualified. off-site open space areas must 
meet the following standards: 

Be within the SUD or within 900 feet of the project site; 

As noted above, the praposed off-site open space will be located within the shared public wm; within the 
Oak Street right-of way fronting the project site. Thus, t1ie praposed off-site open space will be within 
the SUD and within 900 feet of the Project Site. 

Be in such locations and provide such ingress and egress as will make the area convenientJ 
safe, secure and easily accessible to the general public; 

The proposed open space includes a sidewalk widening along the north and south sides of Oak Street, 
resulting in additional space be:yond the pre-existing sidewalk width and immediately adjacent to the 
Project Site, where security would be present. Accordingly, the open space would provide a 
convenient, safe, secure and easily accessible public area for the enjoyment of the general public. 
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Be appropriately landscaped; 

Underground utilities render street trees and other underground plantings infeasible on the south side 
of Oak Street. However, the open space would be landscaped apprapriately for it13 intended use and, to 
the degree feasible, with above-ground planters on the south side of Oak Street, and in-ground street 
trees with.in a continuous planter along the north side of Oak Street. 

Be protected from uncomfortable winds; 

The Plaza feahms wind canopies that would protect pedestrians from hazardous wind conditions in 
the open space, and would reduce hazardous wind conditions near the site compared to existing 
conditions. 

Incorporate ample seating and, if appropriate, access to limited amounts of food and 
beverage service, which will enhance public use of the area; 

The apen space would include movable tables and chairs as well as fixed seating collocated with 
planters on the south side of Oak Street, and within the apen space area on the north side of Oak 
Street.· In addition, four "micro-retail" "-'iosks would be located on the northern sidewalk to activate 
the Plaza with neighborhood-serving retail uses, potentially serving limited food and beverages. 

Be well signed and accessible to the public during daylight hours; 

The privately owned, publicly accessible open space will have signage indica.ting that the space is 
publicly accessible during the day. The streetscape improvements that will satisfy Planning Code 
requirements as permitted lry Section 249.33( 4)(C)(v) within the public right-of way will be open to 
members of the public 24 hours a day. 

Be well lighted if the area is of the type requiring artificial illumination; 

The open space will be within the public right of wmJ and well-lit with regularly spaced street lights on 
the north side of Oak Street. In addition, project lighting on the canopy supports, and foot lighting 
under planters would be provided within the privately-owned portions of the public open space and in 

· the public right-of-way. 

Be designed to enhance user safety and security; 

The praposed ground1[oor restaurant I cafe and micro-kiosks located on the north side of Oak Street 
would provide essential "ei;es" on the proposed Plaza from early morning to late evening. In addition, 
24-hour securitlJ and valet staff associated with building operations would collectively help ensure user 
safef:IJ and security with the open space and Plaza. 

Be of sufficient size to be attractive and practical for its intended use; and 

The Project would add approximately 3,058 square feet of open space within the existing right-of way, 
and would improve the existing sidewalks, and street envisioned to become a shared public way. In 
total, the Plaza would consist of publicly accessible apen space of approximately 16,050 square feet, of 
which 13,932 square feet would be in the public right-of-way, and approximately 2,118 square feet 
would be on the sponsor's private property. The public realm would be improved with quality paving 
materials, landscaping and other pedestrian amenities including seating, lighting, biciJcle parking, 
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ki.netic wind-based artwork, and micro--retai1 ldosks ( subject to partial In-Kind fee waivers for 
improvements that exceed required Project improvements pursuant to the Planning Code). 

Have access to drinking water and toilets if feasible. 

The apen space ·zvould be adjacent to retai1 space envisioned to become a restaurant I cafe. Patrons of 
the restaurant I cafe would have access to toilets and water. SFMTA also operates two public tot1ets 
whidz are located at the concourse level of the MUNWan Ness station, which is directly adjacent to 
the public plaza. 

D. Public Open Space. New buildings in the C-3-G Zoning District must provide public open 
space at a ratio of one square feet per 50 gross square feet of all uses, except residential uses, 
institutional uses, and uses in a predorrrinantly retail/personal services building pursuant to 
Planning Code Section 138. 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. is excluded from gross floor 
area and is therefore not required to provide the associated publicly accessible open space. The Project 
includes approximately 4,110 square feet of ground floor retai1 space, and thus the provision of public 
open space is not required. However, the Project proposes to provide approximately 1,438 square feet of 
privately owned public apen space. within the front setback, and furthermore intends to provide 
approximately 3,058 square feet (or 22 percent of its apen space requirements), off-site wit~in the Oak 
Street public right-of way as described under item C., "Residential Open Space" above. 

E. Streetscape hnprovements. Planning Code Section 138.1 ;requires that when a new building 
is constructed in the C-3 District and is on a lot -that is greater than half an 11cre in area and 
contains 250 feet of total lot frontage pedestrian elements in conformance with the Better 
Streets Plan shall be required. 

The Project is located on an assemblage of five lots that measure 18,219 square feet, approximately 0.42 
acres and contains approximately 434,33 linear feet of frontage. Due to planned improvements within 
the Van Ness Avenue and Market Street rights-of-way, physical widenings along these two frontages 
are not possible. However, the Project proposes streetscape improvements that include sidewalk 
widenings, landscaping and seating elements along both the northern and southern portions of Oak 
Street. Therefore, the Project complies with Planning Code Section 138.1. · 

F. Exposure. Planning Code Section.140 requires all dwelling units in all use districts to face 
onto a public street at least 20 feet in width, side yard at least 25 feet in width or open area 
which is unobstructed and is no less than 25 feet in every horizontal dimension for the floor 
at which the dwelling unit is located and the floor immediately above it, with an increase of 
five feet in every horizontal dimension at each subsequent floor. The proposed Special Use 
District caps the horizontal dimension to which the open space must expand at each 
subsequent floor to 65 feet. · 
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Eighteen of the 304 dwelling units do not meet exposure requirements per Section 140. Therefore, a 
variance from dwelling unit exposure is required and being sought as part of the Project for a total of 
18 units that do not comply with the exposure requirements of the Code. 

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

The Project includes a single entrance for both parldng and off-street loading. Vehicular access is not 
provided along the Project's Van Ness Avenue or Market Street frontages. Rather all vehicular parking 
and loading is directed to Oak Street where a cqmbined off-street parking anq loading entrance of 24-
feet is provided. The project ·sponsor's traffic engineer and valet consultant have indicated that an 
entrance narrower than 24' would likely lead to automobiJe queuing outside of the drop-off area,· 
potentially contributing to automobi1e, bicycle and pedestrian conflicts on the proposed sidewalk and 
shared public waiJ!plaza. Sine~ this dimension exceeds the 20-feet pennitted by the Planning Code, a 
variance is required. 

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

The ground floor space along the Van Ness Avenue, Market Street, and Oak Street have active uses 
with direct access to the sidewalk within the first 25 feet of building depth, except for space allowed for 
parking and loading access, building egress, and access to mechanicai systems, which are speciftcal.ly . 
exempt from the active use requirement. Therefore, the Project complies with Section 145.1(c)(3). 

I. Street Frontage in Commercial Districts: Ground Floor Transparency. Planning Code 
Section 145.l(c)(6) requires that ,within Downtown Commercial' Districts, frontages with 
active uses fhat are not residential or PDR must be fenestrated with transpai:ent windows 
and doorways for nq less than 60 percent of the street frontage at the ground level and allow 
visibility to the inside of the building. 

The Project complies with the Ground Floor Transparency requirements of the Planning Code. 
Approximately 78.0 percent of the Project's front.age on Market Street, and 84.1 percent of the 
Project's frontage along Oak Street are fenestrated with transparent windows and doorways. 
Therefore, the Project complies with Section 145.1(c)(6). Note that due to the curvature of the fa~de, 
the Van Ness Avenue frontage is incorporated within the Market Street and Oak Street transparenciJ 
calculations because there is no definitive building frontage on Van Ness Avenue. 

J. Shadows on Public Open Spaces. 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 S.ection 147. In determining whether a 
shadow is substantial, the following factors .shall be taken .i,nto account: the area shaded, the 
shadow's duration, and the importance of sunlight to the area in question. 
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The shadow analysis determined that the Project would not cast shadow on any public plazas or other 
publicly accessz'ble open .spaces other than those protected under Section 295. Therefore, the 
requirements of Section 147 do not apply to the Project. 

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

Fifty-seven (57) test points were selected 1iy Planning Department staff to measure wind speeds 
around the Project Site. Under existing conditions (without the Project) 37 of the 57 test points 
exceed the Planning Code's comfort criterion at grade level more than 10 percent of the time, with 
average wind speeds at appraximately 12.6 miles per hour (mph). With the Project, the comfort 
criterion would be exceeded at 45 of 57 points more than 10 percent of the time (representing a net 
increase of 8 test points), with average wind speei:1..s increasing slightly to 13.9 mph front 12.6 mph, a 
1.3 mph increase compared to existing conditwns. 

Exceptions from the comfort criterion may be granted through the 309 p,:ocess, but no exception may 
be granted where a project would cause wif!d speed to reach.or exceed the hazard level of26 mph for a 
single hour of the year. Under e;isting conditions, 7 of the 57 test points exceed the hazard level. 
These seven locations collectively exceed the hazard criterion for a duratwn of 83 hours annually. With 
the proposed Project, there is no increase in the total number of locations where the hazard criterion is 
exceeded. However, the Project would decrease the total duration of hazardous wind conditions from 
83 hours under existing conditions to 80 hours, or three fewer hours of hazardous wind conditions 
compared to existing conditions. 

I1te Project Sponsor requests a Section 309 exception because the Project would not eliminate the 
existing locations meeting or exceeding the Planning Code's comfort criterion. Exceptions from the 
comfort criterion may be granted pursuant to Section 309. Taken as a whole, the Project does not 
substantially change wind conditions. The proposed tower was re-designed through a lengthy process 
of iterative wind testing. After nearly two years ofwind sculpting, the Planning Department and the 
Project Sponsor concluded that tne 400-foot-tall tower cannot be sculpted in a manner that would 
eliminate all 37 existing comfort exceedances or the 8 new comfort exceedances caused by the Project 
without unduly restricting the site's high-rise development potential or causing new hazardous 
conditions. On the other hand, the Project's redesign would reduce three wind hazard hours compared 
to existing conditions. the Project will include wind canopies in the public right of way at the 
proposed Oak plaza and the corner of Market and Polk Streets to lessen the wind conditions in the 
vicinity. (See Section 7, below, for 309 findings.) 

L. Parking. Planning Section 151.1 principally permits up to one car for each four dwelling units 
(0.25 ratio) and up to one car for each two dwelling units (0.5 ratio) as a Conditional Use in 
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the Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District. Parking for the proposed 
retail use shall not exceed 7% of gross floor area for that use. 

The Project contains 304 dweliing units. Thus, a total of 76 spaces are principally pennitted (304 x 
0.25 =76) for the dwelling uriits and a maximum of 152 spaces (304 x 0.5 = 152) matJ be pennitted 
with Conditi.on.al Use Authorizati.on. The Project proposes 136 parking spaces for the residential use, 
requiring a Conditional. Use Authorization for the 60 (136-76=60) spaces in excess of the principally 
permitted 76 parking spaces. An additional spioce would be principally pennitted for the 4,110 square 
foot retail space, but the Project proposes no parking for this commercial use. 

M Off-Street Freight Loading. Planning Code Section 152.1 requires that projects in the C-3 
District that include between 200,001 and 500,000 square feet of residential development 
must provide two ·off-street freight loading spaces. Pursuant to Section 153, two service 
vehicles may be substituted for each off-street freight loading space provided that a 
minimum of 50 percent of the required number of spaces are provided for freight loading. 

The Project includes 499,539 square feet of development (432,746 square feet that counts towards 
Floor Area Ratio), requiring two off-street loading spaces. One off-street freight loading space is 
provided and the second required wading space is substituted with two service vehicle spaces as 
permitted by Section 153 of the Planning Code. Accordingly, the Pl'oject complies with Section 152.1 
of the Planning Code. Access to all freight loading spaces is from Oak Street. 

N. Bicycle Parking. For buildings with more than 100 dwelling units, Planning Code Section 
155.2 requires 100 Gass 1 spaces plus one Gass 1 space for every four dwellirig units over 
100, and one Gass 2 space ·per 20 units. For Eating and Drinking uses, 1 Gass 1 space is 

. required for every 7,500 square feet of Occupied Floor Area and one dass 2 space is required 
for.every 750 square feet of Occupied Floor Area 

The Planning Code would require the Project to provide 151 Class 1 (100 units x 1 stall= 100 + 204 X 
1 stall I 4 units= 151 stalls for Residential Uses, and 1 stall I 7,500 square feet of Occupied Floor Area 
= 0 spaces for Retail Uses). In addition, the Project would require 20 Class 2 spaces (304 units x 1 
stall/20 units = 15 stalls for Residential Uses, plus 4,110 square feet -x 1 stall I 750 square feet = 5 
stalls for Retail Eating and Drinking Uses). The Profect complies with Section 155.2 because it 
provides 304 Class 1 and 62 Class 2 bicJ1cle parking spaces, s!gnifi.cantly exceeding the Code 
requirements. All Class 1 spaces_would be located at the second level, accessible from a dedicated bike 
elevator, and the Class 2 spaces would be located on sidewalks adjacent "to the Project, and on the north 
side of Oak Street. 

0. Car Share. Planning Code Section 166 requires two car share parking spaces for residential 
projects with 201 dwelling units plus an additional parking space for every 200 dwelling 
units over 200. The required car share parking spaces may be provided on the building site 
or on another off-street site within 800 feet of the building site. 

5All FRANCISCO 

The Project requires a total of two car share spaces, which are to be provided off-site at the 110 
Franklin Street parking lot within 180 feet of the Project. Should the 110 Franklin Street properf:tJ be 
developed, the Project Sponsor shall be responsible for relocating the car share spaces on-site or off-sife 
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within 800 feet of the Project Site without disrupting continuity of the avaz1able of the car share spaces. 
Therefore, the Project complies with Planning Code Section 166. 

P. Transportation Demand M;magement (TOM) Plan. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 169 
and the TOM Program Standards, any development project resulting in 10 or more dwelling 
units, or 10,000 occupied square feet or more of any u.se other than residential shall be 
required to comply with the City's TOM Program, and shall be required to finalize a TDM 
Plan prior to Planning Department approval of the first Building Permit or Site Permit. 
Development projects with a development application filed or an environmental application 
deemed complete on or before September 1, 2016 shall be subject to 50% of the applicable 
target, as defined in the TOM Program Standards. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

The Project would include 304 residential units with .total of 136 vehicle parking spaces (0.45 spaces 
per unit), and 4,110 gross square feet of ground-floor retail/restaurant use. Because less than 10,000 
gross square feet of retail/restaurant uses are proposed, the retail/restaurant use is not subject to the 
.TDM Program. T1ierefore, the 136 residential parking spaces are used to calctilate the TDM Program 
target points. The target points take into account the proposed parking rate compared to the 
neighborhood parking rate, and are calculated as follows: base target of 13 points, plus an additional 12 
points for each additional 10 parking spaces over 20 parki.ng spaces (thus, 136 minus 20 = 116 spaces, 
divided by 10 = 12 points), for a total of 25 points. Because the proposed Project's development and 
environmental applications were completed before September 4, 2016, it is only required to meet 50. 
percent of its applicable target, or 13 points. The project sponsor has preliminan1y identified the 
following TDM measures from TDM Program Standards: Appentf.ix A to meet the 13 target points. 

• Parking-1: Unbundled Parking, Location D - 4 points (residential neighborhood parking rate 
less than or equal to 0.65, and all spaces leased or sold separately from the retail or purchase fee). 

• Parking-4: Parking Supply, Option D-4 points (residential parking less than or equal to 70 
percent, and greater than 60 percent of the neighborhood parking rate). 

• Active-1.: Improve Walking Conditions, OptionA-1 point (streetscape improvements 
consistent with Better Streets Plan). 

• Active-2: Bicycle Parldng, Option B.,. 2 points. (exceeding Planning Code required Class 1 
and Class 2 bicycle parking). 

Active SA: Bicycle Repair Station -1 point (bicycle repair station within a designated, secure 
area within the building, where bicycle maintenance tools and supplies are readi1y available on a 
permanent basis). 

• Delivery-1: Delivery Supportive Seroices-1 point (provide staffed reception area for receipt 
of deliveries and temporary parcel storage, including clothes lockers and refrigerated storage). 

In addition. to the TDM measures identified above, the Project Sponsor has voluntarily 

offered to provide an additional 12 points of TDM measures, for a total of 25 points, if the 

· Conditional Use authorization for 136 patking spaces is g,·4nted and the Project Sponsor 

elects to build the Project as a for-sale condominium with the additional 60 spaces in excess of 

the 76 prindpallypermitted spaces. 
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• Active-4: Bike Share Membership - 2 points .( offer bike share membership to each unit 
and/or employee, at least once annually, for the life of the Project or a shorter period 
should a bike sharing program cease to exist. 2 points are achieved since the project is 
located within 1,000 feet of a bike share station.). 

• Active-SB: Bicycle Maintenance Services -1 point (provide bicycle maintenance 
services to each unit and/or employee, at least once annually, for 40 years). 

• CShare-1C: Car-Share Parlcing, Option C - 3 points (provide car-share memberships 
to each unit, and provide car-share parking as required by the Planning Code), . 

• Family-1: Family TDM Amenities -1 point (provide amenities that address 
particular challenges that families face in maki.ng trips without a private vehicle), 

• Info-1: Multimodal Wayfinding Sign.age -1 point (provide multimodal way.finding 
signage in key location to support access to transportation services and infrastructure), 

a Info-2: Real Time Transportation Display-1 point (provide real time transportation 
. information screen in a.prominent location on-site). 

• Info-3C: Tailored Transportation Se,rvices, Option C - 3 points (provide 
individuaiized, tailored marketing and communication campaigns to encourage 
alternative transportation modes), 

11ie Project Sponsor could chOose to tevise the selected TDM measures to exceed the target 
points prior to issuance of a Site Permit, or to further reduce the parking supply to meet or 
exceed the target point requirement, but would not be required to do so. 

Q. Height and Bulle. The Project falls within the 120/40~R-2, 120-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts. 

·SAW FRANCISCO 

In such Districts, no bulk limitations exist below 120 feet in height, with maximum height of 
400 feet in height for any tower in the 120/400-R-2 Height and Bulk District. However, 
portions of buildings above 120 feet and between 351 and 550 feet in height may not exceed a 
plan length of 115 feet and a diagonal dimension of 145 feet Additionally, floors may not 
exceed a maximum average floor area of 10,000 square feet. 

The Project proposes a tower of 400 feet in height, with various feat:ri.res such as mechanical strnctures, 
and parapets extending above the 400-foot height limit in accordance with the height exemptions 
allowed through Planning Code Section 260(b). The. tower would also include a 26-foot elevator 
penthouse which· would be required to meet state or federal laws and regulations, and which would 
require an elevator penthouse height exemption from the Zoning Administrator per Planning Code 
Section 2.60(b)(1)(B). The Project would necessitate approval of legislatirle map amendments to shift 
the existing Height and Bulk District 120/400-R-2 designation at the eastern end of the project site (a 
portion of Assessor Block 0836/001) to the western portion of the Project Site (a portion of Assessor 
Block 0836/005), which would not result in any increased development potential: However, the Height 
and Bulk Districts within which the Project exists remains the same. 11te maximum diagonal 
dimension for the project is 144 feet whereas the maximum plan length is 90 feet, 4 inches. The average 
floor atea of the tower is 9,637 square feet, therefore the Project complies Sections 260 and 270 of the 
Planning Code. 
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R. Shadows on Public Sidewalks (Section· 146). Planning Code Section 146(a) establishes 
design requirements for buildings on certain streets :in order to ma:inta:in direct sunlight on 
public sidewalks :in certa:in downtown areas during critical use periods. Section 146(c) 
requires that other build:ings, not located on the specific streets identified in Section 146(a), 
shall be shaped to reduce substantial shadow impacts on public sidewalks, if it can be done 
without unduly creat:ing an unattractive design and without unduly restricting development 
potential. · 

Sectfon 146(a) does.not apply to construction on Oak Street, Van Ness Avenue, or the north-side of 
Market Street, and therefore does not apply to the Project:With respect to Section 146(c), the Project 
would replace a surface commerdal parking lot and underutilized commercial buildings with a 40-
.story 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 scape and would not 
increase the total amount of shading above levels th-at are commonly accepted in urban areas. 11te 
Project is praposed at a height that is consistent with the zoned height for the praperty and could not 
be further shaped to reduce substantfal shadow effects on public sidewalks without creating an 
unattractive design and without unduly restricting development potential. 11terefore, the Project · 
complies with Section 14µ. 

S. Shadows on ParkS. (Section 295). Section 295 requires any project proposing a structure 
exceeding a height of 40 feet to undergo a shadow analysis :in order to determine if the 
project would result :in.the net addition of shadow to properties under the jurisdiction of the 
Recreation and Park Department -0r designated for acquisition by the. Recreation and Park 
Commission. 

A technical memorandum was prepared by Prevision Design dated April 19, 2017, analyzing the 
potential shadow impacts of the project to properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks 
Department. 

Patricia's Green 
A shadow analysis was conducted and determined that the Project would cast an additional 0.22% of 
shadow on Patricia's Green per year. On days of maximum shading, new shadows would be present 
for approximately 35 minutes between 8:00 am and be gone prior to 8:45 am. 11te shadow analysis . . 

found that new shading from the Project would fall on various portions of Patricia's Green, affecting 
· areas containing grass, fixed benches, picnic tables with fixed seating, pla:tJ areas, and a pedestrian 
plaza. To eliminate all new shading on Patricia's Green, the proposed residential tower would need to 
be reduced in height by approximately 150 feet, resulting in the elimination of approximately 116 
residential units. At a duly noticed, regularly scheduled meeting on June 15, 2017, the Recreation and 
Park Commission, in consultation with their General Manager, recommended th-at the Planning 
Commission find that the shadows cast by the Project on Patricia's Green will not be adverse to the use 
of that park. 

Page and Laguna Mini Pa;k 
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It is anticipated that the Project would cast an additi.onal 0.04% of shadow on the Page and Laguna 
Mini Park. Th.e days of maximum shading due to the proposed Project would occur on June 21•1, when 
new shadows would be present for approximately 22 minutes and be gone prior to 7:15am. Shading 
would occur on the northern and southern ends of the Park. To eliminate all new shading on Page and 
Laguna Mini Park, the proposed residential tower would need to be reduced in height by 
approximately 85 feet, resulting in t11e elimination of approximately 62 residential units. At a duly 
noticed, regularly sc11eduled meeting an June 15, 2017, t11e Recreation and Park Commission, in 
consultation with their General Manager, recommended that_ the Planning Commission find that the 
shadows cast by t11e Project on Page and Laguna Mini Park will not be adverse to t11e use of that park. 

Prqposed Park at 1111, and Natoma Street . 
The new shadow on the proposed park at 111h and Natoma Street that i.s designated for acquisition by 

. the Recreation and Park Commission generated by the Project would be present only in the early 
evening between June 9 and July 5, and cast an additional 0.004% of shadow on the proposed park. 
Project-generated new shadows would fall in a narrow band in the southwest portion of t11e Park, with 
new shadow occurring around 7:15 pm with an average duration of approximately 18 minutes. Since 
the park at 11th and Natoma Streets has not yet been developed and no future programming 
information has been developed or approved, the possible features affected and qualitative impacts of · 
project-generated shadow on such features a.re undetermined. To elzminate all shading on the proposed 
.park at 1111r and Natoma, a 12joot reduction of the width of the tower (reducing bulk along the 
southwestern corner) would be required, resulting in the elimination of approximately 50 to 70 
dwelling units. At a duly noticed, regularly sc11eduled meeting on June 15; 2017, the Recreation and 
Park Commission, in consultation with their General Manager, recommended that the Planning 
Commission find that the shadows cast-by the Project on the proposed park at 11th Street and Natoma 
Street waz not be adverse to the use of that park. 

T. Anti-Discriminatory. Housing Policy (Adnunistrative Code Section 1.61). Projects 
proposing ten dwelling units or more must complete an Anti-Discriminatory Housing 
Affidavit indicating that the Project Sponsor will adhere to anti-discriminatory practices. 

The Project Sponsor haf! completed CLnd submitted an Anti-DiscriminatonJ Housing Policy affidavit 
confirming compliance with anti-discriminatonJpraotices. 

U. Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Section 415). Indusionary Affordable 
Housing Program. 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. 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 ("DBf') for use by the 
Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development for the purpose of increasing 
affordable housing citywide. The applicable percentage is dependent on -the number of units 
in the project, the zoning-of the property, and the date:fuat the project submitted a complete 
Environmental Evaluation Application. A compl~te Environmental Evaluation Application 
was firs~ submif;ted on February 26, 2009 and subsequently revised on August 27, 2012; 
therefore, pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.3 the Iriclusionary Affordable Housing 
Program requirement for the Affordable Housing Fee is at a rate equivalent to an off-site 
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requirement of 20%. This requirement is subject to change under pending legislation to 
modify Planning Code . Section 415 which is currently under review by the Board of 
Supervisors (Board File Nos.161351 and 170208). The proposed changes to Section 415, which 
may include but are not limited to modifications to the amount of inclusionary housing 
required onsite or offsite, the methodology of fee calculation, and dwelling unit mix 
requirements, will become effective after ap~roval by the Board of Supervisors. 

The Project Sponsor has submitted an '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. The applicable percentage is dependent on 
the total number of units in the project, the zoning of the pr:operttJ, and the date that the project 
submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation Application. A. complete Environmental Evaluation 
Application was submitted on February 26, 2009 and subsequently i-evised on August 27, 2012; 
therefore, pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.3 the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Progranz 
requirement for the Affordable Housing Fee is at a 7".ate equivalent to an off-site requirement of 20%. 

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

The Project would comply with this Section biJ. dedicating ane percent of the Proj£ct' s construction 
cost to a kinetic wind sculptui-e located in the proposed plaza that is being developed by two NASA
based scientists in close coordination with the San Francisco Arts Commission. The sculpture. is 
desigmd to respond to the fluidity and power of the Project site's wind condition// while 
simultaneously defusing its energy to enhance pedestrian-level comfort in the surroundin¥ public 
realm. 

W. Signage (Section 607). Currently, there is not a proposed sign program on file with the 
Planning Department. Any proposed signcige will be sul:,ject to the review and approval of 
the Planning Department pursuant to the provisions of Article 6 of the Planning Code. 

7. Exceptions Request Pursuant to Planning Code Sec6.on 309. The Planning Commission has 
considered the following exceptions to the Planning Code, makes the following findings and 
grants each exception to the entire Project as further described below: 

a. Section 249.pS: Lot Coverage. Witltjn the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential 
Special Use District, Rear Yard requirements do not apply pursuant to Planning Code 
Section 249.33. Rather, lot coverage is limited to 80 percent at all residential .levels. 
However, exceptions pursuant to Section 309 may be permitted. The criteria for granting 
a rear yard exception in the C-3 districts is set forth in Section 134(d): "C-3 Districts, an 
exception to the rear yard requirements of this Section may be allowed, in accordance 
with the provisions of Section 309, provided that the building location ahd configuration 
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assure adequate light and air to. wmdows within the residential units and to ·the usable 
open space provided." 

The Project proposes a lot coverage of 84.9 percent on the first residential floor up through level 1i 
and lot coverage of 53 percent above the podium on tower levels 14 through 41 (there is no level 
13), far an average of 61 percent lot coverage. The Project meets the intent of the lot coverage 
requirement of providing light and air to all units as well as open space toward the rear of the 
building, which would also contrfl?ute to a new mid-block open space being constructed bij the 
1554 Market Street project immediately to the west of the Project Site. Despite the overall lot 
coverage exceedance, the Project provides adequate exposure, air and light to all units and open 
space. Units fronting Market Street, Van Ness Avenue and Oak Street all possess substanf:ial 
frontage overlooking City Streets, particularly along Van Ness and Market Street -- two of the 
widest streets in the entire City. Furthermore, units oriented toward Van Ness Avenue are set 
back an additional 28 feet or more from the public right-ofwa.11. Units also benefit from the 
curved bui1ding shape and projecting bay_ windaws that allow the majorif:tJ of units to have 
exposures in multiple directions with vfews along the street frontage, rather than harshly 
perpendicular to the opposing buildings. Similarly, ground floor and podium rooftop open spaces 
benefit significantly from the curved fa9ade of the t07.ver which reduces shadow on streets, 
sidewalks and open space throughout the day as the sun nioves around the building. Several units 
located along the western property line wm face a mid-block landscaped courttJard at the adjacent 
1554 Market Street project. While these units do not technically meet the requirements of Section 
140 for Unit Exposure, the adjacent courhJard provides a nicely'landscaped view with opposing 
exposures in excess of 70 feet between building faces (slightly more than the public-right-of-way 
exposure on Oak Street). The courtyard exposure provides light and air to these units and the 
solarium below. 

b. Section 148: Ground-Level Wind Currents. In C-3 Districts, buildings and additions to 
existing buildmgs 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 :i£ (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 ti.me 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 crirrent 
requirements. No exception shall be granted and no building or addition shall be · 
permitted that causes equivalent wind speeds to reach or exceed the hazard level of 26 
miles per hour (mph) for a single hour of the year. 

Independent consultants analyzed ground-level wind currents in the vicinity of the Project Site by 
worki.ng with Department staff. to select 57 test points throughout public areas in the general 
vicinity of the Project Site. A wind tunnel analysis, the results of which are included in a technical 
memorandum prepared by BMT Fluid Mechanics, was conducted using a scale model of the 
Project Site and its immediate vicinity. The study concluded that the Project would not result in 
any substantial change to the wind conditions of the area. 

Comfort Criterion 
. Under existing conditions, 37 of the 57 locations tested currently exceed the pedestrian comfort 
level of 11 mph at grade level more than 10% of the time. Average wind speeds measured cwse to 
11.8mph. · 

With the Project, 45 of 57 locations tested exceeded the pedestrian comfort level of 11 mph more 
than 10% of the time. Average wind speeds, increased by 1.3 mph to approximately 13.9 mph from 
12.6 mph. Under the Cumulative scenario, which takes into account other planned projects in the 
vicinittJ, average wind ~peeds increase to 14.4 mph, with 46 of 57 points that exceed comfdtt 
criterion. 

In conclusion, the Project does not result in substantial change to the wind conditions. However, . 
since comfort exceedances are not entirely eliminated by the Project, an exception is required 
under Planning Code Section 309, The tower has been substantially reshaped through a rigorous 
and iterative series of wind tests and wind canopies have been added to further diffuse pedestrian
levei winds in the surrounding area. The Project could not be designed in a manner that could 
eliminate all 37 of the existing comfort exceedances or the 8 comfort exceeilances caused by the 
Project, without unduly restricting the site's development potential, resulting in an U7J.gainly 
bui1ding form or creating new hazard exceedances. 

Hazard Criterion 
The Wind Study indicated that the project does not cause any net new hazardous conditions. 
Tizerefare, the Project would comply with the hazard criterion of Section 148. Overall, the Project 
would decrease the total duration of existing hazardous wind conditions from 83 hours to 80 
hou.rs with the Project, an improvement of three fewer hours of hazardous wind conditions . . 

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

HOUSING ELEMENT 

Objectives and '.Policies 

OBjECTIVE 1: 
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IDENTIFY AND MAKE AV A.Il..ABLE FOR DEVELOPJY.IENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET 1HE 
CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. . 

Policyl.8 

Promote mixed use development, and include housing, particularly permanently affordable 
li.ousing,.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 e:xisting urban environment that is in need of more access to housing. The Project 
would replace the existing 47 space suiface public parking lot and underdeveloped commercial structures 
on the site with a [304] unit residential high-rise tower with ground floor retail that is more consistent and 
compatible with the intended uses of the zoning district, the Market and Octa.via Plan and the Van Ness 
and Market Residential Special Use District. This new development will greatly enhance the character of 
the existing neighborhood. By developing and maintaining space dedicated to retail use within the building, 
the Project will continue the pattern of active ground floor retaz1 aiong the Market and Van Ness frontages. 
The Project will also include substantial public realm improvements via a public plaza (Oak Plaza), further 
activating the ground floor and greatly enhancing the pedestrian environment at the Project site and its 
surrounding neighborhood. 

The Property is an ideal site for new housing due to its central, Downtown/Civic Center location, and 
proximity to public .transportation. Additionally, the Project is subject to the City's Inclusionary 
Affordable Housing Program (Planning Code Section 415), the Market-Octavia Affordable Housing Fee 
(Planning Code Section 416) and the Van Ness & Market Special Use District Afforaable Housing Fee 
(Planning Code Section 249.33), and thus will be providing substantfrtl funds t011Jards the development of 
permanently affordable housing within the City: Working together with the MOHCD, the Project Sponsor 
voluntan1y relinquished valuable development rights at Parcels R and S on Octavia Boulevard a:nd 
assigned them, along with preliminary designs and entitlement applications, to MOHCD to allow the 
future production of 100% below market rate (BMR) housing, including approximately 16 BMR units of 
transitional aged youth ("TAY") housing, within a 1/3 mile of the Project. In exchange, MOHCD agreed 
to '~direct" the Project's Section 415 in-lieu fee toward the production of housing on three Octavia 
Boulevard Parcels (R, S & U) (collectively, "the Octavia BMR Project"), subject to the satisfaction of 
certain conditions, including compliance with CEQA and certain future discretionary approvals for both 
the One Oak Project and the Octavia BMR Project. Accordingly, although the Octavia BMR Project is a 
separate project requiring further approvals, including independent environmental review under CEQA; 
its proximity to the project site and the convei;ance of the development rights to MOHCD for use as 
afforaable housing sites represents a significant contribution to the development of affordabl~ housing in 
the Project's immediate neighborhood. In addition· to the Planning Code Section 415 affordable housing 
fees "directed" to the Octavia BMR Project, the Project wm also pay Market-Octavia Affordable Housing 
Fees and Van Ness & Market SUD Affordable Housing Fees. These additional affordable housing fees, in 
turn, will fund additional BMR housing. 

Policyl.10 

Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households can easily rely 
on public transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of da:i).y trips. 

The Project supports this Policy. rt is anticipated that because of the central location of the Project, most. 
residents would eithi'1' walk, bike, or use public transportation for daily travel. The Project has frontage on 
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Market Street and Van Ness Avenue directly on top of the Van Ness MUNI metro station and adjacent to 
the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit Stop. The Project is less than half a mile from the Civic Center BART 
Station, allowing connections to neighl?orhoods throughout the City, the East Bay, and the Peninsula. 
Additionally, the Project provides 366 bicycle parking spaces (304 Class 1, 62 Class 2) with a convenient, 
safe bike storage room on the second level [with both independent and valet access via a dedicated bike 
elevator], encouraging bicycles as a mode of transportation. As discussed above, the Project .will be 
providing a significant amount of new market rate housing, and funding the construction of permanently 
affordable housing within 113 mile of the Project site via a directed in lieu fee subject to a letter and the 
conditions set forth therein from the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development, including 
the requirement far an independent environmental review of the Octavia BMR Project under the CEQA. 
Because the proposed Project is located at one of the most transit-rich intersections in San Francisco, 
providing connections to all areas of the City and to the larger regional transportation network (MUNI, 
BART, Golden Gate Transit and SamTrans), is adjacent to the Market Street bikeway, and within a short 
walking distance of the Central Market; SOMA and Downtown employment centers, a substantial 
majority of trips generated by the proposer! project should be by transit, bicycle or foot, reducing the impact 
of automobi1e traffic on MUNI transit service. In addition, a wide range of neighborhood services are 
located within a short walking distance of the Project site, further reducing the need for private automobile 
trips. Additionally, the Project's parking will only be accessible by valet via two car elevators, further 
discouraging daily use. 

OBJECTIVE 5: 

ENSURE TIIAT ALL RESIDENTS HA VE. EQUAL ACCESS TO AVAILABLE UNITS. 

Policy5.4 

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 Policij. The Project would create 304 dwelling units, of which 54 (18%) are 
studios, 96 (32%) are one bedrooms, 135 (44%) are two bedrooms, 16 (5%) are three bedrooms and 3 (1%) 
are four-bedroom units. 

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 secure funding for permanently affordable housing btJ 
paying a "directed" in-lieu fee under the City's Affordable Inclusiona1y Housing Ordinance, pursuant to a 
letter with MOHCD, which, subject to the satisfaction of certain conditions, including independent 
environmental review of the ''Octavia BMR Project", will be used to fund the future production of 
approximately 72 · 100% below market rate (BMR) housing units, including approximately.16 BMR units 
of TAY housing, withfoa 1/3 mile of the Project. This represents approximately 24% of the total market
rate units at the proposed Project. In addition to the Planning Code Section 415 affordable housing fees. 
"directed" to the Octavia BMR Project, the Project wt1l also pay project would pay approximately an 
additional $6.1 mi1lion in Mar~t-Octavia Affordable Housing Fees and Van Ness & Market Affordable 
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Housing Fees. These· additional affordable housing fees, in turn, will fund the construction of new, 
permanently affordable BMR housing elsewhere in the City. 

OBJECTIVE 11: 

SpPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF ' SAN 
FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS. 

Policy11.1 

Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, 
fleXI'bfilty, and innovative design, and respects existingrleighborhood character .. 

Policyll.2 

Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals 

Policy'll.3 

Ensme growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing 
resi9,ential neighborhood character. 

Policyll.4 

Centinue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and 
density plan and the General Plan. 

Policyll.6 

Foster a sense of community through architectural design, using features that promote 
community interactio.n. 

The Project supports these policies. The Project would create 304 dweliing units in the immediate vicinity 
of existing residential and office buz1dings. The Project's design upholds the Planning Department's 
storefront transparency guidelines btj ensuring . that at least 60 percent of the non-residential active 
frontages· are transparent (meeting Planning Code requirements), better activating Van Ness Avenue, 
Market Street and Oak Street. Additionally, the Project provides publicly accessible apen space in the form 
of improved streetscape improvements · bei;ond the existing sidewalk and within the private p1'opertlJ line 
directly adjacent to the proposed Project, which will be activated with the 304 residential units, ground
floor retail space, and kiosks within the Plaza (subject to the approval of an In-Kind Fee Waiver 
Agreement). The Project would also visually enhance the immediate neighborhood and the surrounding 
Downtown area by removing the existing surface parki1ig lot and underutilized commercial buildings and 

· replacing them with a beautifully designed residential bui1ding. In addition, the replacement of a surface 
public parking lot with below grade private accessory parking spaces will bring the site into greater 
confonnity with current Planning Code and urban design principles. 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

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

Policy1.3 

Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that characterizes the city 
and its districts. 

OBJECTIVE 3: 

MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO CO:MPLEMENT THE CITY 
PATTERN, THE RESOURCES TO BE CONSERVED, AND THE NEIGHBORHOOD 
ENVffiONMENT. 

Policy3.1 

Promote h~mony in the visual relationships and transitions between new and older buildings. 

Policy3.6 

Relate the bulk of buildings to the prevailing scale of development to avoid an overwhelnring or 
-dominating appearance in new construction. 

11te Project meets the aforementioned objectives and policies btJ emplmJing design. that both relates to 
existing development in the n£ighborhood while also emphasizing a pattern that gives its neighborhoods an 
image and means of orientation. The Project Site is located in a neighborhood of mid- to high-rise, mixed
use buildings both residential and commercial in nature. A cohesive design. ar pattern does not exist; 
however, tlte Project is located at the heart of the Hub, which harkens back to a well-known neighborhood 
near the intersections of Market Street with Valencia, Haight and Gough Streets. This Project is consistent 
with the design and land use goals of those proposed in the Hub Area Plan as well as those articulated in 
the Market and Octavia Area Plan. 

The building's form is characterized by a 120-foot podium and tower portion above that rises to 400-feet 
tall, excluding the parapet and el.evator shaft. ·The tower form has been shaped by wind mitigation efforts in 
addition to zoning requirements and a desire for an iconic sculptural, yet simple curved form. The focus of 
the tower is on the diagonal "cuts" at the base, amenity, and parapet levels. These cuts are designed to 
expose the residential character of the tower both in scal.e and materiality. The far;ades provide an elegant 
"tapestry" with recessed windows, subtle faceting, materiality, and scale reminiscent of older residential 
towers and the historjc white masomy buildings of the Civic Center district, particularly the adjacent 25 
Van Ness building (a historic former Masonic Temple). The size and location of the openings van; in 
relation to site factors (wind, sun, and views) and the interior layout to reflect the natural rhythms of a 
residential neighborhood. 

The Plaza, created by pulling the tower away fram Van Ness ·Avenue, will be both an important public 
space along the Market St. corridor, and a neighborhood and building amenity. It is conceived as an 
outdoor living room with formal and informal events, cafe dining, and retail kiosks (subject to the approval 
ofan In-Kind Fee Waiver Agreement). T1ze raised planters and seating elements create cues for pedestrian 
circulation and programmatic ~oning. The plantings draw from California's rich flora with a few, non
native additions proven to thrive in urban conditions. Led biJ artists Dan Goods and David Delgado, tlze 
overhead wind mitigating element has evolved into a kinetic art sculpture that celebrates the "Invisible 
River" of wind flowing around the tower and through the plaza. 
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The scale of the building is consistent with heights pennitted blj the zoning district in which the Project is 
located and with other buildings proposed if!. the vicinity, including the project at 1500 Mission Street, 
which will include a residential tower that also rises to 400- feet tall. 

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECI:IVE 1: 

MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTII AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE 
TOTAL CTIY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT. 

Policyl.1 

Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable 
consequences. Discourage development that has substantial undesirable consequences that 
cannot be mitigated. · 

Policyl.2 

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

Policyl.3 

Locate commercial andindustrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial 
land use plan. 

The Project Supports these Objectives and Policies. The P_roject would add up ta 4,110 square feet of new 
· commercial space intended to serve residents in the building and surrounding neighborhood, and would 

also include retail kiosks (subject to the approval of an In-Kind Fee Waiver Agreement) within the proposed 
Oak plaza. Retail is encouraged and principally permitted on the ground floor of buildings . in the 
Downtown -General Dis.trict, 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 CTIY AND OTHER 
PARTS OF THE REGION WHILE MAlNTAINING THE HIGH QUALITY LIVING 
ENVIRONMENT OF THE BAY AREA. 

Policyl,2: 

Ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians throughout the city. 

A primary objective of the proposed Project is to create a pedestrian-oriented environment at the Project 
Site that greatly enhances the pedestrian experience and encourages walking as a principal means of 
transportation. Proposed improvements to the sidewalks would improve pedestrian safety, including the 
construction of a public plaza, generous sidewalks and other traffic calming measures to reduce vehicular 
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speed. In addition to the creation of a public plaza, 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 enha:nce the pedestrian experience. The 
Project tower is set back approxima"tely 17'-8" and the ground floor is set back approximately 28'-0" from 
the Van Ness property line; providing a generous 43'-10" wide open space. Wind canopies will be placed 
around the base of the building tower, providing protection to pedestrians against the neighborhood's 
windy conditions. A wind canopy will also be constructed in Fox Plaza to protect pedestrians against 
ground level wind conditions. A Traffic Impact Study projected that at peak hours, up to approximately 
1,200 pedestrians would pass through the intersection of Van Ness and Market Street. The proposed open 
space provided by the Project directly across the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit boarding island will help 
create a pedestrian-friendly environment for the significant increase in pedestrians, particularly during 
peak hours. 

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

Policy 1. 6: 
Ensu:re 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 need{! of the future residents so as to not overburden the surrounding 
neighborhood parking. However, the parking that is being provided will not generate substantial traffic 
that would. adversely impact pedes'trian, transit, or bicycle movement. Because the proposed Project is 
located at one of the most transit-rich intersections in San Francisco, providing connections to all areas of 
the City and to the larger regional transportation network, is adjacent to the Market Street bikeway, and 
within a short walking distance of the Central Market, SO.MA and Downtown employment centers, a 
substantial majority of trips generated bi; the proposed project should be by transit, bicycle or foot, 
reducing the impact of automobile traffic on MUNI transit service. In addition, a wide range of 
neighborhood services are located within a sh01t walking distance of the Project site, further reducing the 
need for private autonwbile trips. Additionally, the Project's parking will only be accessible btJ valet via 
two car elevators, further discouraging daz1y use. Thus, the Project would provide a merely sufficient 
rather than excessive amount of parking in order to accommodate the parldng needs of the future residents 
of the Project and the neighborhood, while still supporting and encouraging walking, bicycle travel and 
public transit use. 

OBJECTIVE 2: 

USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYS~M AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND 
IMI'ROVING THE ENVIRONMENT. 

Policy2.1: 

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

Policy 2.2: 
Reduce pollution,. noise and energy consumption. 
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The Project would promote Objective 2 and its associated policies by constructing a residential building 
. with ground floor rrlail in the Downtown Core, which js among the most transit rich areas of the City. The 

Project would provide 0.45 parking spaces per dwelling, a lower ratio than the maximum amount 
conditionally permitted under the Code, and will not provide any parking for the proposed retat1 uses, and 
all of these parki.ng spaces would be located underground, with the exception of one van-accessfble space for 
persons with disabilities, and thus would be less intrusive from an urban design standpoint. 

OBJECTIVE 11: 

ESTABLISH PUBLIC TRANSIT AS THE PRIMARY MODE OF TRANSPORTATION IN SAN 
FRANOSCO AND AS A MEANS THROUGH WHICH TO GUIDE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 
AND IMPROVE REGIONAL MOBILITY AND A.IR 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 
buildi!lg are expected to rely heavily on public transit, bici;cling, or walking for the majority of their daily 
trips. The project includes bicycle parking for 366 bicycles (304 Class 1, 62 Class 2). Within a few blocks 
of the Project Site, there is an abundance of local and -regional transit lines, including MUNI bus· unes, 
MUNI Metro rai1 lines and BART, Golden Gate Tra1J,sit and SamTrans. Additionally, such transit lines 
provide access to AC Transit (Transbay Terminal) and Cal Train. 

DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 

MANAGE ECONO:MJC GROWIH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF lHE 
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT. 

Policyl.1 

Encourage development which produces substantial net _benej;its and :minimizes undesirable 
consequences. Discourage development which has substar:itial undesirable consequences which 
cannot be mitigated. 

The Project would bring additional housing into a neighborhood that is.well served IJ!J public transit in a 
central Downtown/Civic Center location. T1ze Project would not diBplace any housing because the existing 
uses at the Project Site are a surface public parking lot and two c.ommercial buildings. The Project would 
. improve the existing character of the neighborhood by removing the existing surface public parking lot and 
provide substantial public realm benefits with the development of a public plaza and related streetscape 
improvements that-would enhance the pedestrian experience both at the Project site and the surri:nmding 
neighborhood. The proposed retail space is consistent and compatible 1..vith the existing retail uses in the 
neighborhood and is also consistent with the pedestrian-ftiendly uses in the immediate neighborhood and 
the downtown core. Additionally, the Project would create a more pedestrian-friendly environment in the 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNINQ DEPARYMENT 29 

1459 



Motion No.19943. 
Hearing Date; June 1S, 2017 

-CASE NO. 2009.0159EGPAMAPDNXGUAVARK 
1540 Market Street 

immediate neighborhood by providing publicly accessible open space improvementi; directly fronting the 
Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit boarding platform. The Project therefore creates substantial net benefits for 
the City with minimal undesirable consequences. 

OBJECTIVE 7: 

EXPAND TIIE SUPPLY OF HOUSING IN AND ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN. 

Policy7.1 

Promote the inclusion of housing in downtown commercial developments. 

Policy7.2 

Facilitate conversion of underused industrial and commercial areas to residential use. 

The Project would demolish a surface parking lot and two commercial buz1dings and construct a 304-unit 
residential buz1ding within a transit rich neighborhood and easy commuting distance of downtown jobs. 
The Project would also include approximately 4,110 square feet of ground floor retail space as well as retail 
kiosks (subject to the approval of an In-Kind Fee Waiver Agreement) within the proposed plaza,. which 
woulq. provide services to the immediate neighborhood, and would create pedestrian~oriented, active uses on 
Market and Van Ness Stref!ts. The Project would further greatiy enhance the public realm by including a 
public plaza and significant streetscape improvements. 

OBJECTIVE 16: 

CREATE AND MAINTAIN ATIRACTIVE, INTERESTING URBAN STREETSCAPES. 

Policy16.4 

use designs and materials and include amenities at the ground floor to create pedestrian interest. 

The Project would promote Objecti.ve 16 btJ including a ground floor retail use and a public plaza which 
would promote pedestrian traffic in the vicinity. The retail space and the public plaza would increase the 
usefulness of the vicinity surrounding the Project Site to pedestrians.and serve to calm th~ speed of traffic 
on the street. The Project would provide floor-to-ceiling, transparent windows in the proposed retail space, 
along with outdoor seating associated with the retaz1, inviting pedestrians. The sidewalk area surt01,(.nding 
the Project Site would ·be improved with bicycle racks~ landscaping, seating, high quality materials and 
protective wind canopies that will be artfully sculpted. In general, the Project would increase the usefulness 
of the area surrounding the Project Site to pedestrians and bicyclists by creating an area of respite for those 
waiting for transit and I or are passing through. 

OBJECTIVE 18: 
ENSURE THAT THE NUMBER OF AUTO TRIPS TO AND FROM DOWNTOWN WILL NOT BE 
DETRIMENTALT01HEGROW1BORAMENITYOFD0WNTOWN 

Policy 18.3: . 
Discourage new long-term commuter parking spaces in and around downtown. Limit long-term 
parking spaces serving downtown to the number that already exists. 
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Policy 18.5: 
Discourage proliferation of surface parking as an interim use; particularly where sound 
residential, commercial, or industrial buildings would be demolished. 

The Project would not conflict with Objective 18 of the Downtown Plan, because it does not propose· any 
new long-term commuter parking, or any new long-term parking. Instead, the Project woul.d serve the 
needs of future residents at the Project. In addition, the Project will bring tire site ii~to greater confonnihJ 
with the Downtown Plan bt; removing surface parldng lot and replacing it with a high rise residential 
building with ground floor retail and a public plaza. 

MARKET AND OCTAVIA PLAN 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE ll: 
CREATE A LAND USE PLAN: THAT EMBRACES THE MARKET AND OCTA VIA 
NEIGHBORHOOD'S POTENTIAL AS A MIXED- USE URBAN NEIGHBORHOOD 

Policyl.1.2: 

Concentrate more intense uses and activities in those areas best served by transit and most 

accessible ~n foot · 

Policy 1.1.5: 
.Reinforce the importance of Market Street as the city's cultural and ceremonial spine. 

The Project will reinforce the importance of Market Street as the City's cultural and ceremonial 
spine, as well as its position as the front porch to the Civic Center Perfo11ning and Cti:ltmal Arts 
District, by .including approximately 4,110 square feet of active ground floor retiill. uses, and 
creating approximately 16,050 square feet of enhanced public realm improvements, including ·a 
publicly accessible pedestrian.plaza that would activate the public realm along Market Street and 

Van Ness A venue. The proposed streetscape improvements would include a shared-public-way 
along Oak Street, and new widened sidewalks on both sides of Oak Street, with new bike racks, 
public seating, planters and street trees, public al't, and performance areas. Additionally, subject to 
the approval of an In-Kind Fee Waiver Agreement, the proposed streetscape improvements would also 
include several retail. kiosks on the north side of Oak Street, as well as movable seating and sidewalk . 
replacement along Van Ness Avenue. Thus, the Project will provide ground-floor activities that are 
public in nature and contribute to the life of the street. 

OBJECTIVE 1.2: 
ENCOURAGE URBAN FORM THAT REINFORCES TIIE PLAN AREA'S UNIQUE PLACE IN 

THE OTY'S LARGER URBAN FORM AND STRENGTIIENS ITS PHYSICAL FABRIC.AND 
CHARACTER 

Policy 1.2.2: 
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Maximize housing ppportunities and encourage high- quality commercial spaces on the ground 
floor. 

Policy 1.2.5: 
Mark the mtersecti.on of Van Ness A venue and Market Street as a visual landmark. 

The Project is located within an existing high- density urban context and would transfonn underutilized 
retai1/ office buildings and parking lot into high- density housing and ground-floor retail that has a 
multitud.e of transportation options. The Project includes a mix of one-, two-, three- and four- bedroom 
units, and approximately 4,110 square feet of ground floor retail. 

OBJECTIVE 2.2: 

ENCOURAGE CONSTRUCTION OF RESIDENTIAL INFILL THROUGHOUT TIIE 
. PLAN AREA. 

Policy 2.2.2: 

Ensme a mix of unit sizes is built in new development and is maintamed in existmg housing 
stock. 

Policy 2.2.4: 

Encourage new housing above ground- floor commercial uses in new development and in 
expansion of existing commercial buildings. 

The proposed Project includes 304 dwelling units and approximately 4,110 square feet of ground floor 
retail that wraps around the ground floor along Market Street, Van Ness Avenue and Oak Street. The 
Project includes a mix the following dwelling. unit mix: 54 studio units (18%), 96 one-bedroom units 
(32%); 135 two-bedroom units (44%); 16 three-bedroom units (5%) and 3 four-bedroom units (1%), which 
helps maintain the diversity of the City's housing stock. The Project would demolish a surface-parking lot 
and, two underutz1ized commercial buildings and construct a beautifully designed 304-unit residential 
building at the intersection or Market and Van Ness Streets within a transit rich neighborhood and easy 
cmnmutihg distance of downtown jobs. The Project would also include approximately 4,110 sq. ft. of 
ground floor retail space, which would provide services to the immediate neighborhood, and would create 
pedestrian-oriented, active uses on Market and Van Ness Streets. By adding a high-quality public plaza 
and streetscape improvements in accordance with the Market and Octavia Area Plan, Design Standards, 
the proposed Project would build on the positive traits of the Hayes Valley neighborhood, extendi~g its 
walkable scale outward toward the Van Ness and Market intersection. 

OBJECTIVE2~: . 
PRESERVE AND ENHANCE EXISTING SOUND HOUSING STOCK 

The Project would not conflict with Objective 2.3 because no housing currently exists at the Project site; 
therefore, development of th!! Project will not displace any existing housing. 
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OBJECTIVE 4.1: 
PROVIDE SAFE AND COMFORTABLE PUBLlC RIGHTS OF WAY FOR PEDESTRIAN USE 
AND IMPROVE THE PUBLIC LIFE OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD. 

Policy 4.1.1: 
Widen sidewalks and shorten pedestrian crossings with corner plazas and boldly Jrull:ked 
crosswalks where possible without affecting traffic lanes. Where such improvements may reduce 
lanes, the improvements should first be studied. 

The One Oak Project has proposed pro-active measures to calm traffic, impi-ove walkability and pedestrian 
safety in the neighborhood, consistent with and in support of the City's Vision Zero policy. The Project 
includes slow street improvements, a raised table crosswalk at the Yan Ness Avenue entrance to Oak 
Street, widened sidewalks on both the south and north sides of Oak Street, enhanced shared-public-way 
surface treatments to identifiJ the street as part of the pedestrian realm, additional plaza and s.treet lighting, 
62 public Class-2 bike parking spaces, widening the crosswalk from the new BRT Plaifonn to the site, and a 
new Muni elevator enclosure. The proposed Project has earned conditional GreenTRIP Platinum 
Certification from Transform - a California 501(c)(3) public interest organization (www.transformca.org) 
- for the Project's safetlJ improvements and transportation amenities. The proposed Project will be the 
first condominium project in San Francisco to meet Green TRIP Platinum requirements. 

OBJECTIVE 5.1: 

IMPROVE PUBLIC TRANSIT TO MAKE IT MORE RELIABLE, ATTRACTI.VE, 
CONVENIENT, AND RESPONSIVE TO INCREASING DEMAND. 

Policy 5.1.2: 

Restrict curb cuts on transit- preferential streets. 

OBJECTIVE 5.2: 

DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT PARKING POLICIES FOR AREAS WELL SERVED BY 
PUBLIC TRANSIT THAT ENCOURAGE TRAVEL BY PUBLIC TRANSIT AND 
ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION MODES AND REDUCE TRAFFIC CONGESTION. 

Policy 5.2.3: 

Mitrlmize the negative impacts of parking on neighborhood quality. 

OBJECTIVE 5.3: 

ELIMINATE OR REDU<;:E THE NEGATIVE IMPACT OF PARKING ON THE PHYSICAL 
CHARACTER AND QUALITY OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD. 

Policy 5.3.1: 
Encourage the fronts of buildings to be lined with active uses and, where parking is provided, 
require that it be setback and screened from the street. 
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M.arket Street and Van Ness Avenue are considered transit- preferential streets. Accordingly, all off
street parking arzd loading access is being directed to Oak Street. All parking wi1l be located below grade, 
with the exception of one van-accessible space for persons with disabilities, improving the Project's urban 
design by minimizi.ng street frontages devoted to vehicular uses and also bringing the site into greater 
confonnity with the Market and Octavia Plan bt; removing the surface parking lot. The street- level design 
of the Project provides mostly active uses including 4,110 square feet of retail along Market Street, Van 
Ness Avenue and Oak Street. 

9. Planning Code Section 101.l(b) establishes eight ptiority-planning policies at).d 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 eD1ployment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced. 

The Project supports this polictJ, The pro-posed 304 residential units will house approximately 550 to 
700 new residents that'will patronize new and existing neighborhood-serving retail uses. In addition, 
the proposed pi:ojed would add approximately 3,210-sf of net new retail/restaurant space, replacing the 
existing 900...sf donut shop with a 4,110-sf restaurantlretm1 space, increasing future opportuniti..es for 
resident emplm;ment in the service sector. T11e Project would further enhance neigliborhood-serving 
retail by adding an approximately 16,050 square foot public pedestrian plaza which could strengthen 
nearbt; neighborhood retail uses by attracting pedestrians and papsersby and broadening, the consumer 
base and demand for existing neighborhood-serving retm1 services. 

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 improve the existing .character of the neighborhood by providing more pedestrian
friendly uses, including publicly accessible open space· immediately adjacent to the site and across from 
the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit platform. No housing would be displaced because the existing 
structures contain offices and retaz1 uses. The proposed retail space presents an opportunity for small 
business owners, helping to preserve the cultural and.economic diversity of our neighborhoods. The 
Market and Van Ness intersection is generally characterized as an area lacking positive neighborhood 
character, whereas the nearby Hayes ValletJ neighborhood is generally recognized as a desirable 
neighborhood, characterized by a mix of residential, cultural, and retaz1 uses. By adding new housing, 
neighborhood-serving retail space, and a high-qualitiJ public plaza in accordance with the Market and 
Octavia Area Plan Design Standards, the pro-posed project would build on the positive traits of the 
Hayes Vallet; neigliborhood, extending its walkable scale outward toward the Van Ness and Market 
intersection. The Project woulcl further improve the existing ch.aracter of the neighborhood by 
removing the suiface public parking lot. 

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enha?-ced, 

SAIi FRANOISOO 

There is currently no housing on the site, therefore, no affordable housing would-be lost as part of this 
Project. The Project enhances the City's supply of affordable housing by contributing to the 
Inclusionary Housing Fund and directing the contribution to the development of 72 pennanently 
Below Market Rate units on Octavia Boulevard Parcels "R", "S" and "U", subject to a letter 
agreement and the conditions set forth therein from the MOH. This represents approximately 24% of 
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the total market-rite units at the proposed Project. Accordingly, although the Octavia BMR Project is 
a separate project requiring further approvals, including independent environmental review, its 
P!'oximitlJ to the project site and the convei1ance of the development rights to MOHCD for use as 
affordable housing sites represents a significant contribution to the development of affordable housing 
in the Project's immediate neighborhood. In addition to the Planning Code. Section 415 .affordable 
housing fees "directed" to the Octavia BMR Project, the Project will also pay project would pay an 
additional approximately $6.1 mi1lion in Market-Octavia Affordable Housing Fees and Van Ness & 
Market SUD Affordable Housing Fees. These additional affordable housing fees, in turn, will Jund the 
construction of new, permanently affordable BMR housing elsewhere in the CitlJ. 

D. That commuter tr.;.ffi.c not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 
neighborhood parldng. 

The Project would not impede MUNI transit service or overburden . local streets or parking. The 
Project is located along a major transit corridor that would promote rather than impede the use of 
MUNI transit service. Future residents and emplot;ees of the Project could access both the existing 
MUNI rat1 and bus services as well as the BART S!Jstem. The Project also provides a sufficient 
amount off-street parking for future residents so that neighborhood parking will not be overburdened 
by the addition of new residents and building users. The project would also eliminate an existing 47-
space surface commercial parking lot, reducing a potential source of vehicle trips to and from the site. 
The entrance to the proposed automobile and bictJcle drop-off area would be located on Oak Street 
where no transit lines exist. The proposed project would also provide enhanced pedestrian access to the 
MUNI Metro Van Ness Station and the new Van Nf!ss BRT Station to be located at tlie intersection of 
Van Ness and Market In; constructing a high quality pedestrian plaza and a new weather protected 
enciosure for the MUNI Metro Station elevator. 

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 £or 
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

The Project would not displace any industrial or service sectors and does not include com1nercial office 
development. Further, the proposed ground-floor retail space provides future opportunities for resident 
emplmJment and ownership. 

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

11ie 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 buz1ding codes to ensure a high level of seismic safeh;. In addition, the proposed 
Project would replace two older buildings, built in 1920 and 1980, that do not comply with current 
seismic safety standards. 

'. G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

There are no landmarks or historic buildings on-site. 

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

The Project would cast approximately 23 minutes of shadow onto Patricia's Green during the dates of. 
maximum shading, particularly during morning hours. It was observed that the park is most intensely 
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used durint lunch hours. Accordingly, the additional shading on Patricia's Green was determined not 
to create a significant and unavoidable impact, nor adversely impact the use of the park. The Project 
would cast approximately 22 minutes of shadow onto Page and Laguna Mini Park during the dates of 
maximum shading, parti.cul,arly during morning hours. It was observed that the intensity of the park 
usage was very low. Accordingly, the additional shading on Page and Laguna Mini Park was 
detennined not to create a significant and unavoidable impact, nor adversely impact the use of the 
Park. 

In addition, the proposed project will create a new publicly accessible open space on Oak Street and on 
a portion of the project site, substantially enhancing public open space. The requested shift of 
designated height zones due to the shift of the tower to the west is to allow greater open space and 
access to sunlight at this important civic intersection fronting Van Ness Aven'll,e and Market Street. 

10. The Commission made and adopted environmental findings by its Motion No. 19939, which are 
incorporated by reference as though fully set forth herein, regarding the Project description and 
objectives, significant impacts, significant and unavoidable impacts, mitigation measures and 
alternatives, and a statement of overriding considerations, based. on substantial evidence in the 
whole record of this proceeding and pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, 
Section 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administratiye Code ("Chapter 
31 "). The Commission adopted these findings as required by CEQA, separate and apart from the 
Commission's certification of the Project's Final BIR, ·which the Commission certified prior lo 
adopting the CEQA findings. 

11. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code 
provided under Section 101.1 (i,) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character 
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development. 

12. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Downto.w:o·Project Authorization and Request 
for Exceptions would promote the health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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Motion No. 1994:3 
Hea.rin.g Date: June 15, 2017 

CASE NO. 200.9;01S9EGPAMAPONXCUAVARK 
1540-Market Street 

DECISION 

That based upon the Record, ~e 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 ~bmitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Downtown Project 
Authorization Application No. 2014-000362ENVGP AMAPDNXCUA V ARK subject to the followmg 
conditions attached hereto as "EXHIBIT A" in gener.al conformance with plans on file, dated May 15, _2017 
and stamped "EXHIBIT B", which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth. 

Tiie Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the FEIR and the record as a whole and 
incorporates by reference herein the CEQA Findings cont;rined in Motion No. 19939 and MMRP, included 

as Attachment B. All required mitigation and improvement measures_ identifi~d in Attachment B of 
Motion No. 19939 are included as conditions of approval. 

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Section 309 

Determination of Compliance an!l Request for Exceptions to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) 

days afterJhe date of this Motion. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if 
not appealed OR the date of the decision of the Board of Appeals if appealed to the Board of Appeals. 
For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals in person at 1650 Mission Street, Room · 

304, San Fra11-cisco, CA 94103, or call (415) 575-6880. 

Protest of Fee or Exaction: You ·may protest any fee or exaction subject to Gover.nme..11t 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 fust 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 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-comme..""lce the 90-day approveµ period. 

;1tL r that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on June 15, 2017. 

Commission Secretary 

AYES: 

NAYS: 

SAil FBANCISCO . 

Commissioners Hillis, Johnson, Melgar, Moore, Richards 

Commissioner Koppel 
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Motton No. 19943 
Hearing D~te: June 1S1 2-017 

AUTHORIZATION 

CASE NO. 2009.0159EGPAMAPDNXCUAVARK 
1540 Market Street 

EXHIBIT A 

This authorization is for a Downtown Project Authorization and Request for Exceptions relating to a 
Project that wcmld demolish an existing four-story office building at 1540 Market Street, a three-story 

retail building at 1500 Market Street (d.b.a. All Star Cafe) and an approximately 47-space commercial 

surface parking lot to construct a 40-story, 400-foot tall, 304-unit residential building containing 

approximately 4,1W square feet of ground floor retail pursuant to Planning Code Sections 309, 134, 
249.33(b)(5), and 148, on Assessor's Block 0836,· Lots 001, 002, 003, 004, and 005 witltln the C-3-G, 

Downtown-General Zoning District and the proposed 120-R-2 and 120/400-R-2 Height and Bulle Districts; 

in general conformance with plans dated' May 15, 2017, and stamped "EXHIBIT B" included in the 

docket for Case no. 2009-0159EGP AMAPDNXCUA VAR.K and subject to conditions of approval 
reviewed and approved by the Commission on June 15, 2017 under Motion No. 19943. The proposed 

Project includes a proposed Zoning Map amendment to allow for a height swap between parcels 001 and 

005, and a General Plan Amendment.amending Map 3 of the Market and Octavia Area Plan and Map 5 of 

the Downtown Area Plan to ensure consistency with the proposed Zoning Map amendment. 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 
Comm:issior1- on June 15, 2017 under Motion No. 19943. 

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Com:mis1:1ion Motion No. 19943 shall be 

reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit 

· application £or the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference the Downtown 

Project Authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications. 

SEVERABILliY 

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirenlents. 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. 11Project Sponsor" shall include any subsequent 
responsible party. 
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Motion No. 1.a~4$ 
Hec1rlng Dat.e; June.15, 2017 

CAS;E NO. 2009.01596GPAMAPDh1~CUAVARK 
154Q Ma.rket Street 

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 Downtown Project Authorization. 

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 date that the Planning Code text amendment{s) and/or. Zorring Map amendment(s} 
become effective: 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 co7!1.pliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.~f:-planning.org 

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

3. Diligent Pursuit Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must.commence 
within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued 
diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider 
revoking the·approval if more than three (3) years have passed since the date that the Planrung 
Code text amendment(s) and/or Zorring Map ~endment(s) became effective. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.s.,f:-planning.org 

4. ·Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of 
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 causea' delay. · 

For information .about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplanning.org 
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Motion No. 1.9943 
Hec,1,ring Date, June 15, 2017 

CASE NO. 2009,0159EGPAMAPDN~CUAVARK 
1540 Market Street 

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

6. Floor Area Ratio. l'ursuant to the Floor Area Ratio limits '(FAR) per Sections 123, 249.33(b)(6)(B), 
. and 424, the Project is required to make a payment to the Van Ness and Market Residential 
Special Use District Affordable Housing Fund for floor area that exceeds the base FAR of 6.0:1 
and up to a maximum FAR of 9.0:t For portions ofthe Project that exceed an FAR of 9.0:1, the 
Project must contribute to the Van Ness and Market Neighborhood Infrastrucl:Ure Fee; provided, 
however, that the Project Sponsor may elect to directly provide tonununity improvements to the 
City. In such a case, the City may enter into an In-Kind Impi;ovements· Agreement with the 
sponsor and issue a fee waiver fi:om the payment of the Van Ness and Market Neighborhood 
Infrastructure Fee from the Planning Commission, subject to the rules and requirements set forth 
in Section 424.3. 
For information about compliance, contact the Planning Department at 415-558-6378, www.sf
planning.org 

7. Market Octavia Community Improvements Fund. The Project is ·subject to the lv!arket and 
Octavia Community Improvements Fee, as applicable, pursuant to Pl~g Code Section 421. 
The Project Sponsor has requested an In-Kind Fee Waiver for a portion of these fees to off-set 
cerbnn improvements within the Plaza 
For infomzatwn about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Plflnning · Department at 415-558-63!8, 
www.sf.-planning.org · 

8. Market Octavia Affordable Housing Fee. The Project is subject to the Market and Octavia 
Affordable Housing Fee, as applicable, pursuant tci Plarrrring Code Section 416. 
For infamiation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf.-planning.org 

9. Market and Octavia - Van Ness & Market Street Affordable Housing and Neighborhood 
Infrastructure ·Fee. The.Project is,subject to the Market and Octavia - Van Ness & Market 
Affordable Housing Fee and Neighborhood Infrastructure Fee, as applicable, pursuant to 
Planning Code Section 424.3. The Project Sponsor has requested an In-Kind Fee Waiver for a 
portion of the Neighborhood Infrastructure fees to off-set certain improvements within the Plaza 
Far information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplanning.org 

10. Improvement and Mitigation Measures. Improvement and Mitigation measures described in 
the MMRP attached as Attachment B of the CEQA Findings contained in Motion No. 19939 
associated with the Subject Project are necessary to avoid. potential significant impacts and 
further reduce less-than-significant impacts of the Project and have been agreed to by the Project 
Sponsor. Implementation of the Improvement and Mitigation measures is a condition of Project 
approval 
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For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575--6863, 
www.~f..planning.org. · · 

ENTERTAINMENT COMMISSION - NOISE ATTENUATION CONDITIONS 

Chapter 116 Residential Projects. The Project Sponsor shall comply with the "Recommended Noise 
Attenuation Conditions for Chapter 116 · Residential Projects," which were recommended by the 
Entertainment Commission at a hearing held for the project on November 1, 2016. These conditions state:-

11. Community Outreach. Project Sponsor shall irtclude in its community outreach process any 
businesses located within 300 feet of the proposed project that operate between the hours of 9PM 
and 5AM. Notice shall be made in person, written or electroni<;: form. 

12. Sound Study. Project sponsor shall conduq: an acoustical sound study, which shall include 
sound readings taken when performances are taking place at the proximate Places of 
Entertainment, as well as when patrons arrive and leave these locations at closing time. Readings 
should be taken at locations that most accurately capture sound from the Place of Entertainment 
to best of their ability. Any recon'unendation(s) in the sound study regarding window glaze 
ratings and soundproofing materials including but not limited to walls, doors, roofing,. etc. sha 11 
be given highest consideration by the project sponsor when designing and building the project. 

13. Design Considerations. 
a. During design phase, project sponsor shall consider the entrance and egress location and 

paths of travel at the Place(s) of Entertainment in designing the location of (a) any 
entrance/egress for the residential building and (b). any parking garage in the building. 

b: In designing doors, windows, and other openings for the residential builq.ing, project 
sponsor should consider the POE' s operations and noise during all hours of the day and 

•night. . 

14. Construction Impacts. Project sponsor shall communicate. with adjacent or nearby Place(s) of 
Entertainment as to the construction schedule, daytime and nighttime, and consider how this 
schedule and any storage of construction materials may impact the POE operations'. 

15. Communication. Project Sponsor shall make a cell phone number available to Place(s) of 
Entertainment management during all phases of development through construction. In addition, 

· a line of communication should be created to ongoing building management throughout the 
occupation phase and beyond. 

DESIGN-COMPLIANCE AT f>LAN STAGE 

16. 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. 
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CAsg NQ., 2009.0159EGPAMAPONXCUAVARK 
1540.Market Street 

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

17. 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 fue 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 abaut compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf.planninz.org 

18. Rooftop Mechanical Equipment Pursuant to Planning Code 141, the Project Sponsor shall 
submit a roof plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the architectural 
addendum to the Site Permit application. Rooftop mechanical equipment, if any is proposed as 

part of the Project, is required to be screened so as not tci be visible from any point at or below the 
roof level of the subject building. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf..planning.org 

19.' 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 
pernfit application. 
For infonnation about compliance, · contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
W1.vw.sf-planning.org 

20. Streetscape Plan. 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 Streetscape Plan so that fue plan generally meets the standards 
of :the Better Streets Plan and.all applicable City standards .. The Project Sponsor shall complete 
final design of all required street improvements, including procurement of relevant City permits, 
prior to issuance of first architectural addenda, and shall complete construction of all required 
street improvements prior to issuance of first temporary certificate of occupancy. 
For infonnation about compliance, · contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplanning.org 

21. Open Space Provision - C-3 Districts. Pursuarit to Planning Code Section 138, the Project 
Sponsor shall continue to work with Planning Department staff to refine the design and 
programming of the public open space so that the open space generally meets the standards of 
the Downtown Open Space Guidelines in the Downtown Plan of the General Plan. 
For information about compliance, contact .the Case Planner, Planning Departtizent at 415-558-6378, 
www'.sfplanning.org 

22. Open Space Plaques - C-3 Districts. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138, the Project Sponsor 
shall install the required public open space plaques at each building entrance including the 
standard City logo identifying it; the hours open to the public and contact information for 
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. builcling management. The plaques shall be plainly visible from the public sidewalks on Market, 
Van Ness Avenue and Oak Streets and shall indicate that the open space is accessible to the 
public. Design of the plaques shall utilize the standard templates provided by the Planning 
Department, as available, and shall be approved by the Department staff prior to installation. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner,' Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org_ · · 

23. Signage. The Project Sponsor shall develop a signage program for the Project which shall be 
subject to review and approval by Planning Department staff. An subsequent sign permits shall 
conform to the approved signage program. All exterior signage shall be designed to compliment, 
not compete with, the existing architectural character and architectur~ features of the building. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.~Fplanning.org_ 

24. Transform.er 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 mosi: to least desirable: 

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

b. On-site, in a driveway, underground; 
c. ·On-site, above ground, screened from view, other than a ground floor fa\;ade facing a 

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

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

e. Public right-of-way, underground; and based on' Better Streets Plan guidelines; · 
f. Public right-of-way; above ground, screened from view; and based·on Better Streets Plan 

guidelines; 
g. On-site, in a ground floor fa1;ade (the least desirable location); 

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

25. Overhead Wiring. The Property owner will allow MUNI to install eyebolts in the building 
adjacent to its electric streetcar line to support its overhead wire system if requested by MUNI or 
MTA 
For information about compliance, contact San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), San Francisco 
Municipal Transit Agency (SFMTA), at415-701-4500, www.~fmta.org_ 

26. Noise, Ambient. Interio.r occupiable spaces shall be insulated from ambient noise levels. 
Specifically, in areas identified by the Environmental Protection Element, Mapl, "Background· 
Noise Levels," of the General Plan that exceed the thresholds of Article 29 in the Police Code, 
new developments shall install and maintain glazing wted to a level that insulate interior 
occupiable areas from Background Noise and comply with Title 24. 
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I 

For infonnation about compliance, contact the Environmental Health Section, Department of Public 
Health at ( 415) 252-3800, www.sftl.ph.o1'g 

Tl. Noise. Plans submitted with the building permit application for the approved project shall 
incorporate acoustical insulation and other sound proofing measures to control noise. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf.-planning.org 

28. Odor Control Unit. In order to ensure any significant noxious or offensive odors are prevented 
from escaping the premises once the project is operational, the building permit application to 
implement the project shall include air cleaning or odor . control equipment details and 
manufacturer specifications on the plans. Odor control ducting shall not be applied to the 
primary fa91de of the building. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Oise Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf--planning.org 

PARKING AND TRAFFIC 

29. Parking Maximum. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 15{1, the Project shall provide no more 
than a ratio of 0.25 parking spaces per dwelling unit, as principally permitted parking .. With 304 
dwelling units, a maximum of 7 6 spaces is principally permitted per Planning Code Section 151. 
An additional 76 parking spaces (for a total of up to 152 parking spaces) may be permitted with a 
Conditional Use Authorization. The Project Sponsor may provide up to 136 off-street parking 
spaces, which was authorized under Motion No. 19944. However, if the Project changes from an 
ownership project to a rental project, the Project shall reduce the accessory parking amount to no 
more than the 0.25 ratio. to dwelling units that is principally permitted. The Project must also 
comply with Building Department requirements with respect to parking spaces for persons with 
disabilities. 
For infonna.tion about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-.planning.org 

30. Off-street Loading. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 152.1, the Project shall provide 1 off
street loading space, and spaces for two service vehicles, which may be used to substitute an off
street loading space. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
wurw.sf-planning.org 

31. Car Share. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 166, no less than two car share spaces 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. The car share spaces will be located off-site on a surface 
parking lot at 110 Franklin Street. Should the property at 110 Franklin Street no longer be 
available for such use, the Project Sponsor shall relocate the car share spaces on-site or at an off
site location within 800 feet of the Project Site without disrupting continuity of service, pursuant 
to Planning Code Section 166. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
l'I.ANI\IINO P.!aPARTMENT 45 

1475 



Motion !'fo. 19943 
Hearing O.ate: June 1S, 2011- · 

CASS NO, 200~t01S9EGPAMAPONXCUAVARK 
1 &40 M~rket Street 

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

32. Bicycle Parking (MixedMUse: 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 151 
Oass 1 spaces (151 stalls for Residential Use, 0 stalls for Retail Use) and 20 Gass '2 spaces (15 
stalls for Residential Use, 5 stalls for Retail Use). 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
urww.sf..planning.org · 

33. 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 (SFMfA), the Police Department, the Fire Department, the 
Planning Department, and other construction contractor(s) for any conCUl'rent 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.~f-planning.org 

34. Transportation. Demand Management (IDM). Pursuant to Planning Code Section 169, fhe 
Project shall finalize a TDM Plan prior tu.the issuance of the first Building Permit or Site Permit to 

construct the project and/or commence the approved uses. The Property Owner, and. all 
successors, shall ensure ongoing compliance with the TDM Program for the life of the Project, 
which may include providing a TDM Coordinator, providing access to, City staff for site 
inspections, submitting appropriate documentation, paying application fees associated wiih 
required monitoring and reporting, and other actions. 

Prior to the issuance of the first Building Permit or Site Permit, the Zor)ing 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 £or the subject property to document co~pliance with the TDM 
Program. This Notice shall provide the finalized TDM Plan for the Project:, including the relev-ant 
details associated with each TDM measure ind~ded in the Plan, as well as associated monitoring, 
.reporting, and compliance requirements. . 
For infonnation about compliance, contact t~ Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
WWltJ.~f-.p[anning.org 

PROVISIONS 

35. Anti~Discriminil,tory Housing. The Project shall adhere to the requirements of the Anti
Discriminatory Housing policy, pursuant to Administrative Code Section 1.61. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, · 
. www.~f-planning.org 

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

employment required for the Project. 
For information about complifznce, contact the First Source Hiring Manager at 415-581-2335, 
www.onestopSF.org 

37. transportation Sustainability Fee. The Project is subject to the Transportation Sustainability Fee 
{TSF), as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 41 lA. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

· www.sf"-.planning.org 

38. Child· Care Fee - Residential The Project is subject to the :Residential Child Care Fee, as 
applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 414A. Portions of the :Market Octavia and Van 
Ness Market Community Improvements Funds allocated to Child Care paid by the Project would 

be credited toward payment of the Child Care Fee. 

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

Affordable Units. The following fuclusionary Affordable Housing Requirements are those in effect at 
the time of Planning Commission action. In the event that the requirements .change, the Project Sponsor 
shall comply with the requirements in place at the time of issuance of first construction document. This 
requirement is subject to change tinder pending legislation to modify Planning Code Section 415 which is 
currently under review by the Board of Supervisors (Board File Nos.161351 and 170208). The proposed 
changes to Section 415, which may include but are not limited to modifications to the amount of 
inclusionary housing required onsite or offsite, the methodology of fee calculation, and dwelling unit mix 
requirements, will become effective after approval by the Board of Supervisors. 

39. 'Requirement Pursuant to Planning Code Section 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 .fuclusionary Affordable Housing Program 
Requirement for the principal project. The applicable percentage for this project is twenty percent 
(20%). The Project Sponsor~ pay the applicable Affordable Housing Fee at the time such Fee 
is required to be paid. 
For information about compliance, contact the Ca$e Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,. 
www.sfplanning.org or.the MatJor;s Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500, 
www.sf-moh.org. 

40. Other Conditions. The Project is subject to the req.uirements of the Inclusionary Affordable 
Housing Program under Section 415 et seq. of the Planning Code and the terms of the City and 
County of San Francisco Inclusionary Affordable ·Housing Program Monitoring and Procedures 
Manual ("Procedures Manual"). The Procedures Manual, as amended from time to time, is 
incorporated herein by reference, as published and adopted by the Planning Commission, and as 
required by Planning Code Section 415. Terms used in these conditions of approval and not 
otherwise defined shall have the meanings set forth in the Procedures Manual. A copy of the 
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Procedures Jv.fanual 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:Usf-planrung.otg!Modules/ShowDocument.a~x?documentid:=4451. 

As proVJ.ded 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 infimnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

www.sf...planning.org or tlie Ma.1.Jor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500, 

www.~f...moh.org.. 

a The Project Sponsor must pay fue Fee in full sum to the Development Fee Collection Unit at 
the DBI for use by MOHCD prior to fue issuance of fue first construction document 

b. Prior to the issuance of fue 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 MOH CD or its successor. 

c. If project applicant fails to comply with fue Inclusioilary Affordable Housing Program 
requirement, the Director of DBI shall deny any and all site or building permits or certificates 

of occupancy £or the development project until the Planning Department notifies the Director 
of compliance. A Project Sponsor's failtue to comply ~th the requirements of Planning Code 
Sections 415 et seq. shall constitute cause for the.City to record a lien against the development 
project and to pursue any and all oilier remedies at law. 

OPERATION 

41. Garbage, Recycling, and Composting Receptacles. Garbage, recycling, and compost containers 
shall be kept within the premises and hidden from public view, and placed outside only when 
being serviced by the disposal company. Trash shall be contained and disposed of pursuant to 
garbage and recycling receptacles guidelines set forth by the Department of Public Works. 
For information about campliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works at 415-554-.5810, http://sfdpw.org · 

42. Sidewalk & Streetscape Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to 
the building and all sidewalks abutting the subject property, and the shared street that will be 
provided as part of the Project, in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance with the 
Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. 
For information about compliance, co1itact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works, 415-695-2017, http://sfdpw.org. · 
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43. Noise Control. The premises shall be adequately soundproofed or msulated for noise and 
operated so fixed-source equipment noise shall not exceed the decibel levels specified in the San 

Francisco Noise Control Ordinance. 

For informatio.n about compliance with the fixed mechanical objects such as rooftop air conditioning, 
restaurant ventz1ation S1Jstems, and motors and compressors with acceptable noise levels, contact the 
Environmental Health Section, Department of Public Health at (415) 252-3800, www.efdph.org 
For infonnation about compliance with the construction noise, contact the· Depa1't'ment of Buz1ding 
Inspection,- 415-558-6570, www.sfdbi.org · · 
For infonnation about compliance with the amplified sound including music and television contact the 
Police pepartment at 415-553-0123, www.sfpolice.org 

44. Odor Conb:ol. While it is inevitable that some low level of odor may be detectable to nearby 
residents and passersby, appropriate odor control equipment s1).a]l be installed in conformance 
with the approved plans and maintained to prevent any significant noxious or offensive odors 
from escaping the premises. 
For infomiation about compliance with odor or other chemical air pollutants standards, contact the Bay 
Area Air Quality Management Distrfct, (BAAQMD), 1-800-334-0DOR (6367), www.baa(JWd.gov and 
Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, wiow.~&planning.org 

45. Notices Posted at Bars and Entertainment Venues. Notices urging patrons to leave the 
establishment and neighborhood iri. a quiet, peaceful, and orderly fashion· and to not litter or 

block driveways in the neighborhood, shall be well-lit and prominently displayed at all ~ntrances 
to and exits from the establishment 

For infonnation about compliance, contact the Entertainment Commission, at 415 554-6678, 
www.~fgov.org/eritertainment 

46. Lighting. All Project lighting shall be directed onto the Project site, including the proposed Oak 
Plaia, and immediately surrounding sidewalk area only, and designed and managed so· as not to 

be a nuisance to adjacent residents. Nighttime lighting shall be the minimum necessary to ensure 

safety, but shall in no case be directed so as to constitute a nuisance to any surrounding property. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575~6863, 
www.sfplanning.org 

47. 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 Zonmg Administrator with written notice of the name, business address, and 
telephone number of the community liaison. Should the contact information change, the Zoning 

Administrator shall be made aware of such change. The community liaison shall report to the 
Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and what issues have · 

not been resolved by the Project.Sponsor. 

For· infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org · · 
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48. 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 s~t 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 · 

49. 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, 
wwr.v.~f.-plunning.org 

50. Monitoring. The Project requires monitoring of the conditions of approval in this Motion. The 
· Projec~ Sponsor or the subsequent responsible parties for the Project.shall pay fee~ as established 

under Planning Code Section35l(e) (1) and work with the Planning Department for information 
about compliance. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplanning.org 
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Planning Commission Motion No .. 19944-
HEARtNG DATE: JUNE 15, 2017 

Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

Reviewed by: 

2009.0159EGP AMAPDNXCUAV ARK 
1540 Market Street (a.k.a One Oak) 
C-3-G (Downtown General) 
120/400-R-2, 120-R-2 Height and Bull< Districts 
Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District 
0836, Lots 001, 002, 003, 004 and 005 
Steve Kuklin, 415.551.7627 
Build,Inc. 
315 Linden Street 
steve@bldsf.com 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Tina Chang, AICP, LEED AP 
tina.chang@sfgov.org, 415-575-9197 
Mark Luellen, Northeast Team Manager 
mark.luellen@sfov.org. 415-558-6697 

1650 Mission $t. 
Suite4DO 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS AUTHORIZING A CONDtr'IONAL USE AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT 
TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 303 AND 151.1 TO . ALLOW ACCESSORY OFF-STREET 
PARKING EXCEEDING PRINCIPALLY PERMITTED AMOUNTS, IN CONNECTION WITH A 
PROPOSAL TO CONSTRUCT A 40-STORY, 400-FOOT-TALL RESIDENTIAL BUILDING OVER 
GROUND-FLOOR COMMERCIAL INCLUDING APPROXIMATELY 4,110 SQUARE FEET OF 
GROUND FLOOR RETAIL, APPROXIMATELY 11,056 SQUARE FEET OF PRIVATE COMMON 
OPEN SPACE AND PUBLIC OPEN SPACE; 366 BICYCLE PARKING SPACES (304 CLASS 1, 62 
CLASS 2) AND UP TO 136 VEHICULAR PARKING SPACES WITHIN THE VAN NESS AND 
MARKET DOWNTOWN RESIDENTIAL SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, DOWNTOWN-GENERAL (C-3-
G) ZONING DISTRICT AND 120/400-R-2 AND 120-R-2 HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICTS AND 
ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT. 
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On February 26, 2009, Stephen Miller of Reuben & Junius, LLP filed an Environmental Evaluation 
application on behalf of CMR Capital, LLC, the previous property owner for a previous iteration of the 
project that occupied Assessor's Block 0836, Lots 002, 003, 004, and 005, but did not include the · 
easternmost lot on the block (Lot 1) within the project site, and on August 27, 2012, John Kevlin of 
Reuben & Junius, LLP filed a revision to the Environmental Evaluation application on behalf of CMR 
Capital, LLC. The current project sponsor, One Oak Owner, LLC, submitted updated project information 
to the Planning Department to add Lot 001 and to address changes in the project under the same 
Planning Department Case Number (Case No. 2009.0159E) after acquiring the site in 2014. 

I 
\ 

On November 18, 2015 and December 9, 2016 Steve Kuklin of Build, Inc., on behalf of One Oak Owner, 
LLC ("Project Sponsor") filed applications that added Block 0836 Lot 001 into the project area, and 
requested· approval of a.) a Downtown Project Authorization pursuant to Section 309 of the San Francisco 
Pl1:U1Illllg Code; b.) a Zoning Map Amendment; c.) a General Plan Amendment to change 668 square feet 
of the eastern 15 ~eet of Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 001 from 120/400-R-2 to 120-R-2, and an equivalent 668 
square feet, 4'-7.5" wide area located :28'-3" from the western·edge of Assessor's 'Block 0836, Lot 005 from 
120-R-2 to 120/ 400-R-2; d.) a Conditional Use Authorization for on-site parking in excess of the amount 
principally permitted pursuant to Planning Code Section 303; e.) Variances for Dwelling Unit Exposure 
and Maximum Parking/Loading Entrance Width pursuant to Planning Code Sections 140 and 145.1{c)(2); 
f.) an Exemption for Elevator Penthouse Height, pursuant to 260(b)(l)(B); and h.) an In-Kind Fee Waiver 
Agreement for public realm improvements pursuant to Plan..11.ing Code Sections 421.3(d) and 424.3(c). 
These approvals are necessary to facilitate the construction of a mixed-use project located at 1540 Market 
Street, Assess~r Block 0836, Lots 001, 002, 003, 004 and 005, (hereinafter "Pro;ect"}. The Project proposes 
to build an approximately 400-foot tall building containing approximately 304 dwelling units with a 
directed in~lieu contribution to facilitate the development of approximately 72 Below Market Rate 
dwellings units (the "Octavia BMR Project") within 0.3 miles of the project site, amounting to 24 percent 
of the 304-unit Project, subject to a letter and the conditions set forth therein from the Mayor's Office of 
Housing and Community Development, including the requirement for an independent environmental 
review of the Octavia B:MR Project under CEQA 

On November 1, 2016, in accordance with the Entertainment Commission's guidelines for review of 
residential development proposals urider Administrative Code Chapter 116, a hearing was held for the 
Project, and the Entertainment Commission made a motion to recommend the standard "Recommended 
Noise Attenuation Conditions for Chapter 116 Projects." The Entertainment Commission recommended 
that the Planning Department and/or Department of Building Inspection adopt these standard 
recommendations into the development permit(s) for this Project. 

On January 5, 2017, the Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on the DEIR, at which 
opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the DEIR. The period 
for commenting on the EIR ended on January 10, 2017. 'The Department prepared responses to comments 
on environmental issues received during the 45-day public review period for the DEIR, prepared 
wvisions to the text of the DEIR in response to coII)ments received or based on additional information 
that became available during the public review period, and corrected clerical errors in the DEIR. 
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On February 23, 2017, the Planning Commission adopted Resolutions 19860 and 19861 to initiate 
legislation entitled, (1) "Ordinance amending the General Plan by revising the height designation for the 

One Oak Street Project, at the Van Ness/ Oak Street/ Market Street intersection, Assessor's Block 0836 
Lots 001 and 005 on Map 3 of the Market and Octavia Area Plan and on Map 5 of the Downtown A!ea 

Plan; adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of 

consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1;" and (2) 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to change the height and bulk district classification of Block 

0836, portions of Lots 001 and 005 for the One Oak Project, at the Van Ness/ Oak Street/ Market Street 
Intersection, as follows: rezoning the eastern portion of the property, along Van Ness Avenue, located at. 

Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 001 (1500 Market Street) from 120/400-R-2 to 120-R-2; and rezoning the central 
portion of the property, located at Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 005 (1540 Market Street) from 120-R-2 to 

120/400-R-2; affirming the Planning Commission's determination under the California Environmental 

Quality Act; and making findings, including findings of public necessity, convenience and welfare under 

Plarurlng Code Section 302, and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority 
policies of Planning Code Section 101.1," respectively. 

On June 1, 2017, the Plamtlng Department published a Responses to Comments document A· Firial 

Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "FEIR") has been prepared by the Department, consisting of 

the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the public review process, any additional 
information that became available, and the Responses to Comments document all as required by law, 

On June 15, 2017, the Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR and found that the contents of said 

report and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply with 
the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative 

Code. The FEIR was certified by the Commission on June 15, 2017 by adoption of its Motion No. 19938. 

At the sa:ine Hearing and in conjunction with this motion, the Commission made and adopted findings of 

fact and decisions regarding the Project description and objectives, significant impacts, significant and 

unavoidable impacts, mitigation measures and alternatives, and a statement of overriding considerations, . 
based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and pursuant to the California 

Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. ("CEQA"), 
particularly Section 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA, 14 California Code 

of Regulations Section 15000 et seq. ("CEQA Guidelines"), Section 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 

of the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31") by its Motion No .. 19939. The Commission 
adopted these findings as required by CEQA, separate and apart from the Commission's certification of 

the Project's Final EIR, which the Commission certified prior to adopting these CEQA findings. The 

Commission hereby incorporates by reference the CEQA findings set forth in Motion No. 19939. 

On June 15, 2017, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled· 

meeting regarding (1) the General Plan Amendment amending Map 3 of the Market and Octavia Area 

Plan and on Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan; and (2) the ordinance amending the Zoning Map HT07 
to rezone portions of Lots 001 and 005 on Assessor's Block 0836. At that meeting the Commission 

Adopted (1) Resolution No. 19941 recommending that the Board of Supervisors appro~e the requested 
General Plan Amendment; and (2) Resolution No. 19942 recommending that the Board of Supervisors 

approve the requested Planning Code Map Amendments. 
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On June 15, 2017, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly 
scheduled meeting regarding the Downtown Project Authorization application, Conditional Use 
application, and Variance and Elevator Exemption application 2009.0l59EGP AMAPDNXCUA YARK. At 
the same hearing the Commission detewined that foe shadow cast by the Project would not have any 
adverse effect on Parks within the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Department The Commission 
heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and further considered written 
materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department staff and other interested 
parties, and the record as a whole. 

The Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records; all pertinent documents are located. 
in the File for Case No. 2009.0159GPAMAPDNXQ;U\VARK, at 1650 Mission Street, Fomth Floor, San 
.Francisco, California. 

MOVED, that the Commission hereby approves the Conditional Use Authorization requested in 
Application No. 2009.0159GP AMAPDNXCUA V ARK, subject to the conditions contained in "EXHIBIT A" 
of this motion, based on the following .findings: 

FINDINGS 

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

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

2. Site Description artd Present Use. The Project site is located at 1500-1540 Market Street at the 
northwest comer of the intersection of Market Street, Oak Street, and Van Ness Avenue in fue 
southwestern portion of San Francisco's Downtown/Civic Center neighborhood, within the 
Market and Octavia Plan Area. 

'.Che Project's building site is made up of five contiguous privately owned lots within Assessor's 
Block 0836, Lots 001, 002, 003, 004, and 005), an 18,219-square-foot ·(sf) trapezoid, bounded 1:>y Oak 
Street to the north, Van Ness Avenue to fue east, Market Street to the squth, and the interior · 
property line shared with the neighboring property to the west at 1546-1564 Market Street. The 
building site measures about 177 feet along its Oak Street frontage, 39 feet along Van Ness 
Avenue, 218 feet along Market Street, and 167 feet along its western interior property line. The 
existing street address of thE! project parcels is referred to as 1500-1540 Market Street. The 
easternmost portion of the building site, 1500 Market Street (Lot 001), is currently occupied by an 
existing three-story, 2,750 i;quare foot commercial building, built in 1980. This building is 
partially occupied by a limited-restaurant retail use doing business as "All Star Cafe" on the 
ground floor and also cont~ an elevator entrance to the Muni Van Ness station that opens onto 
Van Ness Avenue. Immediately west of the 1500 Market Street building is an existing 47-car 
surface commercial parking lot, on Lots 002, 003, and 004; The parking lot is fenced along its 
Market Street and Oak Street frontages and is entered from Oak Street. The westernmost portion 

SAN fR/\llCISCO 
PLANNINl:l DEPARD,H?NT 4 

1484 



Motion No.19944 
Hearing Date~ JtJne 15, .2017 

CASE NO, 2009,0159~GPAMAPONXCUAVARK 
1540 Market Street 

of the building site at 1540 Market Street, Lot 005, is occupied by a four-story, 48,225 square foot 
commercial office building, built in 1920. As of June 2017, this building is partially occupied. 

In addition to the building site, the Project site also includes SUl'rounding areas within the 
adjacent public rights-of-way in which streetscape :improvements including the public plaza 
would be constructed as part of the proposed Project. 

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The Project site occupies a central and prominent 
position at the intersection of Market Street and Van Ness Avenue, two of the City's widest and 
most recognizable thoroughfares. The Proj<Fct Site is locat~d at an important transit node: rail 
service is provided underground at the Van Ness Muni Metro Station as welras via historic 
streetcars j:hat travel along Market Street. Bus and electric;trolley service·is provided on Van Ness 
Avenue and Market Street The Project is located in an urban, mixed-use_area that includes a 
diverse range of residential, commercial, institutional, office, and light industrial uses. Offices are 
located along Market Street and Van Ness Avenue, while most government and public uses are 
located to the north in the Civic Center. · 

The Project is lo~ted within the southwestern edge of downtown in :the C-3-G (Downtown 
Commerci.!ll, ·General) District, characterized -by a variety of retail, office, hotel, entertainment, 
and institutional uses, and high-density reside.ritial .. West of Franklin Street, a block from the 
Project Site, is an NC-3 Moderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial District that comprises a 
diverse mix of residential, commercial, and institutional uses. South of Market Street,. and west of 
12th Street, are the WSOMA Mixed Use, General and Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR) 
Districts. 

The adjacent building immediately to the west of the Project Site along Market Street is 1546 
Market Street, a three-story office over a ground-floor retail building built in 1912. Further.west 
along Market Street is 1554 Market Street, a one-story retail building built in 1907. 55 Oak Street, 
a one-story automotive repair l>uilding built in 1929, is at the rear of the same lot. _These three 
buildings were recently demolished ·are currently being developed . as a 120-foot, 12~story 
building, 110 dwelling unit building with ground floor retail. The south.western comer of the 
Project block is occupied by a six-story apartment building over ground-floor retail at 1582 
Market Street, built in 1917. The northwestern comer of the project block is occupied by a surface 
parking lot. However, a Preliminary Project Assessment application and associated letter has 
been issued for a proposed 31-story, 320-fott tall mixed-use project containing Institutional and 
Residential uses. At the western edge of the Project block, 22 Franklin Street, located mid-block 
between Oak and Market Streets, another new residential project is currently under construction. 

To the northwest of the project site along the north side of Oak Street is the Conservatory of 
Music at 50 Oak Street, a five-story Neoclassical building built in 1914. Immediately to the west of 
that building is a modem addition to 50 Oak Street. The Conservatory building houses studio, 
classroom, office, and performance space. Immediately to the north of the project site is 25 Van 
Ness Avenue, an eight-story Renaissance Revival bt~lding built in 1910. The buildir{g currently 
has ground-floor.research and development space and offices on the upper floors. The building 
also 1;1.0uses the San Francisco New Conservatory Theater. Further north along the west side of 
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Van Ness Avenue is 77 Van Ness Avenue, an eight-story residential building with ground-floor 

retail, built in 2008. 

Itmnediately to the east of the Project Site is Van Ness Avenue, the major north-south arterial in 
the central section of San Francisco that runs between Norih Point and Market Streets. Between 
Market and Cesar Chavez Streets, Van Ness Avenue continues as South Van Ness Avenue. Van 
Ness Avenue is part of U.S. 101 between Lombard Street and the Central Freeway (via South Van 
Ness Avenue). In the vicinity of the Project, Van Ness Avenue has three travel lanes in each 
direction separated by a center median, and parking on both sides of the street However, most of 
the center medians have been removed as part of the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) project 
and Van Ness Avenue will be reduced to two travel lanes in each direction. Along the east side of 
Van Ness Aven~e, across from the Project Site to the northeast, is 30 Van Ness Avenue (also 
known as 1484-1496 Market Street), a· five-story office over ground-floor retail building. The 
building was 9riginally built in 1908, but its fac;ade was extensively remodeled around 1960: 

Market Street, a roadway that includes two travel lanes and. a bicycle lane in each direction, 
serves as the Project's southern boundary. Historic streetcars use the center-running tracks and 
transit stops within the Market Street roadway. On the south side of Market Street at the 
southeast corner of Market Street and 11th Street (due east of fue Project Site) is 1455 Market 
Street, a 22-stocy office building over ground-£1.oo:i; commercial, bunt in 1979. This building 
terminates eastward views along Oak Street. At the squtl).east corner of Market Street and Van 
Ness Avenue, diagonally across the intersectionof.Market Street and Van Ness Avenue, is One 
Soufu Van Ness Avenue, an eight-story office building over ground-floor commercial (Bank.of 
America), built in 1959. At the southwest comer of Market Street,' across Market Street from the 
project site, is 10 South Van Ness A venue, a one-story car dealership. The Property Owners of the 
10 South Van Ness Avenne site have submitted development applications proposing the 
construction of a mixed-use project containing two 400-foot residential towers and ground floor 
retail space. 

4. Project Description. The proposed One Oak Street Project would demolish all e,q.sting structures 
on the Project Site at 1500-1540 Market Street including 47 existing valet-operated on-site parking 
spaces and construct a new 304-unit, 40-story residential tower (400 feet tall, plus a 20-foot-tall 
parapet, and a 26-foot-tall elevator penthouse measm·ed .from roof level) with approximately 
4,110 square feet ground-floor commercial space, one off-street loading space, two off-street 
service vehicle spaces, and a subsurface valet-operated parking garage containing 136 spaces for 
residents. Bicycle parking accommodating 304 Class 1 and 62 Class 2 spaces would be provided 
for residents on the second-floor mezzanine and for visitors in bicycle racks on adjacent 
sidewalks. The Project would also include the following: construction of a public plaza and 
shared public way within the Oak Street right-of-way (Oak Plaza); construct;ion of several.wind 
canopies within the proposed plaza and one wind canopy within the sidewalk at the northeast 
comer of Market Street and Polle Street to reduce pedestrian-level winds. In addition, the 
existing on-site Muni elevator will remain in its current location, and a new weather protective 
enclosure will be constructed around it Some of the streetscape improvements for Oak Plaza are 

. in~luded within the Project being approved pursuant to Motion No. 19940, 19943, and 19944. At a 
later date, the Project Sponsor will additionally seek approval of an In-Kind Fee Waiver 
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Agreement pursuant to Planning Code Sections 421.3(d) and 424.3(c), to provide certain 
additional public realm improvements within Oak Plaza. Additional improvements subject to the 
In-Kind Fee Waiver Agreement include: (a) improvements within the. existing Oak Street 
sidewalk along the northern side, including retail kiosks, above ground planters, street lighting, 
movable seating, waterproofing at the 25 Van Ness basement, and new sidewalk paving; (b) 
pavers and improvements within the Oak Street roadway; and (c) specialty electrical connections 
and .fixtures for the theatrical lighting, audio/visual, and power for the performance area and the 
public wireless services in the Plaza. These additional public realm improvements are subject to 
the Planning Commission's separate and future approval of the Project Sponsor's In-Kind Fee 
Waiver Agreement 

The Project would necessitate approval of Planning Code Map amendment to shift the existing 
Height and Bulk District 120/400-R-2 designation at the eastern end of the Project Site (a portion 
of Assessor Block 0836/001) to the western portion of the Project Site (a portion of Assessor Block 
0836/005), which would not result in any increased development potential. 

5. Community Outreach and Public Comment. To date, the Department has received 21 letters of 
support for the Project from organizations and individuals. The San Francisco Housing. Action 
Coalition, ArtSpan, New Conservatory Theatre Center, San Francisco Opera, San Francisco 

· Symphony, San Francisco Unified School District Arts Center, Bo's Flowers, trustee for property 
at 110 Franklin Street, project sponsor for the property at 22-24 Franklin Street, project sponsor 
for the property at 10 South Van Ness, project sponsor for the property at 45 Franklin Street, 
project sponsor for the property at 1554 Market Street, and property owners for the commercial 
and residential portfons of Fox Plaza have submitted letters expressing support for the Project 
and associated improvements. The Civic Center Community Benefit District, the Department of 
Real Estate, Walk SF, and SF Parks Alliance expressed support specifically for the proposed 
public realm improvements proposed via an In-Kind Agreement with the Project Sponsor. 
Comments received as part of tj:te environmental review process will be incorporated into the 
Environmental Impact Report. 

According to the Project Sponsor, extensive and lengthy community engagement has· been 
conducted for the Project and the associated Oak Plaza public improvements. The Project 
Sponsor team has held over 88 meetings and outreach discussions, including roughly 340 
participants, between January 2015 and June 2017. Given the important civic location of the 
Project, which includes transforming the south.em end of Oak Street into a new public plaza and 
.shared public way, outreach activities have included a wide range of institutional, arts and 
cultural stakeholders, in addition to neighborhood groups, neighboring property owners and 
businesses. 

General Community Engagement: The Project team has solicited public input through a seiies of 
meetings including a public pre-application .meeting, small group meetings, and individual 
meetings with various residents, property owners and business owners. In addition to design 
presentations, the Project Sponsor team distributed Project Fact Sheets outlining the Project's 
program, circulation, residential unit counts, parking ratio, public realm improvements, Zoning 
Map revisions, and affordable housing commitments, etc. The design and program evolved over 
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time based on specific stakeholder feedback over the course of the project sponsor's extensive 
community outreach. 

In response to early feedback from the Hayes Valley. Neighborhood Association (HVNA), the 
Project Sponsor proposed to develop 72 units of 100% affordable housing at Parcels R, S & U, 
including 16 very low-income, service-supported, Transitional Aged Youth· ("TAY") housing 
units on one of the sites, all within 1/3 mile of the proposed Project (collectively, the ."Octavia 
BMR Project") through a nonprofit affiliate of the Project Sponsor or as a turn-key residential 
development for. an affordable housing developer with the Project Sponsor retaining ownership 
of the.ground.floor commercial space. 

After extensive negotiations, the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
(MOHCD) requested that both the residential and commercial components of the Octavia B:MR 
Project be retained by the affordable housing owner/operator to maintain. the project's .financial 
feasibility and procurement of the developer of MOHCD's Parcel Ube handled through its 
traditional non-profit developer RFP process. To facilitate this arrangement, the Project Sponsor 
voluntarily terminated i~s exclusive negotiating rights to Parcels R & S, and offered MOHCD its 
preliminary designs, so that MOHCD could prepare an RFP for circulation in 2017. In exchange, 
MOHCD agreed to "direct'' the Project's Section 415 affordable housing in-lieu fee toward the 
development of the Oclavla BMR Project, subject to the ·satisfaction of certain conditions, 
including compliance with CEQA and certain future discretionary approvals for both. the One 
Oak Project and the Octavia BMR Project. The Octavia BMR Project RFP is expected to be 
released by MOHCD on Jurte 15, 2017. MOHCD estimates that a non-profit developer will be 
selected by early 2018, and that the Octavia BMR Project could commence construction as early as 
mid to late 2019, which means that the Octavia BMR units could be delivered during the same 
period that One Oak's market rate units are occupied by new residents. 

Additionally, the Project Sponsor recently revised their project description to eliminate the use of 
the existing Market Street freight loading area as part of the Project, based on concerns voiced by 
the SFBC and other cycling advocates. In addition, the Project Sponsor has agreed to implement 
new improvement measures included in the attached MMRP that would actively discourage use 
of the existing loading zone. The Project Sponsor has also reduced the proposed parking from 155 

· spaces to 136 spaces, in response to public comments. In addition, if the 136 spaces are approved 
and constructed, the Project Sponsor will nearly double the TDM measures required by law by 
achieving 100 percent of the target points, rather than the currently required 50 percenl The 
Project Sponsor's outreach often included detailed discussions regarding the long-term 
stewardship of the proposed plaza, daytime activation, nighttime public safety, public market 
kiosks, and physical changes proposed for streets, Muni access, public parking and loading 
spaces in the area, as well as the voluntary formation of a Community Facilities District (CFD), 
into which the owners at One Oak will contribute approximately $300,000 annually dedicated to 
operations and mainteumce of the Plaza for 100 years, conditioned upon final approval of an In
Kind Agreementfee waiver. 

Arts and Culture Stakeholder Engagement: In addition to outreach to the general community, 
, the Project team has been working with numerous arts, cultural, and educational institutions of 
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the neighborhood with the intent to activate the proposed public plaza & shared public way with 
small and large performing arts events. 'Ihe design intent is for Oak Plaza to serve as a public 

"front porch" for both Hayes Valley and the Civic Center/performing arts district, inviting and 
exposing residents, daytime workers, students, and visitors to the district's cultural richness 

through public performances and potential ticket sales at a box office kiosk. Through one-on-one 

meetings and a brain-storming workshop, Build Public, an independent, non-profit organization 

focuseq. on creating and maintaining new public spaces, has been working closely with 
representatives of these institutions to design the plaza in such a way that caters to the:ir specific 

needs for public performing space. Feedback from this engagement addressed potential stage 

and seating capacity and configuration, sound amplification, adjacent traffic noise mitigation, 
lighting, audio and electrical hookup locations, permitting of events, and parking and loading. 

A partial list of the outreach conducted between January 26, 2015 and May 15, 2017 is provided as 
an enclosure to p:tls case report. 

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

A. Parking. Pursuant to Section 151.1, residential uses in the Van Ness and Market Special Use 
District may provide up to 0.25 spaces per dwelling unit as a principally permitted accessory 
use, and up to 0.5 spaces per dwelling unit with a Conditional Use authorization. In 
addition, under Section 151.1, commercial parking is principally permitted in an area 
equivalent to 7% of the gross floor area of the Project's non-residential uses. 

The Project contains 304 dwelling units. Thus, a total of 76 spaces would be principally pennitted and 
up to 152 spaces may be permitted with Conditional Use Authorization. The Project proposes 136 
parking spaces (which equates to a 0.45 parking ratio) for the residential use which exceeds the 
principally permitted anwunt. The Project would not provide any parking for the proposed 4,110-sf 
retail/restaurant use. Therefore, a Conditional. Use Authorization would be required to provide the 60 
parking spaces in excess of the 76 spaces principally pennitted for the Project, if the Project is 
developed as a for-sale condominium project after final entitlements. In the. event the Project Sponsor 
elects to construct a condominium project utilizing the additionriZ spaces authorized btJ this 
Conditional Use Authorization, the Project Sponsor will voluntarily provide an additional 12 TDM 
points in its TDM program, as set forth in the Project Section 309 Authorization pursuant to Motion 
No. 19943. If the proposed Project is developed as a multifamily rental project after entitlements, the 
maximum parking in the project will be provided at a ratio of 0.25 spaces per dwelling unit, and the 
Project shall only be required /:o p1'ovide TDM measures consistent with applicable law. 

7. Planning Code Section 303(c) establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider 

reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval. On balance, the project does comply with 

said criteria in that: 

A. The Proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the 
proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible 
with, the neighborhood or the community. 
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The Project wt1l replace an existing 47-space commercial suiface parking lot and 19 publicly owned 
on-street parking spaces (a total of 66 existing suiface parking spaces) with a residential high rise 
tower with 3 underground levels of residential parking for 136 cars and 2 van loading spaces. 

Accordingly, if the Project i5 approved, there would be a net increase of 70 new pa11dng spaces within 
the Project area, equivalent to a 0.23 "net" parking ratio, well within the 0.25 ratio otherwise 
principally permitted for new residential uses. The replacement of 66 surface level parking spaces 
available to general users with 136 underground residential parking spaces limited solely to project 
residents will bring the site into greater conformif:iJ with the Planning Cade and would greatly reduce 
or eliminate traffic hazards, pedestrian conflicts, and unnecessary vehicular circulation in the 
neighborhood. In addition, because the proposed 136 spaces would be located on three underground 
levels and only be accessed by valet operators using two car e1$vators, retrieval times wm be 
substantially longer than valet operations at a conventional ramped garage, effectively discouraging 
daily use. Since future residents will have extraordinary walking, bicycling and high-frequency public 
transit access to local, Central Business District and regional jobs and services, there is reason to 
assume that residents will not use cars for daily commuting purposes. 

The Project Sponsor has stated that it is requesting this Conditional Use Authorization to provide up 
to 136 spaces in order to ensure the Project's financial viability as a for-sale, high-rise condominium 
with over 50% two-, three-, and four,bcdroom units. T1ie Project's 0.45 parking ratio would be the 
lowest ratio ever proposed or built for a· high-rise condominium project greater than 25 stories in San · 
Francisco, with almost half as much parking as the lowest compqrable condominium tower. According 
to a survey prepared by the Mark Company, a leading condominium market research comp.any, of all 
San Francisco residential high-rise condominium developments greater than 25-fl.oors in height (built 
or approved over the past ten years) provide an average 1.04 parking ·ratio. Shorter condominium 
buildings including 13 to 25 stonJ high-rises and under 13 story low-rise and mid-rise buildings have 

· average parking ratios of 0.92 and 0.78, respectively. Institutional real estate investors and commercial 
lenders for condominium projects of this size require detailed, independent and professional market 
studies to substantiate a developer's financial underwriting and ulf:i.mately, their own decision whether 
to invest in a high-rise condominium project. They rely· on these studies as part of their fiducian; 
obligations to their own investors. As described in a letter from the Mark Company, the lowest parking 
ratio that the current market can support for high-rise condnminium projects in San Francisco is-not 
less than one space for evenJ 2-bedroom or larger unit Anything lower than this ratio could adversely 
impact sales and absorption rates, undermining the financial returns necessary to attract private 
capital for this project. The proposed 0.45 ratio only provides parking for 88% of the 2-, 3- and 4-
bedroom units included in the Project. According to the Project Sponsor, they are willing to accept this 
risk, but they cannot reduce the ratio further. without jeopardizing their ability to attract the investors 
and lenders necessary to provide capital and construction loans for the praposed condominium Project, 
therem; making the Project infeasible to build. · 

Since this market constraint is limited to the financing of high-rise condominiums, the Project Sponsor 
has agreed to restrict the Project's parking ratio to no more than 0.25 spaces per dwelling unit in the 
event the Project is financed and bu!1t as a high-rise rental project. For this r~ason, the Planning 
Department's support for this Conditional Use Authorization to provide parking more than the 
principally permitted 0.25 ratio would not set a precedent for other high-rise rental towers within the 
Van Ness and Market SUD to receive similar increases above the 0.25 ratio. 
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In further support of the Project Sponsor's concerns regarding the financial viabt1it1J of its high-rise 
condominium project, the Project is targeted in part to families, with over 50% two bedroom, three 
bedroom and four bedroom units, and includes a children's playroom, among many other family
friendly amenities. Famz1ies with children general.ly have a greater need for parking because they 
require flexibility due to dual commutes, sclwol, child cµre, urgent care, grocery shopping and other 
trips with small chi1dren, babies and their attendant equipment (required car seats, stroll.ers, diaper 
bags, and the like). Marketing data for condominiums support a minimum parking ratio of 1 parking 
space for each 2 bedroom or larger unit due to family needs. As noted above, the requested 136 parking 
spaces could serve, at most, only 88% · of the large units (2+ bedrooms), below the likely demand from 
families residing within the Project. Thus, the requested 136 parking spaces do not represent an 
excessive amount of off-street parking necess«nJ to support the Project's family-oriented residential 
units. 

The provision of adequate on-site parking is consistent with the concerns of neighboring businesses 
and institutions. Adjacent arts and educational institution{!, such as t1te French American 
International School, Conservatory of Music, and the New ConservatonJ Theater, have all expressed 
concern that an under-supply of on-site resident parking at the Project will force residents to compete 
with their patrons, staff and students for a dwindling supply of publicly accessible parking in the 
.immediate vicinity, thereb1; threatening the opemtion and survival of their institutions. 

The Project as a whole is desirable because it would replace the existing 47 space surface parking lot 
and underdeveloped ·commercial structures on the site with a residential high-rise· tower, ground flo,or 
retail, and a public plaza that are more consistent and compatible with the intended uses of the zoning 

· district, the Market and Octavia Plan and the Van Ness and Market Residential Special Use District. 
This ·new development wi1l greatly enhance the character of the existing neighborhood. By developing 
and maintaining space dedicated to retail use within the building, the Project will continue the pattern 
of active ground floor retail along the Market and Van Ness frontages. The Project will also include 
substantial public realm improvements via a public plaza (Oak Plaza), further activating the ground 

. floor cmd greatly enhancing the pedestrian environment at the Project site and its surrounding 
neighborhood. The Project would also viS11.ally enhance the immediate neighbor1wod m1d the 
surrounding Downtown area by removing the existing surface parking lot and commercial buz1dings 
and replacing them with a beautifully designed residential building. 

T1ius, the proposed uses are desirable and compatible with the neighborhood, and strongly encouraged. 
by the Market and Octavia Area Plan. Accordingly, parking in excess of principally pennitted 
amounts would be compatible with the existing zoning of the Project, as well as the character of tlie 
neighborhood, because, unlike the existing surface parking lot on the Project site, it·would be located 
entirely underground, freeing the ground floor of the building for occupaHon by · active uses. All 
pal'king and loading would be accessed by a single service entrance from Oak Street. The amount of 
parking being requested, in and of itself, would not degrade the ovemll urban design qualitt; or quality 
of streetscape improvements of the Project, and to the contrary, the Project will include substantial 
streetscape improvements. including a public plaza. · 

B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the healtl;l, safety, convenience or general 
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity or injurious to property, improvements 
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or potential development jn the vicinity, with respect to aspects mclucling but not limited to 
the follow:ing: 

Other tlu.m passenger drop-offs at the Conservatory of Music, the only reason far passenger vehicles to 
drive down this section of Oak Street today is to access the abundant commercial suiface parking 
currently available on this block, which currently includes 40 metered public street spaces and 3 
commercial parking lots providing 183 spaces. The nature of this type of commercial parking is 
generally short-term occupancy with high turnover rates. However, future residential projects such as 
1554 Market Street (currently under construction), the proposed Pmject, and the French American 
School's proposed project at 98 Franklin are likely to remove most, if not all, of the existing commercial 
parking lot spaces on this block of Oak Street and replace them with hundreds of new residences, and 
additional retat1 and institutional uses. Furthermore, the Planning and Public Works Departments are 
proposing additional street parking reductions on this block as part of the HUB Area Plan . . The 
transition from -commercial surface parking lots and public metered spaces to underground residential 
parking on this stretch of Oak Street will greatly reduce or eliminate traffic hazards, pedestrian 
conflicts, and unnecessary vehicular circulation in the neighborhood. The Project Sponsor 
commissioned Fehr & Peers to perform a parking count analysis that found tl-.e existing metered spaces 
average 3.5 vehicle trips per space during the active hours between 7am and 9pm. In comparison, the 
proposed Project is exp~cted to generate an average of 1.7 to 2.4 vehicle trips per unit during the same 
actii1e hours - this estimated trip generatfrm is irrespective of the amount of parking provided m,i-site. 
Moreover, the CEQA Transportation Analysis for the proposed Project concluded that on-site parking 
of up to 155 spaces would have no significant environmental impact. The proposed parking has since 
been reduced to 136 spaces. 

Notably, permanent residents are also more like!y to know the roadways and efficient vehicular routes 
to and from their building, and are generally more safety conscious when driving through their 
neighborhood, whereas visitors seeking public parking in the neighborhood often circulate around 
multiple blocks due to unfamiliarity with the one-way street patterns, andlor the absence of available 
parking at or near their destination. 

Lastly, but perhaps most importantly, the One Oak Project has proposed pro-active measures to calm 
traffic, 'improve walkability andpedestrian safety _in the neighborhood, consistent with and in support 
of the City's Vision Zero policy. The Project includes slow street improvements, a raised table 
crosswalk at the Van Ness Avenue entrance to Oak Street, widened sidewalks on both the south and 
north sides of Oak Street, enhanced shared-public-way surface treatments to identifiJ the street as part 
of the pedestrian realm, additional plaza and street lighting, 62 public Qass-2 bike parking spaces, a 
proposed widening of the crosswalk from the new BRT Platform to the site, and a new Muni elevator 
enclosure. As a result, the proposed Project has earned cdnditionai Green TRIP Platinum Certification 
from TransForm.-a California 501(c)(3) public interest organization (www.transfonnca.org)-for the 
Project's safety improvements and transportation amenities. The proposed Project will be the first 
condominium project in San Francisco to meet GreennuP Platinum requirements. 

C. _Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and 
arrangement of stn1.ctures; 
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Planning and SFMTA restrictions prohibit curb cuts or parking along the Van Ness Avenue and 
Market Street frontages. Therefore, all parking, passenger loading, move-ins, freight loading and 
deliveries are required to be located on ar accessed from Oak Street. Due to the awkward size and shape 
of the site, it is impractical to provide a ramp to access below-grade parking without eliminating most 
of the ground floor lobby and retail space. Therefore, the 136 underground parking spaces proposed by 
the Project Sponsor would be accessed via two car elevators,. which would be the only access points for 
vehicle storage. Safety and insumnce requirements dictate that the car elevators be operated solely btJ 
trained valet personnel. Wait times for valet service, particu~arly during peak hours, will be 
inconvenient. This inconvenience wz1l serve as a strong disincentive for residents to frequently use 
private vehicles. Furthermore, the location of the proposed parking underground would further allow 
the Project to provide an active pedestrian ground floor with significant streetscape improvements 
which would calm traffic and minimize conflicts with pedestrians in the surrounding area. 

Additionally, the proposed size, shape and arrangement of the Project is consistent with the existing 
site-layout and tlie cltaracter of the surrounding neighborhood. The Project site is trapezoidal in shape 
and relatively small (18,219 square feet), with only 39 feet of frontage on Van Ness Avenue. By design, 

. the building has been shifted roughly 28 feet west from the Van Ness Avenue property line to create a 
generous public plaza and pedestrian thoroughfare fronting the building at this important transit-rich . 
corner. Accordingly, the proposed Project would likely promote, rather than impede, development 
potential in the vicinity by increasing the housing supply arid customer base, and creating a:n 
attractive residential tower with neighborhood-serving public plaza and ground floor retail uses which 
·would continue the pattern of active ground floor retail along the Market and Van Ness Street 
frontages. 

D. The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of such 
traffic, and l:he. adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading; 

SAN fRANCl~CO 

In general, the Project would provide a sufficient, but not excessive, amount of off-street parking. The 
Project would provide 136 off street parking spaces in an underground garage, which exceeds the 
number of spaces principally pennitted and therefore is the subject of this Conditional Use 
authorization. Because all of-the Project's on-site parking is accessible exclusively by valet (other than 
one space for vehicles designed exclusively for use by disabled drivers which a valet cannot operate), 
the Project will provide 2 required car-share spaces, pursuant to Planning Code Section 166, at an off
site publicly accessible lot at 110 Franklin Street. Tlie off-site location is within 180 feet of the One 

. Oak site and will provide car-share' members with convenient, independent access to the vehicles. The 
proposed on-site parking will not generate substantial traffic that would adversely impact pedestrian, 
transit, or bici;cle movement. Given the ptoximi/:IJ of the Project Site to employment opportunities and 
retail services in the immediate vicinity and tlte Downtown Core, it. is expected that residents will 
prioritize walking, bicycle travel, or transit use over private automobile travel. 

Oak Street is a unique roadway on the Project block, running one-way westbound for only one block 
between Van Ness Avenue and Franklin Street. Inbound vehicular traffic can only enter Oak Street 
from southbound Van Ness Avenue. Outbound trips ~ust travel westbound on Oak Street, with a 
forced right tum at Franklin Street heading northbound. Buyers who intend to regularly commute by 
car to and from the South Bay would be better served by alternative residential choices in SOMA, 
Transbay or otherfreewm; accessible areas with more convenient vehicular access and greater parking 
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supply. In addition, the vehicles will only be accessible by valet via two C£rr elevators, which will 
further discourage frequent use of vehicles for shorter trips. Howevei·, the amount of parking proposed 
by the Project would support the economic viabilihJ of the Project and ensure that the neighborhood 
parking will not be overburdened btJ the addition of new residents. Thus, the Project would provide an 
adequate, but not excessive amount of parking to accommodate the parking needs of the future 
residents of the Project and the neighborhood, while still supporting and encouraging walkin~ bicycle 
travel and public transit use. 

E. The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust 
and odor; 

The additional parking requested pursuant to this Conditional Use request will not generate noxiou('I 
or offensive noise, glare, or dust. Since all of the Project's parking is below grade, it will have no effect 
on glare or other visual qualities above grade. As required by building, health and ·safetlJ codes, the 
underground parking garage area will include a Carbon Monoxide exhaust system to expel potentially 
noxious vehicle emissions from the buz?ding. Garage exhaust would be discharged in compliance with 
all Buz1ding Code requirements and will meet or exceed all code required separation clearances between 
garage exhaust and exterior and interior uses. In order to ensure any significant noxious or offensive 
odors are prevented from esca-ping the premises once the project is operational, the building permit 
application would include air cleaning or odor control equipmmt detaz7s and manufacturer 
specifications on the plans. Additionally, plans sub~itted with the building permit application for the 
approved project would incorporate acoustical insulation and other sound proofing measures to control 
noise. 

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

SAN FRAllGISGO 

All parking far the Project is located within a subterranean garage arid would not be visible from the 
public right-of way. 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 Oak Street. To create more pedestrian 
interest in the surrounding vicinity and therefore calm traffic along the street, the Project will include 
a publicly accessible open space plaza with planters, street trees, art canopies, movable seating (subject 
to the approval of an In-Kind Fee Waiver Agreement), performance spaces, and qualihJ materials. Up
lights would highlight the art canopies and street trees, and foot-lighting would surround the base of 
the precast planters. The landscaping would consist of decorative, drought and wind-tolerant, native 
trees and shrubs. 

With respect to the design of the proposed garage, substantial effort has been expended to ensure that 
the parking entrance and the valet reception area are as attractive as the main residential lobln;. In-lieu 
of a typical'roll-down utility/security door, a decorative custom steel lattice screen is prop.osed to 
enclose a:nd secure the parking entrance. The decorative screen would secure the garage, while 
maintaining the valet staff's 24-hour surveillance of the public realm. At the rear of the Valet reception 
area, matching door enclosures at the two car elevators and the on-site freight loading bay would 
conceal those elements and reduce noise einanating from the Valet reception area. Signage would be 
tasteful and attractive, and would be subject to the review and approval of the Planning Department 
pursuant to the provisions of Articlf! 6 of the Planning Code. 
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G. Such use or feature as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of this Code and 
will not adversely affect the General Plan. 

The additional 60 underground parking spaces proposed under this Conditional Use would comply 
with the applicable provisions of the Planning Code and would not adversely affect the General Plan. 
The Project Site is well-served hy transit and commercial seruices, allowing residents to commute, 
shop, and easily reach amenities and jobs by walking, transit, and bicycling. The Project would provide 
a merely sufficient, rather than excessive, amount of parking ·to accommodate the parking needs of the 
future residents of the Project, without unduly burdening the neighborhood parking. supply, while still 
supporting and encouraging walking, bicycle travel and public transit use. Overall, the proposed 
Project wz1l promote many General Plan objectives, as described in further detail below. 

8. Planning Code Section 151.1 establishes criteria for the C~munission 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 

SAN ffiAllGIGCO 

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 cir lifts, valet, or other space-efficient means that allows more space above
ground for housbg, maximizes space efficiency and discourages use of vehicles for 
commuting or daily errands; 

The residential parking proposed does not exceed 0.5 space per unit, thus this requirement is not 
applicable. Nonetheless, all park:ing is below grade (with the exception of one van-accessible space 
for persons with disabt1ities) and accessed by mandaton; valet.via two car elevators to discourage 
use of vehicles for commuting or daily errands and one level will have mechanical stackers. 

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 requested parking will not generate substantial traffic that would adversely impact 
pedestrian, transit, or bicycle movement. TI1e parldng spaces will be accessed from a single curb 
cut on Oak Street and vehicle movement associated with the underground garage will not unduly 
impact pedestrians, transit service, bicycle movement or the overall- traffic movement in the 
vicinity. The CEQA transportation analysis completed for the Project confirmed that the 
proposed on-site parking would have no significant environmental impact. Furthermore, in arder 
to create more pedestrian interest in the surrounding vicinitlJ and therefore calm traffic along Oak 
Street, the Project wi1l include a publicly accessibl~ open space plaza with planters, street trees, art 
canopies, movable seating (subject to the approval of an In-Kind Fee Waiver Agreement), 
performance spaces, and quality materials. Given the proximity of the Project site to employment 
opportunities and retail services in the immediate vicinihJ and the Downtown Core, it is expected 
that re-sidents will opt to prioritize walking, /Jicycle travel, or transit use over private automobile 
travel. In addition, the parking will be accessible only by valet via two car elevators, thus 
discouraging frequent use of vehicles for shorter trips. Furthermore, Oak Street is a lightly 
travelled lacal service street and there are no transit routes or bicycles routes on this block of Oak 
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Street. The Project will also eliminate a 47-space surface commercial parking.Zot and 19 pubic 
street patking spaces. The transition from public parking to retJidential patking on this stretch of . 
Oak Street will greatly reduce or eliminat.e traffic hazards, pedestrian conflicts, and unnecessary 
vehicular circulation in· the neighborhood. The Project Sponsor commissioned Fehr & Peers ta 
perform a parking count analysis at the existing Oak Street metered parking spaces and found that 
they average 3.5 vehicle trips per space during the active hours between 7am and 9pm. In 
comparison, the proposed Project is expected ta generate an average of 1.7 to 2.4 vehicle trips per 
unit during the same active hours, irrespective of tlie amount of parking provided on-site. 

c. Accommodating excess accessory parking does not degrade the overall urban design 
quality of the project proposal. 

The Project design is not degraded by the proposed parking because all pm*ing is below grade 
(with the exception ef one van-accessible space for persons with disabi1ities), the single parking 
entrance is integrated into the architectural design of the Project, and tlie more prominent Market 
Street and Van Ness Avenue frontages have no curb cuts or parking entrances. Thus, the ground 
floor will be occupied bi; active uses, as anticipated bt; the Code. The amount of parking being 
requested, in and of itself, would not degrade the overall urban design quality or qualiti.J of 
streetscape improvements of the Project. 

d. Excess accessory parking does not diminish the quality and viability of existing or 
planned streetscape enhancements. 

All proposed parking will be below grade, thus permitting -active uses and streetscape 
improvements to be located on the ground floor. . Furthennore, the planned streetscape 
enhancements are primarfl.y located on Market Street and in Oak Plaza, which is located to the 
east of the garage entrance, such that the parking does not diminish the quality and viability of the · 
planned streetscape enhancements. 

e. All parking mecls the active use and architectural screening requirements in Section 
145.1 and the project sponsor is not requesting any exceptions or variances requiring 
such treatments elsewhere in the Code. 

All parking for the Project will meet the active use and architectural screening requirements in 
Section 145.1. 

£. In granting approval for such accessory parking above that permitted by right, the 
Commission may require the property owner to pay the annual membership fee to a 
certified car-share organization, as defined in Section 166(b)(2), for any resident of the 
project who so requests and who otherwise qualifies for such membership, provided that 
such requirement shall be limited to 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. 
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ii. That these loc~ed transportation impacts may be lessened for the 
neighborhood by the provision of car-share memberships to residents. 

The Project includes the construction of residential condominiums and includes the provision of 2 
car-share spaces, pursuant to Planning Code Section 166, at an off-site publicly accessible lot 
located at 110 Franklin Street. The off-site location is within 180 feet of the One Oak site and will 
provide car-share members with convenient, independent access to the vehicles. Should this off-site 
location no longel' be available, the Project Sponsor shall relocate the car-share spaces on-site or at 
an off-site location within 800 feet of the Prpject Site, pursuant to Section 166 of the Planning 
Code. The Project would not encourage additional private automobile use, nor create localized 
transportation impacts for the neighborhood, given that 66 existing high-trip-genemting publicly 
accessible parking spaces are being removed from the block by the Project. Moreover, the Project 
Sponsor has proposed voluntary TDM measures to be implemented if the Project Sponsor elects ta 

construct the additional spaces authorized bij this Conditional Use Authorization, exceeding 
Planning Cade requirements, that would include pm;ment of annual membership fees ta a certified 
car-share organization,· as defined in Section 166(b)(2), for any resident of the Project. who so· 
requests and who otherwise qualifies for such membership, provided that such requirement shall be 
limited ta one membership per dwelling unit. 

9. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, coru,istent vVith the following Objectives 
and Policies of the General Plan: 

HOUSING ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELO:PMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE 
CITY'S HOUSJNG NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

Poli,cyl.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 Polictj. T1ie proposed Project would construct a significant amount of new 
housing units within an existing urban environment that is in need of mare access to housing. The Project 
would replace the existing 47 space suiface public parking lot and underdeveloped commercial structures 
·an the site with a [304] unit residential high-rise tower with ground floor retail that is mare consistent and 
compatible with the intended uses of the zoning district, the Market and Octavia Plan and the Van Ness 
and Market Residential Special Use Distri9t. This new development will greatly enhance the character ~f 
the existing neighborhood. By developing and maintaining space dedicated ta retai1 use within the building, 
the Project will continue the pattern of active ground floor retat1 along the Market and Van Ness frontages. 
The Project will also include substantial public realm improvements via a public plaza (Oak Plaza), further 
activating the ground floor and greatly enhancing the pedestrian environment at the Project site and its 
surrounding neighborhood. 
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. . 
The Properf:IJ is an ideal site for new housing due to its central, Downtown/Civic Center location, and 
proximity to public transportation. Additionally, the Project is subject to the City's Inclusionary 
Affordable Housing Program (Planning Code Section 415), the Market-Octavia Affordable Housing Fee 
(Planning Code Section 416) and the Van Ness & Market Special Use District Affordable Housing Fee 
(Planning Code Section 249.33), and thu.s will be providing substantial funds towards the development of 

· permanently affordable housing within the City. Working together with the MOH CD, the Project Sponsor 
voluntarily relinquished valuable development rights at Parcels R and· S on Octavia Boulevard and 
assigned them, along with preliminanJ designs and entitlement applications, to MOHCD to allow the 
future production of 100% below market rate (BMR) housing, including approximately 16 BMR units of 
transitional aged youth ("TAY") housing, within a 1/3 mtle of the Project. In exchange, MOHCD agreed 
to "direct". the Project's Section 415 in-lieu fee toward the production of housing on three Octavia 
Boulevard Parcels (R, S & U) (collectively, "the Octavia BMR Project"), subject to the satisfaction of 
certain conditions, including compliance with CEQA and certain future discretionary. approvals for both 
the One Oak Project and the Octavia BMR Project. Accordingly, although the Octavia BMR Project is a 
separate project requiring farther approvals inc;luding independent environmental reoiew under CEQA, its 
proximity to the project site and the conveyance of the development rights to MOHCD for use as affordable 
housing sites represents a significant contribution to the development of affordable housing in the Project's 
immediate neighborhood. In addition to the Planning Code Section 415 affordable housing fees "directed" 
to the Octavia BMR Project, the Project will also pay Market-Octavia Affordable Housing Fees and Van 
Ness & Market SUD ,1ffordable Housing Fees. These additional affordable housing fees, in turn, will f.tnd 
additional BMR housing. 

l'olicy 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. 

SAIi ffiANCJ$CO 

The Project supports this Policy. It is anticipated that because of the· central location of the Project, most 
residents would either walk, bike, or use public transportation for daily travel. The Project has frontage on 
Market Street and Van Ness Avenue directly on top of the Van Ness MUNI metro station and adjacent to 
the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit Stop. The Project is less than half a mile from the Civic Center BART 
S.tation, allowing connections to neighborhoods throughout the City, the East BmJ, and the Peninsula. 
Additionally, the Project provides 366 bicycle parking spaces (304 Class 1, 62 Oass 2) ·with a convenient, 
safe bike storage room on the second level [with both independent and valet access via a dedicated bike 
elevator], encouniging bicycles as a mode of transportation. As discussed above, the Project will be 
providing a significant amount of new market rate housing, and funding the construction of pennanently 
affordable lwusing within 1/3 mile of the Project site via a directed in lieu fee subject to a letter and the 
conditions set forth therein front the Ma:i;or's Office of Housing and Community Development, including 
the requirement for a.n independent environmental review of the Octavia BMR Project under the CEQA. 
Because the proposed Project is located at one of the most transit-rich intersections in San Francisco, . 
providing connections to all areas of the City and to the larger regional transportation network (MUNI, 
BART, Golden Gate Transit and Sam Trans), is adjacent to the Market Street bikeway, and within a short 
walking distance of the Central Mar'ffet, SOMA and Downtozon empl01;ment centers, a substantial 
maf ority of trips generated by the proposed project should be by transit, bicycle or foot, reducing the 
impact of automobile traffic on MUNI transit service. In addition, a wide range of neighborhood services 
are located within a short walking distance of the Project sik, further reducing the needfor private 
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automobile trips. Additionally, the Project's parking will only be accessible by valet via two car elevator~, 
further discouraging daily use. 

OBJECTIVE 5: 

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

Policy 5.4 

Provide a range of unit types for all segments of need, and work to move residents between unit 
types as their needs change. 

The Project supports this Policy. The Project would create 304 dwelling units, of which 54 (18%) are 
studios, 96 (32%) are one bedrooms, 135 (44%) are two bedromns, 16 (5%) are three bedrooms and 3 (1%) 
are four-bedroom units. 

OBJECTIVE 7: 

SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING, 
INCLUDING lNNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT ARE NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON 
TRADITIONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL. 

In compliance with this polia;, the Project would secure funding for permanently affordable housing btJ 
paying a "directed" in-lieu fee under the City's Affordable Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, pursuant to a 
letter with MOHCD, which, subject to the satisfaction of certain conditions, including independent 
environmental review under CEQA, will be used to fund the future production of approximately 72 100% 
below market rate (BMR) housing units, including approximately 16 BMR units of TAY housing, within a 
1/3 mile of the Project. Th.is represents approximately 24% of the total market-rate units at the proposed 
Project. In addition to the Planning Code Section 415 affordable housing fees "directed" to the Octavia 
BMR Project, the Project will also pay project would pay approximately an additional $6.1 million in 
Market-Octavia Affordable Housing Fees and Van Ness & Market Affordavle Housing Fees. These 

. additional affordable housing fees, in turn, will fund the construction of new, permanently affordable BMR 
housing elsewhere in the City. 

OBJECTIVE 11: 

SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DNERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN 
FRANOSCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS. 

Policy11.1 

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

Policy11.2 

Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals 

Policy11.3 

SAN rRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

1499 

19 



Motion No. 19944 
Hearing Date: June 15, 2017 

CASE NO. 2009,0159EGPAMAPONXCUAVARK 
1540 Market Street 

En$ure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing 
residential neighborhood character. 

Policy11.4 

Continue to utilize zoning district$ which conform to a generalized residential land use and 
density plan and the General Plan. 

Policy11.6 

Foster a sense of comm.unity through architectural design, using features that promote 
community interaction. 

The Project supports these policies. The Project would create 304 dwelling units in the immediate vicinity of 
existing residential and office buildings. The Project's design upholds the Planning Department's storefront 
transparenctJ guidelines by ,pzsuring that at least 60 percent of the non-residential active frontages are 
transparent (meeting Planning Code requfrements), better activating Van Ness Avenue, Market Street and 
Oak Street. Additionally, the Project provides publicly accessible open space in the form of improved streetscape 
improvements beyond the existing sidewalk .and within the private property line directly a4jacent to the 
proposed Project, which will.be activated with the 304 residential units, ground-floor retaz1 space, and kiosks 
within the Plaza (subject to the·approval of an In-Kind Fee Waiver Agreement). The Project would also 
visually enltance the immediate neighborhood and the surrounding Downtown area by removing the existing 
surfac.e parking lot and underutilized commercial buildings and replacing them with a beautifully designed 
residential building. In addition, the replacement of a smjace public parking lot with .below grade private 
accessory parking spaces will bring the site into greater confonnity with current Planning Code and urban · 
design principles. 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1:. 

EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITS 
NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF 
ORIENTATION 

Policyl.3 

Recognize fuat buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that charac~erizes the cify 
and its districts . 

. OBJECTIVE 3: 

MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO COMPLEMENT THE CITY 
PATTERN, THE RESOURCES TO BE CONSERVED, AND TIIE NEIGHBORHOOD 
ENVIRONMENT. 

Policy3.1 

Promote harmony in the visual relationships and transitions between new and older buildings. 
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Relate the bulk of buildings to the prevailing scale of development to avoid an overwhelming or 
dominating appearance in new construction. · 

The Project meets the aforementioned objectives and policies by emplm;ing design that both relates to 
existing development in the neighborhood wht1e also emphasizing a pattern that gives its neighborhoods an 
image and means of orientation. The Project Site is located in a neighborhood of mid- to high-rise, mi.xed
use buildings both residential and commercial in nature. A cohesive design or pattern does not exist; 
however, the Project is located at the heart of the Hub, which harkens back to a well-known neighborhood 
near the intersections of Market Street with Valencia, Haight and Gough Streets. This Project is consistent 
with the design and ltind use goals of those proposed in the Hub Area Plan as well as those articulated in 
the Market and OctaviaArea·Plan. 

The bm1ding's form is characterized by a 120--foot podium and tower portion above that rises to 400-feet 
tall, excluding the parapet and elevator shaft. The tower form has been shaped bij wind mitigation efforts in 
addition to zoning requirements and a desire for an iconic sculptural, yet simple curved form. The focus of 
the tower is on the diagonal "cuts" at the base, amenity, and parapet levels. These cuts are designed to· 
expose the residential character of the tower both in scale and matericility. The fafades provide an elegant 
"tapestnf' with recessed windows, subtle faceting, materiality, and scale reminiscent of older residential 
towers and the historic white masonnJ buildings of the.Civic Center district, particularly the adjacent 25 
Van Ness bui1ding (a historic former Masonic Temple). The size and location of the openings vanJ in 
relation to site factors (wind, sun, and views) and the interior layout to reflect the natural rhythms of a 
residential neighborhood. 

The Plaza, created by pulling the tower away from Van Ness Avenue, will be both an important public 
space along the Market St. corridor, and a neighborhood and building amenity. It is conceived as an 
outdoor living room wiph formal and itifonnal events, cafe dining, and retail kiosks (subject to the approval 
of an In-Kind Fee Waiver Agreement). The raised planters and seating elements create cues for pedestrian 
circulation and programmatic zoning. The plantings 4raw from California's rich flora with a few, non
native additions proven to thrive in urban conditions. Led by artists Dan Goods and David D~lgado, the 
overhead wind mitigating element has evolved into a kinetic art sculpture that celebrates the "Invisible 
River" of wind flowing around the tower and through the plaza. 

The scale of the building is consistent with heights permitted by the zoning district in which the Project is 
located and with other buildings praposed in the vicinity, including the project at 1500 Mission Street, 
which will include a residential tower that also rises to 400- feet tall. 

COMMERCE AND .INDUSTRY ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 

MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWI'H AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE 
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT. 
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Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable 
consequences. Discourage development that has substantial undesirable consequences that 
cannot be mitigated. 

Policyl.2 

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

Policyl.3 

Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial 
land use plan. 

The Project Supports these Objectives and Policies. The Project would add up to 4,110 square feet of new 
commercial space intended to serve residents in the building and surrounding neighborhood, and would 
also include retail kiosks within the proposed Oak plaza (subject to the approval of an In-Kind Fee Waiver 
Agreement). Retail is encouraged and principally pennitted on the ground floor of buildings in the 
Downtown -General District, and is thus consistent with activities in the commercial land use plan. 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 

MEET TI-IE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT, AND 
lNEXPENSNE TRAVEL WITBIN SAN FRAN OSCO AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND OTHER 
PARTS OF THE REGION WHILE MAINTAINING THE IDGH QUALITY LMNG 
ENVIRONMENT OF THE BAY AREA. 

Policyl.2: 

Ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians throughout the city. 

A primary objective of the proposed Project is to create a pedestrian-oriented environment at the Project 
Site that greatly enhances the pedestrian experience and encourages walking as a principal means of 
transportation. Proposed improvements to the sidewalks would improve pedestrian safety, including the 
construction of a public plaza, _generous sidewalks and other traffic calming measures to reduce vehicular 
speed. In addition to the creation ofa public plaza, 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, biciJcle racks, light fixturt;s and street trees to enhance the pedestrian experience. The 
Project tower is set back approximately 17'-8" and the ground floor is set back approximately 28'-0" from 
the Van Ness property line, providing a generous 43'-10." wiile open space. Wind canopies wi1l be placed 
around the base of the bui1ding tower, providing protection to pedestrians against the neighborhood's 
windy conditions. A wind cpnopy will also be constriicted in Fox Plaza to protect pedestrians against 
ground level wind conditions. A Traffic Impact Study projected that at peak hours, up fa approximately 
1,200 pedestrians would pass through the intersection of Van Ness and Market Street. The proposed open 
space provided by the Project directly across the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit boarding island will help 
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create a pedestrian-friendly environment for the significant increase in pedestrians, particularly ditring 
peak hours. · · 

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 surrounding 
neighbor1wod parking. However, the parking that is being provided will not generate substantial traffic 
that would adversely impact pedestrian, transit, or bicycle movement. Because the proposed Project is 
located at one of the most transit-1ich intersections in San Francisco, providing connections to all areas of 
the Cih; and to the larger regional transportation network, is adjacent to the Market Street bikeway, and 
within a s1wrt walking distance of the Central Market, ·so.MA and Downtown employment centers, a 
substantial majority of trips generated by the proposed project should be bi; transit,· bicycle or foot, 
reducing the impact of automobi1e traffic on MUNI transit service. In addition, a. wide range of 
neighborhood services are located within a short walking distance of the Project site, further reducing the 
need for private automobile trips. Additionally, the Project's parking will only be accessible by valet via 
two' car elevators, further discouraging daily use. Thus, the Project would provide a merely sufficient . . 

rather than excessive amount of parking in order to accommodate the parking needs of the future residents 
of the Project and the neighborhood, while still supporting and encouraging walking, bicycle travel and 
public transit use . 

. OBJECTIVE 2: 

USE TIIB TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND 
IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT. 

Policy2.1: 

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

Policy2.2: 
Reduce pollution, noise and energy consumption. 

· T1ie Project would promote Objective 2 and its associated policies In; constructing a residential building 
with ground floor retail in the Downtown Core, which is among the most transit rich areas of the City. The 
Project would provide· 0.45 parking spaces per dwelling, a lower ratio than the maximum amount 
conditionally permitted under the Code, and will not provide any parking for the proposed retail uses, and 
all of these parking spaces would be located underground., with the exception of one van-accessible space for 
persons with disabilities, and thus would be less intrusive from an urban design standpoint, 
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ESTABLISH PUBLIC TRANSIT AS THE PRIMARY MODE OF TRANSPORTATION IN SAN 
FRANCISCO AND AS A MEANS TIIROUGH WHfCH TO GUIDE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 
AND IMPROVE REGIONAL MOBILITY AND AJR 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 trarisportation and the people occupijing the 
building are expected to 1'ely heavily on public transit, bicycling, or walking for the majority of their daily 
trips. The project includes bicycle parking for 366 bicycles (304 Class 1, 62 Class 2). Within a few blocks 
of the Project Site, there is an abundance of local and regional transit lines, including MUNI bus lines, 
MUNI Metro rail lines and BART, Golden Gate Transit and SaniTrans. Additionally, such transit lines 
provide access to AC Transit (Transbay Tenninal) and Cal Train. 

DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 

MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE 
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVJ:RONMENT. 

Policyl.1 

Encourage development which produces substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable 
consequences. Discourage development which has substantial undesirable consequences which 
cannot be mitigated. 

The Project would bring additional housing into a neighborhood that is well served btJ public transit in a 
central Downtown/Civic Center location. The Project would not displace any housing because the existing 
uses at the Project Site are a surface public parking lot and two commercial buildings. The Project would 
improve the existing character of the neighborhood btJ removing the existing surface public parking lot and 
provide substantial public realm benefits with the development of a public plaza and related streetscape 
improvements that would enhance the pedestrian experience both at the Project site and the surrounding 
neighboi-hood. The proposed retail space is consistent and compatible with the existing retail uses in the 
neighborhood and is also consistent with the pedestrian-friendly uses in the immediate neighborhood and 
the downtown core. Additionally, the Project would create a more pedestrian-friendly environment in the 
immediate neighborhood by providing publicly accessible open space ·improvements directly fronting the 
Van Ness Bus Rapid Tra:nsit boarding platfonn. The Project therefore creates substantial net benefits for 
the City with min.imal undesirable consequences. 

OBJECTIVE 7: 

EXP AND THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING IN AND ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN. 
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Policy7.1 

Promote the mclusion of housing in downtown commercial developments. 

Policy7.2 

Facilitate conversion of underused industrial and commercial areas to residential use.' 

'The Project would demolish a surface parking lot and two commercial buildings and construct a 304-unit 
residential building within a transit rich neighborhood and easy commuting distance of downtown jobs. 
T1ie Project would also include approximately°4,110 square feet of ground floor retat1 space as well as retai1 
kiosks within the proposed plaza (subject to the approval of an In-Kind Pee Waiver Agreement), which 
wou(d provide services to the immediate neighborhood, and would create pedestrian-oriented, active uses on 
Market and Van Ness Streets. 'The Project would further greatly enhance the public realm by including a 
public plaza and significant streetscape improvements. 

OBJECTIVE 16: 

CREATE AND Iv.1AINTAJN A 1'TRACTIVE, INTERESTING URBAN STREETSCAPES .. 

Policy16.4 

Use designs and materials and include amenities at the ground floor to create pedestrian mterest. 

'The Project would promote Objective 16 by including a ground floor retat1 use and a public plaza which 
would promote pedestrian traffic in the vicinity. 'The retail space and the public plaza would increase the 
usefulness of the vicinity surrounding the Project Site to pedestria.ns and serve to calm the speed of traffic 
on the street. The Project would provide floor-to-ceiling, transparent windows in the proposed retaz1 space, 
along with outdoor seating associated with the retail, inviting pedestrians. T1ie sidewalk area surrounding 
the Project Site would be improved with bicycle racks, landscaping, seating, high quality materials and 
protective wind canopies that will be artfully sculpted. In general, the Project would increase the usefe.lness 
of the area surrounding the Project Site to pedestrians and bicyclists by creating an area of respite for tlwse 
waiting for transit and I or are passing through. 

OBJECTIVE 18: 
ENSURE THAT THE NUMBER OF AUTO TRIPS TO AND FROM DOWNTOWN WILL NOT BE 
DETRIMENTAL TO THE GROWTH ORAMENTIY OF DOWNTOWN 

Policy 18.3: 
Discourage new long-term commuter parking spaces in and around downtown. Limit long-term 
parking spaces serving downtown to the number that already exists. 

Policy 18.5: 
Discourage proliferation of surface parking as an interim use; particularly where sound 
residential, commercial, or industrial buildings would be demolished. 

'The Project would not conflict with Objective 18 of the Downtown Plan, because it does not propose any 
new long-term commuter parking, or any new long-term parking. Instead, the Project would serve the 
needs of future residents at the Project. In addition, the Project will bring the site into greater conformity 
with the Downtown Plan by removing surface parking lat and replacing it with a high rise residential 
building with ground floor retail and a public plaza. 
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Motion No. 19944 
Hearing Date: June 15, 2017 

CASE NO, 2009.0159EGPAMAPDNXCUAVARK 
1540 Market Str~et 

.MARKET AND OCTAVIA PLAN 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1.1: . 
CREATE A LAND USE PLAN THAT EMBRACES THE MARKET AND OCTA VIA 
NEIGHBORHOOD'S POTENTIAL AS A MIXED- USE URBAN NEIGHBORHOOD 

Policy 1.1.2: 
Concentrate more intense uses and activities in those areas best served by transit and most 
accessible on foot. 

Policy 1.1.5: 
Reinforce the importance of Market Street as the city's cultural and ceremonial spine. 

The Project will reinforce the importance of Market Street as the City's cultural and ceremonial spine, as 
well as its position as the front porch to the Civic Center Performing and Cultural Arts District, by 
including approximately 4,110 square feet of active ground floor retail uses, and creating approximately 
16,050 square feet of enhanced public realm improvements, including a publicly accessible pedestrian plaza 
that would activate the public realm along Marr.et Street and Van Ness Avenue. The praposed streetscape 
improvements would include a shared-public-way along Oak Street, .and new widened sidewalks on both 
sides of Oak Street, with new bike racks, public seating, planters and street' trees, ,public art, and 
performance area.s. Additionally, subject to the approval of an In-Kind Fee Waiver Agreement, the praposed 
streetscizpe improvements would also include several retail kiosks on the north side of Oak Street, as well as 
movable seating and sidewalk'replacement along Van Ness Avenue. Thus, the Project will provide ground
floor activities that are public in nature and contribute to the life of the street. 

OBJECTIVE 1.2: 
ENCOURAGE URBAN FORM THAT REINFORCES THE PLAN AREA'S UNIQUE PLACE IN. 
THE CITY'S LARGER URBAN FORM AND S'IRENGTIIBNS ITS PHYSICAL FABRIC AND 
·CHARACTER 

Policy 1.2.2: 
Maximize housing opportunities and encourage high- quality commercial spaces on the ground 
floor. 

Policy 1.2.5: 
Mark the intersection of Van Ness Avenue and 1.farket Street as a visual landmark. 

The Project is located within an existing high - density urban context and would transform underutilized 
retail/ office buildings and parki.ng lot into high - density housing and ground-floor retail that has a 
multitude of transportation options. The Project includes a mix of one-, two-, three- and four- bedroom 
units, and approximately 4,110 square feet of ground fl.oar retail. 

OBJECTIVE 2.2: 
ENCOURAGE CONSTRUCTION OF RESIDENTIAL INFILL THROUGHOUT THE 
PLAN AREA. 
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Motion No. 19944 
Hear:ing Date: June 15,2017 

CASE NO. 2Q09.Q159EGPAMAPDNXCUAVARK 
1540 Market Street 

Policy 2.2.2: 
Ensure a mix of unit sizes is built m new development and is maintained in existing housing 

stock. 

Policy 2.2.4: 
Encourage new housing above ground- floor commercial uses in new development and in 

expansion of existing commercial buildings. 

The praposed Project include1J 304 dwelling units and approximately 4,110 square feet of ground floor 
retail that wraps around the ground floor along Market Street, Van Ness·Avenue and Oak Street. The · 
Project includes a mix of one-, two-, three-, and 4-bedroom units, which helps maintain the diversity of the 
City's housing stock. The Project would demolish a surface parking lot and two undenitilized commercial 
buildings and construct a beautifully designed 304-unit residential building at the intersection or Market 
and Van Ness Streets within a transit rich neighborhood and easy commuting distance of downtown jobs. 
'I1ie Project would also include approximately 4,110 sq. ft. of ground floor retail space, which would 
provide seruices to the immediate neighborhood, and would create pedestrian-oriented, active uses on 

. Market and Van Ness Street.s. By adding a high-quality public plaza and streetscape improvements in 
accordance with the Market and Octavia Area Plan Design Standards, the proposed Project would build on 
the ·positive traits of the Hayes Valley neighborhood, extending its walkable scale outward toward the Van 
Ness and Market intersection. 

OBJECTIVE 2.3: 
PRESERVE AND ENHANCE EXISTING SOUND HOUSING STOCK 

The Project would not conflict with Objective 2.3 because no housing currently exists at the Project site; 
therefore, development of the Project will not displace any existing housing. 

OBJECTIVE 4.1: 
PROVIDE SAFE AND COMFORTABLE PUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY FOR PEDESTRIAN USE 
AND IMPROVE THE PUBLIC LJFE OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD. 

Policy 4.1.1: 
Widen sidewalks and shorten pedestrian crossings with comer plazas and boldly marked 
crosswalks where possible without affecting traffic lanes. Where such improvements may reduce 
lanes, the improvements should first be studied. 

'I1ie One Oak Project has proposed pro-active measures to calm traffic, improve walkability and pedestrian 
safety in the neighborhood; consistent with and in support of the City's Vision Zero policy. The Project 
includes slow street improvements, a raised table crosswalk at the Va~ Ness Avenue entmnce to Oak 

· · Street, widened sidewalks on both the south and north sides of Oak Street, enhanced shared-public-Wat) 
surface treatments to identify the street as part of the pedestrian realm, additwnal plaza and street lighting, 
62 public Class-2 bike parking spaces, widening the crosswalk from the new BRT Platfonn to the site, and a 
new Muni elevator enclosure. The prapased Project has eamed conditional GreenTRIP Platinum 
Certification from Transform - a California 501(c)(3) public interest organization (www.transformca.org) 
- for the Project's safety improvements and transportation. amenities. 'I11e proposed Project will be the 
first condominium project in San Francisco to meet Green TRIP Platinum requirements. 
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Mot.ion No, 1 $944 
lieariog Oate~Juoe 1S, 2017 

OBJECI:IVE 5.1: 

CASE NO. 200~.0159EGPAMAPONXCUAVARK · 
1540 Ma.rket Street 

IMPROVE PUBLIC TRANSIT TO MAKE IT MORE RELIABLE, ATTRACTIVE, CONVENIENT, 
AND RESPONSIVE TO INCREASING DEMAND. 

Policy 5.1.2: 
Restrict curb cuts on transit- preferential streets. 

OBJECTIVE 5.2: 
DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT PARKING POLICIES FOR AREAS WELL SERVED BY PUBLIC 
TRANSIT THAT ENCOURAGE TRAVEL BY PUBLIC TRANSIT AND ALTERNATIVE 
TRANSPORTATION MODES AND REDUCE TRAFFIC CONGESTION. 

Policy 5.2.3: 
Minimize the negative impacts of parking on neighborhood quality. 

OBJECTIVE 5.3: 
ELIMINATE OR REDUCE TIIE NEGATIVE IMPACT OF PARKING ON THE PHYSICAL 
CHARACTER AND QUALITY OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD. 

Policy 5.3.1: 
Encourage the fronts of buildings to be lined with active uses and, where parking is provided, 

require that it be setback and screened from the street · 

Market Street and Van Ness Avenue are considered transit-preferential. streets. Accordingly, all off
street parking and loading access is being directed to Oak Street. All parki1ig will be located below grade, 
wit~ the exception of one va~-accessible spice for persons with disabil.ities, improving the Project's urban 
design by minimizing street frontages devoted to vehicular uses and also bringing the site into greater 
confonnity with the Market and Octavia Plan by removing the surface parking lot. the street- level design 
of the Project provides mostly active uses including 4,110 square feet of retaz1 along Market Street, Van 
Ness Avenue and. Oak Street. 

10. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review 
of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the Project 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 ownerslup of such businesses be enhanced. 

The Project supports this policy. The proposed 3_D4 residential units will house approximately 550 to 
700 new residents that will patronize new and existing neighborhood~serving retail uses. In addition, 
the proposed project would add approximately 3,210-sf of net .. new retail/restaurant space, replacing the 
existing 900-sf donut shop with a 4,110-sf restaurant/retail space, increasing future opportunities for 
resident employment in the service sector. The Project would further enhance neighborhood-serving 
retail by adding an approximately 16,050 square foot public pedestrian plaza which could strengthen 
nearby neighborhood retail uses m; attracting pedestrians and passersby and broadening the consumer 
base and demand for existing neighborhood-serving retail SmJices. 
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Motion No. 19944 CASE NO. 2009.0159EGPAMAPDNXCUAVARK 
1540 Market Street Hearing Date; June 15, 2017 

R 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 improve the existing character of the ·neighborhood btJ providing more pedestrian
.friendly uses, including publicly accessible open space immediately adjacent to the site and across from 
the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit platform. No housing would be displaced because the existing 
structures contain offices and retail uses. The proposed retail space presents an opportunity for sniall 
business owners, helping to preserve the·cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. The 
Market and Van Ness intersection is generally characterized as an area lacking positive neighborhood 
.character, wherew; the nearby Hayes Vallei; neighborhood is generally recognized as a desirable 
neighborhood, characterized by a mix of residential, cultural, and retail uses. By adding new housing, 
neighborhood-serving retail space, and a high-qualitlJ public plaza in accordance with the Market and 
Octavia Area Plan Design Standards, the proposed project would build on the positive traits of the 
Hayes Valley neighborhood, extending its walkable scale outward toward the Van Ness and Market 
intersection. The Project would further improve the existing character· of the neighborhood by 
removing the surface public parking lat. 

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

Th~re is cµrrently no housing on the site, thetefore, no affordable housing would be lost as part of this 
Project. The Project enhances the City's supply of affordable housing by contributing to the 
Inclusionan; Housing Fund and directing the cantnoution to the development of 72 permanently 
Below Market Rate units on Octavia Boulevard· Parcels "R", "S" and "U", subject to a letter 
ag;eement and the conditions set forth therein from the· MOH, including independent environmental 
review under CEQA.. This represents approximately 24% of the total marlcet-rate units at the proposed 
Project. Accordingly, although the .Octavia BMR Project is a separate project requiring further 
approvals, its proxi.mity to the project site and the convei;ance of the development rights to MOH CD 
for use as affordable housing sites represents a significant contribution to the development of affordable 
housing ~n the Project's immediate neighborhood. In addition to the Planning Code Section 415 
affordable housing fees "directed" to the Octavia BMR Project, the Project will also pay project would 
pay an additional approximatel.y $6.1 million in Market-Octavia Affordable Housing Fees and Van 
Ness & Market SUD Affordable Housing Fees. These additional. afforif.a_ble housing fees, in turn; will 
fund the construction of new, pennanently affordable BMR housing elsewhere in the City. 

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

SAil FRAllGISCU 

The Project would not impede MUNI transit service or overburden local streets or parking. . The 
Project is located along a major transit corriqor that would promote rather than impede the use of 
MUNI transit service. Future residents and employees of the Project could. access bath the existing 
MUNI raz1 and bus services as well as the BART system. The Project alqo provides a sufficient 
amount off-street parking for future residents so that neighborhood parking will not b('! overburdened 
by the addition of new residents and building users. The project would also eliminate an existing 47-
space suiface commercia1 parking lot, reducing a potential source of vehicle trips to and from the site. 
The entrance to the proposed automobile and bict;cle drop-off area would be located on Oak Street 
where no transit lines exist. The proposed project would also provide enhanced pedestrian access to the 
MUNI Metro Van Ness Station and the new Van Ness BRT Station to be located at the intersection of 
Van Ness and Ma1'ket by constructing a high-qual.itlJ pedestrian plaza and if new weather protected 
enclosure for the MUNI Metro Station elevator. 
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Motion No. 19944 CASE N0,_2008.0159E~PAMAPDNXCUAVARK 
1540 Market Str~et Heartm;i P~t!;!: June 15, 2017 

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 displace any industrial or service sectors and does not include commercial office 
development. Further, the proposed ground--jloor retail space provides future opportunities for resident 
employment and ownership. 

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 ta achieve the greatest possible preparedness to 
protect against injury and loss of life in an earthquake. The bui1ding wi1l be constructed in compliance 
with all current building codes to ensure a high level of seismic safety. In addition, the proposed 
Project would replace two older buildings, built in 1920 and 1980, that do not comply with current 
seismic safef:y standards. 

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

There are no landmarks or historic buildings on-site. 

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

The Project would cast. approximately 23 niinutes of shadnw onto Patricia's Green during tlze dates of 
maximum shading, particularly durin.g morning hours. It was observed that the park is most intensely 
used during lunch hours. Accordingly, the additional shading on Patricia's Green WtlS detennined 110t 
to. create a significant and unavoidable impact, nor adversely impact the use of the park. The Project 
would cast approximately 22 minutes of shadnw onto Page and Laguna Mini Park during the dates of 
maximum slu;.ding, particularly during morning hours. It was observed that the intensity of the park 
usage was venJ · low. Accordingly,. the additional shading on Page and Laguna Mini Park was 
determined not to create a significant and unavoidable impact, nor adversely impact the use of the 
Part · 

In addition, the proposed project wz1l create a ne:w publicly accesswle open space on Oak Street and on 
a portion of the project site, substantially enhancing public open space. The requested shift of 
designated height zones due to the shift of the tower ta the west is to allow greater open space and 
access to sunlight at this important civic intersection fronting Van Ness Avenue.and Market Street. 

11. The Commission made and adopted environmental findings by its Motion No. 19939, which are 
incorporated by reference as though fu}Jy set forth her~in, regarding the Project description and 
objectives, significant impacts, significant and unavoidable impacts, mitigation measures and 
alternatives, and a statement of. overriding considerations, based on substantial evidence in the 
whole record of this proceeding and pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, 
Section 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Adminis.trative Code ("Chapter 
31 "). The Commission adopted these finclipgs as required by CEQA, separate artd apart from the 
Commission's certification of the Project's Final BIR, which the Commission certified prior to 
adopting the CEQA findings. 

12. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code 
provided under Section 101.1 (b) fu that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character 
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development. 
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Motion No.19944 
Hearing Date: June 15, 2017 

CASE NO. 2009.0159EGPAMAPDNXCUAVARK 
1540 Market Street 

13. The Commission hereby finds that approval of Conditional Use Authorization would promote 
the health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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Mot\0.n No.1e~44 
Hearina Oi'Ite: June 15, 2017 

CASE NO., 200$,0159.EGPAMAPDNXCUAVARK 
1540 Market Street 

DEOSION 

· That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use 
Authorization Application No. 2009.0159EGP AMAPDNXCUA V ARK ·subject to the following 
conditions attached hereto as "EXHIBIT A" in general conformance with plans on file, dated May 15, 2016 
and stamped "EXHIBIT B", which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth. 

. APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional 
Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors withln 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. 

Pro.test 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 constitutes conditional approval of the development and 
the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has 
begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90--day approval period has begun for the subject 
development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 

I~ G Pl,nnmg CmnmissionADOPTED 11,e foregoing Motion on June 15, 2017. 

JonasP.Ionin \~ . 
Com'm:ission Secretary 

AYES: Commissioners Hillis, Johnson, Melgar, Moore, Richards 

NAYS: Commissioner Koppel 

ABSENT: Commissioner Fong 

ADOPTED: June 15, 2017· 
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Motion No. 19944 
Hearing Date: June.15, 2017 

CASE NO. 2009.0159EGPAMAPONXCUAVARK 
1540 Market Street 

EXHIBIT A 
AUTHORIZATION 

This authorization is for a Conditional Use Authorization relating to a Project that would demolish an 
existing four-story office building at 1540 Market Street, a three-story retail building at 1500 Market Street 
(d.b.a. All Star Cafe) and an approximately 47-space commercial surface parking lot to construct a 40-
story, 400-foot tall, 304-unit residential building containing approximately 4,110 square feet of ground 
floor retaH pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 151.1 on Assessor's Block 0836, Lots 001, 002, 
003, 004, and 005 within the C-3-G, Downtown-General Zoning District and the proposed 120-R-2 and 
120/400-R-2 Height and Bullc Districts; in general conformance with plans dated May 15, 2017, and 
stamped "EXHIBIT B" included in the docket for Case no. 2009-0159EGP AMAPDNXCUA V ARK and 
subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on June 15, 2017 under 
Motion No. 19944. The proposed Project includes a proposed Zoning Map amendment to allow for a 
height swap between parcels 001 and 005, and a General Plan Amendment amending Map 3 of the 
Market and Octavia Area Plan and Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan to ensure consistency with the 
proposed Zoning Map amendment This authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the 
property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator. 

COMPLIANCE WITH OTHER REQUIREMENTS 

The Conditions of Approval set forth in Exhj.bit A of Motion No. 19943, Case No. 2009-
0159EGP AMAPDNXCUA V ARK (Downtown Project Authorization under Planning Code Section 309) 
apply to this approval, and are incorporated herein as though fully set forth, except as modified herein. 
Further the Project requires variances that require approval from the Zoning Administrator from Sections 
140, for units that do not meet exposure requirements, and Section 145.1, for a combined parking/ 
loading entrance exceeding 20-feet in width. 

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Prior· to tl;te 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 O.ty 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 June 15, 2017 under Motion No. 19944. 

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 19944 shall be 
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit 
application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Downtown 
Project Authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications. 

SEVERABILITY 

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section 
or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not 
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M.oUon No. 19944 
HearinQ Date: June 15, 2017 

CASI; NO. 2.009.0159EGPAMAPPNX~~~VARK 
1540 Market Street 

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. 

CHANG.ES 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 Downtown Project Authorization. 

PARKING MAXIMUM 

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151.1, the Project shall provide no more than a ratio of 0.25 parking 
spaces per dwelling unit, as principally permitted parking. With 304 dwelling units, a maximum of 7(j 
spaces is principally permitted per Planning Code Section 151. An additional 76 p~king spaces (for a 
total of up to 152 parking spaces) may be permitted with a Conditional Use Authorization. The Project 
Sponsor may provide up to 136 off-street parking spaces, as authorized under Motion No. 19944. 
However, if the Project changes from an ownership project to a rental project, the Project shall reduce the 
accessory parking amount to no more than the 0.25 ratio to dwelling units, which is principally 
permitted The Project must also comply with Building Department requirements with respect to parking 
spaces for persons with disabiliti.es. · 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf. 
planning.org · ' 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

DRAFT Planning Commission Motion 
NO. M-XXXXX 

Hearing Date: 
Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

HEARING DATE: June 15, 2017 

June 15, 2017 
2009.0159E 
1500-1540 Market Street (One Oak Street) 
C-3-G - DOWNTOWN 
120-R-2 and 120/400-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts 

Van Ness & Market Downtown Special Use District 
Block/Lot: Block 836, Lots: 001,002, 003, 004, and 005 
Project Sponsor: Steve Kuklin, Build Inc. 

315 Linden Str~et 

Staff Contact: 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

(415)-551-7627 
Diane Livia - (415) 575-8758 
diane.livia@sfgov.org 

1650 Mrssion St. 
Suim400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479: 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.640!1 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT FOR A PROPOSED MIXED USE PROJECT WITH 310 RESIDENTIAL UNITS, 
APPROXlMATELY 4,025 GROSS SQUARE FEET OF COMMERCIAL SPACE, AND IMPROVEMENTS 
TO PORTIONS OF THE ADJACENT OAK STREET AND VAN NESS AVENUE PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF
WAY CREATING AN APPROXIMATELY 14,000~GROSS SQUARE FOOT PUBLIC PLAZA. THE 
PROJECT WOULD INCLUDE PRIVATE VEHICULAR PARKING IN AN ON-SITE GARAGE AND 
BICYCLE PARKING IN THE BUILDING MEZZANINE AND ALONG PUBLIC SIDEWALKS. A NEW 
ENCLOSURE WOULD BE PROVIDED AROUND THE EXISTING STREET-LEVEL ELEVATOR THAT 
PROVIDES ACCESS TO THE MUNI METRO-VAN NESS STATION CONCOURSE. WIND CANOPIES 
WOULD BE INSTALLED IN THE PLAZA AND ON SIDEWALKS TO ENSURE ACCEPTABLE WIND y . 

CONDITIONS IN PUBLIC AREAS ADJACENT THE PROJECT SITE. 

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") hereby CERTIFIES the 
final Environmental Impact Report identified as Case No. 2009.0159E, the "One Oak Project" at 

1500 - 1540 Market Street and various other parcels, above (hereinafter 'Project"), based upon the 
following findings: 

1. The City and County of San Francisco, acting through the Planning Department (hereinafter 
"Department") fulfilled all procedural requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000 et seq., hereinafter "CEQA"), the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. 
Admin. Code Title 14, Section 15000 et seq., (hereinafter "CEQA Guidelines") and Chapter 31 of the 
San Francisco Administrative Code (hereinafter "Chapter 31"). 

www.sfp[anning.org 
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Motion No. M-XXXXX 
Hearing Date: June 15, 2017 

CASE NO. 2009.0159E 
1500 - 1540 Market Street 

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

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

general circulation on June 17, 2015. 

B. The Department published the Draft Environmental hnpa~ Report (hereinafter "DEIR'') and 
provided public notice of the availability of the DEIR for public review and comment and of the 
date and time of the Planning Commission public hearing on the DEIR in a newspaper of general 
circulation on November 16, 2016; this notice was mailed to the Department's list of persons 
requesting such notice. 

C. The Department posted notices of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public 

hearing near the project site by Department staff on November 16, 2016. 

D. The Department mailed or otherwise delivered copies of the DEIR to a list of persons requesting 
it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, to adjacent property owners, and to 
government agencies, the latter both directly and through the State Clearinghouse on November 
16, 2016. 

E. The Department filed Notice of Completion with the State Secreta..ry of Resources via the State 
Oe~ghouse on November 17, 2016. 

2. The Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on said DEIR on Thursday~ January 5, 2017 at 

which opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the DEIR. 
The period for acceptance of written comments ended on January 10, 2017. 

3. The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public 
hearing and in writing during the 55-day public review period for the DEIR, prepared revisions to 
the text of the DEIR in response to comments ·received or based on additional information that 
became available during the public review period, and corrected errors in the DEIR. This material 
was presented in a Comments and Responses document, published on June 1, 2017, distributed to the 
Commission and all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon request 
at the Department. 

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

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

6. On June 15, 2017, the Commission reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR 

and hereby does find that the contents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR was 
prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and 
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 
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Motion No. M-XXXXX 
Hearing Date: June 15, 2017 

CASE NO. 2009.0159E 
1500 -1540 Market Street 

7. The project sponsor has indicated that the presently preferred alternative is the· Revised Project, 
analyzed in Chapter 2 of the Comments and Responses document, and as further refined as described 
in the 'Various proposed approvals for the One Oak project, as detailed in revisions to the DEIR and 
other staff reports. 

8. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the FEIR concerning File No. 2009.0159E reflects the 
ind.ependent judgment and analysis of the Gty and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate 
and objective, and that the Comments and Responses document contains no significant revisions to 
the DEIR, and hereby does CERTIFY THE COMPLETION of said FEIR in compliance with CEQA and 
the CEQA Guidelines. 

The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, hereby does find that the project 
described in the EIR, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
development in the project vicinity would contribute considerably to cumulative construction-related 
transportatiqn impacts, denoted in the DEIR as Impact C-TR-7. Despite implementing Mitigation 
Measure M-C-TR-7 the pr9ject may not feasibly reduce effects to a less-than-significant level. 

9. The Planning Commission reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR prior to 
approving the Project 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its regular 
meeting of June 15, 2017. 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
pµu,JlliJl'IIQ .PJW.l>JITl\!it=:illt' 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

Re: 

June 1,2017 

Members of the Planning Commission and Interested Parties· 

Lisa G~son, Environmental Review Officer 

Attached Responses to Comments on praft Environmental 
Impact Report Case No. 2009.0159E, 1500 Market St. (One Oak) 

Attached for your review please find a copy of the Responses to Comments document 
for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR.) for the above-referenced project. This 
document, along with the Draft EIR, will be before the Planning Commission for 
Final EIR certification on June 15, 2017. The Planning Commission will receive public 
testimony on the Final EIR. certification at the June 15, 2017 hearing. Please note that the 
public review period for the Draft EIR. ended on January 10, 2017; any corr..ments 
received after that date, including any comments provided orally or in writing at the 
Final EIR. certification hearing, will not be responded to in writing. 

· The Planning Commission does not conduct a hearing to receive comments on the 
Responses to Comments document, and no such hearing is required by the California 
Environmental Quality Act. Interested parties, however, may always write to 
Commission members or to the President of the Commission at 1650 Mission Street and 
express an opinion on the Responses to Comments document, or the Commission's 
decision to certify the completion of the Final EIR. for this project. 

Please note that if you receive the Responses to Comments document in addition to the 
Draft EIR, you technically have the Final EIR.. If you have any questions concerning the 
Responses to Comments document or the environmental review process, please contact 
Diane Livia at 415-575-8758 or diane.livia@sfgov.org. 

Thank you for your interest in this project and your consideration of this matter. 

Memo 
Revised 4/28/14 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

Re: 

June 1, 2017 

Members of the Planning Commission and Interested Parties 

Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer 

Attached Responses to Comments on Draft Environmental 
Impact Report Case No. 2009.0159E, 1500 Market St. (One Oak) 

Attached for your review please find a copy of the Responses to Comments document 
for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (BIR) for the above-referenced project. This 
document, along with the Draft EIR, will be before the Planning Commission for 
Final EIR certification on June 15, 2017. The Plarinihg Commission will receive public 
testimony on the Final BIR certification at fb.e June 15, 2017hearing. Please note that the 
public review period for the Draft BIR ended on January 10, 2017; any comments 
received after that date, including any comments provided orally or in writing at the 
Final BIR certification hearing, will not be responded to in writing. 

The Planning Commission does not conduct a hearing to receive comments on the 
Responses to -comments document, and no such hearing is required by the California 
Environmental Quality Act. Interested parties, however, may always write to 
Commission members or to the President of the Commission at 1650 Mission Street and 
express an opinion on the Responses to Comments document, or the Commission's 
decision to certify the completion of the Final BIR for this project. 

Please note that if you receive the Responses to Comments document in addition to the 
Draft BIR you technically have the Final EIR. If you have any questions concerning the 
Responses to Comments document or the environmental review process, please contact 
Diane Livia at 415-575-8758 or diane.livia@sfgov.org. 

Thank you for your interest in this project and your consideration of this matter. 

Memo 
Revised 4/28/14 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

A. PURPOSE OF TffiS RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 

The purpose oftbis Responses to Comments (RTC) document is to present comments submitted 

on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed One Oak Project, tb respond 

in writing to comments on environmental issues, and _to revise the DEIR as necessary to provide 

additional clarity, including presenting changes to the proposed project that have occurred since 

publication of the DEIR to ensure that environmental impacts associated with the revised pro)ect 

are adequately addressed and evaluated as part of the Final EIR. Pursuant to the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resource Code Section 2109l(d)(2)(A) and (B), the 

Planning Department has considered the· comments received on the DEIR, evaluated the issues 

raised, and provided written responses that address each substantive environmental issue that has · 

been raised. In accordance with CEQA, the responses to comments focus on clarifying the 

project description and addressing significant environmental effects associated with the proposed 

project. ."Significant effects on the environment" means substantial, or potentially substantial, 

adverse changes in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project. 

Economic or social changes alone are not considered a significant effect on the environment. 1 

Therefore, this document focuses primarily on responding to comments· that relate to physicql 

environmental issues in compliance with CEQA.2 In addition, tbis RTC document includes text 

changes to the DEIR initiated by Planning Department staff. The reasons for the text changes 

related to the description of the proposed project's program and operational characteristics are 

also presented. 

No significant new information that warrants recirculation of the DEIR is: 1) provided in the 

comments received on the DEIR, or 2) reflected in the changes to the proposed project as 

described in RTC Chapter 2, Revisions and Clarifications to the Project Description. The 

comments do not identify, nor do the revisions to the project result in, any new significant 

environrnental impacts, or substantial increase in the severity of previously identified 

environmental impacts, or feasible project alternatives or mitigation measures that are 

considerably different from those analyzed in the DEIR that would clearly lessen the significant 

environmental impacts of the project, but wbich the project sponsor has not agreed to implement. 

The San Francisco Planning Department is the lead agency under CEQA responsible for 

administering the environmental review of projects within the City and County of San Francisco . 

. The DEIR together with this RTC document constitute the Final EIR for the project in fulfillment 

1 CEQA Guidelines. Section 15382. 
2 CEQA Guidelines. Sections 15382; 15064(c); and 16064(d). 
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1. Introduction 

of CEQA requirements, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132. The Final BIR has 

been prepared in compliance with the CEQA Guidelines3 and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco 

Administrative Code. Tb.is EIR is an informational document for use by: (1) governmental 

agencies (such as the San Francisco Planning Department) and the public to aid in the planning 

and decision-making process by disclosing the physical environmental effects of the project and 

identifying possible ways of reducing or avoiding the potentially significant impacts; and (2) the 

City Planning Commission, other Commissions/ Departments and the Board of Supervisors prior 

to their decision to approve, disapprove, or modify the project. If the Planning Commission, 

Board of Supervisors, or other city entities approve the proposed project, they would be required 

to adopt CEQA findings and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) to ensure 

that mitigation measures identified in the Final BIR are implemented. 

B. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

The San Francisco Planning Department prepared the DEIR for the One Oak Street (1500-1540 

Market Street) Project in accordance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines in Title 14 of the 

California Code of Regulations, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. The 

DEIR was published on November 16, 2016. The DEIR identified a 56-day public comment 

period from November 16, 2016 to January 10, 2017 to solicit public comment on the adequacy 

and accuracy of information presented in the DEIR. Paper copies of the DEIR were made 

available for public review at the following locations: (1) the San Francisco Planning 

Department, 1650 Mission Street, and the Planning Information Center, 1660 Mission Street; and 

(2) the San Francisco Main Library, 100 Larkin Street. The Planning Department also distributed 

notices of availability of the Draft BIR, published notification of its availability in a newspapf?r of 

general circulation in San Francisco, and posted notices of availability at locations around the 

project site. 

Comments on the DEIR were made in written form during the public comment period and as oral 

testimony received at the public hearing on the DEIR before the Planning Commission on 

January ·s, 2017. A court reporter was present at the public hearing to transcribe the oral 

comments verbatim and provide a written transcript. 

Toe comments received during the public review period are the subject of this Responses to 

Comments document, which addresses all substantive written and oral comments on the DEIR. 

Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15201, members of the public may comment on any aspect of 

the project Further, CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a) states that the focus of public review 

should be "on the sufficiency of the [DEIR] in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on 

3 Ti.tie 14, California Code of Regulations, Chapter 3, Guidelines for Implementation of the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 
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1. Introduction 

the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or 

mitigated." In addition, ''when responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to 

significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by 

reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the BIR." CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15088 specifies that the lead agenpy is required to respond to the .comments on the major 

environmental issues raised in t;he comments received during the public review period. 

Therefore, this RTC document is focused on the sufficiency and adequacy of the DEIR in 

disclosing the significance of the environmental impacts of the proposed project that were 

evaluated in the DEIR; because a number of revisions were made to the project and the project 

variant since publication of the DEIR, the significance of these changes is also discussed in RTC 

Chapter 2, Revisions and Clarifications to the Project Description. 

The San Francisco Planning Depar1ment distributed this RTC document for review to the San 

Francisco Planning Commission as well as to the agencies, neighborhood organizations, and 

persons who commented on the DEIR. The Planning Commission will consider the adequacy of 

the Final BIR-consisting of the DEIR and the RTC document-in com.plying with the 

requirements of CEQA. If the Planning Commission finds that the Final EIR is adequate, 

accurate and complete and complies with CEQA requirements, it will certify the Final BIR and 

will then consider the associated :MMRP, and the requested approvals for the revised project. 

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, the :MMRP is designed to ensure 

implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the Final BIR and adopted by decision

makers to mitigate or avoid the project's significant environmental effects. CEQA also requires 

the adoption of findings prior to approval of a project for which a certified EIR identifies 

significant environmental effects (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15092). Because this 

EIR identifies one significant adverse impact that cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant 

levels, the Commission must adopt findings that include a Statement of Overriding 

Considerations for this significant unavoidable impact (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093[b]) if 

the revised project would be approved. The project sponsor would be required to implement the 

:MMRP as a condition of project approval. 

C. · DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION 

This RTC document consists of the following chapters: 

Chapter 1, Introduction, discusses the purpose of the RTC document, the environmental review 

process for the BIR, and the organization of the RTC document. 

Chapter 2, Revisions and Clarifications to the Proposed Project, summarizes changes to the 

description of the proposed project, as described in DEIR Chapter 2, that the sponsor has initiated 

since publication of the DEIR. Chapter 2 also analyzes whether these revisions to the project 
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1. Introduction 

would result in any new or more severe significant environmental impacts not already discussed 

in the DEIR. 

Chapter 3, Public Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals Commenting on the DEIR, 

presents the names of persons who provided comments on the DEIR during the public comment 

period. This chapter includes three tables: Public Agencies Commenting on the DEIR, 

Organizations Commenting on the DEIR, and Individuals Commenting on the DEIR. 

Comm.enters are listed in alphabetical order within each category·. These lists also show the 

commenter code (described below) and the format (i.e., public hearing transcript, letter, or email) 

and date of each set of comments. 

Chapter 4, Responses to Comments, presents the comments excerpted verbatim from the public 

hearing transcript and written correspondence. Comments are organized by environmental topic 

and, where appropriate, by subtopic. They appear as single-spacedtext and are coded in the 

following way: 

• Comments from agencies are designated by "A-" and an acronym of the agency's name. 

• Comments from non-governmental organizations are designated by "0-" and an acronym 
of the organization's name. 

• Comments from individuals are designated by "I-" and the commenter's last name 

In cases where a commenter has spoken at the public hearing and submitted written comments, or 

has submitted more than one letter or email, the commenter's last name, or the acronym or 

abbreviation of the organization name represented by the commenter, is followed by a sequential 

number by date of submission. A final number at the end of the code keys each comment to the 

order of the bracketed comments within each written communication or set of transcript 

comments. Thus, each discrete comment has a unique comment code. The coded comment 

excerpts in Chapter 4 tie in with the bracketed comments presented in Attachments A and B of 

this Responses to Comments document, described below. 

Preceding each group of comments is a summary of issues raised by specific topic. Following 

each comment or group of comments on a topic are the Planning Department's responses. In 

some instances the responses may result in revisions or additions to the DEIR. Text changes are 

shown as indented text, with new text underlined and deleted material shown as strikethrough 

text. 

Chapter 5~ DEIR Revisions, is a complete presentation of text changes to the DEIR as a result of 

a response to comments wd/or staff-initiated text changes identified by Planning Department 

staff to update, correct, or clarify the DEIR text. Staff-initiated text changes are identified by an 

asterisk (*) in the margin. These changes .and minor errata do not result in significant new 

information with respect to the proposed project, including the level of significance of project 
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l. Introduction 

impacts or any new significant impacts. Therefore, recirculation of the DEIR pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15088.5 is not required. 

Attachments A and B present, respectively, a complete transcript of the Planning Commission 

hearing and a copy of the written correspondence received by the Planning Department in their 

entirety, with individual comments bracketed and coded as described above. An additional code 

points the reader to the topic and subtopic in Chapter 4 in which the bracketed comment appears 

.and the response that addresses it. 

This RTC document will be consolidated with the DEIR as its own chapter, and upon certification 

of the EIR the two documents will together comprise the project's Final BIR. The revisions to the 

EIR's text called out in Chapter 5, DEIR Revisions, of the RTC document will be incorporated 

into the DEIR text as part of publishing the consolidated Final EIR. 
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2. REVISIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS TO THE 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Since publication of the DEIR, the project sponsor has initiated revisions to the proposed project 

as it was described in DEIR Chapter 2, Project Description. This RTC section summarizes these 

current revisions to the proposed project (collectively, the "revised project") and analyzes 

whether such revisions would result in any change to the enviromhental effects reported in the 

Initial Study and DEIR, and evaluates whether such changes could result in any new significant 

environmental impacts not already discussed in the DEIR. This section also identifies the project 

variant as the project sponsor's preferred project and summarizes design refinementsfor the 

variant. 

See RTC Section 5, DEIR Revisions, pp. 5 .18-5 .29, which presents the specific text changes to 

the D BIR Project Description that are necessitated by the sponsor's revisions to the proposed 

project and the project variant. 

A. SUMMARY OF REVISIONS TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The revisions. include the following: (1) specifying that the project sponsor has selected the 

project variant described in the DEIR and presenting design refinements for the selected variant; 

(2) reducing the number of project parking spaces; and (3) actively discouraging the use of the 

existing Market Street loading zone for project operations. The revisions also include minor text 

revisions to .the BIR Project Description. 

Project Sponsor Selection of the Project Variant and Variant Design Refinements 

The DEIR Project Description is revised to update the EIR by specifying that the project sponsor 

has selected the Muni Station Elevator and Emergency Access Variant to be presented for 

approval. This variant is substantially the same as the proposed project, is described in the BIR 

on p. 2.30, and is evaluated in tandem with the proposed project in BIR Chapter 4, Environmental 

Setting and Impacts. The variant was included in the EIR description of the proposed project as 

an option that the sponsor or decision-maker may select. However, for the purposes of this 

section, the selected project variant and additional updated information about the variant 

presented below are referred to as the "preferred project" to distinguish it from the proposed 

project and variant as they were described in the DEIR. 

In addition to retaining the Muni elevator within the project site and not implementing the 

proposed Franklin Street contraflow :fire lane, the preferred project includes additional detail and 

updated information about the proposed Oak Plaza that was not included in the DEIR. 

June 1, 2017 
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2: Revisions and Clarifications to the Project Description 

Muni Elevator 

The existing Muni elevator is currently incorporated into the existing 1500 Market Street building 

(All-Star Cafe) and conveys passengers between the s!Teet level and the concourse level of the 

Van Ness Muni Metro station. The proposed project called for relocation of the elevator off site 

to One South Van Ness Avenue, as described on EIR p. 2.26. The project sponsor has selected 

the project variant as the preferred project, with no relocation of this elevator, described on EIR 

p. 2.30. As such, the elevatorwouldnotberelocated off site to One South Van Ness Avenue. 

Under the preferred project, the elevator would remain in its current location, and would be 

enclosed in a new freestanding structure (housing the elevator and its overrun) within the 

proposed Oak Plaza. 

No Franklin Street Fire Lane 

The proposed project included creation of a dedicated southbound fire lane along the east side of 

Franklin Street south of Oak Street, as described on EIR pp. 2.26-2.28 ( see Figure 2.14: Proposed 

Site Plan and Surroundings, on EIR p. 2.23). The project sponsor has selected the project variant 

that does not provide for a fire lane on Franklin Street, described on EIR p. 2.30., as the preferred 

project and as such, no Franklin Street fire lane would be constructed. Instead, under the 

preferred project, Oak Street would continue to function as the primary east-west emergency 

vehicle access corridor, as it does under existing conditions, providing access for fire trucks to 

Market Street. 

Design Refinements for Oak Plaza 

In its selection of the variant as the preferred project, the project sponsor has provided updated 

.details and design refinements for Oak Plaza, in conformity with the Better Streets Plan and in 

response to input from.the Department of Public Works. See new Figure 2.17: Revised Oak 

Plaza, Plan, and new Figure 2.18: Revised Oak Plaza, Rendering, shown on the following 

pages .. Revised features for Oak Plaza under the preferred project are described below. 

North Sidewalk 

As described for both the proposed project and variant in the DEIR, the north sidewalk was to be 

15 feet wide, as under existing conditions .. ·Under the preferred project, the north sidewalk would 

be widened by 5.5 feet to accommodate a zone for street trees, seating, and lighting along the 

curb line. 
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2. Revisions and Clarifications to the Project Description 

Shared Street 

As described for both the proposed project and variant in the DEIR, the Oak Street roadway for 

the shared public way, or shared street, would be 14 feet wide, with an additional 6 feet of 

horizontal clearance to provide for emergency access. Under the preferred project, the shared 

street would be 20 feet wide extending westward from the Van Ness Avenue curb line by about 

180 feet, at which point it would widen further to accommodate a new universal accessible 

passenger loading aisle with a curb tamp fronting the residential lobby entrance on the south side 

of Oak Street Vehicles entering Oak Street would tum right from southbound Van Ness Avenue 

onto a tabled crosswalk ramping up 6 inches, flush with the Van Ness Avenue sidewalk, then 

ramp back down 4 inches onto the shared street. Vehicles would continue westbound along the 

shared street for approximately 202 feet, at which point they would ramp down 2 inches to the 

existing Oak Street roadway at the western edge of the project site. As described for the proposed 

project and variant, the entire shared street would be raised 2 inches above street level, while the 

pedestrian-only plaza would be raised another 4 inches from the shared street, distinguished by a 

4-inch curb. Both the pedestrian plaza and the shared street would be distinguished by a 

distinctive paving pattern, with existing asphalt paving remaining along the vehicle-only Oak 

Street roadway to the west 

At the west end of the shared street, new pavement striping and a curb ramp would be provided to 

convert the easternmost existing diagonal parking space fronting 50 Oak Street into a universal 

accessible passenger loading aisle. 

Pedestrian Plaza 

Under the preferred project, the south sidewalk along Oak Street would be widened from 15 feet 

to 27.5 feet. The widened sidewalk, together with the publicly accessible, private open space 

provided at the east end of the building site, would combine to form a pedestrian plaza along the 

east and north sides of the proposed building. The central plaza area could accommodate flexible 

uses such as performances by members of neighboring cultural institutions, farmers markets, and . 

other events. The plaza areas would be furnished with custom precast concrete planters with 

small ornamental trees and plants. The planters would also serve as seating for pedestrians. The 

proposed plaza would be managed by a non-profit stewardship entity specifically organized for 

plaza management, and the maintenance and operating expenses would be funded by a 

Community Facilities District. 

Revised Oak Plaza Wind Canopy Design 

The design of the Oak Plaza wind canopies has been revised under the preferred project. See new 

Figure 2.17 on RTC p. 2.4. The revised canopies under the preferred project would consist of 
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2. Revisions and Clarifications to the Project Description 

three freestanding pergola-like structures comprised of perforated metal blades, each forming a 

broad, wing-like "V," suspended along a central spine supported by vertical columns. In plan 

view, the blade coverage would be up to 75 percent porous, including the spaces between the 

blades. Two of the canopies would generally follow the curve of the tower base, while the third 

canopy would have an opposing converse curvature, rising in height from 18 feet above the Oak 

Street lobby entrance to 30 feet at the Market Street property line. 

Passenger Loading 

As described for the proposed project and variant in the DEIR, a 60-foot-long passenger loading 

zone would be provided along the south side of the proposed Oak Street near the One Oak Street 

lobby entrance to accommodate three vehicles. Under the preferred project, to maximize 

sidewalk space for pedestrians, the passenger loading zone would be reduced to 22 feet in length 

to accommodate one vehicle on the south side of the proposed Oak Street shared public way near 

the One Oak residential lobby entr~ce. 

Retail Kiosks 

The revised project would include four retail kiosks as part of the street furniture of the proposed 

Oak Plaza. The kiosks would be located along the southern fa9ade of the 25 Van Ness Avenue 

building ( the existing building along the north side of the proposed Oak Plaza across from the 

project site). The kiosks would occupy four of the existing seven recessed archways, occupying 

the recessed area within the archways and extending 3 to 4 feet into the immediately adjacent 

proposed plaza. The kiosks would be approximately 9-11 feet in height. They would not be 

attached to the 25 Van Ness building, but would be anchored to the sidewalk. They may receive 

electrical power and water through either the sidewalk or the basement of the 25 Van Ness 

building. 

Reduction in Project Parldng Spaces 

The project sponsor has revised the project and the project variant to reduce the number of 

parking spaces provided from 155 spaces as previously described and analyzed in the DEIR (a 

0.50 parking rate), to 136 spaces as currently proposed (a 0.44 parking rate). 

Response TR-7, on RTC pp. 4.3 8-4.39, identifies Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 

measures to meet the required 13 TDM target points for the proposed project which now includes 

13 6 parking spaces.1 _It also includes additional TDM measures, totaling 12 points that the project 

sponsor voluntarily offers in response to commenter's concerns, for a total of 25 points, in the 

1 Per Section 169.3( e) of the TDM Ordinance, because the project's development and environmental 
application was submitted before September 4, 2016, the proposed project is subject to 50 percent of its 
applicable target 
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2. Revisions and Clarifications to the Project Description 

event that the requested conditional use authorization for parking in excess of O .25 is granted and 

the Project Sponsor elects to build the additional spaces authorized by the Conditional Use 

authorization. The project sponsor may elect to further reduce parking from 136 spaces to 77 

spaces (a 0.25 parking rate), in which event the revised project would include a correspondingly 

lower point value ofTDM measures (a 10 point reduction from those identified for the project 

with 136 parking spaces). 

Existing Market Street Loading Zone 

The DEIR Project Description identified the existing recessed loading zone along Market Street 

as serving the proposed residential and commercial uses under proposed project or variant ( see 

DEIR p. 2.22). The use of the existing Market Street loading zone was intended to supplement 

loading options for the proposed project or variant. Bowever, its use is not required to satisfy 

Planning Code loading requirements. 

In response to public comments on the DEIR, the project sponsor has revised the DEIR Project 

Description to specify that the existing Market Street loading zone would not be used for 

proposed project loading. In addition, the project sponsor has agreed to implement new 

improvement measures that would actively discourage use of the loading zone. (See 

Response TR-5 in Section 4.C, Transportation and Circulation, on RTC pp. 4.30-4.34.) 

Other Mmor Revisions 

The sponsor has introduced a number of minor revisions to clarify or address more accurately 

specific details of the proposed project or setting described in the DEIR. The revisions to the 

Project Description include the following: 

• Revising a project objective pertaining to the proposed pedestrian plaza; 

• Revising the reported number of parking spaces within the existing surface parking lot on 
the project site that would be eliminated by the proposed project, from 30 to 47 and 
clarifying that these existing 47 spaces are valet spaces; 

• Modifying text to describe uses on the upper floors of the existing All Star Cafe; and 

• Clarifying and revising project approvals from several agencies that were not included in 
the DEIR. 

These revisions are reflected in text changes in the Project Description in RTC Section 5, DEIR 

Revisions, pp. 5.18-5.35. 
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2. Revisions and Clarifications to the Project Description 

B. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE REVISED PROJECT 

Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires recirculation of an BIR when "significant 

new information" is added to the BIR after publication of the DEIR but before certification. The 

CEQA Guidelines state that information is "significant'' if"the BIR is changed in a way that 

deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse 

environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including 

a feasible project alternative) that the project proponents have declined to implement." 

Section 5088.5 further defines "significant new information" that triggers a requirement for 

recirculation as including, but not limited to, identification of a new significant impact, a 

substantial increase in the severity .of an impact ( unless mitigation is adopted to reduce the impact 

to a less-than-significant level), or identification of a new feasible alternative or mitigation 

measure that would lessen the environmental impacts of the proposed project that the project 

sponsor is unwilling to adopt. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.S(b) states that recirculation is 

not required if "new information in tlJ.e EIR merely clarifies· or amplifies or makes insignificant 

modifications in an ade9.uate BIR." 

The current revisions and clarifications to the proposed project would not result in any new 

significant impacts that were not already identified in the DEIR, nor wolJ,ld these changes 

increase the severity of any the project's impacts identified in the DEIR. Mitigation measures 

identified in the DEIR and the Initial Study woµld continue to be required in order to reduce or 

avoid significant environmental impacts. No new or modified measures would be required to 

mitigate the significant impacts identified for the proposed project in either the Initial Study or 

DEIR 

Land Use 

The revised project would·be substantially the same as the proposed project described in the 

DEIR with respect to the land use program, character, and intensity. The project's land use 

impacts are described and evaluated in EIR Section 4.B, Lanq Use and Land Use Planning: As 

described for the proposed project, the revised project would not disrupt or divide the surrounding 

community or adversely affect the existing character of the vicinity. No new significant impact 

related to Land Use would result from the revised project. 

The number of residential units and the amount of ground floor commercial space identified in 

the DEIR's Project Description would remain the same with the revisions to the project. The 

residential parking under the proposed project is ancillary.to the residential use and, as such, the 

reducti~n of parking under the revised project would not change the residential land use character 

or density under the proposed project. 
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2. Revisions and Clarifications to the Project Description 

Restricting and discouraging the project's residential and commercial loading activities to Oak 

Street and excluding these activities within the Market Street loading zone would not divide an 

established community nor adversely affect the existing character of the vicinity. 

The addition of the retail kiosks to Oak Plaza would not substantially change or alter the use or 

description of the proposed project. These changes would not disrupt or divide the surrounding 

community or adversely affect the existing character of the vicinity, a less-than-significant Land 

Use impact. 

For these reasons, as with the proposed project described in the DEIR, the revised project would 

not result in significant Land Use impacts. 

Transportation 

Muni Station Elevator and Emergency Access Variant 

The transportation and circulation impacts of the Muni Station Elevator and Emergency Access . 

Variant were described and evaluated in EIR Section 4.C, Transportation and Circulation, in 

tandem with those of the proposed project so that this option could be available for selection by 

the decision-makers or project sponsor. These effects now relate fo the preferred project 

component of the revised project. 

The revised project would include the same amount of residential and restaurant/retail land uses 

as the proposed project and variant described in the DEIR. Therefore, trip generation, mode split, . . 

trip distribution, and loading demand would not change from the DEIR, and the revised project 

would result in the same transportation impacts identified in the DEIR. 

Continued Operation of Muni Station Elevator Onsite 

The proposed re-location of the onsite Muni elevator under the proposed project is described on 

EIR p. 2.26. Under the project variant (now the preferred project), the Muni elevator would 

continue operation in its current location and no elevator would be constructed at One South Van 

Ness. As such there would be no change to elevator access to the station and no operational 

impact related to access to the Muni station. As discussed on EIRp. 4.C.67, construction ofa 

· new elevator within the project site would require a period of about four months during which 

elevator access to the Van Ness station would not be possible. Muni riders would be advised that 

the elevator would not be available (e.g., via Muni Alerts) and would be directed to use the Muni 

Civic Center station elevator (about 0.45 mile to the east). The EIR concludes that the proposed 

project or its variant's construction-related transportation impacts would be less than significant. 

June 1, 2017 
Case No. 2009.0159B 

2.9 

1538 

One Oak Street Project 
Responses to Comments 



2. Revisions and Clarifications to the Project Description 

Elimination of Proposed Franklin Street Contraflow Fire Lane 

The proposed Franklin Street fire lane is described on BIR p. 2.26. Under the project variant, 

now the preferred project, no Franklin Street contraflow fire lane would be constructed. 

• Pedestrian Conditions: As discussed on BIR pp. 4.C.53-4.C.54, the project variant would 
not include the proposed Franklin Street fire lane, and instead SFFD fire trucks would 
continue to travel eastbound within the westbound travel lane on Oak Street to access 
Market Street east of Franklin Street, as under existing conditions. Fire truck access 
through the shared street would not substantially affect pedestrians, as pedestrian-only 
areas protected from vehicular traffic would be provided as part of the Oak Plaza and 
shared street design. 

• Loading: Under the variant, the elimination of two on-street commercial loading spaces 
on Franklin Street necessitated by the proposed contraflow fire lane, as discussed on BIR 
p. 4.C.56, would not occur. 

• Emergency Vehicle Access: Under the variant, the changes to emergency vehicle access, 
as called for under the proposed contraflow :fire lane and discussed on EIR pp. 4.C.60-
4.C.61, would not occur. As discussed on BIR p. 4.C.62, emergency vehicle access 
conditions associated with the project variant would be the same as under existing " 
conditions. As with existing conditions, emergency service providers under the 
variant/preferred project would continue to have access onto Oak Street and across the 
proposed Oak Plaza to access.Van Ness Avenue and Market Street. 

• Construction: Under the variant, the construction activities necessitated by the proposed 
contraflow fire lane, as discussed on BIR p. 4.C.66-4.C.67, would not occur. 

• Parking: Under the variant, the elimination of 18 on-street parking spaces (two on Oak 
Street west of Franklin Street and 16 spaces on Franklin Street between Oak and 
Page/Market streets) and a passenger loading/unloading zone, as necessitated by the 
contraflow fire lane in the proposed project and discussed on BIR p. 4.C.72, would not 
occur. 

Design Refinements for the Proposed Oak Plaza 

As discussed below, the design refinements for Oak Plaza under the preferred project would not 

result in a significant impact related to Transportation and Circulation. 

• Trip Generation: The retail kiosks along the north side of Oak Plaza under the preferred 
projectwould be approximately 90 square feet each and are intended to serve and activate 
the proposed Oak Plaza public open space. In themselves, they would not be destinations 
that would generate substantial new vehicle trips because at approximately 9U square feet 
each, the kiosks could serve only small-scale retail needs of the immediate neighborhood 
( e.g., a flower ·stand or coffee stand). 

• Pedestrian Circulation: The kiosks and customers would reduce the passable area of the 
existing 15-foot-wide sidewalk along the north side of Oak Street Under the preferred 
project, the north sidewalk would be widened by 5.5 feet to accommodate a street 
furniture zone for tree plantings, seating, lighting, etc., along the curb line. With the 
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2. Revisions and Clarifications to the Project Description 

projection of the kiosks into the Oak Street sidewalk (3-4 feet), a 10- to 11-foot-wide 
unobstructed pedestrian ''tbroughway zone" would be provided between the kiosks and 
the street furniture zone, exceeding the applicable standards of the Better Streets Plan, 
which calls for a 6-foot-wide sidewalk pedestrian throughway zone for commercial 
streets such as Oak Street.2 

• Emergency Access: The modifications to Oak Street to create the Oak Plaza public open 
space md shared street would also comply with the applicable standards of San Francisco 
Fire Code, Section 503.2.1, which requires a minimum of20 feet of unobstructed 
roadway and a vertical clearance of not less th.an 13 feet, 6 inches for existing roadways.3 

No part of the canopies, kiosks, or plaza furniture would be with.in or overhang the 20-
foot-wide shared street and emergency access zone (San Francisco Fire Code, 
Section 5.01 ). In addition, the canopies would not interfere with fire protection for the 
building, as the proposed new building would be a "Type I-A" building (i.e., a fire
resistive non-combustible high-rise building) and would not require truck ladder 
operations. As such the design refinements for Oak Plaza would not obstruct emergency 
vehicle access. 

• Passenger Loading: The reduction of passenger loading spaces adjacent to the project 
site from three spaces to one space under the preferred project would not result in 
insufficient passenger loading. If the passenger loading space were occupied, passenger 
drop-offs and pick-ups could also be conc,l.ucted adjacent to the project driveway, with.in 
the planned two-space commercial loading zone directly west of the project site, or 
with.in the existing four passenger loading/unloading spaces on the. north side of Oak 
Street Passenger drop-,offs and pick-ups could also be accommodated within the shared 
street. The 20-foot width of the shared street would allow one-way westbound through
traffic to bypass vehicles that are stopped briefly to load or unload passengers. 

For these reasons, the project sponsor's selection of the Muni· Station Elevator and Emergency 

Access Variant and current design refinements to Oak Plaza would not create new or substantially 

more severe significant impacts than identified in the DEIR Where different from the proposed 

project, impacts of the variant would be reduced. 

Parking Reduction 

The reduction in the number of project parking spaces from the 155 spaces described in the DEIR 

to 136 spaces under the revised project and variant would not result in any new significant 

impact As discussed on EIR. p. 4.A.1, CEQA Section 21099(d) provides that parking impacts of 

a residential project on an infill site located with.in a transit priority area shall not be considered 

significant impacts on the· environment. Accordingly, parking is not considered in detenni:!].ing if 

a project has the potential to.result in significant environmental effects. As with the proposed 

project as described in the BIR, any secondary effects of drivers searching for parking would be 

2 San Francisco Planning Department, et al, Better Streets Plan, Summary of Sidewal.k Guidelines, 
December 7, 2010, p. 101 

3 San Francisco Fire Code, Section 503.2.1. Available online at, htq,://sf-:fire.org/501-street-widths
emergency-access 
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offset by a reduction in vehicle trips due to some drivers, aware of constrained parking conditions 

in the area, shifting to other forms of transportation. 

Market Street Loading Zone 
:,tf 

f ·The proposed project and project variant as described in the DEIR, contemplated using the 

existing recessed Market Street loading zone to supplement loading options for the proposed 

project. In response to public concern for potential conflicts that could result from vehicles 

crossing the bicycle lane to access the Market Street loading zone, the project sponsor has revised 

the proposed project to eliminate Improvement Measures 1-TR-B and 1-TR-C, which would have 

facilitated the access and use of the existing Market Street loading zone, as described in the 

DEIR. (This revision is shown on RTC pp. 5.32-5.34.). · This revision to the EIR regarding the 

Market Street loading zone would instead leave the loading zone in its current condition 

(including leaving the existing flexible bollards and signage in place) and would implement 

improvement measures that call for building management to actively discourage the use of the 

loading zone for building operations. 

• Bicycles: Eliminating Improvement Measures 1-TR-B andl-TR-C, and revising 
Improvement Measure I-TR-D to actively discourage the use of the Market Street loading 
zone by building residents and for building operations, would serve to reduce use of the 
existing Market Street loading zone. As such, existing conditions with respect to loading 
activity within the Market Street Loading Zone, would be maintained to the extent 
feasible and enforceable by building management. These revisions would reduce the 

· potential for conflicts between bicycles within the westbound bicycle lane and vehicles 
crossing the bicycle lane in order to access the Market Street loading zone. 

• Loading: Adequate freight loading for the revised project would be provided by the 
loading spaces within the proposed building. Adequate passenger loading for the 
proposed project would be provided along Oak Street north of the building. As with the 
proposed project, the revised project does not rely on the use of the Market Street loading 
zone to satisfy any Planning Code loading requirements, and all freight and passenger 
loading operations would be accommodated from Oak Street under the revised project 
Although these changes would reduce the building's options for loading somewhat, it 
would not _create a deficit ofloading spaces. As with the proposed project described in 
the DEIR, this change would not result in a significant impact related to loading. 

Retail Kiosks in Oak Plaza 

The retail kiosks along north side of the Oak Plaza under the revised project would be 

approximately 90 square feet each and are intended to 11erve and activate the proposed Oak Plaza_ 

public open space. In themselves, they would not be destinations that would generate substantial 

new vehicle_ trips because at approximately 90 sq. ft. each, the kiosks could serve only small-scale 

retail needs of the immediate neighborhood ( e.g., a flower stand or coffee stand). The kiosks and 

customers would reduce the passable area of the existing 15-foot-wide sidewalk along the north 
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side of Oak Street. However, under the revised project, the north sidewalk: would be widened 

with a 5.5-foot sidewalk bulb-out fronting the kiosks, and a 10- to 11-foot-wide passable 

pedestrian zone would remain. ~ such, the ·retail kiosks would not obstruct pedestrian 

circulation within the sidewalk on the north side of Oak Street. 

Conclusion 

For these reasons' the revised project would not result in any significant impact related to 

Transportation and Circulation. 

Wind and Shadow 

The revised project would not entail any changes to the location, height, massing, and 

configuration of the proposed building. As with the wind canopies that are described and 

illustrated on EIR pp. 2.24-2.25, the redesigned wind canopies under the revised project and 

variant would serve to buffer and disperse strong winds that may occur within Oak Plaza, and 

enhance the safety and comfort of plaza users and passers-through. Wind and shadow impacts of 

the revised project would be substantially the same as those reported in the DEIR. The 

redesigned canopies would provide similar protection to the public from strong winds as provided 

by the previous design within and around the proposed Oak Plaza: 4 Wind conditions, in terms of 

the total numbers of hazard exceed.a.nee locations and hours per year, would not materially 

deteriorate as a result of the redesigned canopies. Wind conditions in the vicinity of the proposed 

project would remain suitable for the pedestrian environment in accordance with the· hazard 

criterion specified in Section 148 of the San Francisco Planning Code. As such no new 

significant impact related to wind _and shadow would result. 

Cultural Resources 

The 25 Van Ness building is rated Category I "Significant" under San Francisco Planning Code 

Article 11. As a resource that is included in a local register of historical resources, 25 Van Ness 

is presumed to be an historical resource for the purposes of CEQA (CEQA Guidelines, Section 

15064.5). The kiosks would occupy four recessed archways of 25 Van Ness along its Oak Street 

frontage and would be partially within the 25 Van Ness property line. As such, the kiosks would 

be subject to review and approval of a Permit to Alter under Planning Code Article 11. Approval 

of the kiosks under a Permit to Alter requires that the Historic Preservation Commission, or the 

Planning Department on behalf of the Historic Preservation Commission, determine that the 

4 BMT Fluid Dynamics, One Oak Street Project, Wind Microclimate Studies, Correspondence Reference: 
431906/RC/070, May 31, 2017. 

June 1, 2017 
Case No. 2009.0159!:l 

2.13 

1542 

One Oak Street Project 
Responses to Co=ents 



· 2. Revisions and Clarifications to the Project Description 

alteration is consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic 

Properties (Secretary's Standards).5 

CEQA 0-uidelines Section 15064.5(b)(3) provides that a project that conforms to the Secretary's 

Standards "shall be considered mitigated to a level ofless-than-significant impact on the 

historical resource." AB such, review and approval of an Article 11 Permit to Alter only upon a 

determination that the kiosks would comply with the Secretary's Standards, would ensure the 

kiosks would have a less:..than-significant impact on the 25 Van Ness building historical resource. 

No new significant impact related to Cultural Resources (as described.and analyzed in the Initial 

Study, EIR Appendix A) would occur under this revised project. 

Conclusion 

For these reasons, the proposed changes to the DEIR desci;ibed above and in RTC Section 5 do 

not present significant new information with respect to the proposed proje~t, would not result in 

any new significant environmental impacts or present new feasible alternatives or mitigation 

measures, and would not result in a substantial increase in the severity of a significant impact 

identifie4 in the DEIR. Therefore, _recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15088.5 is not required. 

5 San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission Motion No. 0289, October 5, 2016. 
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3. PUBLIC AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS 
COlVIMENTING ON THE DEIR 

Public agencies, non-governmental organizations, and individuals submitted written comments 

(letters and emails) on the One Oak Street Project DEIR, which the City received during the 

public comment period from November 16, 2016 to January 10, 2017. In ,addition, the Planning 

Commission held a public hearing about the DEIR on January 5, 2017, and Commissioners, 

organizations, and individuals made oral comments at that hearing. Tables 3.1 through 3.3, 

below, list the commenters' names, along with the corresponding commenter codes used in 

Chapter 4,.Responses to Comments, to denote each set of comments, the comment format, and 

· the comment date. This Responses to Comments document codes the comments in three 

categories: 

• Comments from agencies are designated by "A-" and the acronym of the agency's name. 

• Comments from organizations are designated by "0-" and an acronym of the 
organization's name. In cases where several comm.enters from the same organization 
provided comments, the acronym is followed by the commenter's last name. 

• Comments from individuals are designated by "I-" and the commenter's last name 

Within each of the three categories, comm.enters are listed in alphabetical order. In cases where 

comm.enters spoke at the public hearing and submitted written comments, or submitt~d more than 

one letter or email, comment codes end with a sequential number. 

Table 3.1: Public Agencies and Commissions Commenting on the DEIR 

Commenter Code 
Name of Person and Agency Submitting Comment 

Comments Format 

A-BOS-Avalos Jeremy Pollock, Legislative Aide, on Behalf DEIR Hearing 
of Supervisor John Avalos 

A-CPC-Melgar Commissioner Myrna Melgar, San Francisco DEIR Hearing 
Planning Commission 

A-CPC-Moore Commissioner Kathrin Moore, San DEIR Hearing 
Francisco ·Planning ·commission 

A-CPC-Richards Commissioner Vice President Dennis DEIR Hearing 
Richards, San Francisco Planning 
Commission 

A-DOT-Maurice Patricia Maurice, District Branch Chief; Letter 
Local Development - Intergovernmental 
Review, California Department of 
Transportation 
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3. Public Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals 
Commenting on the DEIR 

Table 3.2: Organizations Commenting on the DEIR 

Commenter Code 
Name of Person and Organization 

Submitting Comments 

0-CBC Dave Snyder, Executive Director, California 
Bicycle Coalition 

0-CHNA Marlayne Morgan, President, Cathedral Hill 
Neighbors Association 

0-HANC Rupert Clayton, HANC Housing and Land 
Use Chair, Haight Ashbury Neighborhood 
Council 

0-HVNA-Anderson Bob Anderson, Hayes Valley Neighborhood 
Association 

0-HVNA-Baugh Gail Baugh, President, Hayes Valley 
Neighborhood Association 

0-HVNA-Warshell Jim Warshell, Hayes Valley Neighborhood 
Association 

0-HVNA-Hendersonl Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and 
Planning Committee, Hayes Valley 
Neighborhood Association 

O-HVNA-Henderson2 Jason Henderson, Hayes Valley 
Neighborhood Association 

O-HVNA-Henderson3 Jason Henderson, Hayes Valley 
Neighborhood Association 

0-HVNA-Welbom Tess Welborn, Hayes Valley Neighborhood 
Association 

0-LCl Tom Radulovich, Executive Director, 
Livable City 

O-LC2 Tom Radulovich, Executive Director, 
Livable City 

0-MPNAl Moe Jamil, Chair, Middle Pollc 
Neighborhood Association 

O-MPNA2 Moe J ami1, Middle Pollc Neighborhood 
Association 

0-SC Howard Strassner, Member, San Francisco 
Group Executive Committee, Sierra Club 

0-WSF Cathy DeLuca, Policy and Program 
Director, Wallc San Francisco 
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C(_)mment 
Format 

Letter 

Email 

Letter 

DEIR Hearing 

DEIR Hearing 

DEIR Hearing; 
Submission of 
Newspaper 
Article 

Letter 

DEIR Hearing 

Email 

DEIR Hearing 

DEIR Hearing 

Letter 

Letter 

DEIR Hearing 

Letter 

Letter 

Comment Date 

January 5, 2017 

January 4, 2017 

January 9, 2017 

January 5, 2017 

January 5, 2017 

January 5, 2017 

January 4, 2017 

January 5, 2017 

January 7, 2017 

January 5, 2017 

January 5, 2017. 

January 10, 2017 

January 4, 2017 

January 5, 2017 

January 10, 2017 

January 10, 2017 
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3. Public Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals 
Commenting on the DEIR 

Table 3.3: Individuals Commenting on the DEIR 

Commenter Code 
Name oflndividual Submitting 

Comments 

I-Bregoff RobBregoff 

I-Fraser Justin Fraser 

I-Hestorl Sue C. Hestor 

I-Hestor2 Sue C. Hestor 

I-Hong Dennis Hong 

I-Judith Judith 

I-McManus Brad McManus 

I-Schweitzer Daniel Schweitzer 

I-Sullivan Andrew Sullivan 

I-Vaughan Sue Vaughan 

I-Weinzimmer David Weinzimmer · 

I-Yamamoto Tiro Yamamoto 
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Email 
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Email 

Email 
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Email 
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Comment Date 

January 4, 2017 

January 5, 2017 

January 4, 2017 

January 10, 2017 

January 10, 2017 

January 5, 2017 

January 9, 2017 
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4. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

INTRODUCTION 

Chapter 4, Comments and Responses, summarizes the substantive comments received on the 

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and presents the responses to those comments. 

Comments have been assigned unique comment codes, as described on RTC p. 1.4, and organized 

by topic. Comments related to a specific DEIR analysis or mitigation me~sure are included under 

the relevant topical section. Within each topical section, similar comments are grouped together 

under subheadings designated by the topic code and a sequential number. For example, the first 

group of comments in Subsection 4.B, Land Use and Land Use Planning, coded as "LU," is 

organized under heading LU-1. The order of the comments and responses in this section is 

shown below, along with the prefix assigned to each topic code. 

Section 4 Topic Topic 
Subsection Code 

4.A Land Use and Land Use Planning LU 

4.B Transportation and-Circul.ation TR 

4.C Wind WI 

4.D Shadow SH 

4.E Population and Housing PH 

4.F Cultural Resources CR 

4.G Construction co 
4.H Cumulative Effects · cu 
4.I Aesthetics AE 

4.J General Environmental Comments GE 

Each comment is presented verbatim, except for minor typographical corrections, and concludes 

with the commenter's name and, if applicable, title and affiliation; the comment source (i.e., 

public hearing transcript, letter, or email); the comment date; and the comment code. Boldface, 

italicized, and CAPITALIZED text from the original written comments is reproduced in the 

comment excerpts .. Photos, figures, and other attachments submitted by comm.enters and 

referenced in individual comments are presented in RTC Attachment B: Comments Letters on the 

DEIR; they are not reproduced as part of the comments in this chapter. For the full text of each 

comment in the context of each comment letter or email, the reader is referred to RTC 

Attachment B. 
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4. Comments and Responses 

Following each comment or group of comments, a comprehensive response is provided to address 

physical or environmental issues raised in the comments and to clarify or augment information in 

the DEIR, as appropriate. The responses provide clarification of the DEIR text and may also 

necessitate revisions or additions to the DEIR. Revisions to the DEIR are shown as indented text. 

New text is underlined, and deleted material is shown with strikethrough text. 

Revisions to the DEIR called for, and presented in, responses to comments in.this chapter are also 

presented in Chapter 5, DEIR Revisions. 
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4. Comments and Responses 

A. LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING 

Toe comments and corresponding responses in this section relate to the topic of Land Use, 

evaluated in BIR Section 4.B. 

COMMENT LU-1: REQUEST FOR LAND USE lVi.AP 

"Two maps must be added to One Oak/1500 Market DEIR 

"The first map needed in the BIR is in Land Use and Land Use Planning, 4.B.1. Land Use was 
scoped out of the EIR in the Notice of Preparation process. As a result the BIR fails to provide 
:information on changes to the underlying Market/Octavia Area Plan and the adjacent Western 
SoMa Area Plan itself part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan. Map # 1 provides needed 
context for the BIR. 

"Map #1 

"A map showing the boundaries of the Market/Octavia Area Plan PLUS the boundaries of the 
Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan with its 5 sub-area Plans (including the Western SoMa 
Area Plan). The MIO pllll). should show sub-area Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential 
Special Use District. 

"Provide on this map the boundaries of the proposed Central SoMa Area Plan, The Hub, and 
all other Plans that amend these Area Plans. This includes the SM plan at 5th & Market which 
amended part of the Eastern Neighborhood Area Plan. PLUS any other proposed Map · 
Amendments to either Market/Octavia or the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, including that 
proposed on THIS block in a pending PPA. ALSO the proposed Area Plan changes for the 1500 
Mission project. 

"This map is necessary 

• . To understand various discussions in the DEIR 

• Show-the changes/proposed changes to Market/Octavia Plan and Eastern Neighborhoods 
Plan 

• Show how close the Mission Area Plan is to the boundary of the area analyzed in this 
BIR. 

"For each Plan please provide the date of City adoption of that Plan (I believe 4/17 /08 for MIO 
and 12/19/08 for EN.) Also provide the dates for the analysis of area covered by the Area Plan in 
the community planning effort or its EIR. Western SoMa was the most recent of the Area Plans. 

"For each of the areas and sub-areas provide the.amount ofresidential parking REQUIRED by 
projects in that area, if parking is· required at all." (Sue C. Hes tor, Letter, January I 0, 2017 

[l-Hestor2-3}) 
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. 4. Comments and Responses 
A. Land Use and Land Use Planning 

RESPONSE LU-1: REQUEST FOR LAND USE MAP 

The comment requests that the EIR provide a new land use map that includes the boundaries of 

various existing area plans and zoning districts (including the Market and Octavia Neighborhood 

Area Plan, the Western SoMa Plan, and the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special 

Use District), the proposed Central SoMa Area Plan and the proposed Market Street Hub Project 

pertaining to the project site, as well as provide other details about these districts ( dates of 

adoption, parking requirements). 

The Land Use topic was eliminated in the Notice of Preparatj.on/Initial Study from further 

consideration in the EIR because the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study concluded that the 
I 

proposed project would not result in any significant impacts related to dividing an established 

community and adversely affecting the character of the site and vicinity; however, the topic was 

included in the EIR for context and informational purposes. 

Figure RTC-1: Area Plans and Planning Areas Near the Oak Street Project Site, shows the 

recently adopted area plans, including the Market & Octavia Area Plan (adopted in 2008), the 

four Eastern Neighborhoods plans (Mission, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, Central Waterfront, 

East SoMa) (adopted in 2008), the Western SoMa Plan (adopted in 2013), Rincon Hill Plan 

(updated plan adopted in 2005), and Transit Center District Plan (adopted in 2012). The figure 

also shows the area of the proposed Central SoMa Plan and the area covered by the proposed Hub 

planning effort. The nearby-proposed (1500 Mission Street Project, Case No. 2014-000362ENV) 

site is also shown, as is the approved SM Project site. Each of these plans contains parking 

maximums, rather than parking minimums. 

The Hub Project "is not included in the cumulative impact analysis in the EIR because at this 

point, it is in its planning stages and is considered speculative" (EIR p. 4.A.13; see also RTC 

Section 4.H, Foreseeable Projects, pp. 4.92-4.95). However, a description of the proposed Hub 

Project is provided on EIR p. 3.9 for infomi.ational purposes. The provisions of the MO Plan and 

the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District that are applicable to the 

project site are discussed on EIR pp. 3.2-3.4. 

The EIR's analysis of Land Use is adequate under CEQA because a sufficient description of 

existing uses was provided to establish that the addition of the proposed uses would not result in a 

significant land use impact applying the applicable significance thresholds. The inclusion of the 

requested additional details about the MO Plan, the Western SOMA Plan, the Van Ness and 

Market Downtown Residential Special Use District, the proposed Central SoMa Area Plan, 

required residential parking in the area, and the proposed Hub Project is not necessary for an 
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----- Currently Proposed Planning Areas 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department 
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4. Comments and Responses 
A. Land Use and Land Use Planning 

adequate disclosure of the environmental impacts of the proposed project. The comment does not 

provide substantial evidence that a significant cumulative impact related to Land Use would 

result, or that inclusion of the additional information would change any of the conclusions of the 

BIR, or is otherwise necessary for the adequacy of the BIR under CEQA. 

As discussed in BIR Chapter 3, Plans and Policies, onp. 3.1, the focus of the BIR.is on the 

adverse physical environmental impacts that may result from a conflict with plans and policies. 

To the extent that such impacts may result, they are analyzed in the specific topical sections in 

BIR Chapter 4, Environmental Setting and Impacts, and in the Initial Study (BIR Appendix A). 
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4. Comments and Responses 

B. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

The comments and corresponding responses in this section relate to the topic of Transportation 

and Circulation, evaluated in EIR Section 4. C. For ease of reference these comments are grouped 

into the following transportation-related issues that the comments raise: 

• TR-1: Transportation Setting 

• TR-2: Vehicle Miles Traveled and Traffic Impacts 

• TR-3: Transit Impacts 

• . TR-4: Pedestrian Impacts 

• TR-5: Bicycle Impacts 

• TR-6: Loading Impacts 

• TR-7: Improvement Measure I-TR-A, TDMPlan 

• TR-8: Project Parking Supply 

• TR-9: Project Alternatives with Less or No Parking 

A corresponding response follows each grouping of comment~. 

COJ\fMENT TR-1: TRANSPORTATION SETTING 

"Two maps must be added to One Oak/1500 Market DEIR ... 

"The second map gives necessary context to the transportation analysis in DEIR 4.C. It shows 
. the real world context of freeway access, particularly in light of the excessive residential parking 
provided in both the One Oak/1500 Market Street and the 1500 Mission Street projects. They are 
located in a transit rich area that ALSO has extremely short distances to the regional freeway 
system. 

"Map #2 Provide a map showing the location of the FREEWAYS plus freeway ramps/access just 
south and west of One Oak/1500 Market. This should include the exit route in front of 1650 
Mission that turns north on South Van Ness arid goes north on Van Ness adjacent to Project site. 
The route ONTO US 101 goes south on Van Ness adjacent to project site. DEIR 4.C.2 states that 
project site.is accessible by local streets with connections to and from these regional 
freeways. This is I-80, US Highway 101 and I-280. Show it. There is an increasing amount of 
reverse commuting INTO San Francisco at the end of the work day - so that the City provides 
HOUSING particularly for the Peninsula. There are currently 18 lanes of traffic into San 
Francisco from the South. The DEIR should be amended to state that those same freeways allow 
people to EXIT San Francisco to go to work. Reverse commuting is a FACT. 

"The mini-map on DEIR 2.3 does not provide much useful information. 
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4. Comments and Responses 
B. Transportation and Circulation 

"The reverse-commute pattern from Silicon Valley has dumped demand for fairly high end 
housing into the area of 1500 Mission and One Oak/1500 Market. Map #2 will help explain why 
excessive residential parking at One Oak/1500 Market and 1500 Mission can affect use of nearby 
:freeways by those residents. 

"Toe "Google buses" which go past this site began in the very recent past, long after adoption of 
the WO and EN Area Plans .. Discuss how those Area plans were designed to accommodate the 
demand for San Francisco housing based mostly on San Francisco employment and 
residents. In 2017 San Francisco is producing housing for Silicon Valley, which encourages 
employees from Mountain View, Cupertino, Menlo Park and other places on the Peninsula to 
LIVE in San Francisco but WORK on the Peninsula by PROVIDING FREE DIRECT BUSES 
INTO SAN FRANCISCO RESIDENTIAL AREAS. Since these are not low income employees, 
the demand is for rather high-end housing. THERE ARE FREEWAY CONNECTIONS RIGHT 
THERE for those who may want to drive at least part of the ti.me. 

"A MAP of the freeway access ~d ramps wili help understand travel patterns and possible 
impacts. And direct attention to the excessive parking provided in this "TRANSIT RICH" area. 
There is a freeway offramp AT THE CORNER to the right ofthe Planning Department. There is 
an on ramp at South Van Ness and 13th. There is a Central Freeway ramp BEHIND the Planning 
Department. (Sue C Hestor, Letter, January JO, 2017 [I-Hestor2-4]) 

RESPONSE TR-1: TP.ANSPORTATION SETTING 

The comment requests a map presenting the nearby freeways access ramps. Figure RTC-2: 

Regional Freeway Facilities, presented on the next page, identifies the regional freeway 

connections in the vicinity of the project site. The project site is about 1,600 feet east of the U.S. 

101 ramps at Octavia Boulevard, 1,900 feet north of the U.S. 101 off-ramp at Mission Street, and 

2,200 feet north of the U.S. 101 on-ramp at South Van Ness Avenue. Access between the project 

site and the freeway facilities is described on BIR pp. 4.C.1-4.C.2, and therefore the EIR text does 

not need to be amended to state that the freeway ramps are used to enter and exit San Francisco. 

See also Response LU-1: Request for Additional Land Use Map, RTC pp. 4.4-4.6, regarding area 

plans in the project vicinity. 

C01\1MENT TR-2: VEIDCLE l\1ILES TRAVELED (VMT) AND TRAFFIC 
IMPACTS 

" ... I am really interested in getting a more thorough application of the VMT as a measurement 
tool to not just this project, but as Commissioner Richards was talking about, that helps in 
general. 

June 1,2017 
Case No. 2009.0159E 

4.8 

1554 

One Oak Street Project 
Responses to Comments 



fZZZ21 PROJECT SITE -
Source: SCB/Sn~hetta (2016) 

June 1, 2017 
Case No. 2009.0159E 

DIRECTION OF VEHICULAR TRAVEL 

· o 100 200 400 FT 0 

FICiJRE RTC-2: REGIONAL FREEWAY FACILITIES 

l£55 
One Oak Street Project 

Responses to Co=ents 



4. Comments and Responses 
B. Transportation and Circulation 

"Because I do think it could be a really great tool for us on the local level to apply and come up 
with our own measurement methodologies and benchmarks when it comes to transit hubs. And 
I'm thinking because we've been getting so much correspondence about the Balboa Reservoir, for 
example, this is a tool that we could use. And I think that we're just barely using it as it -- you 
know. So I think, this is really interesting, but I would like a little bit deeper analysis." 
(Commissioner Myrna Melgar, San Francisco Planning Commission, DEIR Hearing Transcript, 

January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Melgar-21) 

"I'm very grateful to Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association to do such a thorough overview of 
issues that do come into mind when reading the Draft EIR I'm in full support of the observations 
that have been shared, including the challenges that fyfr. Radulovich posed in terms of auto 
capacity reduction and a number of other traffic related issues." (Commissioner Kathrin Moore, 
San Francisco Planning Commission, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [A-CPC
Moore-11) 

"TR-1 and C-TR-1 (VMT and Traffic Impacts): The DEIR uses the Governor's Office of 
Planning and Research's new approach of analyzing traffic impacts through changes to vehicle . 
miles traveled (VMT). While this is a useful proxy for many environmental impacts of a 
development's effect on traffic, it relies heavily on selecting the correct criteria for measurement. 

"The OPR guidelines were amended at a late stage so that "a project that generates greater than 
85 percent of regional per capita VMT, but less than 85 percent of city-wide per capita VMT, 
would still be considered to have a less than significant transportation impact". [OPR Revised 
Proposal for Implementing SB 743, J>age ill:23] The intent is clear that this change is to avoid 
penalizing projects that incrementally improve VMT outside of metropolitan centers. 

"There is no indication that OPR intended to favor the converse interpretation: that a project has a 
less than significant transportation impact if it exceeds 85 percent of city-wide per capita VMT so 
long as it generates less than 85 percent of regional per capita VMT. Indeed, if this converse 
interpretation were to be adopted (in which per capita VMT for San Francisco becomes 
irrelevant), it is hard to :in;iagine how any project in San Francisco could be found to create a 
significant traffic-based impact when compared to a VMT per capita level based on a region that 
stretches from Cloverdale and Vacaville to Gilroy. Incorrectly, the DEIR assumes that this 
converse interpretation holds true and for this reason the DEIR is not adequate. [DEIR page 
4.C.35 note 23] 

"The DEIR Traffic Analysis should have assessed the project's impact based on San Francisco 
VMT figures and not purely regional VMT. It is important that new projects contribute to San 
Francisco's positive effect on regional VMT, rather than promote a regression to the mean. To 
this end: · 

• The DEIR Traffic Analysis should be reworked to assess the net impact of the project on 
VMT within the study area. 

• The analysis should account for the reasonably foreseeable high rate of commuting trips 
by private vehicle from the project site to and from the Peninsula and South Bay. 
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4. Comments and Responses 
B. Transportation and Circulation 

"The analysis should include a more comprehensive examination of traffic flow and the impact of 
vehicle trips to and from the project site on nearby transit, bike and car traffic. This is compatible 
with the state's revised traffic analysis guidelines, as any disruption to the many busy commuter 
routes is likely to cause significant environmental impact." (Rupert Clayton, HANC Housing and 

Land Use Chair, Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council, Letter, January 9, 2017 [O-HANC-5}) 

"TR-1 (VMT & Traffic): The DEIR does not adequately analyze per capita daily vehicle miles 
travel (VMT) and localized impacts ofVMT. The transportation data used in the DEIR is 
uninformative about present day trip distribution and underestimates car commuting to the South 
Bay. The location of One Oak is a unique transportation corridor of citywide importance. It has 
exceptionally high transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic that will be negatively impacted by car 
circulation to and from One Oak. The relationship between VMT and local car circulation and 
impacts on pedestrians, bicycles, and transit must be thoroughly studied, understood, and 
mitigated." (Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley 

Neighborhood Association, Letter, January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Hendersonl-2}) 

"TR-I and Chapter 4.C-1: VMT and Traffic Impacts 

"The One Oak DEIR dismisses the very real traffic circulation and safety impacts of the project. 
The LCW (2016) One Oak Transportation Impact Study, which is the basis for the DEIR 
analysis, uses antiquated and inadequate methods for analysis of traffic impacts. The DEIR's 
reliance on the regional-scale threshold of significance for VMT results in inadequate analysis 
because the location provides a unique transportation corridor that needs to be thoroughly 
studied. 

''Nine important Muni bus lines, five Muni light rail lines, and one Muni streetcar line traverse 
the corridor, carrying almost 14,000 passengers in the weekday am peak hour and 13,500 in the 
weekday pm peak hour (DEIR, Table 4.C.3. )1

. Every weekday there are thousands of cyclis~ 
using Market Street, with 1,400 in the two- hour pm peak period alone (DEIR, 4.C.22). 

1'Car and transit capacity is strained at this location. At the Market and Van Ness Intersection, 
3,700 motor vehicles cross in every direction in the am peak hour, and almost 4,000 traverse the 
intersection in the pm peak hour (LCW, 2016, Figures 7a and 7b ). At peak times cars frequently 
block crosswalks and also accelerate at yellow light phases. Transit capacity, as demonstrated in 
the capacity utilization metric exhibited in Table 4.C.3 in the DEIR, is at capacity or approaching 
capacity. 

"The Market and Van Ness intersection is a top ''Vision Zero" location identified by the city as a 
priority to make safer for pedestrians and cyclists. The SFMTA plans to invest considerable 
resources in Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit well as the Mission 14 bus as part of Muni Fon.yard. 
Bicycle and pedestrian conditions are to be addressed in Vision Zero, the San Francisco Bicycle 
Plan, and Better Market Street Plans. Ail of these will involve reducing roadway capacity for 
automobiles and trucks, meaning less room to add additional cars from One Oak.and other nearby 
new development. Most transportation demand from development like One Oak must be oriented 
towards walking and bicycling. The DEIR acknowledges none of this. 
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4. Comments and Responses 
B. Transportation and Circulation 

"The DEIR lacks a detailed analysis of the site's circulation and traffic safety impacts, ostensibly 
because the site is located in TAZ 588 (see attachment 1) [For attachment 1, see the complete 
copy of Letter 0-HVNAJ presented in RTC Attachment B.], with daily per capita VMT q.5 miles 
per day) that is lower than the regional per capita VMT threshold. TAZ 588 is a five city block 
triangle bounded by Oak Street to the North, Market Street to the South, Gough to the West, and 
Van Ness to the East. This TAZ, like the Market and Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan, is 
characterized by mostly older, pre-automobile era buildings and rental housing, with low rates of 
car ownership and buildings with little to no parking. In the Market and Octavia Plan Area, per 
capita daily .VMT is roughly 4 miles.2 

"The LCW transportation study shows that cars are still the biggest mode share of the project, 
adding 131 new car trips in the am peak, and 171 car trips in the pm weekday peak (LCW, 2016, 
Table 11, p. 53). This is despite being in a dense, transit rich location; suitable for utilitarian 
cycling, walkable, and near an array of urban services and jobs. It is a substantial increase in car 
trips over existing conditions, in a very congested part of the city with 1,400 cyclists on Market in 
the afternoon peak time and tens of thousands of transit passengers. · 

"The analysis says nothing about how car trips generated by One Oak will circulate, nor how the 
excess parking (0.5:1 (155 spaces) is accentuating these car trips. Even if the car trips were at a 
per capita VMT of 3 or 4 miles per day, this would be a significant impact on the immediate area. 
This is a part of the city where the tolerance for more VMT is zero, and this needs to be 
considered. 

"The inadequacy of the analysis is aggravated by the trip distribution discussion (LCW, 2016, 
p.54). Based on data from 1990, LCW's transportation report downplays the volume of car 
traffic that would likely go to Silicon Valley using the nearby 101 Freeway. Using 1990 data 
does not reflect two tech booms and the internet~based economy to the South of the City. 
Based on existing patterns of development in this part of San Francisco, a substantial portion of 
the residents. of One Oak·will be employed in high-paying tech jobs in Silicon Valley. This means . 
more commuting to Silicon Valley, with the largest mode share by car. 1990 data is inadequate 
for this analysis. 

"The analysis fails to consider the negative impact on VMT by Transportation Network 
Companies (TNCs) like Uber or Lyft. It does not consider the localized swarming of1NC's that 
will occur the One Oak site, and 1NC's are omitted from the city's transportation analysis despite 
upwards of 45,000 operating in the city on a daily basis. Lack of understanding of1NC impacts 
on cyclists, pedestrians, and transit means the DEIR is inadequate in identifying impacts and 

necessary mitigation. 

"The DEIR circulation and safety analysis is wholly inadequate and needs a thorough 
revision that includes more accurate, up-to-date data and methods, and that captures 
'rNCs. The DEIR: must include a fine-grained analysis of One Oak's VMT impacts on 
cyclists, pedestrians, and public transit in the immediate vicinity of the project 

"In addition, the way the city currently considers the VMT thresholds of significance is 
inappropriate. Right now the city defines the threshold of significance at 15 percent less than the 
regional per capita VMT (17.2 miles per day x 0.15 = 14.6 miles per day). Since the VMT in 
TAZ 588 is below the regional threshold (14.6 miles per day), it is assumed no significant impact 
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4. Comments and Responses 
B. Transportation and Circulation 

and so no further analysis is required. This does not adequately reflect the impacts new car trips 
will have on the immediate area, or on the city, which will be significant. 

"The DEIR should be using the new VMT metric in a more useful and beneficial way that 
acknowledges that car trips, even short local car trips, are a significant environmental 
impact Instead of a regionally defined threshold (14.6 miles per day), the significance threshold 
of daily per capita VMT should reflect the Market and Octavia neighborhoods ( 4 miles per day) 
in which this project is located. 

"It should be noted that the State's CEQA guidelines recommend but do not require the regional 
VMT as the benchmark. The city can use VMT analysis more robustly if it lowers the threshold 
to neighborhood-scale such as Market and Octavia. 

"THE DEIR must analyze how parking impacts VMT. The DEIR must analyze One Oak 
with residential off-street parking alternatives of 0.25:1 and zero parking. 

"Additionally, the DEIR does not discuss the VMT impacts of valet parking for residents. With 
excess parking above what is permi_tted (155 spaces instead of73) and easy access to cars via 
Valet and two elevators, there could be much more driving because of the ease of access to cars 
by residents (see valet parking discussion below). 

"The DEIR TR-1 impact section also proposes a tD:tvi: mitigation focused on reducing VMT but 
does not ever state what the project's per capita daily VMT will be. The success or failure of the · 
TDM cannot be evaluated because proper-data about VMT is not provided by the DEIR. Without 
proper data, it is not possible to know how to mitigate and how to evaluate the TDM strategies, 
whatever they might be. · 

"A project within a low per capita daily VMT TAZ can still have significant impacts locally. The 
DEIR needs to analyze the impacts of additional cars from the One Oak Project on this corridor 
and benchmarked against the per capita VMT in the Market Octavia Plan area. Standards MUST 
be appropriate to the site. Concomitantly a detailed transportation analysis should be 
undertaken that analyzes an off-street residential parking scenario of zero parJ.cil?.g, and compared 
with residential parking ratios of 0.25:1 (73 spaces) and 0.5:1 (155 spaces). 

"The DEIR needs finer-grained, higher resolution analysis ofVMT and localized circulation 
impacts. Mitigation in the form of wide, safe cycle tracks, wider and safer crosswalks and 
sidewalks, stringer transit lane separation or enforcement must be included in the study. 
Elimination of private automobiles and TN Cs from Market Street between 10th Street and · 
Franklin Street must also be analyzed and part of the DEIR mitigations. 

"If the off street residential parking is permitted at One Oak, mitigation should include 
restricting the operation of the valet and elevators. Cars should not be allowed access or 
egress to One Oak on weekdays between 7am-9am peak hours and between 4pm and 7pm 
peak hours to limit the impacts of peak car trips on the surrounding area. 

"Off-Street Parking Ratios 

"The One Oak Project is in an area of the Market and Octavia Plan where the permitted parking is 
0.25:1 but zero parking is also permitted. If the project follows the rules, it would have no more 
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than 73 parking spaces. Yet the DEJR for One Oak includes a residential off-street parking ratio 
that is double what is permitted as of right (0.5:1, or 155 parking spaces). 

"The project sponsor has ignored repeated requests by the adjacent community to consider a 
building with zero parking. In January of2015 HVNA explicitly objected to excess parking in a 
letter to Build, Inc. Two Initial Study letters, available from the planning department, asked for 
reduced parking, and the public comments at several "HUB" planning meetings included requests 
to develop One Oak with zero parking. 

"One Oak's residential parking at 0.5: 1 is excessive and no compelling reason has been given to 
justify allowing it to be doubled from 73 to 155 spaces. The One Oak DEJR discusses residential 
off-street parking without considering alternatives with less parking. There is considerable 
evidence, based on the groundbreaking work of Professor Donald Shoup, that parking generates 
car trips.3 The SFMTA acknowledges this: https://www.sfrnta.com/aboutsfrnta/blog/growing
case-new-approach~sfs-parking-problem. The Market and Octavia Better Neighborhood Plan 
acknowledges this and permits zero parking throughout the plan for that reason. 

"The project also proposes valet parking without analyzing how valet parking might increase 
VMT and other traffic impacts. An analysis of valet parking must be part of the DEIR. 
Residents might order their cars in advance and easily access them. Residents will also find it 
easy to drop their cars off and not have to worry about queues or waiting times. The LCW 
Transportation study suggests Oak Street loading zones will be used by Valets to store cars as 
residents come and go. New Apps and other methods will be used by residents to have easy 
access to their cars. The valet renders par.king stackers and dependently-accessible parking a 
useless deterrent to driving. 

"The DEJR must include analysis of transportation impacts with zero parking. The DEIR must 
include revised transportation analysis methods that are responsive to the sensitivity of parking 
provision (not the 2002. SF Planning approach, which ignores the impacts of off street parking in 
residential buildings). The analysis must also include the impacts of valet parking on VMT and 
trip generation. 

"The DEJR must also acknowledge that based on the planning department's own estimate, the 
current foreseeable projects in the "Hub" are estimated at 1,682 parking spaces. Like One Oak 
many of these future projects will be requesting a CU for more than the permitted parking, Tb.is 
geographically-small, transit rich, bicycle and pedestrian neighborhood will be overwhehned with 
more cars. The DIER analysis must include cumulative impacts of all of this potential future 
parking on VMT, and on pedestrian, bicycle, and transit systems in the area. 

'-'The City is currently studying the Hub, but this DEIR shows One Oak does nothing the Hub 
promises, and is completely unlinked to that Hub study." 

[Footnotes cited in the comment:] 
1 Figures for peak am and pm Muni ridership calculated by adding inbound and outbound ridership 

columns in table 4.C.3. 
2 Foletta and Henderson (2016) Low Car(bon) Communities, pp. 64-65 (based. on SFCTA SFChamp 

model) 
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(Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley Neighborhood 

Association, Letter, January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Hendersonl-91) 

"I'm going to speak to the inadequacy of this BIR ... 

"So first of all, on the transportation impacts, we believe that there needs to be a deeper and 
thorough analysis ofVMT. Even though you've selected a metric that lets you come in under the 
regional threshold of significance, we think that this pn;>ject"is such a unique location at a very 
high traffic intersection that you should dive deeper into -- even if the car trips are three miles per 
capita per day, if you look at the transportation study, you'.re generating hundreds of car trips · 
from this development at a very constrained intersection. So even if those car trips are short, 
they're causing problems. They're interacting with pedestrians, with cyclists; they're slowing 

· down transit. .So this needs.a deeper analysis." (Jason Henderson,"Hayes Valley Neighborhood 
Association; DEIR Hearing Transcript, Janua,y 5, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson2-l) 

"TR-1 (VMT & Traffic): The DEIR does not adequately analyze per capita daily vehicle miles 
travel (VMT) and localized impacts of VMT. As noted_ above, it only analyzes a single alternative 
_with _excess parking, and neglects to analyze any alternative with parking within principally
permitted amounts. The transportation analysis used in the DEIR relies on both inadequate 
methods and outdated data. It relies on a trip-generation methodology that does not account for 
the amount of parking, or the presence of or absence o_f other TDM measures, when estimating 
auto trips. It does riot use current trip-distribution patterns, and underestimates commutes to the 
South Bay. VMT and Traffic must be adequately analyzed, using both a sufficient range of 
alternatives, a methodology based on sufficient evidence, including the Planning Department's 
own substantial body of evidence connecting amounts of parking and other TDM measures witli 
travel behavior, and current data on trip distribution." (Tom Radulovich, Executive pirector, 

Livable City, Letter, January JO, 2017 [Q-LC2-2]) 

"TR-1 (VMT & Traffic): The DEIR does not adequately analyze per capita daily vehicle miles 
travel (VMT) and localized impacts ofVMT. The transportation data used in the DEIR is 
uninformative about present day trip distribution and underestimates car commuting to the South 
Bay, increased congestion on all nearby streets and on the Central Freeway, exacerbated air 
quality issues, and increased emissions of greenhouse gases. The location of One Oak is a 
unique transportation corridor of citywide importance. It has exceptionally high transit, 
pedestrian, and bicycle traffic that will be negatively impacted by car circulation to and from One 
Oak. The relationship between VMT and local car circulation·and impacts on pedestrians, 
bicycles, and transit must be thoroughly studied, understood, and mitigated. The DEIR proposes 
transportation demand management (TDM) to reduce per capita daily VMT, but no information is 
provided to benchmark VMT in the project. Since VMT is not adequately analyzed, 
understanding the success of failure ofTDM is not possible;" (Sue Vaughan, Email, January 1.0, 
2017-[I-Vaughan-2}) 
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RESPONSE TR-2: VEIDCLE MIT..,ES TRAVELED AND TRAFFIC IMP ACTS 

The comments cite concerns related to the methodology used to assess impacts of the proposed 

project on vehicle miles traveled (VMT), including project-specific detailed analysis, effects of 

parking on VMT, and thresholds of tolerance for additional VMT. The comments allege that the 

VMT analysis in the EIR is inadequate for misapplication of the VMT metric. The comments also 

raise concerns regarding methodologies used to estimate project travel demand, additional vehicle 

trips generated by the proposed project, including transportation network company (TNC) 

vehicles, as well as impacts on cyclists, pedestrians, and trl)D.sit. 

As indicated on EIR p. N.C.26, California Senate Bill 743 requires the California Office of 

Planning and Research (OPR) to establish criteria for determining the significance of 

· . transportation impacts that shall promote the reduction of greenhouse gas .emissions, the 

development of multimoaal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses. The statute 

calls for OPR, in developing the criteria, to recommend potential metrics including VMT. VMT 

is a measure of the amount and distance that a project causes potential residents, tenants, 

employees, and visitors to drive, including the number of passengers within a vehicle. The San 

Francisco Planning Commission replaced automobile delay (vehicular level of service or LOS) 

with VMT criteria via Resolution 19579, which was adopted at the Planning Commission hearing 

on March 3, 2016. This is discussed in more detail on EIR pp. 4.C.26 and 4.C.34-4.C.36. 

Attachment F of the March 3, 2016, staff report (Methodologies, Significance Criteria, 

Thresholds of Significance, and Screening Criteria for Vehicle Miles Traveled and Induced 

Automobile Travel Impacts, which includes an appendix from the San Francisco County 

Transportation Authority) provides the Planning Departm.ent's ·methodology, analysis and 

recommendations for the VMT analysis.1 The Department's approach to VMT analysis under 

CEQA is based on a screening analysis which compares development-estimated VMT to the 

regional average, as recommended by OPR in a technical advisory that accompanied its January 

2016 draft CEQA guidelines implementing Senate Bill 743. As recommended by OPR, the 

Planning Department uses maps illustrating areas that exhibit low levels of existing and future 

VMT to screen out developments that may notrequire a detailed VMT analysis.2 The Planning 

Department relies on the San Francisco Chained Activity Model Process (SF-CHAMP) model 

1 San Francisco Planning Department, Executive Summary, Resolution Modifying Transportation Impact 
Analysis, Hearing date: March 3, 2016. 

2 State of California, Governor's Office of Planning and Research, Revised Proposal on Updates to the 
CEQA Guidelines on Evaluation Transportation Impacts in CEQA, Implementing Senate Bill 743 
(Steinberg, 2013), January 20, 2016., pages III:20-21 (use of screening thresholds). · 
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runs prepared by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority to estimate VMT within 

different geographic locations (i.e., Traffic Analysis Zones, or TAZs) throughout San Francisco. 

As described on EIR. p. 4.B.23, for residential projects, a project would generate substantial 

additional VMT if it exceeds the regional household VMT per capita minus 15 percent. For 

office projects, a project would generate substantial additional VMT tf it exceeds the regional 

VMT per employee minus 15 percent. For retail projects, the Planning Department uses a VMT 

efficiency metric approach: a project would generate substantial additional VMT if it exceeds the 

regional VMT per retail employee minus 15 percent. This approach is consistent with CEQA 

Section 21099 and the thresholds of significance for other land uses recommended in the Office 

of Planning and Research; s proposed transportation impact guidelines. For mixed-use projects, 

each proposed land use is evaluated independently, per the significance criteria described above. 

As documented in the Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating 

Transportation Impacts in CEQA ("proposed transportation impact guidelines"),3 a 15 percent 

threshold below existing development is "both reasonably ambitious and generally achievable." It 

is also noted that the threshold is set at a level that acknowledges that a development site cannot 

feasibly result in zero VMT without substantial changes in variables that are largely outside the 

control of a developer (e.g., large-scale transportation infrastructure changes, social and economic 

movements, etc.). 

VMT and Use of SF-CHAMP Model 

One rationale for using the SF-CHAMP maps t9 screen out projects, instead of a project-by

project detailed VMT analysis, is because most development projects are not of a·large enough 

scale and/or contain unique land uses to substantially alter the VMT estimates from SF-CHAMP. 

SF-CHAMP is not sensitive to site-level characteristics for a development project (e.g., the 

amount of parking provided for a development). The amount of parking provided for a 

development, as well as other project-specific transportation demand management (TDM) 

measures, could result in VMT that differs from the SF-CHAMP estimation. As part of the 

"Shift" component of the Transportation Sustainability Program, the City adopted a citywide 

TDM Program ( effective March 2017). For the TDM Program, staff prepared the TDM Technical 

Justification document4, which provides the technical basis for the selection of and assignment of · 

points to individual TDM measures in the TDM Program. As summarized in the TDM Technical 

Justification document, a sufficient amount of research indicates that more parking is linked to 

3 State of California, Governor's Office of Planning and Research, Revised Proposal on Updates to the 
CEQA Guidelines on Evaluation Transportation Impacts in CEQA, Implementing Senate Bill 743 
(Steinberg, 2013), January 20, 2016. 

4 San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Demand Management Technical Justification, June 
2015. Available online at: http://default.sfj:>lanning.org/plans-and
programs/emerging_issues/tsp/TDM_Technical_Justification.pdf 
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more driving and that people without dedicated parking are less likely to drive. However, at this 

time, there is not sufficient data to quantify ~e specific relationship between parking supply and 

VMT fot a development project in San Francisco. Instead, various data collection and literature 

review resources were used in formulating the point valu~ assigned to any given proposed 

development or the Parking Supply measure in comparison to other TDM measures in the menu. 

The TDM point assignment is not a surrogate for the effects of a development project's parking 

supply for pmposes of the VMT analysis under CEQA. CEQA discourages public agencies from 

engaging in speculation. Therefore, the quantified VMT estimates in CEQA documents for a 

development currently do not directly account for the effect on VMT of a development project's 

parking supply .. The project would comply with the City's TDM Program, and Implementation of 

a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan was included in the BIR as an improvement 

measure (Improvement Measure I-TR-A: Travel Demand Management Plan, pp. 4.C.44-4.C.45). 

VMT and For-Hire Vehicles 

SF-CHAMP estimates VMT from private automobiles and taxis, the latter of which is a type of 

for-hire vehicle. The observed data within SF-CHAMP is from the years with the latest data. 

available, 2010-2012. Since that time, the prevalence of for-hire vehicles has increased in San 

Francisco and elsewb,ere. This growth. is primarily a result of the growth in transportation network 

companies. Transportation network companies (TN Cs) are similar to taxis in that drivers take 

passengers to and from destinations typically using a distance-based fare. system. SF-CHAMP 

estimates the probability of driving based on auto ownership, household income, and other 

variables. To the extent that people previously would have traveled in another for-hire vehicle 

(i.e., taxi), now travel using a transportation network company service, this would be accounted 

for in previous household travel surveys. 

To date, there is limited information as to .how the introduction/adoption of transportation 

network companies affects travel behavior (e.g., whether peopkusing these services are making 

trips they would not otherwise make, or substituting a transportation network company ride for a 

trip they would make.by another mode). The Census Bureau and other government sources do not 

currently include transportation network company vehicles as a separate travel mode category 

when conducting survey/data collection (e.g., American Community Survey, Decennial Census, 

etc.). Thus, little can be determined from these standard transportation industry travel behavior 

data sources. Further, the transportation network companies are private businesses and generally 

choose not to disclose specifics regarding the number of vehicles/drivers in their service fleet, 

miles driven with or without passengers, passengers· transported, etc. Thus, based on the 

information currently available it is currently difficult, if not impossible, to document how 

transportation network comp.any operations quantitatively influence overall travel conditions in 

San Francisco or elsewhere. Thus, for the above reasons, the effects of for-hire vehicles as it 

relates to transportation network companies on VMT is not currently estimated in CEQA 
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documents, except to the extent those trips are captured in taxi vehicle trip estimates for a 

development. 

The Effect of Valet-Assisted Parking 

Valet-assisted vehicle parking is included as part of the proposed project primarily due to the 

phys.ical constraints of the project site, and not as a convenience for residents. Regardless of the 

method of vehicle parking and retrieval (i.e., valet-assisted or self-park), residents with parking 

spaces would have accessibility to their vehicle at all times. However, wait times for valet 

service, particularly during peak hours, would likely be inconvenient. This inconvenience may 

serve as a disincentive for residents to use private vehicles. Overall, the provision ofvalet

assisted parking is unlikely to have a significant effect on a resident's decision to drive. 

Specifically, provision of valet-assisted parking at the project site is unlikely to result in more 

driving, because trip purpose and destination characteristics (i.e., distance, availability of parking, 

etc.), the key parameters affecting travel time and cost of the trip, would primarily determine the 

mode of travel for the resident. Providing valet-assisted parking at the destination, rather than 

within a residential building, would more likely affect the resident's decision to drive; however, 

this would not be affected whether the proposed project includes valet-assisted parking or not. 

Project Travel Demand 

Project travel demand, including the number of project-generated vehicle trips, was estimated 

based on the methodology requirements in the San Francisco Transportation Impact Analysis 

Guidelines for Environmental Review (SF Guidelines). Consistent with the SF Guidelines, the 

mode split information for the new residential uses was based on the 2008-2013 American 

Community Survey data for census tract 168.02 in which the project site is 'located, while mode 

split information for the restaurant/retail uses was based on information contained in the SF 

Guidelines for employee and visitor trips to the C-3 district. The trip distribution data for the 

residential uses was based on the 1990 Census, while the trip distribution information for the 

restaurant/retail uses was based on the SF Guidelines. Because intersection vehicle delay and 

level of service is no longer a factor in determining significant impacts pursuant to CEQA (i.e., 

replaced with VMT criteria, as described above), the distribution of the project-generated vehicle 

trips to :the roadway network does not affect the VMT impact analysis. The assessment of traffic 

safety hazards and impacts on transit operations, however, considered the impact of all project

generated vehicle trips. The more residents may drive to the South Bay, as opposed to other parts 

of San Francisco, the East Bay, or the South Bay, would not affect the assessment, as the impact 

of all project-generated vehicles was considered, regardless of their destination. It should be 

noted that the Planning Department's last update to the SF Guidelines was in 2002. Since that 

time, the Department has instituted various updates to the conditions, data, and methodology 

within that document. These updates are recorded in various memos, resolutions, and emails. The 
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Department intends to update the guidelines comprehensively. For this effort, substantial data 

collection and analysis is currently underway, primarily at newer development sites, which will 

result in the creation of new trip generation rates, mode split, and loading demand rates. With this 

data, the Department hopes to quantify the effects of for-hlre vehicles and the amount of parking 

and VMT and update the effects delivery companies and for-hire vehicles have on a 

development's commercial and passenger loading demand. 

VMT Methodology 

The commenters' disagreement over the methodology used for assessing VMT impacts in this 

EIR is noted. However, a lead agency has substantial discretion in determining the appropriate· 

threshold of significance to evaluate the severity of a particular impact. Where an agency's 

methodology is challenged, the standard of review for a court reviewing the selected 

methodology is the "substantial evidence" standard, meaning the court must give deference tq the 

lead agency's decision to select particular significance thresholds, including the threshold for 

traffic impacts. This EIR's use ofVMT as a significance threshold consistent with established 

City standards is founded on substantial evidence. Accordingly, further study i_s not required. 

Impact TR-I, onEIRpp. 4.C-41-4.C.45, and Impact C-TR-1, onEIRpp. 4.C.77-4.C.78, present 

the assessment of the impact of the proposed project on VMT for existing and cumulative 

conditions, respectively. The project site is located within an area of the City where the existing 

and projected future cumulative VMT are more than 15 percent below the regional VMT 
thresholds, and therefore the proposed project's land uses (residential and retail/restaurant) would 

not generate a substantial increase in VMT. Furthermore, the project site's transportation features, 

including sidewalk widening, on-street commercial loading spaces and passenger 

loading/unloading zones, and curb cuts, fit within the general types of projects that would not 

substantially induce automobile travel. Therefore, the proposed project would not exceed the 

project-level thresholds for VMT and induced automobile travel under existing conditions, and 

would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to VMT impacts. 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety 

As noted in a comment, both Market Street and Van Ness A venue are high injury streets for 

bicyclists and pedestrians, and are the focus of the City's efforts in implementing Vision Zero. 

The City adopted Vision Zero as a policy in 2014, committing to build better and safer streets, 

educate the public on traffic safety, enforce traffic laws, and adopt policy changes that saves 

lives. Impact TR-3: Pedestrian Impacts (EIRpp. 4.C.51-4.C.54), and Impact TR-5: Bicycle 

Impacts (EIR pp. 4.C.54-4.C.55) present a qualitative discussion of the impacts of the proposed 

project related to pedestrian and bicyclist safety. TNC vehicles, and their operation within the 

general traffic flow, were considered in the assessment of impacts on pedestrians and bicyclists. 
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As described in these sections, while the proposed project and variant would result in an increase 

in pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles, this increase would not be substantial enough to affect 

non-motorized travel modes and transit in the vicinity. In addition, the proposed project and 

variant would not include any features that would result in a traffic hazard or in a significant 

impact on pedestrians or bicyclists. Nor would the proposed project features conflict or preclude 

implementation of any Vision Zero safety improvement projects on Market Street or Van Ness 

Avenue. See Response TR-4: Pedestrian Impacts, RTC pp. 4.25-4.26, and Response TR-5: 

Bicycle Impacts, RTC pp. 4.30-4.34, for additional discussion of pedestrian and bicycle impacts, 

respectively. 

The proposed project and variant would not result in significant transportation impacts· on VMT, 

transit, pedestrians, bicyclists, loading, or emergency vehicle access, and therefore mitigation 

measures are not required (the proposed project and variant could contribute to cumulative 

construction-related transportation impacts, and therefore Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-7: 

Cumulative Construction Coordination, is identified on BIR pp. 4.C.88-4.C.89). In response:to 

comments that the project should include mitigation to ·sidewalks, crosswalks, and bicycle 

facilities in the area, it is nqted that the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) project, currently 

under construction, will improve transit and pedestrian facilities at the adjacent intersection of 

Van Ness Avenue/South Van Ness Avenue/Market Street. In addition, i;he proposed Better 

Market Street project includes implementing various improvements for pedestrians, bicyclists, 

and transit along the Market Street corridor between Octavia Boulevard and The Bmb~cadero. 

Thus, the Better Market Street project is intended to address many of the concerns raised in the 

comments, as well as in the comments that suggest eliminating private autos and TNC vehicles 

from Market Street between 10th and Franklin streets. The proposed project and variant would 

not preclude implementation of any of the Better Market Street improvements. 

Transportation Demand Management 

Implementation of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan was included in the BIR 

as an improvement measure (Improvement Measure I-TR-A: Travel Demand Management Plan, 

pp. 4.C.44-4.C.45), and not as a mitigation measure. See Response TR-7: TDM Plan, RTC p. 

4.38-39, regarding the project's compliance with the recently legislated TDM Ordinance. Also, 

see Response TR-8: Project Parking Supply, RTC p. 4:42-4.44, regarding the proposed project 

parking supply, and Response TR-9: Project Alternatives with Less or No Parking, RTC p. 4.48-

4.51, regarding the need to analyze the project with less parking .. 
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"Modernizing Environmental Review on Transportation - DEIR 4.C. The rapid changes in 
rather anarchic vehicle and bus traffic in San Francisco has resulted in environmental reviews that 
fail to capture the reality of how vehicles and buses move on City Streets - particularly south of 
Market and Van Ness. The traffic impedes Muni surface vehicles. 

"Muni operates on City streets through traffic. The use ofVMT and screen-lines far away 
from Van Ness the Market and Van Ness intersection results in a lack of information on the effect 
of traffic congestion on Van N~ss and Market that affects Muni bus operations. Real 
observations from people traveling through the Van Ness corridor shows the obsttuctions public 
transit, especially Muni buses on surface streets face. Muni uses an out-dated cellular network 
that feeds GPS bus location into a NextBus system that projects the time the next bus will arrive 
on various lines. 

''Updating this system is underway by MTA. 

"To adequately understand the impediments to Muni buses, it is necessary that information -
beyond the location of particular Muni buses - be fed into a single mapping system for as many 
public vehicles as possible. 

"GPS systems are used to locate individual vehicles by a variety of vehicles. The City should use 
its approval power to require that the vehicles operate by systems over which the City or state has 
approval power use any GPS "transponder" to feed their exact location into a single mapping 
system maintained for the benefit of the Muni. It could enable Muni operators and planners to 
understand IN REAL TIME what obstructions, what wandering vehicles, are obstructing traffic, 
making illegal maneuvers, creating congestion and otherwise affecting surface public transit . 
operations. It could allow more efficient transit operation." (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, 
January 10, 2017 [I-Hestor2-8}) 

''NON-PRIVATE vehicles that u:avel on City streets, including Van Ness, Market, Mission, the 
south of Market, and which affect MUNI public transit surface operations, should.be required to 
continually transmit GPS location information include -

• So-called "google" buses that dump· tech workers from the Peninsula onto Van Ness, 
Mission and other streets to housing. 

• Licensed taxis 
• Shuttle bus systems authorized when they seek Planning approval, e.g. CPMC 
• Shuttle buses that roam SF streets with absolutely no approval - eg mostly empty AAU 

buses 
• Uber and Lyft vehicles 
• regional transit buses (Sam Trans, Golden Gate Transit) 

"Where the City does not currently have power to require vehicles to transmit location 
information, the MTA and CTA can pursue it. This includes UCSF which operates its own bus 
system and should be asked. 
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"San Francisco could pursue with the California PUC requiring that Uber and Lyft, and any 
similar operator, provide the City with the ability to track the impacts of their vehicles. Their 
operation on City streets, particularly in the area used for cumulative analysis around this Project 
and in the south of Market, has increased dramatically since the original NOP was issued. These 
vehicles have no one monitoring or tracking their operations. 

"I have personally seen Uber and Lyft vehicles stop in ·the middle of traffic lanes to pick up or 
drop off a passenger. They make illegal turns at intersections. They make illegal U turns on 
Market and Mission. Since they have proliferated so rapidly, the transportation analysis, 
particularly the VMT, does not take Uber and Lyft into account. 

"Many of these vehicles, INCLUDING MUNI, Regional Transit and many private buses, use a 
GPS and a transponder sends a signal to a tower/satellite that maps out where each vehicle is at 
any given time. A major improvement to environmental review and Muni operations would be 
for the CTA and MTA to fund a mapping system AND REQUIRE THAT VEHICLES send 
information into one City system. It would help Muni operations by providing REAL TIME 
information on the location of congestion so that traffic "police" could help unjam traffic and 
Muni can operate at its best." (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, January 10, 2017 [I-Hestor2-9]) 

RESPONSE TR-3: TRANSIT IMPACTS 

The comment raises concerns regarding transit impact methodology related to transit capacity 

utilization and operations (i.e., transit delay) and impacts on Muni buses, particularly south of 

Market Street and on Van Ness Avenue. The comment also states that the City should obtain real 

time data from vehicles equipped with transponders to track and manage traffic (including illegal 

turns) and transit operations. 

Transit impacts of the proposed project are presented in the EIR in Impact TR-3, pp. 4.C.51-

4.C.54, for existing plus project conditions and in Impact C-TR-3, pp. 4.C.83-4.C.84, for 2040 

cumulative conditions. The transit impact assessment follows the methodologies in the SF 

Guidelines. It includes a qualitative assessment of the impacts of the project and variant on Muni 

capacity in terms of ridership and capacity utilization, and qualitatively assesses the impact of the 

project vehicle trips .on transit operations (i.e., delay to transit vehicles): Impact TR-2, on EIR pp. 

4.C.45-4.C.51, presents the transit impact analysis for existing plus project conditions, while 

Impact C-TR-2, on EIR pp. 4.C. 78 -4.C.84, presents the transit impact analysis for cumulative 

conditions. 

As stated on ElR p. 4.C.13, the Muni capacity utilization analysis is conducted at the maximum 

load point (MLP) of the transit route, which represents the location along the route where transit 

ridership is greatest. Them are 15 Muni routes serving the project vicinity: nine bus routes, five 

light rail lines, and the F Market & Wharves historic streetcar. For the east-west bus routes the 

Jv.lLPs are located to the east of the project site (generally at or east of Van Ness Avenue), and for 
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the north-south bus routes the MLP is located to the north of the project site. The MLP for the J 

Church and N Judah lines is at the intersection of Duboce/Church, while .the 11LP for the K 

Ingleside, L Taraval, and M Ocean View routes is at the Van Ness station. The addition of project 

trips to the MLP is a conservative analysis, as some riders may exit the transit vehicle prior to the 

MLP or get on after the 11LP; where transit ridership is lower. The capacity utilization analysis 

was conducted for the north/south and east/west bus routes and rail lines serving the project site, 

as well as for the Southwest screenline of the Muni downtown screenlines. Therefore, the analysis 

was conducted for the routes directly serving the project site, and·adequately analyzes capacity 

utilization impacts. 

The impact of the proposed project and variant on operations of nearby transit routes is presented 

on EIR pp. 4.C.50-4.C.51. The proposed project and variant do not include any driveways on 

Van ~ess Avenue or Market Street that would interfere with transit service on these streets (i.e., 

the 47 Van Ness and 49 Van Ness-Mission on Van Ness Avenue, and the 6 Parnassus, 7 Haight

Noriega, and F Market & Wharves historic streetcar on Market Street). The vehicular access to 

the site is proposed to be from Oak Street for both parking and loading as well as passenger pick

up/drop-off, and the main pedestrian access is also on Oak Street. Under cumulative conditions, 

with completion of the Van Ness BRT project, buses on Van Ness Avenue and South Van Ness 

A venue will run in an ~x:clusive median transit-only lane and would not be subject to congestion 

within adjacent mixed-flow travel lanes; therefore, vehicles accessing Oak Street via Van Ness 

Avenue southbound would not impact transit operations. In addition, because vehicular access to 

and from Market Street is restricted ( e.g., left turn prohibitions, forced turns), the proposed 

project and variant would not add a substantial number of vehicles to Market Street. Therefore, 

the proposed project and variant would not conflict with or delay transit vehicles as to result in a 

significant transit impact under either existing plus project or cumulative conditions. 

As described on EIRpp. 4.C.73-4.C.76, a number 9£ cumulative projects would enhance the 

transit network in the project vicinity, including implementation of transit-only lanes and other 

enhancements. These include the ongoing Van Ness BRT project on Van Ness Avenue and 

South Van Ness Avenue described above, and the Muni Forward project on Mission Street that 

will complete and upgrade the transit-only lane network for bus routes on Mission Street. 

Transit-only lanes currently exist on Market Street east of 12th Street/Van Ness Avenue, and the 

proposed Better Market Street project will further enhance transit operations in the vicinity of the 

project site through various transportation and streetscape improvements. 

The suggestion that the City should track vehicles over which it has approval power in real time 

is noted, and will be forwarded to SFMTA for consideration. However, this suggestion does not 

alter the adequacy of the methodology utilized in this EIR's transit impact analysis. As noted in 

Response TR-2: Vehicle Miles Traveled and Traffic Impacts, on RTC pp. 4.16-4.21, a lead 

agency is vested with substantial discretion in determining the appropriate threshold of 
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significance to evaluate the severity of a particular impact. This EIR adequately provides 

supporting evidence and explanation of the methodology to accurately analyze impacts and to 

support its conclusions. Accordingly, further study is not required. 

· Also see Response TR-2 for a response to concerns about impacts related to VMT and updates to 

the transportation impact methodologies. 

COMJ.\1ENT TR-4: PEDESTRIAN IMP ACTS 

"I am still also. not very clear about pedestrian circulation, increased safety for people who are 
using transit, who are crossing on bicycle, and on slower modes of moving across the 
intersection. The sidewalks in front of the project in question today are far. too narrow to 
accommodate the increased pedestrian -- safe increased pedestrian movement, particularly if 
loading is not being moved to Oak Street, and, particularly, ifwe continue to not constructively 
address how we deal with the random unregulated patterns of Uber and Lyft regarding pickup and 
delivery of passengers. (Commissioner Kathrin Moore, San Francisco Planning Commission, 
DEIR Hearing Transcrip~ January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Moore-4]) 

RESPONSE TR-4: PEDESTRIAN IMP ACTS 

The comment notes that the sidewalks adjacent to the project site are too.narrow to accommodate 

increased pedestrians, particularly if loading is not being moved to Oak Street, and particularly in 

light of umegulated passenger loading drop-offs provided by transportation network companies 

such as Uber and Lyft. The comment requests clarification about pedestrian circulation around 

the project site and safety for persons using transit and crossing the intersection. 

The impacts of the proposed project on pedestrians are discussed in Impact TR-3 on EIR p. 

4.C.51-4.C.54. The pedestrian analysis includes a quantitative level of service analysis of the 

effects of project-generated pedestrian trips on the Market Street sidewalk adjacent to the project 

site, and a qualitative discussion of the increased pedestrian volumes and proposed changes to the 

immediate pedestrian network and their potential to result in hazardous pedestrian conditions. 

The proposed project includes reconfiguration of Oak Street adjacent to the project site to provide 

a shared street and add a pedestrian plaza that would increase the pedestrian-only area at the 

intersection of Van Ness Avenue/Market Street/Oak Street. 

As described on BIR pp. 4.C.18-4.C.19, the sidewalks adjacent to the project site are 15 feet wide 

on Oak Street and Van Ness Avenue, and between 15 and 25 feet wide on Market Street. The 

existing sidewalk widths adjacent to the site currently meet the minimum and recommended 

sidewalk widths specified in the Better Streets Plan (minimum of 12 feet, and recommended 
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width of 15 feet for a commercial thoroughfare). However, a stairway and escalator for the Muni 

Van Ness station is located on the section of Market Street where the sidewalk is 25 feet wide, , 

which reduces the width of walkway area at this location to 9 feet. 

The majority of the pedestrian trips would be added to the Oak Street sidewalk, from where 

project-generated pedestrians would be distributed along Market Street and Van Ness Avenue. 

The quantitative pedestrian LOS analysis was conducted at the most-constrained sidewalk 

location adjacent to the project site (i.e., between the building at the property line and the Muni 

Van Ness station stairway). With the addition of the project-generated pedestrians, the pedestrian 

LOS at this location would be LOS C, reflecting acceptable pedestrian wallcing conditions. 

Thus, the new pedestrian trips would be accommodated on the existing pedestrian network and 

would not substantially affect the pedestrian conditions on sidewalks and crosswalks in the 

project vicinity. The proposed project would add pedestrian trips to nearby crosswalks, but would 

not introduce new hazardous design features to the intersections. Impact TR-3 conclud_es that the 

additional pedestrian trips would not substantially affect pedestrian levels of service and that the 

improvements along Oak Street under the proposed project and variant would not create 

hazardous conditions or interfere with pedestrian accessibility in the area. Increased pedestrian 

activity is expected due to planned Van Ness BRT operations, but sidewalk area is expected to be 

adequate since, as noted above, the proposed project would add a pedestrian plaza that would 

increase the pedestrian-only area at the intersection of Van Ness Avenue/Market Street/Oak 

Street which would be adjacent to the southbound BRT platform within the Van Ness Avenue 

median. 

The proposed project would provide on-site loading spaces accessed via Oak Street as well as a 

passenger loading/unloading zone on Oak Street. The existing Market Street commercial loading 

zone would not be used for project loading, and use would be actively discouraged. See Response 

TR-6: Loading Impacts, on RTC pp. 4.36-4.37, for a response to concerns about passenger 

loading. 

COMMENT TR-5: BICYCLE IMP ACTS 

"All of that [ concerns for pedestrian circulation loading, bicycle safety] will have a direct impact 
here, particularty crossing over the dedicated bike lanes is something which is already enough of 
a threat, but it has not been put forward as a traffic measure, but which we're bringing it into the 
context of a discussion on EIR and protecting pedestrians, bicycles, et cetera." (Commissioner 
Kathrin Moore, San Francisco Planning Commission, DEIR Hearing Transcript, 
January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Moore-5]) 
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"Some other things that came to mind here as well, I've had the occasion to be down at that 

intersection recently several times and I do understand that that loading zone is not used. So it's 
an existing condition because it's physically there, but it isn't being used. And I think that we 

need to understand ifwe actually reactivate it-- because there's nothing to unload to there right 

now. You can't -- the donut shop doesn't unload donuts. There's nothing there to unload. There's 
an empty lot. So ifwe were to reactivate that, what's it really going to have? What's the impact 
going to be specifically oi:t cyclists? 

"I was at the Planning Department last night, and I had to drive my car, unfortunately, but it was 
late; I could park it in.front. And when I went home in the dark, I tried to make a turn on Duboce 

from Valencia, and I have to tell you, at night, when there's bicyclists coming down Valencia and 
it's raining and you're trying to make a turn to understand where cars are co.ming at you, it's 

harrowing. You know, I almost hit a bicyclist ID:aking that right turn. So I project what I -- my 

experience last night into this intersection with that loading zone, not far from that comer, on a 
rainy night, when it's dark, and I see the same kind of things happening. So I really think we need 

to look at the impact of bicyclists on that loading zone -- the loading zone on the impact of a 
cyclist." (Commissi~n Vice President Dennis Richards, San Francisco Planning Commission, 
DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Richards-2]) 

"TR-4 (Bicycle Impacts): The DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts of One Oak on 

bicycling, especially on Market Street. It ignores hazards to bicycling from on-street loading and 
wind. New analysis is needed of loading and wind impacts on bicycling, with mitigations to · 

ensure safe bicycling. Mitigation in the form of fully-separated; wide cycle tracks on Market 
Street and other bicycle infrastructure must be considered. (Jason Henderson, Chair, 
Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, Letter, 
January 4, _2017 [O-HVNA-Hendersonl-4]) 

"TR-4 Hazardous Conditions for Bicyclists 

"The DEIR fails to consider that the proposed on-street loading zone on Market Street and the 

impacts of winds will have a hazardous impact in bicycles. The impacts of the loading zones and 
winds are described below using the same sub headings of the DElR summary table. 

"TR-5: Loading Demand & Impact on Bicycles 

"The DEIR for One Oak discusse~ a 130-foot recessed loading zone on westbound Market Street 
but mischaracterizes the loading zone as an existing condition. The loading zone has been 

inactive for at least a decade, with very few trucks using the zone. On page 4 7 of the LCW . 
transportation report it is noted that no trucks currently use the loading zone. Meanwhile 

cycling has increased dramatically on Market Street, and notably, in a physical environment 

where tliis loading zone has been inactive. Today during weekday pm peak commute hours, 1,400 
cyclists use this part ofMar).cet Street, and existing conditions are such that these 1,400 cyclists do 

NOT presently cross paths with delivery trucks or TN Cs. The activation of this loading zone 
will be a significant change to the physical environment and present hazards to cyclists. The 
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DEIR needs to analyze this. (Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, 
Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, Letter, January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson1-10]) 

"The DEIR proposes removing bicycle-safety measures (flexible bollards or "safe-hit" posts) on 
Market Street in order to make truck deliveries and loading easier for trucks on Market Street. It 
fails to discuss the negative impact this will have on the 1,400 cyclists using Market during the 
weekday pm commute. 

''The 130-foot loading zone must be considered a new loading zone because it will go from 
inactive to active, and will be a very real change to the physical environment. The loading zone 
will present new hazards to incumbent cyclists on Market Street, and will further degrade 
conditions for cyclists if safe-hit posts are removed. 

"The Draft EIR should be revised to analyze an alternative with no loading on Market Street, and 
a shift of all loading to the Oak Street side of the project. It should also analyze more creative 
loading strategies, such as loading further off site (westward on Oak and on Franklin) and 
deploying the use of human-powered push carts and cargo bicycles to service One Oak. 

"The curb for the inactive loading zone must be repurposed to '.vider sidewalks and fully· 
separated cycle tracks for pedestrian and bicycle safety, and this should be analyzed as mitigation 
for One Oak." (Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley 
Neighborhood Association, Letter, January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson1-12]) 

"The other issue is that loading zone. That loading zone is, I think,. mischaracterized. We're 
talking about the one on Market Street. It's characterized as an existing condition, but the reality 
is it's a physical change of the built environment, because it's been, for ten years, not really used. 
Your own transportation ·report says "No trucks have been observed using that loading zone." So 
in the meantime, over the past decade, you've seen an increase in cycling. So the incumbent 
cyclists are now going to have vehicles all day long crossing that bike lane. That is a change to 
the physical environment. That is a significant change. 

"The BIR ignores it. In fact, it even says, "Oh, well, we'll make it easier for the delivery vehicles 
by removing soft-hit posts." That's insane. Okay, so we got the bicycle impacts and we got the, 
loading -- the wind and the loading on bicycles." (Jasort Henderson, Hayes Valley Neighborhood 
Association, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson2-3) 

"Loading Demand (TR-5): Curb loading, including delivery vehicles, TNCs, and taxi trips, are a 
. significant source of conflicts with the safety and access of pedestrians and cyclists. Additionally, 

the volume of curb loading vehicles has increased significantly in recent year~ and continues to 
increase, as noted by SFMTA and others. The DEIR must identify stronger mitigations for 
loading impacts created by the project, including mitigation measures to reduce loading along 
Market Street and re-orient loading to the Oak Street side of the project." (Tom Radulovich, 
Executive Director, Livable Ciry, Letter, January 10, 2017 [O-LC2-4]) 
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"I've read through parts of the EIR. I'm a daily bicycle commuter that often cycles along Market 
St at that intersection. I'm very concerned that the effects on cycling in the area have not been 
fully addressed. 

"1) Putting a loading zone on Market St would be a huge hazard to cyclists. That is a main 
thoroughfare and would impact. the bike lane on Market St." (Justin Fraser, Email, 
January 5, 2017 [I-Fraser-I]) 

"Also, I think that loading zones --you know, regardless of the parking number, loading zones 
are really critical to maintain in terms of safety. There's so much loading, double space, and just 
illegal loading and unloading which really impedes bicycles, especially, and also normal transit 
and cars, which Van Ness, of course, is going to have the bike -- the bus lanes, special bus lanes. 

"I would also -- so I would move·the loading zone to someplace, I guess, off Market. It sounds 
like Oak, maybe, and I would make sure that there is a loading zone. Sometimes loading zones 
are entitled, but then white zones are taken away because the pressure tci put parking meters on 
those spaces and get revenue is just too tempting for the relevant agency.· 

"I would suggest that you have the developer add city bike memberships in lieu of parking. 
That's a way to encourage more of the bike share, and that would be a great place to have a bike 
share. And if it was subsidized by the developer by providing free bike share memberships to 
their residents that would be great." (Judith, DEIR Hearing Transcrip~ January 5, 2017 
[I-Judith-2]) 

"Another concern of mine is the proposed loading zone for cars on Market St. There are already 
plenty mixing zones and conflict areas for bikes and cars in that area. Just east of Van Ness mi 
Market, there is a dangerous area where cars turn right and bikes proceed straight through the 
intersection. Just past the proposed location at Market and Rose St, there is another dangerous 
mixing zone between cars and bikes. In fact, this area is a de facto loading zone for TNCs 
already. If there is yet another dangerous mixing zone in between these two, I will really fear for 
the safety of the cyclists that pass through here every evening on their commute home from work, 
on such an important cycling corridor here on Market St. 

"At a time when confidence is low in our Vision Zero 2024 progress, we need to be making the 
right decisions that will make our streets safer. I urge you to do anything that you can to support 
the separated bike lane on Market St from the Better Market project, especially when developers 
are coming in and threatening its viability with projects like this. Lives are at stake!" 
(Brad McManus, Email, January 9, 2017 [I-McManus-21) 

"TR-4 (Bicycle Impacts): The DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts of One Oak on 
bicycling, especially on Market Street. It ignores hazards to bicycling from on-streetloading and 
wind. New analysis is needed ofloading and wind impacts on bicycling, with mitigations to 
ensure safe bicycling. Mitigation in the form of fully-separated, wide cycle tracks on Market 
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Street and other bicycle infrastructure must be considered;" (Sue Vaughan, Email, January I 0, 
2017 [I-Vaughan-3}) 

"I'm also concerned about the loading zone. This is west of Van Ness, and that area i~ where the. 
main bike lane is for people riding from downtown through the western part of the City. And, of 
course, with vision zero, the intent is to decrease the number of injuries and fatalities, and with 
the increase in the amount of automobiles emanating from that building and using that as a 
loading zone, one might imagine for people using cabs and other TNCs, that there will be 
significantly more traffic interactions with bicyclists, and that will lead to more injuries." 
(Jiro Yamamoto, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [I-Yamamoto-2}) 

RESPONSE TR-5: BICYCLE IMP ACTS 

The comments raise concerns regarding the existing recessed commercial loading zone on Market 

Street adjacent to and west of the proposed project site, particularly its characterization and 

potential conflicts between vehicles accessing the loading zone and bicyclists traveling in the 

westbound bicycle lane on Market Street. The comments also object to the two improvement 

measures in the DEIR related to facilitating truck access to the existing commercial loading zone 

on Market Street, and state that a project design that does not rely on use of the existing zone on 

Market Street should have been analyzed. 

As described on BIR p. 4.C.23, there is an existing recessed commercial loading zone adjacent to 

the project site that extends to the west of the site to the intersection of Market Street/12th Street. 

This existing loading zone is about 130 feet in length, and has a "No Standing Except Trucks with 

at least 6 Wheels, 30 Minutes at All Times" restriction. The westbound bicycle lane adjacent to 

the loading zone is buffered with striping and flexible bollards for the portion of the zone adjacent 

to the project site. As stated on EIR p. 4.C.23, no trucks were observed paJ:king within this zone· 

during field surveys conducted for this project; however, trucks have been observed at other 

. times, and this curb area is indeed an existing commercial loading zone. The existing loading 

zone is lightly used because the project block has vacant lots, surface parking lots, and 

underutilized buildings, and because existing uses on the block are served by on-street loading 

spaces on Oak (i.e., All Star Cafe) and Franklin streets (i.e., ground-floor retail and residential 

uses at 20 Franklin/1580-1598 Market Street). 

The DEIR contemplated the use of the existing Market Street recessed commercial loading zone 

to supplement the loading options for the proposed project. However, the proposed project does 

not rely on the Market Street loading zone to satisfy any Planning Code Requirement for loading. 

The proposed project is designed to provide pedestrian, bicycle, vehicle, and loading access to the 

building via Oak Street, and includes on-site loading spaces to accommodate delivery and service 
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vehicles with driveway access from Oak Street, as well as a passenger loading/unloading zone 

(e.g., for taxis, TNC vehicles) adjacent to the project site on Oak Street. The proposed project 

loading demand would be '.1-ccommodated within the proposed facilities on Oak Street. However, 

because residential move-in and move-out activities are occasionally conducted via large movm:g 

vans, the DEIR acknowledged that these activities could be conducted from the existing recessed 

commercial loading zone on Market Street and connect with the building elevators via a service 

corridor. 

In response to concerns raised in the comments that residents and retail tenants at the proposed 

project would use the existing Market Street loading zone for deliveries, move-ins and passenger 

loading, thereby creating potential conflicts with bicyclists, the project sponsor has committed to 

implement measures prohibiting all project-related loading operations at the Market Street 

commercial loading zone, and these actions have been incorporated into Improvement Measure I

TR-B: Loading Operations Plan (see below). Building management would prohibit any project

related loading operations, including residential deliveries, retail deliveries, passenger loading 

and move-in and move-out activities, from occurring within the existing commercial loading zone 

on Market Street. To achieve this, building management would be instructed to proactively direct 

residents and retail tenants to utilize the on-site loading spaces. In addition, the project sponsor 

would require retail tenants to use the on-site loading spaces, and would include v.ri.thin its leases, 

vendor contracts, and governing documents (i.e., Covenants, Conditions & Restrictions and Rules 

& Regulations) written prohibitions against any and all project-related loading and unloading 

operations from occurring within the existing commercial loading zone on Market Street. These 

operations include, but are not limited to, residential deliveries, move-in and move-cmt activities, 

and passenger pick-up and drop-off activities. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-B: Revision of Truck Restrictions on Market Street, and 

Improvement Measure I-TR-C: Removal of Flexible Bollards on Market Street, p. 4.C.58, were 

included in the DEIR to facilitate use of the existing zone by trucks serving the planned and 

proposed new uses on the block, including the proposed project. However, because the proposed 

project and variant would not require use of this zone to accommodate project operations and 

would actively manage all building loading operations via Oak Street (including freight/service 

vehicle and passenger loading/unloading), these improvement measures have been deleted from 

the EIR. In addition, Improvement Measure I-TR-D: Loading Operations Plan, pp. 4.C.58-

4.C.59, has been re-designated as I-TR-Band expanded to exclude the use of this zone by the 

proposed project residential and retaiVrestaurant uses. Revised Improvement Measure I-TR-B 

could be a condition of approval and included in the proposed project's Mitigation Monitoring 

and Reporting Program. 

In response to the comments, the text on BIR pp. 4.C.58-4C.59 has been revised as follows 

( deleted text is shown as striketbrough and new text is underlined): 
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While the loading impacts of the proposed project or its variant would be less than 
significant, Improvement ~ieasHre I TR B: Re>iision of Truek Restrietions on 
Market Street, Improvement Measure I TR C: Removal afFlerlhle Ballards on 
1\iarket Street, and Improvement Measure 1-TR-B: Loading Operations Plan, 
presented below, i§..are--identified to further reduc~ the proposed project's or its variant's 
less-than-significant impacts related to loading. The Planning Commission may consider 
adopting this these-improvement measure& as a condition of project approval. 

Improvement Measure I TR B: Revision of Trnek Re~trietions an Mark.et Street 

},.s an improvement measure to ensure that deliveries destined to the ground floor 
restaurant and retail uses are able to be accommodated within the fficisting recessed 
oommercia:l loading bay on Market Street, the SFML\ could revise the eristing .use 
restriction from a ''No Standing Turnept Trucks with at Least 6 Wheels, 30 Minutes at All 
Times" to a ''No Standing Tuwept Trucks Loading/Unloading, 30 'Minutes at All Times". 

Improvement Measure I TR C: Removal of Flexible Bollards an Market Street 

As an improvement measure to ensure that trucks WDuld be able to pull in fully to the 
eristing recessed commercial loading bay· on Market Street adjacent to the project site, 
the placement of the flfficible safety bollards separating the eristing bicycle lane from the 
adjacent travel lane could be reviewed to determine if one or more of the bollards could 
be removed. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-I}~: Loading Operations Plan 

As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, 
including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles on Oak and Market 
streets, the project sponsor could prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan 
for review and approval by the Planning Department and the SFMTA prior to receiving 
the final certificate of occupancy. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan could be 
periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the Planning Department, and the SFMTA and 
revised as necessary and if.feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or 
circulation conditions. 

The Loading Operations Plan would include a set of guidelines related to the operation of 
the Oak Sti:eet driveways into the loading facilityies-, and large truck curbside access 
guidelines, and would specify driveway attendant responsibilities to ensure that truck 
queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project loading/unloading activities and 
pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos do not occur: Elements of the Loading 
Operations Plan may include the following:. 

June l, 2017 

• Commercial loading for the project should be accommodated on-site ang, within 
planned on-street commercial loading spaces along Market Street and on street 
freight loading/drop off spaces· on Oak Street. Loading activities should comply 

. with all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions. 

• Double parking or any form of illegal parking or loading should not be permitted 
on Oak or Market streets. Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers, 
building management should ensure that no project-related loading activities 
occur within the Oak Street pedestrian plaza, or within the Market Street bicycle 
lanes, or upon any sidewalk, or within any travel lane on either Market, Franklin, 
or Oak streets. · · 
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• Building management should direct residents to schedule all move-in and move
out activities and deliveries oflarge items (e.g .• furniture) with building 
management. 

• All move-in and move-out activities for both the proposed project and the 
adjacent 1546-1554 Market Street _residential project-should be coordinated with 
building management for each project. For move-in and move-out activities that 
would require loading vehicles larger than 40 feet in length, Ifneeessazy, 
building management should request a reserved curbside permit for Oak Street 
from the SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out activities.36 

• Reserved curb permits along Oak Street should be available throughout the day, 
with the exception of the morning and evening peak periods on weekdays, or 60 
minutes following the end of any scheduled events at any adjacent land uses on 
the project block of Oak Street or at the proposed pedestrian plaza, whichever is 
later, to avoid conflicts. with commercial and passenger loading needs for 
adjacent land uses and the proposed pedestrian plaza. Weekend hours should not 
be restricted, with the exceptions that if events are planned on weekend days at 
adjacent land uses on the project block or within the pedestrian plaza, reserved 
curb permits should be granted for 60 minutes following the end of any 
scheduled events at any adjacent land uses on the project block of Oak Str~et or 
at the proposed pedestrian plaza. 

• The granted hours of reserved curbside permits should not conflict with posted 
street sweeping schedules. 

• Building management should implement policies which prohibit any project
related loading operations. including passenger loading. residential deliveries. 
retail deliveries. and move-in and move-out activities. from occurring within the 
existing commercial loading zone on Market Street. To achieve this building 
management should be instructed to proactively direct residents and retail tenants. 
to utilize the on-site loading spaces and the Oak Street loading zones. In addition. 
building management should include within its leases. vendor contracts, and 
governing documents (i.e., CC&Rs and Rules & Regulations). written 
prohibitions against project-related loading and unloading operations from 
occurring within the existing commercial loading zone on Market Street. These 
operations include. but are not limited to residential deliveries. move-in and 
move-out activities, and passenger pick-up and drop-off activities. 

• The HOA should make commercially reasonable efforts to request of the service 
provider that all trash, recycling and compost pick-up activity should be · 
scheduled to occur only during non-AM and PM peak hours (9 am to 3:30 pm 
and 6 pm to 7 am). 

• Trash bins, dumpsters -and all other containers related to refuse collection should 
remain in the building at street level until the arrival of the collection truck. 
Refuse should be collected from the building via Oak Market Street, and bins 
should be returned into the building. At no point should trash bins, empty or 
loaded, be left on Market Street or Oak Street on the sidewalk, roadway, or 
proposed pedestrian plaza. 
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Implementation oflmprovement Measures I TR B, I TR C, and I-TR-~ would not 
result in any secondary transportation-related impacts. 

[Footnote 36 on EIR p. 4.C.59:] 
36 Information on SFMTA temporary signage permit process available online at 

https://www.sfmta.com/services/streets-sidewalks/temporary-signage 

With the proposed project changes to the ground-floor access to the building, as described above, 

and operations of the building as incorporated into the Loading Operations Plan, the potential for 

conflicts between the proposed project activities and bicyclists riding westbound within the 

bicycle lane on Market Street would be reduced. fu addition, as described on EIR p. 4.C.76, the 

ongoing Better Market Street project proposes redesign of Market Street between Octavia 

Boulevard and The Embarcadero to provide various transportation and streetscape improvements 

to better serve transit riders; provide safer bicycle facilities; improve pedestrian accessibility, 

safety, and mobility; accommodate commercial vehicle and passenger loading; and support 

planned growth along the corridor. The Better Market Street project is developing and analyzing 

a number of alternatives and variants that provide options on accommodating the competing 

needs. These alternatives will include removal of all or some commercial vehicle and passenger 

loading zones on Market Street, with new zones created on adjacent cross-streets. Thus, the 

Better Market Street analysis will consider existing and future needs for these zones in 

developing the designs to improve bicycle facilities on Market Street, while accommodating 

existing and new development. The proposed project's loading operations on Oak Street would 

not conflict with the Better Market Street project. 

Also see Response TR-6: Loading Impacts, RTC pp. 4.36-437, and Response WI-2: Wind 

Impacts on Bicyclists, RTC pp. 4.64-4.67. 

COMMENT TR-6: LOADING IMP ACTS 

"I think the adequacy of the EIR as well needs to understand the changes in the retail landscape. 
Yesterday morning I had to go to a meeting, but what was in my driveway? An Amazon car 
delivering to the nextdoor neighbor. I didn't even know they delivered by car. I thought they just 
delivered by truck. 

''But, you know, so many things are happening that's overtaking our ability to understand them, 
changes in retail, on demand meals. When I go home tonight, I'm going to have Munchery, and 
they're going to deliver it to my house because I'm not going to cook. I'll probably take an Uber 
home. 

"So, I mean, all this stuff is happening, and I'm not sure we're really getting a real understanding 
of it as it pertains to this really sensitive site. With this many units and this many people and this 
demand, I'm really having to stretch, trying to understand how we're going to accommodate it. 
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"The other issue, the one that we had on -- I think it was 39 1st Street, the loading and unloading 
of people moving in and out needs to be considered, that maybe it's not an EIR thing; I think it's a 
project-specific thing, but rn go out on a limb here. Without an ability to have people drive their 
U-Haul van in, unload it, put it in an elevator, get it up to their unit on Floor 30, to have them 
down on the street carrying stuff in, lamps and stuff, you lmow, from the street in and trying to 
get it through the lobby or some other way, just really doesn't make much sense. So I lmow 
there's a big loading area there, but rm·assuming that that's really more for bigger trucks. But 
we'll have to see. So I think that's -- that's an issue. 

"I think we need to be creative around all these things I mentione~ about where the world is going 
as it pertains to this project and other projects in the, neighborhood, and get really creative, 
because maybe the model of having the delivery happen right at your site no longer works. 

"The post office uses rhino boxes where they'll deliver it to a rhino box and have to go get it. So, 
I mean, we need to think about be creative here and maybe take a different lens." (Commission 
Vice President Dennis Richards, San Francisco Planning Commission, DEIR Hearing 
Transcript, January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Richards-3]) 

"TR-5 (Loading Demand): The DEIR analysis of loading demand is inadequate and does not 
reflect present-day trends in retail delivery and transportation network companies (TNCs). The 
DEIR must discuss stronger mitigation for loading impacts for residential online shopping and 
TNC passengers and re-orient all loading to the Oak Street side of the project." 
(Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley Neighborhood 
Association, Letter, January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Hendersonl-51) 

"The DEIR for One Oak underestimates the volume of daily deliveries to One Oak and the 
methodology for estimating deliveries must be updated to reflect change. The DEIR and LCW 
Report suggest One Oak's 700 residents will receive approximately 27 deliveries per day (based 
on the antiquated SF Transportation Guidelines of2002) (see page 69, LCW Report). If there are 
7 00 residents in One Oak, and each receives one delivery per month, on business days only (22 
days), that amounts to almost 32 deliveries per day. _This does not aclmowledge the rapid 
proliferation of internet retail goods and household items, as well as food deliveries to residential 
buildings. 

"The Draft BIR needs to update the calculation of delivery to reflect present-day reality, and to 
reveal how many delivery trucks and vehicles will potentially cross and impede the Market 
Street bike lane. This includes analyzing deliveries at similar existing towers. This must also 
.include a cumulative analysis of deliveries for 1554 Market, which is sharing the loading zone on 
Market Street.(Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley 
Neighborhood Association, Letter, Janua1y 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Hendersonl-11]) 
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"TR-5 (Loading Demand): The DEIR analysis ofloading demand is inadequate and does not 
reflect present-day trends in retail delivery and transportation network companies (TNCs). The 2 
DEIR must discuss stronger mitigation for loading impacts for residential online shopping and 
TNC passengers and re-orient all loading to the Oak Street side of the project;" (Sue Vaughan, 
Email, January 10, 2017 [I-Vaughan-4]) 

. RESPONSE TR-6: LOADING IMP ACTS 

The comments raise general concerns about the changing environment due to deliveries of 

products (e.g., meals) and services (e.g., Uber), the frequency ofloading events and calculation of 

loading demand, and the need for loading mitigation measures. 

The impact of the proposed project and variant on loading is presented in Impact TR-5, on EIR 

pp. 4.C.55-4.C.57, and includes discussion of truck and service vehicle loading demand, 

accommodation of loading demand, move-in and move-out activities, and passenger 

loading/unloading activities. The proposed project and variant includes loading spaces with 

access from Oak Street to accommodate the freight deliveri.es and service vehicle demand, 

residential move-in and move-out activities, as well as a passenger loading/unloading zone 

adjacent to the project site on Oak Street to accommodate taxis and TNC vehicles. The proposed 

project would·not utilize the existing on-street commercial loading zone on Market Street. 

The SF Guidelines methodology for estimating truck and service vehicle loading demand assesses 

whether the peak loading demand could be accommodated within the proposed facilities, and 

considers the loading demand for the nine-hour period between 8 AM and 5 PM. The loading 

demand does not take into account delivery trips that occur during the early morning (i.e., trash 

removal) or in the evening ( e.g., pizza delivery). These types of delivery trips are typically not 

accommodated on-site and generally occur outside of the peak commute periods when the 

number of pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and other vehicles is lowest. Nor does the loading 

demand estimate account for taxis and TNC vehicles, which would be accommodated within the 

proposed passenger loading/unloading zone on Oak Street. 

The comment's [O-HVNA-Hendersonl-11]) calculation of 32 deliveries per day is incorrect in 

that it assumes that each delivery is delivered in a separate vehicle, whereas in buildings with 

multiple units, such as the proposed project, multiple residents are served with one delivery trip 

( e.g., UPS delivers multiple packages to one building address at one time). As stated on EIR p. 

4.C.56, the project loading demand of28 delivery/service vehicle trips per day corresponds to a 

peak demand for two loading spaces, which would be accommodated within the proposed 

project's on-site loading supply. The proposed project and variant would not result in a 

significant loading impact, and therefore mitigation measures are not required. 
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In response to the comment regarding use of the existing truck loading bay on Market Street by 

project-generated vehicles and conflicts with bicyclists within the westbound bicycle lane, 

Improvement Measure I ~TR-B: Revision of Truck Restrictions on Market Street, and I-TR-C: 

Removal of Flexible Bollards on Market Street, have been eliminated from further consideration, 

and Improvement Measure I-TR-D: Loading Operations Plan, has been redesignated as I-TR-B 

and expanded to further manage project~generated loading activities, as described in 

Response TR-5, RTC pp. 4.30-4.34. Improvement Measure I-TR-B: Loading Operations Plan 

sets forth periodic review of loading operations by the SFMTA and the Planning Department to 

ensure that improvement measures are working. 

Residential move-in and move-out activities are described on EIR p. 4.C56, and, for move-ins or 

move-out conducted via smaller trucks, would occur via the on-site loading space with access 

from Oak Street. Larger moving trucks would be accommodated within onlstreet commercial 

loading and/or general parking spaces on Oak Street. As provided in Improvement Measure I

TR-D, all move-in and move-out activities would be scheduled with building management, who 

wo\].ld request a reserved curbside permit from the SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out 

activities involving larger trucks ( e.g., cross-country moving trucks), if necessary. 

COMMENT TR-7: IMPROVEMENT MEASURE I-TR-A, TDM PROGRAM 

"The other one is Commissioner Melgar included me in TD Ms mentioned in the DEIR. I'd love 
to see the TDM applied. So if you have .5 parking spaces or .25 or none, what are the other 
things on the menu of 20-odd son;iething things need to do to get to the acceptable number? I 
believe, it's 28 or whatever. What do they have to do? What's it going to look like? So maybe 
that's a project-specific thing, but it would really help us understand viability of what the parking 
ratio could look like." (Commission Vice President Dennis Richards, San Francisco Planning 
Commission, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Richards-7}) 

"The DEIR proposes transportation demand management (TDM) to reduce per capita daily VMT, 
but no information is provided to benchmark VMT in the project. Since VMT is not adequately 
analyzed, understanding the success or failure ofTDM is not pos_sible." (Jason Henderson, 

Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hay~s Valley Neighborhood Association, Letter, 
January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson1-3}) 

"I have one additional comment or suggestion regarding the Draft EIR. I think it would be good 
to add the TDM proposal by SFMTA-Planning-SFCTA as a informational item. You could then 
analyze the project with O parking, 0.25:1, and 0.5:1 parking ;ratios and compare the proposed 
TDM point system. 
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. "It seems this TDM calculation/methodology would be something incorporated into BIRs - no?" 
(Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley Neighborhood 
Association, Email, January 7, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson3-IJ) · 

RESPONSE TR-7: Il\tlPROVEMENT MEASURE I-TR-A, TDM PROGRAM 

The comments request additional information regarding the Transportation Demand Management 

(TD11) Plan for the proposed project. Improvement Measure I-TR-A: TDM Plan, BIR pp. 

4.C.44-4.C.45, outlines the types of measures i:b,at could be included in the TDM Plan. The 

measure follows the outline of the City's TDM Ordinance, which, at the time of publication of the 

One Oak Project Draft EIR, was recommended for approval by the Planning Commission and 

was being forwarded for legislative action to the Board of Supervisors. On February 7, 2017, the 

Board of Supervisors approved legislation for the TDM Ordinance, and the proposed project 

would be subject to its requirements. In order to ensure consistency of the project TDM Plan 

with the TDM Ordinance as ultimately approved by the Board of Supervisors, Improvement 

Measure I-TR~A did not include details about the plan, however, stated on BIR p. 4.C.44. that if 

the Planning Code amendments are legislated by the Board of.Supervisors, the proposed project 

would be subject to the requirements of the TDM program. Because, the TDM Ordinance is now 

law, the following describes the project's conformity with the recently adopted requirements. 

The proposed project would include 310 residential units with total of 136 vehicle parking spaces 

(0.44 spaces per unit), and 4,025 gsf of ground-floor retail/restaurant uses. Because less than 

10,000 gsf of retail/restaurant uses are proposed, the retail/restaurant use is not su.bject to the 

TDM Program. Therefore, the 136 residential parking spaces were used to calculate the TDM 

Program target points. The project's parking rate of0.44 spaces per unit. is below the· 

neighborhood parking rate of 0.65 per unit for the Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) in which it is 

located. The target points take into account the proposed parking rate compared to the 
. . . 

neighborhood parking rate, and are calculated as follows: base target of 13 points, plus an 

additional 12 points for each additional 10 parking spaces over 20 parking spaces (thus, 136 

minus 20 = 116 spaces, divided by 10 = 12 points), for a total of25 points. However, per Section 

169.3 (e) of the TDM Ordinance, because the proposed project had its development application 

and environmental application completed before September 4, 2016, it is subject to 50 percent of 

its applicable target. Therefore, the proposed project's target points are 13 points. The project 

sponsor would be required to finalize its TDM measures prior to issuance of the building or site 

permit for the project. However, the project sponsor has preliminarily identified the following 

TDM measures from TDM Program Standards: Appendix A to meet the 13 target points. 

• Parking-I: Unbundled Parking, Location D - 4 points (residential neighborhood 
parking rate less than or equal to 0.65, and all spaces leased or sold separately from the 
retail or purchase fee). 
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• Parking-4: Parking Supply, Option D - 4 points (residential parking less than or equal 
to 70 percent, and greater than 60 percent of the neighborhood parking rate). 

• Active-1: Improve Walking Conditions, Option A-·1 point (streetscape 
improvements consistent with Better Streets Plan). 

• Active-2: Bicycle Parking, Option B -2 points ( exceeding Planning Code required 
Class 1 and Class 2 bicycle parking). 

Active SA: Bicycle Repair Station - 1 point (bicycle repair station within a designated, 
secure area within the building, where bicycle maintenance tools and supplies are readily 
available on a permanent basis). 

• Delivery-1: Delivery Supportive Services - 1 point (provide staffed reception area for 
receipt of deliveries and temporary parcel storage, including clothes lockers and 
refrigerated storage). 

In addition to the TDM measures identified above, in response to commenter's concerns 

regarding the amount of proposed parking, the project sponsor has voluntarily offered to provide 

additional TDM measures representing 12 additional points for a total of 25 points in the event 

that the requested conditional use_ authorization for parking in excess of 0.25 is granted and the 

Project Sponsor elects_ to build the additional spaces authorized by the conditionai use 

authorization. 

• Active-4: Bike Share Membership_ - 2 points ( offer bike share membership to each unit 
and/or employee, at least once annually, for 40 years). 

• Active-SB: Bicycle Repair Services -1 point (provide bicycle repair services to each 
unit and/or employee, at least orice annually, for 40 years). 

• CShare-lC: Car.-Share Parking, Option C - 3 points (provide car-share memberships 
to each unit, and provide car-share parking as required by the Planning Code). 

• Family-1:" Family TDM Amenities -1 point (provide amenities that address particular 
challenges that families face in making trips without a private vehicle). 

• Info-1: Multimodal Wayfinding Signage -1 point (pro:vide multimodal wayfinding 
signage in key location to support access to transportation services and infrastructure). 

• Info-3C: Tailored Transportation Services, Option C - 3 points (provide · 
individualized, tailored marketing and communication campaigns to encourage 
alternative transportation modes). 

• . Info-2: Real Time Transportation Display-1 point (provide real time transportation 
information screen in a prominent location on-site}. 

The project sponsor could choose to revise the selected TDM measures t~ exceed the target points 

prior to ·issuance of a Site Permit, or to further reduce the parking supply to meet or exceed the 

target point requirement, but would not be required to do so; therefore, alternative parking supply · 

ratios for the proposed project and associated TDM target points are not presented 
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"And most of my comments have now been made redundant, based on Commissioner Richard's 
excellent presentation earlier. If any of you don't have the article, I have a copy of it for you that 
he referenced, and Mr. Radulovich's statements which make many cifthe points as to the 
adequacy of this EIR that I had intended on making. [See Attachment B: DEIR Hearing 
Transcript, last page, for the newspaper article referenced in this comment.] 

''Not exploring zero parking is something that makes this inadequate, especially since this is the 
flagship first major development of The Hub where 1,682 additional parking spaces are now 
estimated to be in this general area. As we all know, it's one of the most traffic-choked areas in 
the City. And not exploring that option is faulty in the EIR, let's say. Not to have challenged the 
.5 request when no compelling reason to justify, doubling from th_e entitled .25 is further an error 
in the EIR that needs to be rectified. And that basically covers most of my points. 

"This is, you know, the densest, most transit- rich environment in the City. The Hub is supposed 
to be evaluating comprehensive impacts of the entirety of the development, but this BIR for One 
Oak is setting the worst possible example, requesting .5, ignoring the .25 as of right, and not even 

· considering the zero option. 

"There is a very famous saying, "If not ·now, when?" You could sort of amend that, "If not here, 
where?" We should be looking at zero very, very seriously. 

"It's interesting, there was a very interesting broadcast by the sponsors of Park Merced talking 
about their incentives to people to not own cars, and over 90 percent of people offered the 
incentives took them. If that can work in Park Merced, which is a much more car-dependent, 
limited, transit area, then we should be certainly look:i..'1g at it very, very aggressively here." (Jim 
Warshall, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 

[O-HVNA-Warshall-1]) 

"The study carefully counted the number of vehicles for residential and commercial use entering 
and leaving the.project garage. The study should have also considered that the existence of 
valets to park the cars will generate additional non residential users for the garage using both the 
driveway and the vacated residential spaces in the garage and that this will increase the total 

· number of vehicles entering and leaving the garage during every hour. This use is typical in the 
upper eastside of Manhattan where all of the apartment house garages welcome non-resident 

short and long term parking." (Howard Strassner, Member, San Francisco Group Executive 
Committee, Sierra Club, Letter, January 10, 2017 [O-SC-2]) 

"At the same time, Walk SF is concerned with the Draft EIR's lack of analysis of the 
impacts that the proposed parking will have on the safety of people walking and on 
sustainable transportation more holistically. The project sponsor is requesting permission to 
build up to 0.5 spaces per dwelling unit subject to ciiteria and proc~dures for a Conditional Use 

authorization, rather than building the as-of- right ratio of0.25 spaces per unit. 
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"Despite the City's many efforts, there has not been a significant reduction in serious and fatal 
traffic collisions since the City adopted Vision Zero in 2014. To make progress, every planning 
decision the City makes must analyze opportunities to make our streets safer. Making sure the 
environmental review process assesses a development project's traffic safety impacts is a crucial 
piece of this puzzle. 

"The One Oak Street project is located at the comer of two high-injury corridors - the 12% of 
San Francisco's streets where over 70% of.severe and fatal crashes occur. People traveling along 
these corridors are already more likely to be involved in.crashes than people on other city streets. 
We are extremely concerned that the addition of 150 parking spaces to this already 
dangerous area will make the streets even more dangerous. 

"Supporting our concern is research showing that more parking leads to more driving. The 

Planning Departmenfs own June 2016 Technical Justification document for its Transportation 
Demand Management Program highlighted the following research findings: 

• Areas with more parking are associated with more overall vehicular traffic than areas 
with less parking._ 

• Individuals who have dedicated parking at their origins or destinations are more likely to 
drive than those who don't have dedicated parking. 

"More vehicle trips mean more opportunities for vehicle-pedestrian conflict. Because more 
parking leads to more trips, more parking is therefore associated with an increased danger for 
people walking. 

"Our concern: over the project's rate of parking also stems from expected changes to allowed 
parking ratios for the geographic area in which the project is located. The Planning Department's 
Market Street Hub Project will likely cap the amount of permissible parking for future projects in 
this area at 0.25 spaces/unit, with no ability to request higher ratios (as is allowed currently). If 
the Planning Department's analysis led them to recommend this as a final parking maximum, we 
think it's important that the EIR includes an· analysis of similar factors that the Planning 
Department examined to reach this recommended rate. 

"Therefore, we believe strongly that the EIR should analyze the safety impacts of One Oak 
Street's proposed parking on people walking, bildng, driving, and taking transit. More 
specifically, we'd like to see the BIR analyze the impacts of the proposed parking rate (0.5) 
compared to the as-of-right parking rate (0.25), compared to zero parking, and set forth 
recommendations and mitigations that would stymie new automobile trip generation in this 

already vehicle-congested, transit-rich area of the City. If the proposed amount of parking is 
found to have substantial safety and environmental impacts, mitigations should include reducing 
the parking ratio and other measures deemed significant to reduce single occupancy vehicle use. 

"We urge you to revisit the EIR analysis for the One Oak Street project to ensure that the project 
is consistent with the City's Vision Zero and environmental/mode shift goals." (Cathy DeLuca, 

Policy and Program Director, Walk San Francisco, Letter, January 10, 2017 [O-WSF-2]) 
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"2) There's way too much parking allowed. It looks like it's 1 space for every 2 condos whiph is 
more than what zoning allows. Adding cars to that very transit rich area would have a negative 
impact on safe cycling and walking in that area." ( Justin Fraser, Email, January 5, 2017 
[I-Fraser-2}) 

"As a daily bike commuter, I am distressed to learn of the One Oak project. The City is 
committed to Vision Zero - eliminating traffic fatalities on its streets by 2024 - yet there are 
provisions in this project that cannot co-exist with the Vision Zero goal. 

"In particular, this structure offers one parking space per two condos which does not help direct 
our city to a less car dependent future. How can it be that this development requests double the 
normal amount of parking spaces with its proximity to the Van Ness Muni station?" 
(Brad McManus, Email, January 9, 2017 [I-McManus-1}) 

"I am unable to make it to the public commenting period. I'd like to share my belief that since this 
intersection is: 1) A huge transit hub, 2) Located on a main bike route, and 3) Already difficult 
and dangerous to navigate with a car, the new building going up should have no parking spots 
(similar to the building going up at Church & Market where the Home restaurant used to be)." 
(Daniel Schweitzer, Email, January 5, 2017 [I-Schweitzer-I]) 

"XVI. Transportation and Traffic -the projects conflicts with current zoning for the area 
because the project sponsor is seeking a conditional use permit to increase the amount of parking 
included in the project. In seeking a conditional use permit to increase the amount of parking - in 
fact, in adding parking at all-the project Gonflicts with the city's Transit First Policy. Page 2-20 
of the DEIR also notes that vehicles leaving One Oak Street would travel westbound on Oak 
toward Franklin (and presumably Gough). Both Franklin and Gough are already highly 
congested. Has this project been evaluated as a part of the larger plan to build housing and add 
parking and increase VMT?" (Sue Vaughan, Email, January JO, 2017 [I-Vaughan-13}) 

"To get to vision zero, we got to do some changes. Increasing parking at that area would be a .bad 
idea." (Jiro Yamamoto, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [I-Yamamoto-31) 

RESPONSE TR-8: PROJECT PARKING SUPPLY 

The comments raise concerns regarding the amount of vehicle parking spaces that would be 

provided as part of the proposed project, and its impacts on the adjacent streets with respect to 

pedestrian safety. The comments also recommend that the project be revised to provide a lower 

ratio of vehicie spaces per unit ( e.g., 0.25 space per unit which represents the maximum 

principally permitted under the Planning Code without a conditional use authorization) or zero 

parking. 
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As noted in RTC Chapter 1, Introduction, and RTC Chapter 2, Revisions and Clarifications to the 

Project Description, in response to comments on the DEIR, the project sponsor revised the 

number of vehicle parking spaces for the 310 residential units from 15 5 to 13 6 spaces, a reduction 

of 19 spaces. As stated on EIR. p. 4.C.70, under Planning Code Section 151, the proposed project 

would be permitted to provide up to one parking space for each four units (i.e., 77 spaces), while 

up to 0.5 space per unit would be permitted subject to criteria and procedures for a Conditional 

Use authorization (i.e., up to 155 parking spaces). The proposed project would provide 136 

parking spaces (i.e., 0.44 space per unit) and would require a Conditional Use authorization from 

the Planning Commission for the parking spaces in excess of the 77·spaces permissible as-of

right. The proposed project would eliminate a surface parking lot with space for up to 4 7 

vehicles. The proposed project vehicular access to the project parking garage and on-site loading 

area would be on Oak Street, which is not designated as a Vision Zero High Injury Network 

street. 

EIR pp. 4.C.68-4.C. 73 present the parking discussion related to the proposed on-site parking 

supply, changes to on-street parking spaces due to project streetscape improvements, and parking 

demand compared to the proposed supply. As stated on BIR p. 4.C.68, San Francisco does not 

consider parking supply as part of the permanent physical environment and therefore does not 

consider changes in parking conditions to be environmental impacts as defined by CEQA. The 

Planning Department acknowledges, however, that parking conditions may be of interest to the 

public and the decision-makers; therefore, parking is analyzed for informational purposes. The 

potential impacts of the proposed parking supply, with respect to creating hazardous conditions or 

significant delays affecting transit, bicycles, or pedestrians are presented in Impact TR-2 (EIR pp. 

4.C.45-4.C.5 l) for transit impacts, Impact TR-3 (EIR pp. 4.C.51 :..4.C.54) for pedestrian impacts, 

and Impact TR-4 (EIR pp. 4.C.54-4.C.55) for bicycle impacts. Proposed project transit, 

pedestrian, and bicycle impacts were determined to be less than significant. The impact 

assessment discussion would.not change if the number of on-site parking spaces were to be 

decreased, and the impact determination would remain less than significant. No mitigation 

measures are required. 

Because parking supply is not considered with regard to physical environmental impacts as 

defined by CEQA, the absence of an analysis ofless or no parking at the project site does not 

render the EIR. insufficient because parking is not considered an environmental impact. Re~ucing 

the amount of parking provided as part of the proposed project and variant would not change any · 

impact determination related to the transportation impact criteria listed on EIR pp. 4.C.29-4.C.30, 

and transportation impacts of the proposed project, with the exception of cumulative construction 

impacts, would be less than significant. 

A comment asserts that the existence of valets would generate additional non-residential users 

parking in the driveway and vacated residential spaces of the project parking garage. The use of 
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the proposed project garage would be limited to building residents, as described on BIR p. 2.20. 

Vacant residential parking spaces of the proposed project would not be available to the public. 

Also, please see Response TR.-9: Project Alternatives with Less or No Parking, RTC pp. 

4.48:..4.51, regarding the need to analyze alternatives with no parking at the project site. 

COMMENT TR-9: PROJECT ALTERNATIVES WITH LESS ORNO PARKING 

"Supervisor Avalos asked me to pass on a few comments. And I think it reiterated a lot of what's 
been said already. I think there's serious concerns about the parking in this project. I think this is 
such a crucial hub for the transportation system, I think we need to be very careful in analyzing 
every new parking space that goes in in this area. And I think the fact that this -- the BIR doesn't 
study a zero parking alternative is totally inadequate and needs to be reanalyzed." (Jeremy 
Pollock, Legislative Aide, ori Behalf of Supervisor John Avalos, DEIR Hearing Transcript, 
January 5, 2017 [A-BOS-Avalos-I}) 

"So some of the commenters raised some issues, and I had to go back into the DEIR to see what 
the project sponsor's goals were for the project. And the last bullet is to provide adequate parking 
and vehicular unloading access to serve the needs of project residents and their visitors. I get 
that. Makes sense. 

"But when you're looking at it through the lens of what we're doing here to understand the study.,. 
it says that the BIR needs to be adequate, accurate, and objective, and need not be exhaustive, but 
the sufficiency of an BIR needs to be reviewed in light of what's reasonably feasible. 

"I think what's reasonably feasible is a no parking alternative, a conforming parking alternative at 
.25 as well as the project sponsor's .5. So I don't think it's objective ifwe don't look at those other 
alternatives." (Commission Vice President Dennis Richards, San Francisco Planning 
Commission, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Richards-11) 

"rm here to talk about the adequacy and the completeness of the BIR/EIS for this project. This 
project is in an area called The Hub. The Hub is the intersection of Van Ness and Market. 

"If you look at all of the proposed projects that are either under construction now or proposed for 
building, the amount of development in this area will increase several fold. We'll have many, 
many more residents living here; we'll have many, many more offices there. It's also a very 
important place in the City's transportation network. Market Street's perhaps the most important 
transit street in the City. It's certainly one of the most important, if not the most important 

pedestrian streets and cycling streets. 

"Van Ness is also a very important transit street. If you work or live in the area as I do, you'll 
know that there's not a lot of room on the streets for more cars. So as we look at developing this 
area, we really. need to add net zero new automobile trips for two reasons. 
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"One, it's already too congested. Two, in order to do the things that we need to do to make the 
area safer for walking and for cycling and to move transit vehicles through this area and 
accommodate ever larger numbers of people who need to more by those. sustainable modes, we 
might end up with less road space. Better Market Street would close -- reduce the automobile 
capacity on Market and the Van Ness BRT project is already reducing the automobile capacity on 
Van Ness A:venue. 

"So you have tools in your toolbox availabie to you.· You can use current knowledge. You can 
use research that this department has done to make this project the pest it can be. It's a smart 
place to put development, but that development can not then destroy the very assets, that 
transportation richness that is the reason for developing in that area in the first place. 

"So one of the take-aways from all the TDM research is adding more parking to your project 
increases automobile trips. The most potent tool in your toolbox for managing transportation 
demand, according to your own research, is reduced parking. So therefore this BIR/EIS should 
include a zero parking alternative. Zero parking alternative will do two .things. 

"One, it will reduce the number of automobile trips coming into the area. The second thing it 
does is it reduces the number of conflicts created by automobile circulation. So cars coming into 
or out of a parking garage, all of those right turns, all of those maneuvers do every time we have a 
right tum and it endangers pedestrians and cyclist. So all of those automobile movements 
actually have a big impact on the·movement, safe movement of transportation, walking, cycling, 
and transit. · 

' ' 

"So this project's asked for .5. That's double the amount of as of right. They should get no more 
than the as of right and a zero parking alternative should be studied. Now, we say this with every 
BIR/EIS that comes up, you know in areas where no parking is, required, and where no parking is 
actually desirable. 

"You need to study that alternative in your BIR. If you don't, your BIR is not adequate. You can't 
look at those different alternatives and say which one is the best for walking, cycling, transit if 
you only analyze one and the one you analyze isn't even conforming. So those alternatives need 
to be added to this one, and as of right and a zero parking alternative for it to be complete." 
(TomRadulovich, Livable City,DEIRHearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [O-LCJ-11) 

"The proposed project is a 310-unit, 40-story residential tower with ground floor retail, atop a 
new residential parking garage. It is located at the comer ofMarket Street and Van Ness Avenue 
at the edge of Downtown San Francisco. Market and Van Ness are two of the most significant 
public transit corridors in'San Francisco, with well over a hundred thousand trim.sit trips per day 
passing nearby on numerous surface transit lines. Market and Van Ness are both significant 
w~lking corridors, and Market Street is the City's most-used street by people on bikes. The City 
has identified both Market and Van Ness as high-injury corridors - the 5% of city streets where 
over half of the city's traffic deaths and serious injuries occur. · 

"The proximity of the site to frequent transit, and convenient walking and cycling access to 
Downtown and Civic Center jobs, make it a good site for high-density, transit-oriented housing, 
as identified.in the Market and Octavia Plan. However its location at the intersection of 
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important, and congested, streets in the City's walking, cycling, and transit networks makes it 
imperative that the project reduce and mitigate its negative environmental impacts to the.greatest 
extent possible. 

"The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Section 15126.6(a)) state that an 
environmental impact report must describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the 
proposed project that would feasibly attain most of the project's basic objectives, yet would avoid 
or substantially reduce significant adverse environmental effects of the project. Providing the 
public and policymakers with a reasonable range of feasible alternatives fosters informed 
decision-making and public participation. 

"CEQA also requires that an EIR's factual conclusions be supported by substantial evidence. 
However substantial evidence assembled by the Planning Department and available to both 
planners and the public suggests does not support certain factual conclusions of the DEIR's 
transportation analysis. 

"The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) is inadequate. It provides inadequate analysis of 
impacts under CEQA, does not describe and analyze a reasonable range of alternatives, and does 
not adequately identify mitigations for certain adverse environmental impacts of the project. 
Specifically, the DEIR does not adequately analyze the following alternatives and impacts 
(presented in order of Table S-1: Summary of Impacts): 

"Alternatives analyzed. The project is at the western end of the Downtown Commercial (C-3) 
zoning district, and within the Van Ness and Market Special Use District. C-3 districts, like the 
adjacent districts, require no parking. The Van Ness and Market Special Use District principally 
permits up to .25 parking spaces per unit, with additional parking (up to 3 spaces for every four 
units) only with Conditional Use Authorization, subject to certain findings being made by the 
Planning Commission. . 

"C-3 and adjacent districts contain hundreds of buildings -.market-rate condominiums, market
rate apartments, affordable condominiums and apartments, and commercial buildings of all kinds 
- with no parking at all, and with parking at or below the current principally-permitted amounts. 
The Planning Department's research for its Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
ordinance notes the reduced supply of off-street parking correlates with the area's generally low 
rates of automobile use and vehicle miles travelled (VMT), and concludes that reducing parking 
is an effective, and likely the most effective, means of changing travel behavior and reducing 
vehicle miles travelled. 

"According to the Planning Code (Section 150), the Code's parking off-street.parking provisions 
are "intended to require facilities where needed but discourage excessive amounts of automobile 
parking, to avoid adverse effects upon surrounding areas and uses, and to encourage effective use 
of walking, cycling, and public transit as alternatives to travel by private automobile." The 
maximum amount of parking principally permitted - .25 spaces per dwelling unit - was 
established by the Market and Octavia Plan to further those purposes. To approve excess parking, 
the Planning Commission must find affirmatively, in addition to other criteria, that ''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 
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traffic movement in the district." In order to conclude that, the Planning Commission must be 
able to compare a project containing excess parking with the principally permitted project. 

"DEIR analyzed a single 'build' alternative, which <,ontains double the amount of parking 
principally permitted. Based on substantial evidence available gathered by the Planning 
Department, a project with less parking than the single alternative analyzed - either the maximum 
permitted as-of-right, or zero parking - would have significantly reduced transportation impacts 
under CEQA. These as-of-right alternatives would both reduce the number of auto trips generated 
by the project, and reduce conflicts with walking and cycling created by turning automobiles, 
since less off-street parking results in fewer vehicles accessing garages. In a district with 
hundreds of such buildings and where such buildings are principally permitted, these alternatives 
would be both feasible and reasonable. Therefore the BIR must analyze an alternative or 
alternatives with a principally-permitted amount of parking- zero spaces, and 25 spaces per 
unit." (Tom Radulovich, Executive Director, Livable City, Letter, January I 0, 2017 [O-LC2-l]) 

"The study listed all of the driving limitations of the streets surrounding the project. But, the 
study should also have considered the tortuous path and the multiple conflicts with transit, 
pedestrians and bicyclist as each vehicle negotiates the driving limitations to approach or leave 
the garage especially when crossing Market Street or Van Ness is required. 

"The study should have considered that the shared pedestrian/vehicle space is also the approach 
for music students approaching their conservat01y and that a typical shared pedestrian/vehicle 
space is in a parking lot (see Stonestown) where the of number spaces per aisle is limited to 
reduce the number of vehicles trave:r:sing the shared way during any hour. The study should have 
also considered that a few vehicles will turn right off Van Ness, each hour, looking for a nearby 
on street or off-street parking space. 

"The short length of shared pedestrian/vehicle space that is part of this project provides room for 
useful pedestrian and social amenities in front of the project. However googling, shared spaces 
and maxiinu.ni vehicles, indicates that the number vehicles traversing a shared space should be 
less than 100 per hour. However, the study shows 110.vehicles per hour entering the garage 
during the PM peak plus: deliveries, valet parking additions, and vehicles seeking nearby parking. 
This total makes the shared space much less than ideal. Therefore, the study should have 
considered an alternate project with a garage with only 73 parking spaces; the maximum allowed 
per the planning code for this use. Studying this alternate is also essential to provide the Planning 
Commission and the Board of Supervisors sufficient information to decide whether or not a 
Conditional Use forl55 spaces is "necessary and useful." In addition, less parking'leads to less 
driving and San Francisco has to reduce driving ·as a method of meeting the carbon reduction 
requirements of AB 32 and SB 375. 

"Unfortunately Planning continues to analyze parking demand and then thankfully appropriately 
concludes that parkipg demand is not an environmental impact." (Howard Strassner, Member, 

San Francisco Group Executive Committee, Sierra Club, Letter, January I 0, 2017 [O-SC-3]) 
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"Add Alternative with NO PRIVATE PARKING or drastically reduced parking. 

"The Proposed project has 155 parking spaces for 310 dwelling units .. Providing valet parking -
even if parking stacked - will provide a service that accommodates higher-income persons who 
want to drive to work at least part of the week using the nearby freeways. 

"Inclusion of a No Parking Alternative, or one which SEVERELY limits parking to. various car 
sharing modalities, is needed so that the Planning Commission can consider approving a project 
that uses this transit rich site for residents who are not dependent on, or own, private 
automobiles. (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, January 10, 2017 [I-Hestor2-5]) 

RESPONSE TR-9: PROJECT ALTERNATIVES WITH LESS OR NOP ARKING 

The comments generally state that the alternatives described and analyzed in Chapter 6, 

Alternatives, of the BIR an~ inadequate, and that range of alternatives should include some with 

less residential parking and/or no parking. 

AB described above in Response TR-8, San Francisco does not consider parking supply as part of 

the permanent physical environment and therefore does not consider changes in parking 

conditions to be environmental impacts as defined by CEQA. The potential impacts of the 

proposed parking supply, with respect to creating hazardous conditions or significant delays 

affecting transit, bicycles, or pedestrians were assessed in the EIR, and impacts were determined 

to be less than significant. Thus, mitigation measures or an alternative to 1essen or avoid 

significant :impacts due to the provision of on-site parking are not required. However, the 

Planning Commission could adopt an alternative consisting of the proposed project or variant 

with no changes other than a reduction in on-site parking, if desired, pursuant to its conditional 

use authority. 

As summarized on EIR.p. 6.1, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states that an EIRmust 

describe .and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project that would 

feasibly attain most of the proposed project's basic objectives, and would avoid or substantially 

lessen any identified significant adverse environmental :impacts of the proposed.project. The 

range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a "rule of reason" that requires the EIR to 

set forth only those potentially feasible alternatives necessary to foster informed public 

participation and an informed and reasoned choice by the decision-making body (CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.6(±)). Therefore, not every conceivable alternative must be addressed, 

nor do infeasible alternatives need to be considered. CEQA generally defines "feasible" to mean 

the ability to be accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking 

into account economic, environmental, social, technological, and legal factors. The following 

factors may also be taken into consideration when assessing the feasibility of alternatives: site 

suitability; economic viability; availability of infrastructure; General Plan consistency; other 
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· plans or regulatory limitations; jurisdictional boundaries; and the ability of the proponent to attain 

site control (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(£)(1)). An EIR. need not consider an alternative 

whose impact cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and 

speculative. Furthermore, CEQA does not require analysis of every imaginable alternative but 

rather it gives agencies the flexibility to eliminate certain alternatives that either do not reduce 

environmental impacts or do not further the project's main objectives. A lead agency may 

eliminate an alternative from detailed consideration in the EIR. either because of its "inability to 

avoid significant environmental impacts" (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (c)) or because it 

would not achieve primary project objectives. 

An alternative that does not include any residential parking spaces was not considered, because 

the purposes of alternatives is to lessen or avoid significant impacts, and in this instance a 

reduced or no parking alternative does not address CEQA's guidance to examine alternatives that 

lessen 'or avoid identified significant impacts. Further, alternatives should also a_chieve most of 

the project objectives. The project sponsor has indicated that such an alternative would not 

achieve the primary project objectives, which include providing parking to serve the needs of the 

project residents and achieving a viable project. Accordingly, based on the project sponsor's 

analysis of market conditions and advice from marketing professionals, the project sponsor 

believes that providing no residential parking would result in a non-viable project. 

One comment states that a project alternative that includes a garage with only 73 parking spaces 

should have been included because the shared pedestrian/vehicle space is less than ideal. This · 

comment is an opinion on the merits of the project, and not germane to the environmental 

analysis. The comment states that typical shared pedestrian/vehicle spaces, such as parking lots, 

are designed to limit the number of vehicles that pedestrians encounter, while the proposed 

project's shared public way would have too many vehicles accessing Oak Street. The proposed 

project's shared public way on Oak Street would function differently from a shared 

pedestrian/vehicle space such as a parking lot, and therefore the comparison and conclusion in the 

comment are not appropriate for the proposed project. 

The easternmost end of the Oak Street roadway within the project site would be narrowed from 

about 39 feet (including existing parking lanes on the north and south sides) to a 20-foot-wide · 

vehicle-pedestrian shared public way at its narrowest point across a public pedestrian plaza 

extending westward from the Van Ness Avenue curb line by about 202 feet. Vehicles would tum 

right from southbound Van Ness Avenue onto Oak Street, onto a tabled crosswalk ramping up 6 

inches, flush with the Van Ness Avenue sidewalk, and back down 4 inches onto the shared public 

way. Vehicles would continue along the shared public way for approximately 180 feet, at which 

point they would ramp down 2 inches to the existing Oak Street roadway at the western edge of 

the shared public way near the western edge of the project site .. The entire shared public way 

would be raised 2 inches above street level, while the pedestrian-only plaza would be raised 
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another 4 inches from the shared street (i.e., the plaza would be at:tb.e same level as the sidewalk). 

Both the pedestrian plaza and the shared public way would be distinguished from the vehicle-only 

Oak Street roadway to the west of the shared public way by a distinctive paving pattern. Each 

end of the shared public way (at Van Ness Avenue to the east, and midblock) would contain a 

pedestrian crosswalk. In addition, the existing 15 foot wide sidewalks on either side of Oak Street 

would be maintained on the north side of the street and on the south side west of the project site, 

and substantially widened adjacent to the site. 

Thus, the design of the shared public way narrows the vehicular path from Van Ness Avenue in 

order to discourage vehicles, slow vehicular traffic, and identify the space as a shared pedestrian 

realm, and identifies pedestrian-only portions of Oak Street. Furthermore, the proposed project 

would result in the removal of an existing surface parking lot accommodating up to 4 7 vehicles 

on the project site that has access via Oak.Street, as well as 24 existing ·on-street parking spaces. 

This would further reduce the number of vehicles accessing Oak Street. Due to the one-way street 

system and the median on Van Ness Avenue, vehicular access to and from the project site may be 

somewhat roundabout, however, the sidewalks on the project block (i.e., on Market and Oak 

Streets, and on Van Ness Avenue) are complete and meet the Better Streets Plan requirements, 

adjacent intersections have pedestrian countdown signals, and continental crosswalks are 

provided at intersections. Both Market Street and Van Ness Avenue have a high level of 

pedestrian, transit, and bicycle activity, although not at levels that would be affected by changes 

in the proposed project parking supply. 

One comment noted that the project is located within the Hub, which is the intersection of Market 

and Van Ness Avenue. As discussed in EIR p. 4.A.13, The Hub Project "is not included in the 

cumulative impact analysis in the EIR because at this point, it is in its planning stages and is 

considered speculative" (see also RTC Section 4.I, Cumulative Effects, p. 4.91). However, a · 

description of the proposed Hub Project is provided on EIR p. 3.9 for informational purposes. 

The project site is within the Market Street Hub project area, which is the high density core of the 

Market and Octavia Plan Area. Study and development of proposals are currently underway by 

the Planning Department, which proposes to study changes to the public realm and.to the current 

zoning designations in the area. In March 2017 the Draft Market Street Hub Public Realm Plan, 

which sets forth a vision.for how streets, alleys and open spaces could be 1esigned, was 

published. Legislation of related zoning changes that have yet to be determined, but could 

potentially include reductions in the maximum permitted parking, is anticipated to be . 

implemented in 2019, at the earliest, following environmental review of that proposal .. 

The proposed project's travel demand ·was based on the number ofresidential units and square 

footage ofi;he restaurant/retail space, and is not affected by the number of on-site vehicle parking 

spaces. Reducing the number of on-site parking spaces would not be likely to result in any 

increased environmental effects or cause adverse safety impacts, and, as described above in 
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Response to Comment TR-8: Project Parking Supply, RTC p. 4.42, significance determinations 

for all transportation impact topics would remain the same as the proposed project and variant. 

Accorcfuigly, per CEQ.A Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), a no parking or reduced parking 

alternative is not required as part of this EIR because such alternatives would not avoid or 

substantially lessen any identified significant adverse environmental iinpacts oftb.e proposed 

project. 

Also, see Response TR-8 regarding the proposed on-site parking supply. 
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C. WIND 

The comments and corresponding responses in this section r.elate to the topic of Wind, evaluated 

in EIR Section 4.D. ·For ease of reference, these comments are grouped into the following wind

related issues: 

• WI-1: Wind Methodology Approach and Reduction Methods (Canopies) 

• WI-2: Wind Impacts on Bicyclists 

• WI-3: EIR Wind Section Tables 

A corresponding response follows each group of comments. 

COMMENT WI-1: WIND METHODOLOGY APPROACH AND REDUCTION 
METHODS (CANOPIES) 

"I have one other question, one other comment that might not be something current EIR.s can 
answer, but I'd like to put that in as the project moves forward. It's triggered by a comment from 
the public speaker about the interference of construction beyond property line. 

"The question I'm asking her-e, as wind mitigation we are hearing about wind foils as wind 
detractors These particular wind foils extend over the public right-of-way or over the -- or are in 
the public realm, and I am wondering how much the public realm is served by the need for public 
-- by privately necessitated wind mitigation. 

"I question that I am looking at sidewalks having wind foils on them, particularly when in San 
Francisco we mostly like to walk on sunny sidewalks when the sun is there. I just pulled that as a 
question, but I'd like that to go forward as a comment on the particular configuration regarding 
wind mitigation for this project." (Commissioner Kathrin Moore, San Francisco Planning 
Commission, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Moore-6)) 

"W-1 (Wind Impacts): Aside from the missing data mentioned above, the analysis of wind 
impacts in the DEIR entirely ignores the effects of the project and any proposed mitigation 
measures on key groups such as seniors, people with disabilities and cyclists. For this 
reason, the DEIR is inadequate in its current form. (Rupert Clayton, HANC Housing and 
Land Use Chair, Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council, Letter, January 9, 2017 [O-HANC-2)) 

"The project is also located on two of the city's major transit arteries, within three blocks of City 
Hall and close to many city offices and arts venues. The surrounding sidewalks and streets are 
used regularly by many people with limited mobility. Again, this group includes many Haight 
Ashbury residents. Despite this setting, Section 4.D of the DEIR contains no analysis of the 
effect of increased wind on seniors and disabled people. 
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''We are particularly alarmed to see that the summarized wind study results on page 4.D.18 

indicate that the project will create wind exceeding the hazard criteria for even able-bodied 

people at test point 57 (in the western crosswalk across Market Street at Van Ness Avenue. This 
is a heavily used pedestrian crosswalk near multiple 1;:ransit stops across the city's major artery. 

Where a project causes a wind speed rated as a hazard this is deemed a significant impact under 

CEQA, and the San Francisco Planning Code Section 148 stipulates that ''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." The project clearly 
causes winds to reach hazard level at test point 57 where they do not do so currently. For this 
reason, the DEIR inadequately analyses the additional hazard created by the development 
and must be amended to find the wind impact to be significant. 

"The DEIR states that the project results in "no net increases in the number oftest points that 

would exceed the hazard criteria" [ 4 .D .17] and uses this "no net increase" criterion to conclude 

that "the proposed project would not alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public 
areas." By inventing this "net increase" standard, the DEIR wrongly interprets SF Planning Code 

Section 148 as exempting projects that create hazard-level winds in some places and reduce them 

in others. This interpretation would allow any developer to create new wind hazards and offset 
them by choosing sufficient testing points in areas where wind is reduced. This is plainly not the 

intent of either CEQA or the San Francisco Planning Code. 

"C-W-1 (Cumulative Wind Impacts): The DEIR improperly evaluates the cumulative wind 
impacts of One Oak and other existing and proposed developments. While the report does 

analyze the effect of the project in combination with these other buildings via a form of 

regression analysis, the DEIR does not directly compare cumulative configurations with and 
without the proposed project. A direct comparison of configurations that differ only in the 

presence of the proposed project is required in order for the DEIR to adequately assess whether 
the project contributes to significant cumulative wind impacts. The cumulative wind impact 
section of the DEIR must therefore be rewritten, and if necessary additional wind tunnel 
analysis must be performed." (Rupert Clayton, HANC Housing and Land Use Chair, Haight 
Ashbury Neighborhood Council, Letter, January 9, 2017 [O-HANC-4]) 

"The DEIR improperly turns the cumulative impacts analysis for wind on its head. The DEIR 
considers One Oak Project in the context of other future projects but then improperly subtracts 
out its impact. Since the cumulative impact of this and other buildings creates a significant impact 

for pedestrians and Muni passengers, the BIR must find the cumulative wind impacts significant 

and provide mitigation." (Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation .and Planning Committee, 
H;ayes Valley Neighborhood Association, Letter, January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Hendersonl-141) 

"Wind Study Regulatory Framework DEIR 4.D.3 

"Reliance on a regulatory framework for C-3-G sites refers to Planning Code Section 148, which 

was adopted in 1985 as part of the Downtown Plan. The emphasis of that plan was on 

development in the eastern end of the C-3, specifically in C-3-0 and expansion into the C-3-
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O(SD). The major wind study done for the C-3-G/Market & Van Ness area - the winds coming 
down the Hayes Street hill pouring onto Van Ness, Hayes, towards Market Street - was done 
MUCH LATER by Environmental Review for the Redevelopment Agency. The wind study was · 
done for the proposed federal building at 10th & Market. THAT wind study was the first real 
study that focused on the wind impacts IN THIS AREA. There was no significant development 
pending or approved in the C-3-G.area in the 1980s when the Downtown Plan was fresh. · 

"Since that time, bicycle lanes have been added and become a significant mode of travel. 
Pedestrian volumes are increasing. Interplay between shadows and wind has not been revisited 
since the Downtown Plan. The amount of developme~t, specifically including dense residential 
buildings, has increased dramatically. The gusting patterns as winds come over hills and hit very 
tall buildings, with the complication of afternoon fog, has not been revisited. 

"Ironically the impact of winds - and terrain - was noted in the 1/1/17 Chronicle in relation to a 
wine appellation for the Petaluma Gap -

To approve an AV A, the Tax and Trade Bureau requires evidence that the area in 
question is geographically distinct from its immediate surroundings. Consider 
Healdsburg's Russian River and Dry Creek valleys; Though adjacent, the former gets 
shrouded in fog, the latter pounded relentlessly by sun, and as a result they grow different 
grape varieties. 

'.'When people talk about Petaluma Gap, the wind is the first thing that comes up," 
said Doug Cover, a home winemaker in Petaluma who drafted the petition on behalf of · 
the Winegrowers Alliance. Even the AV A's name is a reference to what's called the 
wind gap. "The major cooling influence isn't the fog, like a lot of people think, but 
the wind tunnel." 

Wind blows in from the Pacific Ocean and funnels through this low-lying gap, 
nestled among coastal momitain ranges, until it hits Sonoma Mountain. A powerful 
wind continues to channel south toward San Pablo Bay. As in Santa Barbara's 
Santa Rita Hills, the wind pattern runs west to east, as opposed to north to south -
rare for California. 

"As wind pours east over the Hayes Street hill (and other hills as you travel north on Van Ness) 
tall BUILDINGS create the wind tunnels that accelerate winds and impacts to pedestrians and 
bicycles. Here development of tall buildings at both 1500 Mission and 1500 Market (One Oak) is 
happening simultaneously. Wind impacts of BOTH must be considered together. 

"Market and Polk Wind Canopy 

''When has the public and commission discussed the Market and Polk Wind Canopy - DEIR 
2.28? In conjunction with either the Fox Plaza addition, or the 10th & Mission project. Where is 
the analysis of the impacts of THIS particular canopy? Although approved many years ago," the 
Fox Plaza addition has not been built. Is it coming soon? What are the impacts on bicyclists and 
pedestrians from the erection of this canopy?" (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, January I 0, 2017 

[I-Hestor2-I OJ) 
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"3. Canopy at Fox Plaza: What purpose does the new Canopy at the Fox Plaza do? 

"4. Canopies at One Oak: Will the new proposed canopies along Oak and Van Ness survive this 
windy comer? Many residents agree this b,as to be one of the windiest comers in the City, even in 

the DEIR the studies show this." (Dennis Hong, Email, January I 0, 2017 [I-Hong-51) 

"It also underestimates negative impacts of wind hazards on seniors, on adjacent buildings, and 

on how the proposed wind canopies will deflect winds." (Sue Vaughan, Email, January JO, 2017 
[I-Vaughan-6}) 

RESPONSE WI-1: WIND METHODOLOGY APPROACH AND REDUCTION 
METHODS (CANOPIES) 

Comments express concern for the City's implementation of wind testing to demonstrate 

compliance with Planning Code Section 148 in considering the net wind hazard increase of a 

project. 

As described in the "Regulatory Framework'·' discussion in Section 4.D, Wind, of the EIR, the 

City uses the Section 148 hazard criterion as a significance threshold for CEQA purposes. In 

addition, because the project site is located within the C-3 zoning district, the proposed project 

design must comply with Section 148 in order to obtain a project approval. Section 148 

establishes a hazard criterion, which is a 26 mph equivalent wind speed for a single I-hour period 

averaged over a year.5 Under Section 148, new buildings and additions may not cause wind 

speeds that meet or exceed this hazard criterion. Ibis hazard criterion is used to determine 

significant effects on wind patterns pursuant to CEQA, and an exceedance of this criterion is 

considered a significant impact pursuant to CBQA. Under Section 148, no exception may be 

granted for buildings that result in winds that exceed the hazard criterion. 

The City applies Section 148 regarding wind hazards by considering the total hazard exceedances 

at wind study test points that are caused by a project rather than the emergence of any new 

individual exceedance at a wind study test point. The City has consistently applied this approach 

in other environmental documents (for recent examples, see the 150 Van Ness Avenue Community 

Plan Exemption, Case No. 2013.0973E, and the SM Project Final.BIR, Case No. 201 l.0409E 

5 The comfort criteria are based on wind speeds that are measured for one minute and averaged. In 
contrast, the hazard criterion is based on wind speeds that are measured for one hour and averaged. 
Because the original wind data were collected at one-minute averages (i.e., a measurement of sustained 
wind speed for one minute collected once per hour), the 26-mph hourly average is converted to a one
minute average of36 mph, which is used to determine compliance with the 26-mph one-hour hazard 
criterion in the Planning Code. 
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Wind test points are selected by the City pursuant to test protocols agreed to by the Planning 

Department in accordance with Section 148(c) of the Planning Code, which calls for 

Environmental Planning to establish procedures and methodologies for implementing Section 

148. In analyzing wind impacts under CEQA, as well as for the purpose of confirming 

compliance with Section 148, City staff with expertise in wind studies select a number of points 

surrounding the project site for study. The locations selected are those publicly accessible areas 

where, in the experience of the Planning Department staff, pedestrians are likely to sit, stand, or 

traverse, such as a seating area, a transit stop, or a sidewalk comer where they might await a 

traffic signal change. The wind study for this project, and all wind studies undertaken under 

Section 148, included locations on and along sidewalks, existing and future locations of transit 

stops, locations in the proposed plaza where persons might be seated, sidewalk comers where 

persons would congregate to wait for a traffic signal change, as well as transitory spaces in 

crosswalks near the site. Typically, the locations selected by the City in wind studies do not 

include crosswalks, but in this instance, four crosswalks in the immediate vicinity were included 

in order to have a more comprehensive understanding of the wind in the area. 

The EIR wind analysis concludes that the proposed project would not exceed the hazard criterion 

as defined by Planning Code Section 148. This conclusion is based on no net increases in the 

number oftest points that would exceed the hazard criterion in the Project Scenario compared to 

the number of points exceeding the criterion under existing conditions. Further, the EIR notes that 

the duration of hazardous winds would be reduced from 83 hours annually. under existing 

conditions to 80 hours annually under the project scenario. Accordingly, the EIR concludes that 

the proposed project's impacts on winds would be less than significant. As such, the requested 

mitigation measures are not required under CEQA. 

See Response WI-2 on RTC pp.4.64-4.67 for a discussion of wind effects on bicyclists. 

Also, see the discussion of cumulative wind impacts below, on RTC pp. 4.59-4.60. ·. 

Wind Impacts on Seniors 

Comments suggest that the City's criterion is insufficient because it does not distinguish among 

potential pedestrians to analyze impacts that might specifically apply to seniors, the infirm, or the 

disabled. 

The EIR' s significance criterion for wind impacts does not include special considerations for 

specific population groups that may be affected, either seniors or frail or smaller persons. No 

special analysis of wind effects on these subpopulations is provided or required in this BIR. 

Planning Code controls and review processes regulate the physical environment to reduce adverse 
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effects. Note, however, that in developing the criteria under Section 148, a range of ages, heights, 

and weights were included in wind tunnel trials as test subjects.6 

To date, there are no specific widely accepted standard criteria for the assessment of wind effects 

specifically for seniors. However, international criteria, known as the Lawson Criteria, 7 used by 

government agencies in other parts of the world establish a threshold wind speed at which 

persons would be expected to become destabilized: Under the Lawson Criteria, a wind speed 

greater than 15 meters per second -occurring once a year ( equivalent to a mean-hourly wind speed 

of 33 .5 mph) is classified as having the potential to destabilize the less able members of the 

public (such as the elderly, anq. children), as well as cyclists. In the absence of standalone 

criteria specific to seniors, the Lawson Criteria could be a useful point of comparison for 

considering the impact of wind on seniors. By comparison, San Francisco's Section 148 hazard 

criterion for 26 miles per hour averaged over one hour is lower, and therefore more protective, 

than the Lawson thresh?ld applicable to the elderly. 

A lead agency is vested with substantial discretion in determining the appropi;iate threshold of 

significance used to evaluate the severity of a particular impact, as stated in the CEQA Guidelines · 

(see CEQA Guidelines, Sec;;tion 15064(b ). This EIR's use of a significance threshold consistent 

with. established City standards is founded on substantial evidence. Accordingly, further study is 

not required. 

City decision-makers mi.i.y ~onsider special concerns related to wind impacts on senior residents, 

independent of the environmental review process under CEQA, as part of their deliberations on 

whether to approve, modify, or disapprove the proposed project and variant. 

6 A 1989 scientific journal article discusses fue development offue provisions of San Francisco's Planning 
Code Section 148. This 1989 article cites fue results of wind tunnel experiments conducted in 1976, as 
one of the bases for fue criteria developed for fue San Francisco wind ordinance in fue 1980s. These 
experiments involved about 40 men and women between the ages of 19 and 62 who were generally . 
shorter than 5 feet, 10 inches and lighter fuan 154 pounds. The results of the 1976 wind tunnel 
experiments led to a conclusion fuat strong winQS are likely to result in greater impacts on seniors than 
on younger people. See E. Arens, D. Ballanti, C. Bennett, S. Guldman, and B. White, ''Developing the 
San Francisco Wind Ordinance and its Guidelines for Compliance," Building and Environment, · 
Volume 24, No. 4, pp. 297-303 (1989). See also J.C.R. Hunt, E.C. Poulton, and J.C. Mumford, "The 
Effects of Wmd on People," Building and Environment, Volume 11, pp. 15-28 (1976). A copy of these 
documents is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 
Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2009.0159E. 

7 BMT Fluid Mechanics, One Oak Street Project- Wind Microclimate Studies, April 26, 2017. 
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Comments express concern for the amount of space and secondary effects (shadow) the proposed 

wind canopies would cause, including the use of the public realm for such features, effects on 

pedestrian safety and comfort, and effects on cyclists. 

The wind canopies are included as part of the proposed project, located within the Oak Street 

right-of-way on the project site and at the northeast comer of Polk Street and Market Street. 

These projec;t features are intended to slow and deflect ground-level wind speeds to enhance 

pedestrian safety and comfort in accordance with the requirements of Planning Code Section 148. 

Planning Code Section 148 requires that "wind baffling measures" be included to reduce the 

wind-related impacts of a proposed project. The dimensions and stru,cture of the Oak Plaza wind 

· canopies are described on BIR p. 2.25. The Oak Street wind canopies are illustrated on BIR p. 

2.24. The Market Street wind canopy is described on BIR p. 2.30. 

Since publication of the DEIR, the project sponsor has refined the design for the Oak Plaza wind 

canopies. The revised Oak Street canopies are described on RTC p. 2.5-2.6 and illustrated on 

RTC p. 2.4, as part of the revised project described in RTC Section 2. As with the wind canopies 

that are described and illustrated on EIR, pp. 2.24 -2.25, the redesigned wind canopies under the 

revised project and variant would serve t-0 buffer and disperse strong winds that may occur within 

Oak Plaza, and enhance the safety and comfort of plaza users and passers-through. The wind 

canopies under the revised project are expected to meet or exceed the performance of the 

formerly proposed wind canopies. 

The effects of implementing the canopies are considered in the BIR. The wind canopies would be 

engineered to withstand the winds in the area and would be composed of porous elements that 

would diffuse wind that strikes them, ni.ther tha.J?- shed or redirect wind towards pedestri.ans or 

cyclists. The canopies would be installed on sidewalks or in public plazas and would not be. in 

street rights-of-way; therefore, they would not physically impede bicycles or emergency vehicles.· 

As such, the wind canopies proposed as part of the project are wind baffling measures 

necessitated by Planning Code Section 148 for the purposes of enhancing pedestrian safety and 

comfort. These features would also serve as public art sculptures, which are intended to further 

enhance the public realm. The installation of the canopies would require approvals set forth on 

EIR p. 2.35, including approval by the Board of Supervisors of a Major Encroachment Permit. In 
· addition, the canopies would be designed to meet San Francisco Fire Code Section 5.01 for 

emergency access, which requires a minimum vertical clearance of 13 feet, 6 inches. The 

proposed canopy at Market and Polk Streets would improve wind conditions at that intersection 

from existing conditions even without impl~mentation of the proposed project, thus enhancing 

pedestrian safety and comfort at that location. 
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The proposed wind canopies would create new shadow on streets· and sidewalks. As discussed on 

EIRp. 4.E.21-4.E.22, the canopies' shadow impact on comfort would be offset by the 

enhancement of comfort resulting from the wind-diffusing effects of the wind canopies. 

Cumulative Wind Impacts 

Comments express concern for the methodology employed to assess the cumulative wind impacts 

of the proposed project, in particular, the regression analysis testing that was undertaken. As is 

typical and sufficient for wind analyses in San Francisco EIRs, the BIR for the proposed project 

tested a cumulative scenario that included the proposed project together with reasonably 

foreseeable projects in the vicinity. In addition, the regression analysis tested additional 

cumulative test configuration combinations in the wind tunnel, to investigate the relative 

contribution to cumulative wind from the pr6posed project in relation to other foreseeable 

projects in the vicinity. This supplemental analysis is not customarily tested, but was undertaken 

in addition to, rather than instead of, the standard cumulative scenario model testing that includes 

reasonably foreseeable projects in the project vicinity. 

As discussed on EIR pp. 4.D.21-4.D .25, the regression analysis under the Additional Cumulative 

Wind Analysis tested various cumulative configurations. Removal of foreseeable projects at 

30 Van Ness Avenue and 10 South Van Ness Avenue resulted in substantial improvements in 

cumulative wind conditions. By testing the project configurations in the above manner, the data 

· led to the conclusion that both 30 Van Ness Avenue and 10 South Van Ness Avenue contribute 

considerably to the significant wind hazards of the Cumulative Scenario. This may be due to the 

details .available and reflected in the modeling of foreseeable projects at these sites. Typically, 

the more detailed the models, the more accurate test outcomes may be available. While not 

entirely conclusive, these data support a reasonable inference that the proposed project and 

. variant would not contribute considerably to increases in total hazard exceedance hours and the 

total number of exceedance locations under the Cumulative Scenario. 

The BIR also notes that reasonably foreseeable projects at 30 Van Ness Avenue and 10 South 

Van Ness Avenue were conceptual at the time wind tunnel tests were conducted., so the modeling 

was based on a preliminary massing scheme allowable under existing height and bulk controls. 

Actual building designs for these sites will differ from those modeled for this analysis. These and 

other reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects within the C-3 District must each comply with 

Planning Code Section 148, which prohibits a project from creating a.net new number of 

locations with wind speeds that exceed its hazard criterion. Under Section 148, no exception may 

be granted for buildings that result in increases in the total number of test point locations that 

exceed the wind hazard criterion and result in an increase of wind hazard hours compared to 

existing conditions at the time of testing. Section 148 is a rigorous performance standard, the 

future adherence to· which is mandatory under the Planning Code for each proposed new building. 
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At the time that each future project is seeking approval, a model of its then-current design would 

be submitted for wind analysis and it would be modeled in the context of the then-existing 

baseline setting of buildings, including newer buildings that have already complied with Section 

148. By contrast, the City's cumulative wind methodology does not model reasonably 

foreseeable buildings that each meet the Section 148 performance standard. As such, this 

cumulative impact analysis represents a conservative disclosure of cumulative impacts (i.e., one 

that may overstate, rather than understate, the magnitude of cumulative wind impacts) as it is 

presumed that all future buildings in the C-3 District, the specific designs for which are 

unknowable at this time, would each have to comply with Section f48. 

COMMENT WI-2: WIND IMP ACTS ON BICYCLISTS 

"And I think Supervisor Avalos also agrees with the concerns aboutthe wind analysis. I think, 
you know, anyone who has biked around, you know, from City Hall here to Market Street on a 
summer afternoon knows that the wind is really disturbing in the afternoon coming down Polk 
Street, and especially up Market Street. 

"I think looking at the cumulative impacts that were projected from all the other development 
going on is also very concerning. The wind canopies are -- it's encouraging to see that being 
considered, but how those affect the bike lane, I think, is not at all analyzed, and this EIR needs to 
be considered. And I think the -- looking at the cumulative bicycle impacts doesn't seem to 
adequately take into account the Better Market Street Plan. 

"And if we establish a fully separated bicycle track along the length of Market Street, we'll -- we 
should see a significant increase in bike traffic. Anyone biking westbound on Market during rush 
hour already knows that it's a very crowded bike lane already. And I think ifwe added additional 
crowding to that when you are in a constrained space of a separated raised cycle track and you 
have significant wind impacts, I think that definitely has some potential to create hazardous 
conditions, and this EIR does not study them. So I think that is all my points. (Jeremy Pollock, 
Legislative Aide, on Behalf of Supervisor John Avalos, DEIR Hearing Transcript, 
January 5, 2017 [A-BOS-Avalos-21) 

"I'm not going to belabor the points that Commissioners Richards and Moore made so well. I 
also would like a_ more thorough analysis of the impact of wind on bicycles, and also the 
affordable housing component." (Commissioner Myrna Melgar, San Francisco Planning 
Commission, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Melgar-11) 

· "I am writing to bring your attention to one particular issue in the draft EIR of the One Oak 
project that is worth your consideration: it does not consider wind impacts on bicyclists. 

"As anyone who pedals along Market Street near Polk Street is aware, wind impacts from tall 
buildings can pose a significant challenge to comfortable and safe pedaling. Strong wind at that 
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location will blow people several feet sideways into the next lane. It's strong enough to 
sometimes cause crashes. Will the new tall building in this windy area have similar, or worse 
effects? We don't know, and we should. The Planning Commissioners should be made aware, 
through the Environmental Impact Report, of the effect of wind on bicycling safety and comfort. 

"Please revise the Draft Environmental Impact Report to consider wind impacts on bicyclists so 
that appropriate mitigation measures can be taken, if necessary;" (Dave Snyder, Executive 

Director, California Bicycle Coalition, Letter, January 5, 2017 [O-CBC-1]) 

"The project location is adjacent to the city's primary bike-commuting route (Route 50, along 
Market Street and used by many residents in the Haight Ashbury) so the effect on cyclists is 
particularly important to study. However, neither Section 4.C nor Section 4.D of the DEIR 
provides any analysis of tlie effect of wind on cyclists, such as the increased risk of cyclists 
being blown into vehicle traffic, or the potential reduction in bike usage due to people avoiding 
increasingly frequent street-level winds." (Rupert Clayton, HANC Housing and Land Use Chair, 
Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council, Letter, January 9, 2017 [O-HANC-3)) 

"I am here to talk about something that I think was omitted from the DEIR, and that is a study of 
wind on bicycling. I have some questions that were not addressed in the DEIR. Basically, what 
is the effect of wind on the bicycle, on bicycles in general? There is an estimated 1,400 cyclists 
that travel through Market and Van Ness on a daily basis of peak hours, Monday through Friday. 

"You know, my question is what happens when people are going through the intersection? 
Where does the wind go once it bounces off the buildings? None of this has been studied or 
represented in the DEIR. Will the winds be deflected onto Market Street? There's a major lane 
there, as I said, and is the wind going to now hit the cyclists as they're coming through? 

"I think that, you know, Market and Van Ness is one of the windiest areas in the City. The effect 
of the· winds on cyclists is not really understood by the City. And the goal of the City is to 
increase the San Francisco Bay, making it safer and more accessible for more residents to cycle in 
San Francisco. 

"The Market and Octavia Plan, the Better Neighborhoods .Plan and The Better Market Street Plan 
and the SFMTA strategic vision is to increase cycling within San Francisco, especially, on 
Market Street. The DEIR has no discussion of wind mitigation for cyclists, so, in my estimation, 
it's· a real omission from the DEIR itself, which renders it inadequate in that area. 

"In Danville, California, cyclists were ignored on an BIR examining housing development. The 
BIR was challenged, and the decision was directed towards bicyclists, that they must be included 
in the plan. And I would ask that that be true for this area as well. 

"For myself, as a resident in the area and also a cyclist, I have commuted in the City for over 20 
years -and have done a lot of long distance cycling and cross-country trips, I know what wind can 
do to people when they're trying to cycle on a bicycle. It can really stop them from wanting to do 
it if the wind is too strong. And it is also very dangerous, given the amount of traffic and the 
congestion. And as a person that lives on Van Ness, it is congested constantly." (Bob Anderson, 
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Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [O-HVNA
Anderson-1]) 

"W-1 (Wind impacts): The DEIR wind analysis completely ignores bicycling. It also 
underestimates negative impacts of wind h?Zards on seniors, on adjacent buildings, and on how 
the proposed wind canopies will deflect winds. Without understanding wind impacts on 
bicycling, appropriate mitigation, such as wide, safe, separated cycle tracks, are omitted." 
(Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley Neighborhood 
Association, Letter, January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-liendersonl-61) 

"W-1: Wind Impacts on Bicycles: 

"The One Oak Project Draft EIR needs to be revised to include a thorough analysis of impacts on 
bicyclists. The DEIR contains an extensive discussion of potential impacts of wind on pedestrians 
and public transit passengers waiting for buses at nearby bru; stops, but it completely omits 
analysis of :the impact of wind on the thoru;ands of cyclists ming Market Street and other nearby 
streets. Thus, the DEIR fails as informational document. 

"The existing conditions, especially in spring and summer afternoons, are both uncomfortable.and 
hazardous to cyclists. The DEIR.provides no acknowledgement of this. Nor does it elaborate on 
how One Oak wind impacts will make conditions more hazardoru; for cyclists. The BIR should 
find that the increased wind a significant impact. The One Oak DEIR needs to analyze the 
following: 

• impacts of wind on bicycles, especially down-wash winds 
• impact of One Oak downwash wind and wind canopies on bicyclists on Market Street 

and surrounding streets. 
• impact of the proposed canopies deflecting wind directly into Market Street and into bike· 

lanes on Market Street and Polk Street. 
• adequate mitigations to make cycling safe and comfortable on Market Street, such as 

fully-separated cycle tracks and other infrastructure that make it less likely a cyclist 
collides with motor vehicles or buses when wind conditions are hazardous for bikes. 
Mitigation must include restricting private cars on Market between 10th Street and 
Franklin Street. 

"Market and Van Ness is probably one of the windiest intersection in the city. The City does not 
understand wind impacts on cycling, because the BIR does not even address these impacts. 
Consequently, the DEIR does not analyze how the increased wind might deter from other 
citywide goals seeking to increase bicycle mode share and make cycling safer. The Market and · 
Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan, the Better Market Street Plan, and the SFMTA's strategic 
plans all seek to increase cycling, especially on Market Street. This DEIR does not analyze how 
these citywide goals might be undermined by wind hazards from One Oak. 

"Failure to analyze the wind impacts and identify them as significant, means that the DEIR fails 
to even consider possible mitigation. The DEIR has no· discussion of wind mitigation to cyclists. 
This is a major omission rendering this part of the DEIR inadequate. The EIR must include a 
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thorough discussion of wind impacts on cyclists - especially on the busiest cycling corridor in the 
city." (Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley 

Neighborhood Association, Letter, Janua,y 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Hendersonl-141) 

"There is precedent for revising an BIR based on an BIR ignoring safety impacts on cyclists. In 
Danville CA, bicycles were ignored in ::in BIR for the proposed Magee Ranch development. The 
EIR was appealed and a decision directed the town of Danville to analyze bicycle safety. The 
decision document is attached at the end of this comment letter. [For the decision document 

referenced in the comment, see the copy of this letter presented in RTC Attachment B.} 

"Mitigation for wind impacts on bicyclists must be considered. These must ·include 
substantially wider, fuily separated cycle tracks on Market Street between 10th Street and 
Franklin to make room for error and sudden gusts pushing cyclists off-course. The 
mitigation must also consider restricting private cars and TNCs on Market Street between 
10th Street and Franklin Street in order to reduce collisions in windy situations." 
(Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley Neighborhood · 
Association, Letter, January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Hendersonl-16]) 

"The bicycle impacts are a glaring omission from this document. And we're supposed to be a city 
that is encouraging a higher mode split: The SFMTA is targeting about 9 percent by 2018 with a 
longer term goal of20 percent at some point. You're not going to get that if you're not discussing 
the livability and the hazard conditions towards cyclists. 

"So on two points, the wind study, which.was thorough on pedestrians and on the impacts at bus 
stops, "doesn't mention bicycling at all. And that's -- you got to go back and understand the 
physics and how turbulent winds affect bicycling." (Jason Henderson, Hayes Valley 
Neighborhood Association, DEIR Hearing Trq.nscript, January 5, 2017 

[O-HVNA-Henderson2-2]) 

"Bicycle Impacts (TR-4): The DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts of One o·a1c on 
bicycling, principally on Market Street. It ignores hazards to bicycling from curb ioading vehicles 
and wind, and proposes no mitigations for these hazards. An analysis of loading and wind 
impacts on bicycling, with mitigations to ensure safe bicycling. Mitigation in the form of fully 
separated bicycle lanes of adequate width on Market Street must be considered, along with other 
bicycle access improvements. Project alternatives with principally-permitted amounts of parking 
will reduce auto trips in the vicinity, which would further mitigate impacts on bicycling, but such 
alternatives were not studied." (Tom Radulovich, Executive Director, Livable City, Letter, 

January 10, 2017 [O-LC2-3}) 

''Wind Impacts (W-1): The DEIR wind analysis ignores the impact ofwind·on people on bikes, 
and does not address the cumulative wind impact of the project and other proposed projects in the 
vicinity. Exacerbating wind impacts on people walking and cycling both directly impacts safety 
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and livability of residents, visitors, and commuters, and could worsen traffic impacts by reducing 
the appeal of sustainable, human-powered modes of transport." (Tom Radulovich, Executive 
Director, Livable City, Letter, January JO, 2017 [O-LC2-5]) 

"3) It looks like there was some analysis of the affects of wind changes, but it doesn't look like it 
was done with cyclists in mind. How will this project change wind patterns that affect cycling?" 
(Justin Fraser, Email, January 5, 2017 [I-Fraser-3]) 

"W-1 (Wind Impacts): The DEIR wind analysis completely ignores bicycling." (Sue Vaughan, 
Email, January 10, 2017 [I-Vaughan-5]) 

"Without understanding wind impacts on bicycling, appropriate mitigation, such as wide, safe, 
separated cycle tracks, are omitted." (Sue Vaughan, Email, January JO, 2017 [I-Vaughan-7]) 

''I'm concerned about the BIR and the impact of wind blast on single track vehicles, primarily 
bicyclists, but, however, scooters as well and motor-cyclists. 

"As you probably know from your own experiences riding a bicycle, should you be pushed from 
the side by a blast of wind, you'll veer. And considering the amount traffic in that.area, it could 
easily lead to a crash. So I think that was not particularly examined in the EIR." 
(Jira Yamamoto, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [I-Yamamoto-I]) 

RESPONSE WI-2: WIND IMP ACTS ON BICYCLISTS 

Comments express concern for the wind impact of the proposed project on bicyclists. Comments 

assert that the proposed project would cause hazardous wind impacts on cyclists and that the BIR 

must analyze safety impacts on bicyclists and identify mitigation, such as installing a separate 

bicycle lane. One comment asserts that there is legal precedent for requiring that an BIR analyze 

impacts on cyclists. 

As discussed at greater length in Response WI-1 above, the City has established comfort and 

hazard criteria for use in evaluating the wind effects of proposed buildings. The wind hazard 

criterion that is defined in Planning Code Section 148 is used by the Planning Department as a 

significance threshold in the CEQA environmental review process to assess the environmental 

impact of projects throughout San Francisco and is therefore the basis of the analysis in this BIR. 

Planning Code Section 148 criteria are based on pedestrian-level wind speeds that include the 

effects of wind turbulence; these are referred to as "equivalent wind speeds," defined in the 

Planning Code as "an hourly mean wind speed adjusted to incorporate the effects of gustiness or 

turbulence on pedestrians." As such, the City's established methodology is based on a proposed 
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project's effect on pedestrian safety and comfort and does not explicitly include any criteria 

specifically applicable to cyclists. The Planning Code Section 148 criteria were derived from 

studies that analyzed the effect of wind on pedestrians. 8 The comments appear to disagree with 

the methodology used in this EIR, and suggest different thresholds of significance that, in the 

comm.enters' views, should have been used to assess the severity of wind impacts on bicyclists. 

However, none of the comments offer an alternative methodology or scientific studies supporting 

a different methodology or threshold of significance. 

·As discussed above, the City's CEQA wind testing protocols are established under Planning Code 

Section 148. Some of the sidewalk pedestrian test points, as well as test points within the 

crosswalks, that were studied in the BIR may serve as proxies to inform the degree of impacts on 

cyclists in the bike lane near these points. 

With respect to wind impacts on bicyclists, the City and County of San Francisco has adopted no 

significance threshold for wind impacts on bicyclists, and consequently the BIR is not required to 

analyze, evaluate, and mitigate such impacts. To date, there is no specific widely accepted 

industry standard criteria for the assessment of wind effects on bicyclists. There are, however, 

international criteria, !mown as the Lawson Criteria,9 used by government agencies in other parts 

of the world (such as the London Borough of Tower Hamlets (Canary Wharf), The City of 

London, and The City of Westminster) to establish a threshold wind speed at which cyclists 

would be expected to become destabilized. When conducting Lawson Criteria wind studies, test 

points are commonly positioned in key areas of substantial pedestrian use and activity, such as on 

public sidewalks, building main entrances, bus-stops and drop-off areas, benches in outdoor 

parks, and outdoor dining areas, etc. Positioning test points on bicycle lanes or roads within a 

study area is relatively uncommon when carrying out a Lawson wind microclimate assessment. 

Thus, the selection of test points for Lawson Criteria wind studies is very similar to the selection 

of the test points analyzed in the One Oak Street study, except that the One Oak Street wind study 

also included test points in the crosswalks of the street. 

Under the Lawson Criteria, pedestrian safety is determined for the 'able-bodied' and for the 

'general public' (including elderly, cyclists and children). The safety criteria are based on the 

exceedance of threshold wind speeds, either the mean-hourly value or the equivalent wind speed 

8 See E. Arens, D. Ballanti, C. Bennett, S. Guldman, and B. White, "Developing the San Francisco Wind 
Ordinance and its Guidelines for Compliance," Building and Environment, Volume 24, No. 4, pp. 297-
303 (1989). See also J.C.R. Hunt, E.C. Poulton, and J.C. Mumford, "The Effects of Wmd on People," 
Building and Environment, Volume 11, pp. 15-28 (1976). A copy of these documents is available for 
review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File 
No. 2009.0159B. . 

9 BMT Fluid Mechanics, One Oak Street Project- Wind Microclimate Studies, April 26, 2017. 
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( which takes into account the turbulence intensity) - whichever is greater - occurring once per 

year: 

• A wind speed greater than 15 meters-per-second occurring once a year is classified as 
having the potential to destabilize the less able members of the public such as the elderly, 
and children, as well as cyclists. This wind speed threshold equates to a mean-hourly 
wind speed of33.5 mph. 

• Able-bodied users are those determined to experience distress when the wind speed 
exceeds 20 meters-per-second once per year. This wind speed threshold equates to a 
mean-hourly wind speed of 44. 7 mph. 

In absence of standalone criteria for wind hazards specific to bicyclists, the Lawson Criteria could 

serve as a useful reference point of comparison for considering the impact of wind on bicyclists. 

By comparison, San Francisco's Section 148 hazard criterion for impacts on the general 

. population (26 miles per hour averaged over one hour) is lower, and therefore more protective, 

than the Lawson threshold applicable to bicyclists. 

As discussed in Response WI-I, RTC p. 4.57, a lead agency has discretion in determining the 

appropriate threshold of significance used to evaluate the severity of a particular impact and does 

not violate CEQA when it chooses to apply a significance threshold that is founded on substantial 

evidence. This.EIR's use of a significance threshold consistent with established City standards is 

founded on substantial evidence. Accordingly, no further study is required. 

One comment states that there is precedent for revisiJig an BIR based on an EIR' s safety impacts · 

on cyclists. The precedent referenced is SOS-Danville Group v. Town of Danville CAI/I, No. 

A143010, 2015 Cal. App. Unpub. LEXIS 6527 (Cal. App. 1st Dist. Sept. 11, 2015), which is an 

unpublished opinion of the California Court of Appeal. Per California Rule of Court, 

rule 8.l 15(a), parties and courts are prohibited from citing or relying upon opinions not certified 

for publication or ordered published; in other words, such unpublished opinions cannot be cited 

as binding, precedential, or even persuasive authority by a party or a court. As such, the case 

cited does not establish any precedent for revising a San Francisco EIR based on an allegation 

that it ignored safety impacts on cyclists. Furthermore, the case cited by the commenter is not 

applicable to the proposed project. In SOS-Danville Group v. Town of Danville CAJ/1, the issue 

before the court concerned the potential impact of increased vehicular traffic on bicycle use on 

the existing roadway system,· and the court found the EIR inadequate because it failed to support, 

with substantial evidence, its finding that the project would have no significant impact on bicycle 

safety. By contrast, hazardous traffic and access conditions for bicyclists under the proposed 

project are analyzed under Impact TR-4 on EIRpp. 4.C.54-4.C.55. The comment does not 

present s11bstantial evidence that the proposed project would result in hazardous traffic conditions 

for bicyclists. No mitigation measures (such as providing a physically separated bicycle lane) are 

required under CEQA. 
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The conclusions of the BIR with respect to wind impacts on pedestrians are supported by 

substantial evidence in the record. The comments do not present substantial evidence that the 

proposed project would cause a significant wind impact under CEQA. Therefore, further study is 

not required. 

COMMENT WI-3: EIR WIND SECTION TABLES 

"Request for reissue of material and extension of comment period: The "W:i:i:J.d Comfort 
Analysis Results" presented on pages 4.D.10-11 and 4.D.15-16 of the DEIR are truncated at all 
four margins and therefore the DEIR's summary of wind analysis results fails to present key 
data from which any reader is expected to draw conclusions. These data must be reissued in 
a readable format and the comment period extended or reopened in order to permit 
genuine public review. Simply correcting this data in the final BIR will not allow the public 
sufficient opportunity to evaluate the adequacy of this analysis and have their comments 
addressed." (Rupert Clayton, HANC Housing and Land Use Chair, Haight Ashbury 

Neighborhood Council, Letter, January 9, 2017 [O-HANC-11) 

RESPONSE WI-3: EIR WIND SECTION TABLES 

· A comment notes that some of the information presented in Table 4.D .2: Wind Comfort Analysis 

Results, BIR.pp. 4.D._10-4.D.11, and Table 4.D.3: Wind Hazard.Analysis Results, EIRpp. 4.D.15-

4.D.16, was cut o:ffat the edges of the pages of the One Oak Street Project Draft EIR on the 

Environmental Planning Department's website and in the PDF version on CD. This was due to a 

production error when the table pages were converted to a PDF. In the printed, bound copies of 

the.DEIR and in the CD version sent to individuals as part of the BIR distribution process, the 

table pages ar'e complete and the data fully visible. For the reader's convenience, Tables 4.D.2 

and 4.D.3 are presented in RTC Chapter 5, DEIR Revisions, on pp. 5.36-5.39 

The comment requests that the public review period be extended to give the public adequate time 

to review Tables 4.D.2 and 4.D.3 in their entirety. The comment period for the One Oak Street 

Project Draft EIR was 56 days ( considerably longer than the 45-day comment period required by 

the San Francisco Administrative Code), affording the public ample time to contact the Planning 

Department and request the tables or a corrected copy of the DEIR before the public comment 

period ended. Planning Department contact information and instructions for obtaining a paper 

copy, either by calling or emailing the Planning Department or by going to the Planning 

Information Counter, are provided in the Notice of Public Hearing and Availability of the EIR and 

in BIR Chapter 1, Introduction, on p. 1.8. In addition, Tables 4.D.2 and 4.D.3 were excerpted 

from the One Oak Street Project Wind Microclimate Study, which was also available for public 

review upon request, as noted in footnote 1 on p. 4.D.1. 
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All wind study test points and wind hazard exceedances under the Existing Scenario at particular 

test point locations are presented in Figure 4.D.2: Wind Hazard Results - Existing Scenario, EIR 

p. 4.D.14. All wind study test points, wind hazard exceedances, and hours of w:in:d hazard 

increase under the Existing Scenario at particular test point locations are presented in 

Figure 4.D.3: Wind Hazard Results -Project Scenario, EIR p. 18; and Figure 4.D.4: Wmd 

Hazard Results - Cumulative Scenario, EIRp. 4.D.19. 

All wind hazard exceedances are described by test point in the text under the Existing, Project, 

and Cumulative scenarios on BIR.pp. 4.D.13-4.D.21. All win,d comfort exceedances are 

described in the EIR text by test point under the Existing Scenario and Project Scenario on EIR 

pp. 4.D.9-4.D.13, arid on 4.D.17-4.D.20 for the Cumulative Scenario (for informational purposes, 

as the wind hazard criterion, not the wind comfort criterion, is the significance threshold for wind 

impacts). 

The comment provides no substantial evidence that the cut-off table pages ·01i the website version . 

precluded meaningful public review of the DEIR. 
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D. SHADOW 

The comments and corresponding responses in this section relate to the topic of Shadow, 

evaluated in BIR Section 4 .E. 

COM:MENT SH-1: ADEQUACY OF SHADOW ANALYSIS 

"The one issue that was not mentioned by HVNA is the issue of concerns for shadow on Patricia's 
Green and Koshland Park. I, myself, am very concerned that as we are not increasing the number 
of neighborhood parks in these already congested neighborhoods, that the overlay of The Hub, 
which came much later than the Hayes Valley Market/ Octavia Plan, creates additional pressure 
on this park which is really the one and foremost commuter gathering space. 

"So I would support a cautionary comment that the BIR is very cognizant of the effect on it. At 
this moment this particular park is not a protected park under Prop M -- Prop K, actually, and I 
would appreciate that there will be additional study on what that really means to this growing 
neighborhood." (Commission.er Kathrin Moore, San Francisco Planning Commission, DEIR 

Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Moore-21) 

"I think shadow on Brady Park, which is in the Market/Octavia Plan, not a park yet, should be 
looked at. What's the impact there going to be if that does become a park?'' (Commission Vice 

President Dennis Richards, San Francisco Planning Commission, DEIR Hearing Transcript, 

January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Richards-41) 

"S-1 (Shadows): DEIR does not adequately analyze shadow impacts on Patricia's Green and 
Koshland Park. The DEIR fails to consider that usage patterns are changing and that morning sun 
draws people to parks." (Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee,· 

Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, Letter, January 4; 2017 [O-HVNA-Hendersonl-7)) 

"S-1: Shadows 
"The DEIR for One Oak discusses that there will be brief shadows in the early morning on 
Patricia's Green during March and September. It also discusses morning shadows on Koshland 
Park playground during Late June. The DIER suggests these are less than significant, based on 
historic uses of parks. However, with increased density and residential development in Hayes 
Valley, these parks are experiencing rapidly increasing use, and much of this also takes place in 
the mormng. For example, exercise and meditation are common in Koshland in summer 
mornings. The DEIR fails to consider that usage patterns are changing and that morning sun 
draws people to parks. The DEIRs analysis of shadows is inadequate." (Jason Henderson, Chair, 

Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley Neighb9rhood Association, Letter, 
January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Hendersonl-171) 
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"S-1 (Shadows): DEIR does not adequately analyze shadow impacts on Patricia's Green and 
Koshland Park. The DEIR fails to consider that usage patterns are changing and that morning sun 
draws people to parks;" (Sue Vaughan, Email, January JO, 2017 [I-Vaughan-8}) 

RESPONSE SH-1: ADEQUACY OF SHADOW ANALYSIS 

Comments express concern for shadow on Patricia's Green and on Koshland Park, cast by the 

proposed project and from future projects in the area. Comments assert the BIR is inadequate for 

failing to consider changing usage patterns of Patricia's Green in the morning. A comment also 

concerns shadow on Brady Park, which is a planned park that may be developed in the future as 

identified in the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Area Plan. 

Patricia's Green 

Since publication of the DEIR, the shadow figures and shadow calculations relied upon for the 

DEIR's analysis of the proposed project's shadow impacts on Recreation and Park Commission 

properties have been updated to reflect the results of. a recent separate shadow study, prepared by 

independent consultant Pre Vision Design for the separate review of the proposed project un,der 

Planning Code Section 295.10 These changes update the BIR based on more recent, refined, and 

precise data. The conclusions of the revised and updated shadow analysis are substantially 

consistent with those of the DEIR, and as such the impacts of the proposed project's shadow 

would remain less than significant. See RTC pp. 5.49-5.52, which summarizes the results of the 

updated shadow study. 

The Market and Octavia Neighborhood Area Plan envisioned Patricia's Green as a small urban 

plaza defined by the sh·eetwalls of the buildings that front it to the east and west (the Freeway 

Parcels). The area around Patricia's Gr~en is expected to continue growing in population with the 

construction of new infill buildings in. the area, adding to the population of park users throughout 

the day and .to the cumulative shadow load on the park. Building shadow (particularly early 

morning and late afternoon shadow) within such open spaces is an expected and accepted 

occurrence in such a dense urban setting and was anticipated at the time Patricia's Green was 

adopted in the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan. As shown in BIR Table 4.E.2 (as revised 

on RTC p. 5 .56 to report updated results from subsequent shadow analysis )y under cumulative 

conditions, shadow from the proposed project would amount to 0.22 percent of the total sunlight 

on Patricia's Green, compared to 16.46 percent of the total available sunlight shaded by 

cumulative projects (in particular, with the addition of buildings within the adjacent Freeway 

10 Prevision Design, Shadow Analysis Report for the Proposed One Oak Street Project Per SF Planmng 
Code Section 295 Standards, April 19, 2017. 
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Parcels). Note, however, that all project shadow on Patricia's Green throughout the day and year 

would be entirely subsumed by shadow from the foreseeable development of the Freeway Parcels 

to their allowable height and massing, particularly those parcels along the east side of Octavia 

Street. At no time would the proposed project create shadow on Patricia's Green that extends 

beyond the shadow from the Freeway Parcels developments. 

The comments do not provide substantial evidence of changes in park usage ( activities, location, 

and time) nor of how such new uses would be substantially affected by project shadow. 

Koshland Park 

Since publication of the DEIR, the shadow figures and shadow calculations relied upon for the 

DEIR's analysis of the proposed project's shadow impacts on Recreation and Park Commission 

properties have been updated to reflect the results of a recent separate shadow study, prepared by 

independent consultant Pre Vision Design for the separate review of the proposed project under 

Planning Code Section 295 {see RTC Chapter 5, DEIR Revisions, p. 5.40-5.58, that shows the. 

specific revisions to the DEIR Shadow Section necessitated by this additional shadow analysis). 

These changes update the EIR based on more recent, refined, and precise data. The Pre Vision 

shadow study found that project shadow would not reach Koshland Park at any time of the day or 

year. The EIR has therefore been revised to update the DEIR text to eliminate Koshland Park 

from analysis in the EIR, and the corresponding text and figure changes are shown on RTC pp. 

5.40-5.49. No new significant impact is identified by these changes. Rather, the revised study 

shows improved shadow conditions under the proposed project from those of the DEIR, since the 

less-than-significant impact identified in the DEIR for Koshland Park is eliminated with the 

subsequent analysis. 

Brady Park 

The site of the proposed Brady Park would be located at Brady Street midway between Market 

Street and Otis Street. As a future park, it is not part of the existing affected re~reational setting 

of the propo~ed project. In addition, as it is located about 550 feet due south of the project site, it 

would not be shaded by the proposed project at any time of the day or year. 
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The comments and corresponding response in this section relate to the topic of Population and 

Housing, evaluated in Section E.2 of the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (Appendix A to the 

EIR). 

COMMENT PH-1: BELOW MARKET RATE UNITS AND HOUSING 
AFFORDABILITY 

"PH-1 and C-PH-1 (Impact of Market-Rate Housing on Demand for BMR Rousing): The 
Draft EIR fails to adequately analyze the environmental impact caused by the project's 
generation, both individually and cumulatively, of further unmet demand for below-market-rate 
housing in the immediate vicinity and across San Francisco. 

"The proposed development would create 320 new market rate units and zero BMR units. Rather 
than include BMR units, the developer proposes to pay a fee that might be used by the Mayor's 
Office of Housing and Community Development to fund some BMR housing at an unknown date 
and location. The DEIR references a communication by the developer that the in-lieu fee might 
fund an "Octavia BMR Project" on former freeway parcels between Haight and Oak, to be 
overseen by },10HCD and built by a non-profit. This is purely aspirational and there are 
significant reasons to doubt whether a BMR project will ever be built at this site, and whether the 
in-lieu fee will fund it. 

"Given this, the c01rect approach for analysis would be to assume that the proposed project will 
increase the supply of market rate housing in the neighborhood and do nothing to increase the 
supply ofBMR housing. To accurately assess the impact on housing and population, the EIR 
must analyze the following areas that are not adequately addressed: 

• How the addition of these 320 market rate units will affect local housing prices and 
housing affordability. · 

• The additional demand for affordable housing that will be created by this extra market
rate housing. (Other studies have shown that each 100 new market rate units creates 
demand for 30 or more BMR units.) 

• The expected impact of the proposed project's market rate housing on gentrification and 
displacement in nearby neighborhoods, causing a rise in commute distances and VMT by 
displaced low-income households 

• The true BMR impact of this additional market rate housing, as measured by San 
Francisco '·s Residential Nexus study. The DEIR fails to identify whether the nexus is 
closer to the 12 percent" 20 percent on site/off-site requirements pre-Prop C (2015) or if 
the nexus is closer to the 25 percent" 33 percent onsite/off-site ratio established by 
Prop C." 

(Rupert Clayton, HANC Housing and Land Use Chair, Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council, 
Letter, January 9, 2017 [O-HANC-6)) 
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'Tm one of several speakers from HVNA, and I will devote my time to the issue of below market 
rate housing in the Draft BIR. To reaffirm our letter now in your hands, this project does not 
include any BMR units; instead, moving those units to one of the parcels on Octavia Boulevard 
without any language to guarantee that those BMR units will be built. In addition, the proposed 
BMR.s on Octavia Boulevard, which may be -- including the transitional age youth complex on 
Parcel U, yet the BMR's proposed may not be in kind, as per the housing required by the 
Market/Octavia Plan for family housing as well as single persons. 

''Kindly consider carefully to require specific BMR units for the One Oak site, as there is no 
guarantee that similar BMR units will be included in another development. 38 Dolores, built by 
Prado Developers, promised BMRs on site, only to pay the fee instead after the project was 
entitled. So far, no affordable housing has been built within the area as a result of the in lieu fee 
payment. 

"Also note that developers are selling entitled properties to other developers. We've experienced 
these new developers changing entitled properties without community engagement -- 555 Fulton 
Street, Avalon Bay's development which Build Inc. Sold to Avalon Bay, and that closed street 
level retail on Laguna and Oak, and we're still awaiting other retail on Oak at Octavia. 

"In a successful development at the UC Regents Campus at 55 Laguna, we devoted ten years in 
collaboration with different developers and numerous agencies for the new apartment complex 
that also. includes on-site BMR.s, community gardens, the new Haight Street Art Center, and a 
new Waller Street walkway. 

"HVNA's participation in this EIR process and future entitlement for the One Oak Street 
development is to embrace this development with BMRs on site, with the outcome that provides a 
livable neighborhood for the project residents, as well as those who already live, work, and pass 
through this area." (Gail Baugh, President, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, DEIR 
Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [O-HVNA-Baugh-1]) 

"Below Market Rate Housing and CEQA: The DEIR omits discussion and analysis of the 
environmental impact of market rate housing on below market rate housing (BMR) and on 
gentrification and displacement. The DEIR also omits a discussion of the environmental impacts 
of the proposed off-site housing on Octavia Boulevard, which should be part of the analysis." 
(Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley Neighborhood 

Association, Letter, January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Hendersonl-81) 

"Impact of Market Rate Housing on demand for BMR Housing. 

"The DEIR must consider the impact that market rate housing has on demand for below 
market rate housing, and the related environmental impacts. 

"The current proposal for One Oak has no onsite affordable housing and the DEIR points out that 
the project sponsor intends to pay an in-lieu fee, with no guarantee that any affordable housing 
gets built in the vicinity of the Market and Octavia Plan Area. The DEIR includes a vague 
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expression by the project sponsor for a desire to direct the in-lieu fee to an "Octavia BMR _ 
Project" on former freeway parcels (between Haight and Oak) which would be overseen by MOH 
and built by a non-profit. But this is not guaranteed. 

"All of this raises important issues not addressed in the DEIR and making it inadequate. The 
following analysis must be part of the revised DEIR. · 

• The physical impact of new market rate development on local housing prices and housing 
affordability. 

• demand for affordable housing created by market-rate housing, and environmental 
impacts 

• The extent in which market rate housing cause gentrification and displacement, leading to 
increased longer-distance commuting by lowe:r income households, specifically the 
impact of One Oak. 

• Using the city's nexus study, the true BMR impact of the market rate housing. The DEIR 
does not describe if the nexus is closer to the 12 percent/ 20 percent on site/off site 
requirements pre-Prop C (2015) or if the nexus is closer to the 25 percent/ 33 percent 
onsite/ off site ratio established by Prop C. · 

"The One Oak project's affordable housing proposal is coming in far short of the actual need that 
is created by the project, and this needs to be acknowledged and analyzed in the DEIR. 

"There is precedent in considering market rate housing impacts on BMR, including a November 
2016 CEQA appeal of the 1515 South Van Ness project. The appeal asked what is the 
environmental impact of displacement in the Mission caused by market rate housing proposed by 

Lennar Corp. 

"The One Oak Project DEIR must consider the nexus of how many BMR are needed due to 
proliferation of market-rate housing, and then consider the environmental consequences of the 
BMR.demand. 

"The DEIR must consider the environmental impact of zero parking on housing affordability, 
especially since parking adds considerable cost to housing production." 

"The DEIR must include analysis of the prpposal for the off-site BMR on Octavia. There is 
much uncertainty about .this scheme. The intent is to direct in lieu fee to Octavia BMR Project on 
parcels R, S, and U (between Haight and Oak) which would be overseen by MOH and built by a 
non-profit. The project sponsor claims this might bring up to 72 BMR units. Yet is the project 
sponsor expected to finance all of the units, or just a portion? How will the 72 units reflect the 
Market and Octavia unit size requirements? Will these 72 units be micro units? If so, that does 
not reflect the proper unit-mix required in the Market and Octavia Plan." (Jason Henderson, 
Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, Letter, 
January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Hendersonl-18)) 

"The below market rate housing issue is also something very important to us, and I think it does 
speak to CEQA, or CEQA can speak to that. There is precedent. There is discussion in the City 
about the relationship between market rate housing, what.demands it has on BMRs, and how that 
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affects the built environment, how people might end up commuting longer distances and so on." 

(Jason Henderson, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, f?EIR Hearing Transcript, 
January 5, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson2-4) 

"I'm also with the Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association and wish to follow up on some of the 
points about the below market rate housing. 

"There's no guarantee that b~low market rate housing wpuld be built in the vicinity of this project. 
And when the Market/Octavia Plan was produced many years ago, many of us were around and 
participated in it. The idea was that we were allowing many new market rate housing units to be 
built in the Market/Octavia area with lower and moderate income housing too. 

"So we feel very strongly that below market rate housing must be attached to this project and the . 
consideration must be included in this DEIR. There's no guarantee right now that any affordable 
housing would be built in this plan area in the current DEIR. 

"And a vague plan to put in 72 units on three tiny parcels over where the freeway was doesn't 
guarantee -- well, first, it doesn't obviously guarantee any units, but it doesn't guarantee that the 
units will be of comparable size and condition to the One Oak project. 

"Besides that -- so obviously a full discussion of any below market rate units should be included 
:iJ;i this EIR. This also does not include· any discussion about the gentrification and displacement. 
It doesn't include ahy discussion about where connecting the City's Nexus Study which shows 
that -- the BMR impact of mru:ket rate housing. So what -- what Nexus Study are they using? 
Are they using -- I mean, which percentages? Are they using the 12 percent on-site and the 20 
percent off-site, or are they using the Prop C 25 percent on-site or 33 percent off-site? 

"These defects have to be fixed to get this EIR to be comprehensive. We need·to know what size 
the BMR units would be, make sure that they're comparable to the One Oak unit sizes, and also. 
reflect the Market/Octavia unit sizes and mix. 

"Please take these comments and get -- and request that the EIR be re -- fixed" {Tess Welborn, 
Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, DEIR Heqring Transcript, January 5, 2017 [O-HVNA
Welborn-1]) 

"Request specifically includes comments on cumulative displacement and housing, including 

excessive parking in this transit-rich area with heavy traffic GOING STRAIGHT ONTO and 
EXITING FREEWAYS .. Provision of significant amounts of residential parking in BOTH 
proje<?ts encourages occupancy by middle and upper income people who drive to work out of San 
Francisco instead of using public transit." (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, January JO, 2017 
[I-Hestor:2-2]) 
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"Discuss effect on housing costs of approved Van Ness corridor projects with excessive 
parking. 

"Van Ness - Highway 101 -has a high volume of traffic, including trucks. As BRT lanes are 
added, vehicle traffic becomes more constrained. As new of market rate residential projects are 
approved, developers request more and more parking because the units sell for more money. If 
Planning appears to accommodate each request for parking A.."ND FOR MAXIMUM PARKING, 
the cost of development sites goes up. The sales price ASSUMES approval of the maximum 
amount of parking. Housing prices go up. "Has the City done a study of what effect 
eliminating parking on this transit corridor would have on housing prices? Ho-yv much do 
prices increase when the maximum amount of parking, versus ZERO residential par-king, is 
provided?" (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, January JO, 2017 [I-Hestor2-6}) 

"5. Housing/ Occupancy in the proposed Residential Tower, nice job with the distribution of 
Studios, One Bed Room, and etc. What provisions are being made to accommodate the relocation 
of these business and residents at the One Oak site? 

"a. I noticed that the affordable housing requirements - MOHCD will provide up to 72 
affordable BMR urµts - known as the "Octavia BMR Project" - page 2.12: What measures are in 
place to make sure this happens so it does not slip thru the cracks? I think this step needs to be 
closely monitored making sure this happens and does not get lost in the process. Is there a table 
showing how many type of units will be provided such as; number of studios, one bedroom, two 
bedroom, three bedroom units? I believe there should be more three bedrooms units for families. 
Is .here a time line for this to happen?" (Dennis Hong, Email, January I 0, 2017 [I-Hong~ 71) 

"Below Market Rate Housing and CEQA: The DEIR omits discussion and analysis of the 
environmental impact of market rate housing on below market rate housing (BMR) and on 
gentrification and displacement The DEIR also omits a discusston of the environmental 
impacts of the proposed off-site housing on Octavia Boulevard, which should be part ofthe 
analysis." (Sue Vaughan, Email, January JO, 2017 [I-Vaughan-91) 

"XIII. Population and housing - this neighborhood in the City has some tall office buildings, 
auto dealers, a Goodwill (slated for transformation into housing), a few other retail outfits, and 
increasing number of tall, market-rate and luxury housing buildings, but traditionally, the people 
who have lived in this part of the city, have been low-to moderate-income. Has the DEIR 
assessed displacement? Will there be pressure on lower-income people to leave? Where will 
there be efforts by residential property owners in the neighborhood to evict lower-income tenants 
and replace them with higher income tenants? Lower-income tenants who lose their hom~s are 
unlikely to be able to find replacement housing here in transit-rich and walkable San Francisco, 
and in all likelihood they will be forced to relocate to far-flung suburbs, perhaps far from their 
places of work and without robust mass transit, making them more car dependent and increasing 
VMT;" (Sue Vaughan, Email, January JO, 2017 [I-Vaughan-121) 
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RESPONSE PH-1: BELOW MARKET RATE UNITS AND HOUSING 
AFFORDABILITY 

Economic and Social Effects under CEQA 

Several comments express concern for the proposed project's impact on affordable housing, 

displacement of residents or existing business in the surrounding area, and/or neighborhood 

gentrification. 

The proposed project would replace the existing surface parking lot and two buildings containing 

office and commercial uses wiJ:h-the construction of a new residential building with 

approximately 4,000 sq. ft. of retail use .. There· are no existing residential uses on the proposed 

project site. The Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (EIR Appendix A, p. 54) concluded that the 

proposed project would not displace any housing units nor create the demand for additional 

housing. 

The comments regarding the project's impact on affordable housing demand, displacement of 

residents or businesses in the surrounding area, the impact of eliminating parking on housing 

prices, and/or neighborhood gentrification do not provide substantial evidence or analysis linking 

those economic and/or social issues to physical environmental impacts of the proposed project. 

. The comments provide only general assertions that impacts may arise, but do n0t identify any 

environmental impacts that may result from the proposed project that require further study or 

mitigation under CEQA. As such, no further analysis is required. 

Sections 15126 and 15126.2 of the CEQA Guidelines require that EIRs must identify and discuss 

a proposed project's "significant environmental effects." Furthermore, Section 15382 defines 

"significant effect on the environment" as "a substanti~l, or potentially substantial, adverse 

change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project including land, 

air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance." 

Section 15 3 82 states further that "[ a ]n economic or social change by itself shall not be considered 

a significant effect on the environment," but a "social or economic change related to a physical 

change may be considered in determining whether the physical change is significant." 

Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines states generally that "[ e ]conomic or social information . 

may be included in an BIR or may be presented in whatever form the agency desires"; however, 

Section 15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that "[e]conomic or social effects ofa project 

shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment," unless those effects are part of a 

chain of cause and effect between the project and a physical change. Furthermore, "[ e ]conomic 

or social effects of a project may be used to determfue the significance of physical changes 

caused by the project." 
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The CEQA Guidelines clarify that social or economic impacts alone shall not be treated as 

significant effects on the environment. Evidence of social or economic impacts ( e.g., rising 

property values, increasing rents, changing neighborhood demographics, etc.) that do not 

contribute to, or are not caused by, physical ii;npacts on the environment are not s_ubstantial 

evidence of a significant effect on the environment. In short, social and economic effects are only 

relevant under CEQA if they would result in or are caused by an adverse physical impact on the 

environment. With those impori.ant limitations in mind, those public comments related to 

socioeconomic issues, including gentrification, tenant displacement, and housing affordability, 

are briefly discussed here. Decision makers may consider these and other issues in their 

deliberations on approval of the proposed project, but they are not necessarily CEQA issues: 

The proposed project would not cause the displacement of residents or the loss of residential 

units. Rather, the proposed project would create 310 new market-rate residential units on the 

project site and would support the construction of new affordable residential units in the 

neighborhood. As described in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, on p. 2.12, the proposed 

project is subject to the City's Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Planning Code Section 

415), the Market-Octavia Affordable Housing Fee (Planning Code Section 416) and the Van Ness 

& Market Special Use District Affordable Housing Fee (Planning Code Section 249.33).11 

Additionally, the BIR analyzes the impact of the proposed project on the existing character of the 

built environment and on the land use character of the neighborhood Section 4.B, Land Use and 

Land Use Planning on BIR pp. 4.B.1-4.B.9. The EIR concludes that the proposed project would 

not divide an established community and would not be inconsistent with the varied mix ofland 

uses in the ?Tea and with the City's vision for future building heights in the area. As such, the 

BIR concludes that the proposed project would not have a significant impact related to Land Use. 

By accommodating housing consistent with regional growth projecfions and, in particular, by 

increasing the supply of both market-rate and affordable BMR housing where none exists today, 
. . 

the proposed project would provide some relief from the housing market pressures on the City's 

existing housing stock. However, the public's perceptions of the causal relationship between new 

market rate housing and housing affordability in general is a source of controversy as indicated 

by the comments received on this EIR. While there is a consensus among housing experts that a 

chronic shortage of new housing in general, and new affordable BMR housing in particular, is 

11 Working together with the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD), the 
project sponsor has voluntarily relinquished development rights at Parcels Rand S on Octavia Boulevard 
and assigned them, along with preliminary designs and entitlement applications, to MOHCD to allow the · 
future production of 100 percent below market rate (BMR) housing, including approximately 16 BMR 
units of transitional aged youth ("TAY'') housing, witbiri a 1/3 mile of the proposed project. In 
exchange, MOH CD agreed to "direct" the project's Section 415 in-lieu fee toward the production of 
housing on three Octavia Boulevard Parcels (R, S & U). 
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contributing to the on-going displacement oflower-income residents in San Francisco, public 

opinions differ on many of the underlying causes. 

The City's Office of the Controller - Office of Economic Analysis determined that new market

rate housing in San Francisco has the effect of lowering, rather than raising, housing values and 

rents at the local and citywide level. 12 The analysis further determined that locally imposing 

limits on market-rate housing in the city would, in general, place greater upward pressure on city 

housing prices, and reduce affordable housing resources to a greater extent than if no limit on 

market rate housing were imposed. In addition, the Office of Economic Analysis indicates that at 

the regional scale, producing more market-rate housing will decrease housing price escalation, 

and reduce displacement pressures, although this effect would be enhanced by the production of 

more subsidized BMR housing in addition to market-rate housing. However, at the focal level, 

market rate housing may not necessarily have the same effect as at the regional scale, due to a 

mismatch between demand and supply'. 13 

An increase in private real estate investment and higher income residents may accelerate 

neighborhood ge~trification, potentially increasing the likelihood of displacement of low-income 

tenants in existing rental properties in the general area. However, as discussed above, the 

proposed project would reduce this social effect through the payment of the in lieu fee under 

Planning Code Section 415 which, subject to a letter agreement and conditions imposed by the 

MOHCD, will be directed towards the future development of the Octavia B:tviR. Project located 

·within 1/3 mile of the project site. Furthermore, in addition to the payment of the in-lieu fee 

under Section 415 of the Planning Code, the proposed project will also pay the Market-Octavia 

Affordable Ho:tJ.Sing Fee (Planning Code Section 416) and the Van Ness & Market Special Use 

District Affordable Housing Fee (Planning Code Section 249.33), which would fund the 

production of additional affordable BMR housing within the City. 

In sum, CEQA prohibits the finding of significant impacts that are not based on substantial 

evidence of a proposed project's adverse physical changes to the environment. The social and 

economic concerns related to affordable housing, neighborhood gentrification and tenant 

displacement are being addressed through the City's rent control, planning and policy 

development processes. As discussed above, there is no evidence that the proposed project would 

result in potential social and economic effects that would indirectly result in significant effects to 

the physical environment and are therefore beyond the scope of this EIR. Changes to the physical 

12 City and County of San Francisco, City Office of the Controller - Office of Economic Analysis, 
Potential Effects of Limiting Market-Rate Housing in the Mission, September 10, 2015. 

i3 Berkeley Institute of Governmental Studies (IGS), Housing Production; Filtering and Displacement: 
Untangling the Relationships, May 2016. 
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environment directly caused by the proposed project are addressed in the appropriate 

environmental topics in this EIR and the accompanying Initial Study. 

Provision of Below Market Rate Units under the Proposed Project 

Several comments express concern for the provision of Below Market Rate (BMR) units under 

the proposed project. Such comments are related to social and economic issues and are not 

comments about the adequacy and accuracy of the analysis of physical environmental impacts in 

the EIR. However, for informational purposes, further information and clarification about this 

aspect of the proposed project are provided here. 

As discussed in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, on p. 2.12, to meet its affordable housing 

requirements under the City's fuclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Planning Code 

Section 415) the project sponsor would pay an inclusionary housing in-lieu fee. The Mayor's 

Office of Housing and Community Development acknowledged in a letter to the project sponsor 

that the project sponsor relinquished certain exclusive negotiating rights the sponsor held to 

acquire and develop Parcels.Rand Sin the former Central Freeway right-of-way for market-rate 

housing in order to allow those parcels to be used in the development of 100 percent affordable 

housing, and that the project SJ:>onsor also agreed to share with any future non-profit developer 

chosen by MOHCD all of its pre-development work products related to Parcels Rand S. fu 

consideration of the sponsor's relinquishment of those exclusive negotiating rights, MOH CD 

stated that if certain conditions are fulfilled, including compliance with CEQA and certain future 

discretionary approvals, for both the One Oak Project and the potential development of 72 

affordable BMR units located on former Central Freeway Parcels R, S, and U, within 0.3 mile of 

the project site ( collectively, "the Octavia BMR Project"), MOH CD intends to direct the in-lieu. 

affordable housing fees required for the proposed project pursuant to Planning Code Section 415 

- - to the development of the Octavia BMR Project by a non-profit selected by MOHCD and subject 

to its own approval separate from the proposed project. 

The proposed project is not conditioned upon the approval of the Octavia BMR project. Rather, 

the One Oak Project would be required, as a condition of its approval, to pay an in-lieu 

inciusionary housing fee which does not require its use at any particular site. As such, the 

proposed One Oak Project does not include the Octavia BMR project as part of the proposed 

project. The Octavia BMR Project is a separate and independent project that would pursue its 

own independent environmental review under CEQA and project approvals. As such, it is not 

necessary, and would be speculative, to analyze the environmental impacts of the proposed 

Octavia BMR Project as part of the proposed project in this BIR. Similarly, because the Octavia 

BMR Project is a separate project which will pursue its own independent approvals, a discussion 

of the sizing and unit mix of the Octavia BMR units is also unnecessary and speculative. 
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In addition to the affordable housing requirements applicable to the One Oak Project pursuant to 

Planning Code Section 415, and because the proposed project is located in the Van Ness & 

Market Downtown Residential Special Use District and exceeds the base 6: 1 FAR limitation, it 

would be required to pay to the City's Citywide Affordable Housing Fund an additional fee as 

required by Planning Code Section 249 .33(b )( 6)(B) for the increment of FAR between 6: 1 and 

9:1, to be administered in accordance with Planning Code Section 415. Furthermore, because the 

proposed project is within the Market and Octavia Area Plan, it would also be required to pay the 

Market & Octavia Inclusionary Housing Fee, which would be used to fund additional affordable 

housing pursuant to Planning Code Section 416. 

Several comments request clarification regarding the in-lieu fee percentage applicable to the 

proposed project under Planning Code Section 415. As rioted above, such comments are beyond 

the scope of this BIR because they do not relate to the adequacy and accuracy of the analysis of 

physical environmental impacts of the proposed project. However, further information and 

clarification is provided here for informational purposes only. As noted above, the proposed 

project is subject to the provisions of the City's Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (Planning Code 

Section 415) in addition to the Market-Octavia Affordable Housing Fee (Planning Code 

Section 416) and the Van Ness & Market Special Use District Affordable Housing Fee (Planning 

Code Section 249.33). Section 415 provides a graduated scale ofinclusionary requirements, 

depending on the date of the filing of complete Environmental Evaluation Applications (EEA). 

The EEA for the One Oak project was filed before January 1, 20J3 and the project is therefore 

subject to a 20 percent inclusionary in-lieu fee. As noted in the discussion above, in addition to 

paying the inclusionary fee pursuant to Section 415, the project sponsor has relinquished its 

development rights at Parcels R and S on Octavia Boulevard and assigned them, along with 

preliminary designs and entitlement applications, to MOHCD to ~llow the future production of 

100 percent below market rate (BMR) housing, including approximately 16 units o_f transitional 

aged youth ("TAY'') housing, within a 1/3 mile of the project. In exchange, the MOHCD agreed 

to "direcf'. the project's Section 415 inclusionary in-lieu fee toward the production of housing on 

three Octavia Boulevard Parcels (R, S, and U). In addition to the Section 415.affordable housing· 

fees pursuant to the proposed project's directed fee agreement with MOHCD, the project would 

also pay Market-Octavia Affordable Housing Fees and Van Ness & Market SUD Affordable 

Housing Fees. These additional affordable housing fees, in turn, would fund additional BMR 

housing. 

One comment suggests that the provision of parking makes housing less affordable. Under the 

TDM Ordinance, the project would be required to offer the parking at the site as a separate option 

(unbwdled) for residents and therefore the cost of parking would not be reflected in the cost of 

each unit. 
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F. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The comments and corresponding response in this section relate to the topic of Cultural 

Resources, evaluated in Section E.3 of the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (Appendix A to the 

EIR). 

COMMENT CR-1: NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION 

"Cultural Resom-ces 
"There is no Native American consultation documented in the DEIR or the Initial Study. In 
accordance with CEQA, we recommend that the San Francisco Planning Department conduct 
Native American consultation with tribes, groups, and individuals who are interested in the 
project area and may have knowledge of Tribal Cultural Resources, Traditional Cultural 
Properties, or other sacred sites." (Patricia Maurice, District Branch Chief, California 
DepartmentofTransportation, Letter, January 17, 2017 [A-DOT-I]) 

RESPONSE CR-1: NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION 

The comment recommends that the Planning Department conduct Native American consultation 

for the proposed project. 

Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) (Chapter 532, Statutes of2014), effective July 1, 2015, amended 

CEQA by adding Public Resources Code Section 21704, which establishes a new category of 

cultural resources to be considered under CEQA, called "tribal cultural resources." AB 52 also 

amended CEQA by adding Section 21080.3.1, which establishes a new procedure for notification 

and consultation with California Native American tribes that are culturally affiliated with the 

geographic area of the proposed project. AB 52 Section ll(c) states, "This.act shall apply only to 

a project that has a notice of preparation or a notice of negative declaration or mitigated negative 

declaration filed on or after July 1, 2015." A Notice of Preparation for the proposed project was 

filed with the State Clearinghouse on June 17, 2015. As such, the requirement for Na,tive 

American Consultation under AB 52 does not apply to the proposed project. 

June 1, 2017 
Case No. 2009.0159B 

4.82 

1628 

One Oak Street Project 
Responses to Co=ents 



4. Comments and Responses 

G. CONSTRUCTION 

The comments and corresponding response in this section relate generally to project construction. 

The environmental impacts of cmistruction are discussed and evaluated in the BIR and the Notice 

of Preparation/Initial Study (Appendix A to the BIR) under various env~onmental topics (in 

particular, Transportation and Circulation, Noise and Vibration, Air Quality, Geology and Soils, 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Hydrology and Water Quality). 

COMMENT C0-1: PROJECT CONSTRUCTION 

"Construction Impacts (various): The project alternative studied proposes significant 
excavation to create a large underground parking garage. Project alternatives with less parking
either the maximum principally permitted, or zero - would reduce the amount of soil excavated 
by the project. This would in tum reduce various environmental effects of the project- reduced 
congestion, noise, and air quality·impact from trucks removing soil, less potential exposure of 
workers and the public to contaminated soil; less dust, and reduced excavation impact on 
groundwater and adjacent buildings and public transit lines. Such reduced construction impacts 
are both significant and quantifiable." (Tom Radulovich, Executive Director, Livable City, Letter, 

January I 0, 2017 [O-LC2-6]) 

"8. CONSTRUCTION: One of.my major concerns with these projects is the use of Best 
Practices with the construction work. All to often this fails, for example all the work being done 
with the Transit Center; Dust control, hours of construction operation, noise, vibration, control of 
vehicle traffic, pedestrian safety, staging of material, the list list goes on. The construction issues 
needs to be better controlled .. This area is one of the city's busiest' and windiest intersection in 
town. One of the most recent projects that had sort of a magic touch to this issue was DPR's -
Construction of the Chinese Hospital up in Chinatown had some unique control of this issues." 

(Dennis Hong, Email, January 10, 2017 [I-Hong-9)) 

" .. .I haven't had a chance to review the BIR yet, but rm very familiar with the area. And I just 
have a few comments based on some previous studies of other documents. 

"One of the things is the construction, ... because this is such a congested area and because I use 
transit and also drive on this area regularly and have noticed that there's been a lot encroachment 
by construction projects on public right of ways -- and I think that because there is so much going 
on in.this area, you should really limit all construction to the lot line and not allow them to push 
pedestrians into the street, to push bike lanes into car lanes and things like that. 

"So strict adherence to the lot line for any construction. This has not been to adhered to on Van 
Ness; this has not been adhered to on 9th. There's just too much encroachment on public right-of
way." (Judith, DEIR Hearing Transcript, Janua,y 5, 2017 [I-Judith-I]) 
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·RESPONSE C0-1: PROJECT CONSTRUCTION 

Impacts from Project Construction 

4. Comments and Responses 
G. ·construction 

Comments express concern with the various impacts resulting from project construction 

(including impacts related to transportation, noise and vibration, air quality, and exposure to 

hazardous materials). 

Project construction (foundation, excavation, duration and phasing) is described on EIR pp. 2.32-

2.33 .. The comments do not raise any specific issue regardin~ the EIR's description of anticipated 

construction activities and its evaluation of project construction transportation impacts under 

Impact TR-7 on EIR pp. 4.C.62-4.C.68. Construction activities would differ day to day and by 

construction phase. Overall, because construction activities would not be permanent and must be 

conducted in accordance with City requirements, the proposed project and variant's construction

related transportation impacts were determined to be less than significant. The EIR identifies 

Improvement Measure I-TR-E: Constru<;:tion Measures, pp. 4.C.67-4.C.68, that would further 

reduce the less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between construction 

activities, transit, and autos. _Elements of Improvement Measure I-TR-E include developing a 

construction management plan for transportation and providing construction updates for adjacent 

businesses and residents. City decision-makers may choose to include this improvement measure 

as a condition of approval for the proposed project. 

However, the EIR identifies several foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site, the 

construction periods of which could overlap with the proposed project's construction. As such, 

the EIR discloses that the proposed project and variant, in combination with past, present, and 

reasonably foreseeable future development in the vicinity, would contribute considerably to 

cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure 

C-TR-7: Cumulative Construction Coordination, pp. 4.C.87-4.C.89, which would reduce, but not 

avoid, a significant cumulative transportation impact of project construction. The EIR concludes 

that this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

The comments do not raise any specific issues regarding the description and analysis of 

construction noise and vibration impacts of the proposed project presented in the Initial Study 

(IS) (included in the EW. as.Appendix A) onpp. 77-81. The IS concludes that construction of the 

proposed project could result in a significant project-level construction noise impact (Impact 

N0-2, IS pp. 77-81) as well as in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant 

temporary increase in noise (Impact C-N0-2, IS pp. 85-86). The IS identifies Mitigation 

Measure M-N0-2: General Construction Noise Control Measures (pp. 79-80) to ensure that 
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project construction noise would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. The IS concludes 

that with implementation of this mitigation, the :impact of construction noise under the proposed 

project would be reduced to a less-than-significant level and would not result in a cumulatively 

considerable contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts. 

The comments do not raise any specific issues regarding the description and analysis of air 

quality impacts of the proposed project presented in the IS on pp. 97-101. The IS concludes that 

construction of the proposed project would generate toxic air contaminants that could expose 

sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations (Impact AQ-2, pp. 9.7-101) as well as in 

a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant air quality impact (Impact C-AQ-1, 

p. 106). The IS identifies Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2:· Construction Air Quality (pp. 99-101) to 

reduce construction emissions on nearby sensitive receptors to a less-than-significant level and to 

reduce the proposed project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts to a less-than

significant level. As such, no alternative that would reduce air quality is required under CBQA. 

CBQA Guidelines Section 1509l(d) requires that a public agency approving a project for which 

an BIR has been certified (in this case, the San Francisco Planning Commission and the Board of 

Supervisors) adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). The MMRP will 

include the mitigation measures identified in the BIR that are adopted to avoid or lessen a 

significant environmental impact. An MMRP specifies the implementation, monitoring, and 

reporting duties of the project sponsor, contractors, and various public agencies with monitoring 

and enforcement purview over the construction and operation of the proposed project. The City 

and County of San Francisco enforces the adopted MMRP as conditions of project approval. The 

EIR also identifies :improvement measures. The Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 

may also adopt the improvement measures as conditions of approval to lessen :impacts found to 

be less than significant. A violation of conditions of approvaI constitutes a violation of the 

Planning Code. Adopted conditions of approval have the force oflaw and are enforceable with 

consequences for non-compliance. The Planning Department's code enforcement process does 

not affect the City Attorney's Charter authority to bring its own civil enforcement action. 

The IS, on pp. 148~152, discloses the presence of hazards and hazardous materials on and in the 

vicinity of the project site, based on an Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) conducted for the 

property. The ESA did not document any acutely hazardous materials within the project site. 

The abatement of hazardous materials that may be released during construction is regulated by 

federal, state, and local regulations. The NOP/IS concludes that compliance with these 

regulations would ensure that implementation of the proposed project would not create a 

significant hazard to the public or the environment. 
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4. Comments and Responses 
G. Construction 

A comment suggests 1hat construction activities should be limited to 1he lot lines of the project 

site. Given the constraints of this and most other sites in this densely developed urban area, it is 

infeasible to confine project construction activities to the lot lines of their sites and out of public 

rights-of-way, as could be accomplished within a large suburban or rural site wi1h yards and 

setbacks that are accessible from the street. 

The EIR, on p. 4.C.64, describes and discloses how construction staging would occur within the 

adjacent sidewalk and parking lane on Oak Street, which would be closed during 1he construction 

period. As noted above, construction-related impacts of the project, including any construction 

that would occur outside 1he lot lines of the project, are adequately discussed and analyzed in EIR 

Section 4.C, Transportation and Circulation. Accordingly, the comment does not relate to 1he 

adequacy or accuracy of 1he EIR. However, for informational purposes and the reader's 

convenience, the description of construction staging is excerpted below. 

Based on information obtained from 1he project sponsor, construction staging 
would occur within 1he adjacent parking lane on Oak Street. The Oak Street 
sidewalk adjacent to the project site would be closed during 1he construction 
period, and pedestrian traffic would need to be shifted to the sidewalk on the 
nor1h side of 1he street. No complete sidewalk closures are anticipated on Market 
Street. Construction activities may require temporary travel lane closures, which 
would be coordinated with the City in order to minimize the impacts on local 
traffic, transit, pedestrians and bicyclists. Construction activities, such as delivery 
oflarge construction equipment and oversized construction materials 1hat would 
require one or more temporary lane closures on Market Street, would need to be 
conducted on weekend days when pedestrian, transit and traffic activity is lower. 
Prior to construction, 1he project contractor would work with Muni's Street 
Operations and Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and 
reduce any impacts to transit operations on Van Ness A venue or Market Street. 
Any temporary sidewalk or traffic lane closures would be required to be 
coordinated with the City in order to minimize impacts on traffic. In general, lane 
and sidewalk closures are subject to review and approval by SFMTA's TASC for 
permanent travel lane and sidewalk closures, and the Interdepartmental Staff 
Committee on Traffic and Transportation (!SCOTT) for temporary sidewalk and 
travel lane closures. Both TASC and ISCOTT are interdepartmental committees 
that include Public Works, SFMTA, Police Department, Fire Department, and · 
Planning Department representatives. 

While the project construction-related transportation impacts would be less 1han significant, the 

EIR identifies Improvement Measure I-TR-C (originally I-TR-E in the DEIR) on EIR p. 4.C.67 to 

further reduce 1he less-1han-significant ·impacts related to potential conflicts between construction 

activities, pedestrians, transit, and autos within public rights-of-way. In addition, the EIR 

conservatively identifies a significant cumulative construction-related transportation impact, 

acknowledging several foreseeable projects with construction periods 1hat could overlap with that 
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of the proposed project, and identifies Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-7: Cumulative Construction 

Coordination, on EIR p. 4.C.88-4.C.89. That mitigation measure would require the project 

sponsor or contractor t!) coordinate with various City departments to develop and implement · 

coordinated plans to minimize cumulative construction-related transportation impacts for the 

duration of construction overlap. With this mitigation, however, the EIR conclu,des the proposed 

project would continue to contribute considerably !o a significant cumulative construction-related 

transportation impact. 

As discussed on RTC p. 2.2, the Franklin S1!eet contraflow lane is no longer under consideration 

and therefore construction activities are expected to be slightly less disruptive under both prnject 

and cumulative conditions. 

As discussed on RTC p. 2.2, the relo_cation of the Muni elevator to an off-site location: is no 

longer under consideration and therefore construction activities are expected to be sligl;i.tly less 

disruptive under both project and cumulative conditions. 

Construction Impact of a Reduced Parldng Alternative 

A comment asserts that a reduce<;! parking alternative would reduce various construction impacts 

of the proposed project with regard to excavation, truck traffic, soil removal, noise, etc. A 

reduced parking alternative is not expected to substantially reduce the amount of excavation. 

Although a reduced parking alternative would require a somewhat smaller subsurface garage, 

such an alternative would still require over-excavation down to the Colma Formation layer 

(approximately 35-40 feet below ground surface) on which to support a full-site mat foundation 

(see EIR p. 2.32). 

The EIR analyzes Alternative B: Podium-Only Alternative (EIR pp. 6. 7-6.18) that would reduce 

parking provided within the project site and would reduce construction-related impacts. The EIR 

concludes that this alternative would reduce a considerable contribution to a significant and 

unavoidable cumulative construction-related transportation impact (Impact C-TR-7 (EIR 

pp. 4.C.87-4.C.89). The EIR concludes that the Podium-Only Alternative would reduce this 

impact of the proposed project by reducing the construction duration ( from 32 months under the 

proposed project, to 26 months under the alternative). However, the EIR concludes that the 

Podium-Only Alternative would not reduce the contribution to a significant construction-related 

transportation impact to a less:-than-significant level. 

See Response TR-9: Project Alternatives with Less or No Parking, on RTC pp. 4.48-4.51, which 

describes why analysis ·of a reduced parking alternative is not necessary in the BIR. 
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H. CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

The comment and corresponding response in this section relate to the cumulative projects listed in 

Section 4.A, Chapter Introduction, and evaluated in the topical sections in Chapter 4, 

Environmental Setting and Impacts. 

COMMENT CU-1: FORESEEABLE PROJECTS 

"Another point, although not as much BIR-related, but as my own concern, The Hub itself is an 
abstract concept which I would have liked to see studied in a programmatic BIR together with 
overriding policies and principals which look at the transformation at this important point of the 
City. That has never occurred. · 

"I've raised the same question when we very recently reviewed 1500 Mission Street, a project that 
will be part of The Hub, and other projects slightly to through the south and to the west, a shared 
vision on what that means in reducing automobile capacity, potentially even reconfiguring the - -----
geometries on Van Ness on one of the most unfortunate intersections in the City of San 
Francisco. Van Ness and Market is a missed opportunity to really have a hub that deals with 

· exciting new building forms, but makes the street itself more important than the transit 
investment that we have put to intersect at that particular intersection." (Commissioner 
Kathrin Moore, San Francisco Planning Commission, DEIR Hearing Transcript, 
January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Moore-31) 

"And I do agree with Commissioner Moore. We just looked at 1500 Mission Street last week -
last meeting in December. Before that we had the Tower Car Wash site .. I know the Honda site's 
going to be coming. I know the carpet store on Otis and Mission is coming. 

"When you put all this together, what does it look like? I mean, we have a Central SoMa BIR· 
which I'm reading right now; it's almost like we kind of need a Hub E;IR. When you put all this 
together, show me what it looks like. I don't want to make decisions in isolation. So this .5 
parking and a Honda .5 parking and -- you know, it's all coming together. So I'd like to see how 
this all fits together." (Commission Vice President Dennis Richards, San Francisco Planning 
Commission, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Richards-51) 

"I guess, two trailing points. We have a plan BIR for Market/Octavia, which we· could use. But 
when you're looking at increasing heights around The Hub, you're really changing things. So 
that' [ s] why I think the adequacy with the plan ElR. may not actually cover all these projects 
coming, especially if we're making changes midstream. So that's why I'm talking about kind of a 
hub understanding." (Commission Vic~ President Dennis Richards, San Francisco Planning 
Commission, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Richards-61) · 
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"There are 2 DEIRs out for development on blocks diagonally across Market and Van Ness/South 
Van Ness at virtually the same time: 

"Comments and Responses on TWO DEIRs should be coordinated 

"1500 Mission St- southern half of AB 3506 2014-000362 - City office building, dense 
market rate housing, on-site inclusionary housing, Planning Code and height increase, 
parking. DEIR hearing 12/15/16, Comment I)L 1/4/17. 

"One Oak Street/1500 Market St - eastern portion of AB 836 2009.015E - Dense market 
rate housing, Planning Code and height increase, parking. DEIR hearing 1/15/17, 
Comment DL 1/10/17. 

"The issues of wind, traffic, transit, impacts on pedestrians, changes in the General Plan and 
Planning Code TO THE SAME Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District -
part of the Market/Octavia Area Plan - have EXTREMELY similar impacts, including cumulative 
impacts. Market and Van Ness. Mission and South Van Ness. DIAGONAL BLOCKS. Sites 
about 400' apart. 

"The deadline for DEIR comments are less than a week apart. There is no rational reason why 
public comments on the 2 DEIRs that have applications to BOTH projects should not be 
considered by both. 

"This specifically includes issues related to transportation and parking, winds, comments on 
cumulative displacement and housing, including excessive parking in this transit-rich area with 
heavy traffic GOJNG STRAIGHT ONTO FREEWAYS. · The high parking ailowance for 
residences encouraging occupancy by middle and upper income people who drive instead of 
using public transit. 

"Environmental Review is ignoring these issues unless comments on issues relevant to both sites 
are considered in BOTH Comments and Responses/FEIR.s." (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, 
Janua,y 4, 2017 [I-Hestorl-11) 

"There are 2 DEIRs out at virtually the same time for separate developments. on blocks diagonally 
across Market and Van Ness/South Van Ness: 

"1500 Mission St- southern half of AB 3506 2014-000362 - City office building, dense 
market rate housing, on-site inclusionary housing, Planning Code and height increase, 
parking. DEIR published 11/9/16. Hearing 12/15/16, Comment DL 1/4/17. 

"One Oak Street/1500 Market St - eastern portion of AB 836 2009.015E - Dense market 
rate housing,.Planning Code and height increase, parking. DEIR published 11/16/16. 
Hearing 1/15il7, CommentDL 1/10/17. 

"Please coordinate the Comments and Responses on the TWO separate DEIRs. 

"The issues of wind, traffic, impacts on pedestrians, changes in the General Plan and Planning 
Code to THE SAME Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District- part of the · 

Market/Octavia Area Plan - have EXTREMELY similar impacts, especially cumulative impacts. 
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Market and Van Ness. Mission and South Van Ness. DIAGONAL BLOCKS. Sites about 400' 
apart." (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, January JO, 2017 [I-Hestor2-I}) 

"Please provide a list ofresidential projects that have been approved in the area along Van Ness -
from Bay Street south to the Central Freeway. Starting with date before time studied in the 
Market/Octavia Area Plan. Number of dwelling units, number of parking spaces. One block on 
either side of Van Ness/South Van Ness (Polk- Franklin area) and similar area around South Van 
Ness. This new housing is in a transit rich area, attractive to people who do not own a car. 
Providing parking increases the probability that residel;l.ts will use their cars and thereby increase 
the traffic problems along Van Ness, and on the intersecting streets with Muni lines. Bay. 
Chestnut. Lombard. Union. Pacific. Jackson. · Washington. Clay. Sacramento. California. 
Pine. Bush. Sutter. Post. Geary. O'Farrell. Eddy. Turk. Golden Gate. McAllister. Grove. 
Hayes. Market. Mission. Folsom. 

"Cumulative Projects List - DEIR 4.A. 7-11 

"There has been a recent proposal for a majmproject with a substantial increase in height and by 
the French-American school. It is at the west end of THIS BLOCK at the SE comer of Franklin 
and Oak. Please describe the project that has applied for a PP A. How would addition of that 
project affect the wind and transportation analyses?" (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, January I 0, 2017 
(l-Hestor 2-71) 

" ... I have been a resident of San Francisco for more than 70 Plus years and as requested I'm 
making my comments to this One Oak Project. Not sure how this fits in with the original DEIR 
(1500 Market Street) But I had been waffling back in forth with both of these two projects and as 
I understand it now, it is combined into one Project - as the One Oak. With that said, I will focus 
in on this Case #2009-0159E. I think this is a better choice." (Dennis Hong, Email, January I 0, 
2017 [I-Hong-I]) 

"5. The Foreseeable Projects (Cumulative Land Use chart-??) just down the street the 1500 
Mission Street-2014-000362ENV shows projects in this area will vary around- 40 Months (3.5 
years)?????'. During this period a lot of major construction work will take place. 

"Figure 13 map shows a number of projects in this area. Can this map or table include a few other 
projects with construction time tables? Each of the foreseeable projects shown for the One Oak 

· does an excellent job with each of these foreseeable projects description (page 41-45). I do not 
know what qualifies for the listing of these projects. I believe there are a few other projects in this 
area of development. Can the following projects be listed as well on pages 39-45: a. 30 Van 
Ness-2015-0lOOBENV, b. 30 Otis -2015-010013ENV, d. 1629 Market-2015-00584ENV, e. 
200-214 VanNess-2015-012994ENV, f. 101 Polk-20111.0702E, g. 35 Lafayette-2013.0113E, h. 
The Market Street Hub-2015-000940ENV, may cover some of these sites. This is a very limited 
area and will be getting a lot of major projects. That's why I think time lines for all this work is 
important. I have not had the opportunity to review the DEIR for Central SoMa Plan; Case# 
2011.13 56E, but should this be massaged with the One Oak Project? Additionally, see my notes 
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under construction use of /best practices. All these cumulative projects needs to be monitored 
closely and do a good job with communicating all this work with the community. 

"a. In addition to these projects can a project time lines be shown for each of these projects. 
Can these be shown on a Table format?" (Dennis Hong, Email, January 10, 2017 [I-Hong-6]) 

"Air quality and, VlI, greenhouse gas emissions - There is a tremendous amount of 
development now underway and/or in the pipeline in San Francisco and the region. To my 
knowledge, the cumulative impacts ofVMT generated by these projects has not been assessed 
and MITIGATED. The totality ofVMT generated by all the projects -- and concomitant air 
quality degradation and greenhouse gas emissions generated -- for the area should be assessed 
and MITIGATED. I note that the appendix of the DEIR lists several. large projects near One Oak 
with a total of776 parking spaces proposed, in addition to the 153 sought by the project sponsor 
of One Oak Street. Those projects are: 1546-1564 Market Street (28 off-street parking spaces), 
150 Van Ness (218 off-street parking spaces), 1500-1580 Mission Street (309 parking spaces), 
1601 Mission Street (93 parking spaces), 1 Franklin Street (18 off-street parking spaces), 1699 
Ma+ket Street (97 below grade parking spaces), and Central Freeway Parcel T (13 parking 
spaces)." (Sue Vaughan, Email, January JO, 2017 [I-Vaughan-11}) 

RESPONSE CU-1: FORESEEABLE PROJECTS 

Cumulative Projects in the Project Vicinity 

Comments express concern for other proposed and/or approved projects in the vicinity of the 

proposed project site, including the adjacent 1546-1554 Market Street project, 1500 Mission 

Street project, the Tower Car Wash site (at 1601 Mission Street), the San Francisco Honda site (at 

10 South Van Ness), and a French American School project at the southeast comer of Franklin 

and Oak streets. A comment requests that residential projects along Van Ness Avenue, from Bay 

Street to the Central Freeway, be included in the cumulative analysis and that the number of units 

and parking spaces be provided. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15355 requires that an BIR discuss cumulative impacts of a project. 

Cumulative impacts are two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are 

considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts. The cumulative 

impact from several projects is the change in the environment which results from the incremental 

impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable probable future projects. In conformity with CEQA Guidelines, cumulative impact 

analysis in San Francisco generally may employ a list-based approach or a projections approach, 

depending on which approach best suits the individual resource topic being analyzed. 
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A list-based approach refers to "a list of past, present, and probable future 
projects producing related or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those 
projects outside of.the control of the agency" (CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15130(b)(l)(A)). For topics such as shadow and wind, the analysis 
typically considers large, individual projects that are anticipated in the project 
area and the extent of the affected setting where possibie similar impacts may 
arise and combine with those of the proposed project. The cumulative analyses 
in the Wind and Shadow sections each use a different list of nearby projects that 
is appropriately tailored to the particular environmental topic based on the 
potential for_ combined localized environmental impacts. (BIR p. 4.A.6) 

The 1500 Mission Street project, the 1601 Mission Street project, and the 10 South Van Ness 

project are "projects not yet under construction but for which Planning Department 

Environmental Evaluation Applications have been filed, and/or projects that the Department has 

otherwise determined are reasonably foreseeable within the general vicinity of the project" (BIR 

pp. 4.A.6-4.A. 7). They are projects that are within a 1,500-foot radius of the project site and 

could interact with the proposed project to alter ground-level wind conditions. As such, they are 

included in the cumulative list of projects for the purposes of the Wind analysis. See the 

"Cumulative Impact Evaluation" discussion in BIR Section 4.D, Wind, pp. 4.D.17-4.D.25. The 

Cumulative shadow analysis considers reasonably foreseeable projects that would have the 

potential to reach the same parks affected by the proposed project. See RTC Chapter 5, DEIR 

Revisions, on RTC p. 5.52-5.58. 

No Environmental Evaluation Application was filed for the French American School project at 

the time the DEIR was published (application 2016-015922ENV for the property was opened on 

January 31, 2017). It is therefore not included in the cumulative list nor incorporated into the 

cumulative analysis and is considered speculative. 

Regarding the request for construction timing for cumulative pr?jects, the particular start times 

for these prbjects are unknown at this time and would be subject to numerous factors. As such, 

providing this information in an BIR would be speculative, 

The Transportation section cumulative analysis employs a projections-based approach. The 

transportation analysis relies on a citywide growth projection model that also encompasses 

anticipated transportation projects as well as many of the larger, individual projects in the 

vicinity. It applies a quantitative growth factor to account for other growth that may occur in the 

area (BIR p. 4.A.6). As such, existing and anticipated residential projects along Van Ness 

Avenue, from Bay Street to the Central Freeway, are included in the citywide growth projection 

model for the cumulative transportation analysis, and therefore any changes in traffic volumes 

resulting from their construction would be accounted for in the analysis results. The comment 

does not provide substantial evidence that a significant cumulative impact related Transportation 
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would result or that identifying these distant residential.projects would change any of the 

conclusions of the EIR or is otherwise necessary for the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA. 

It is not necessary to provide a list of these projects as the comment requests. (See Response TR-

8: Project Parking Supply, RTC pp. 4.42-4.44, which addresses the issue ofresidential parking as 

a trip generator.) 

Cumulative loading impacts are localized and the EIR's analysis ofloading considers cumulative 
. . 

conditions with construction of the adjacent 1546-1554 Market Street project, as well as with the 

potential elimination of the existing Market Street loading bay along Market Street under the 

Better Market Street Project (see EIR pp. 4.C.85-4.C.86). Likewise, the Transportation section 

considers the contribution of the proposed project and variant to cumulative construction impacts 

of foreseeable cumulative projects in the area, the construction of which may overlap with project 

construction (in particular, 22 Franklin Street, 1546~1554 Market Street, 1500 Mission Street, 

10 South Van Ness Avenue, ·and 1601 Mission Street, and streetscape improvements under the 

Van Ness BRT). 

The Hub Project 

Comments express concern that the proposed project is not being studied in the context of the 

proposed development and street improvements to be studied under the Hub Project (an update to 

the Market and Octavia Area Plan) programmatic EIR. 

The EIR notes that at the time of publication of the DEIR on November 16, 2016, no 

Environmental Evaluation Application had been filed for the Hub Project. As such the Hub 

Project "is not included in the cumulative impact analysis in the EIR because at this point, it is in 

its planning stages and is considered speculative" (EIR p. 4.A.13). The EIR acknowledges and· 

summarizes the anticipated features of the Hub Project, as well as identifies reasonably 

foreseeable future projects within the Hub Project boundaries. However, potential policies and 

regulatory requirements under the future Hub Project that could further alter the physical 

conditions in the area and contribute to cumulative impacts are not known at ·this time. 

The future Hub Project EIR would include. the proposed One Oak Street Project, ifapproved, as 

an existing condition or a reasonably foreseeable future cumulative project (if construction of the 

One Oak Project has not begun at the time a Notice of Preparation for the Hub Project is 

published, or within a reasonable time before publication of the Hub Project DEIR). 

Coordination of Responses to Comments with the 1500 Mission Street Project 

Comments request that responses to comments for the One Oak Street Project EIR be. coordinated 

and consolidated with those of the 1500 Mission Street Project. 
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There is no requirement under CEQA that the review of these projectf? be consolidated as the 

comment requests. As described above, the 1500 Mission Street project was included and 

considered as part of the cumulative context as a reasonably foreseeable future project for the 

proposed project cumulative analyses. The comments do no identify any specific inconsistency 

with the BIR for the 1500 Mission Street Project BIR. Before publication of the One Oak Street 

Project DEIR, the Planning Department reviewed the One Oak Street Project BIR for consistency 

with the analyses and conclusions of the 15 00 Mission Street Project EIR. Likewise, the 

Planning Department has reviewed the One Oak Street Project EIR Responses to Comments 

document for consistency with the responses and conclusions of the 15 00 Mission Street Project 

EIR Responses to Comments document and, to the extent relevant, finds no inconsistencies. 

Cumulative Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

A comment expresses concern for the cumulative greenhouse gas and air quality impacts of the 

proposed project. 

The topic of Air Quality is, by its nature, a cumulative impact. (See Notice of Preparation/Initial 

Study [BIR Appendix A], Air Quality Impacts on p. 106.) Emissions from past, present, and 

future projects contribute to the region's adverse air quality and greenhouse gas emissions on a 

cumulative basis. No single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in a significant 

air quality impact. The project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants are based on levels by 

which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation orresult in a 

considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Therefore, because the proposed projf::ct's 

construction (Impact AQ-1) and operational (Impact AQ-3) emissions would not exceed the 

project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants, the proposed project would not be considered to 

result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality impacts. 

Likewise, the topic of Greenhouse Gas emissions is, by its nature, a cumulative impact. (See 

Notice of Preparation/Initial Study [BIR Appendix A], Greenhouse Gas Emissions, pp. 107-109.) 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 allows for public agencies to analyze and mitigate GHG. 

emissions as part of a larger plan for the reduction of GHGs and describes the required contents 

of such a plan. Accordingly, San Francisco has prepared Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions (GHG Reduction Strategy), which presents a comprehensive assessment of policies, 

programs, and ordinances that collectively represent San Francisco's Qualified GHG Reduction 

Strategy in compliance with CEQA Guidelines. Therefore, proposed projects that are consistent 

with the City's Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy would not exceed San Francisco's applicable 

GHG threshold of significance. Because the proposed project would comply with the City's 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy, it would result in a less-than-significant impact with respect 

to GHG emissions. 
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I. AESTHETICS 

The comments and corresponding response in this section relate to aesthetics. 

COMMENT AE-1: AESTHETICS 

"I. CEQA: Even though current CEQA does not require images renderings and etc. of the 
proposed project. I disagree with this CEQA issue only because all to often words, black and 
white elevations describing the design does not present what it will look like when finished. I 
believe all too often some projects fail because of this missing link. This DEIR does an excelleht 
job with this issue and is a positive Plus for its justification and uniqueness to the blighted area. 
Granted, design, color and materials are personal, but I studied and practiced both architecture 
and urban design, now retired. To add just one link to this presentation would be to insert this 
rendering in to an existing aerial photograph - to me that would be a spot on. So lets get started:" 
(Dennis Hong, Email, Janua,y 10, 2017 [I-Hong-31) 

"6. Project Aesthetics and Architectural Design: 

"a. I like unique design for this site. It would be interesting how the 1546-15 64 project would 
blend in with this One Oak project. 

"b. The renderings does an excellent job with communicating what this will look like, vs 
black and white elevations. (Just a simple CEQA issue. I believe this issue is being currently 
reviewed with CEQA and may soon be a requirement down the road). Figures 2.9 thru Figure 
2.15 does an excellent with it's presentation. 

"c. The public open space is another positive to this project." (Dennis Hong, Email, 
January 10, 2017 [I-Hong-81) 

"Aesthetics -the project would substantially degrade the visual character of the neighborhood by 
blocking the views of office tenants in nearby buildings and of residential tenants in parts of the 
city at higher elevations. For example, employees at One South Van Ness now have expansive 
views of the city as they ascend and descend escalators in the building. North-facing views might 
be partially or entirely blocked by this project;" (Sue Vaughan, Email, January 10, 2017 

[I-Vaughan-JO}) 
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Project Design 

4. Comments and Responses 
I. Aesthetics 

Comments express support for the design of the proposed project tower and proposed Oak Plaza 

as well as for the inclusion of architectural renderings in the BIR. 

For informational purposes, EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, presents three renderings 

(Figure 2.11: Tower Rendering from the South Side of Market Street, Looking West, onp. 2.18; 

Figure 2.12: Podium Rendering from Southeast Corner of Van Ness Avenue, Looking Northwest, 

on p. 2.19; and Figure 2.15: Proposed Plaza Rendering, on p. 2.24) that show views of the 

proposed project. 

As noted on BIR p. 1.2, the proposed project is subject to Public Resources Code 

Section 21099(d). That provision applies to certain projects, such as the proposed project, that 

meet the defined criteria for an infill site within a transit priority area. It eliminates the 

environmental topic of Aesthetics (as well as the Transportation subtopic of parking) from 

impacts that can be considered in determining the significance of physical environmental effects 

of such projects under CBQA. Accordingly, this EIR does not include a discussion and analysis 

of the environmental issues under the topic of Aesthetics. Likewise, this Responses to Comments 

document construes comments related to Aesthetics to be comments on the merits of the proposed 

project. 

Although Aesthetics impacts are not part of the BIR analysis under Public Resources Code 

Section 21099(d), comments about the design of the proposed project continue to be issues that 

may be considered by the decision-makers as part of their decision to approve, modify, or 

disapprove the proposed project. This consideration is carried out independent of the 

environmental review process. 

Private Views 

A comment also expresses concern for the impact of the proposed project on private views. 

Changes to private views resulting from the proposed project; although a concern of those 

affected, would not be considered to substantially degrade the existing visual character of the 

environment as CEQA is applied in San Francisco. This was so even before enactment of Public 

Resources Code Section 21099(d). 
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J. GENERAL ENVIRONMENTAL COMMENTS 

The comments and corresponding responses in this section relate to general environmental 

comments. For ease ofreference, these comments are grouped into the following BIR-related 

issues: 

• GE-1: General Comments on the Adequacy of the EIR 

• GE-2: General Comments in Opposition to or Support of the Proposed Project 

A corresponding response follows each group of comments. 

COMMENT GE-1: GENERAL COMMENTS ON THE ADEQUACY 
OFTHEEIR 

"The Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association (HVNA), based on our longstanding support for 
. the Market and Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan, has the following concerns regarding the 
proposed One Oak Street Project, because the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) is 
inadequate. It fails as an informational document and does not adequately analyze the following 
issues (presented in order of Table S-1: Summary of Impacts):" (Jason Henderson, Chair, 
Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, Letter, 
January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Hendersonl-1}) 

"So really this needs to get a second look. It's not about the project itself; it's aboufthe adequacy 
of the environmental study. And we hope that you agree, and we'd be happy to talk further about 
these comments." (Jason Henderson, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, DEIR Hearing 
Transcript, January 5, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson2-5) 

"The One Oak Project is a significant project at a very important crossroads in our City. We are 
keen to that the inadequacies of the Draft BIR are corrected in the final version. If you have any 
questions about our comments, please don't hesitate to contact us." (Tom Radulovich, Executive 
Director, Livable City, Letter, January 10, 2017[0-LC2-7}) 

"The Sierra Club appreciates your electronic publishing of the SEIR to save paper, ·printing and 
mailing cost; however we have a comment on the format: a massive document like this should be 
published similar to Amazon Kindle so that a commenter/reviewer can move directly from the 
index to the sections of concern, similar to how one would insert labeled place marks with a paper 
EIR." (Howard Strassner, Member, San Francisco Group Executive Committee, Sierra Club, 
Letter, January 10, 2017 [O-SC-1}) 
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"First of all I fully support this project. Tbis DEIR is very comprehensive and covers just about 
all the issues and has done an excellent job. Thank you for the opportunity to revi~w and 
comment on this Project. Here are my thoughts and comments." (Dennis Hong, Email, 
January JO, 2017 [1-Hong-21) 

"I have the following concerns regarding the proposed One Oalc Street Project, because the DEIR 
is inadequate .. It fails as an informational document and does not adequately analyze the 
following issues, already pointed out.in a letter submitted by Jason Henderson (my own additions 
to his comments are in bold):" (Sue Vaughan, Email, January JO, 2017 [I-Vaughan-I]) 

RESPONSE GE-1: GENERAL COMMENTS ON THE ADEQUACY 
OFTHEEIR 

Comments generally assert that the EIR does not adequately address environmental analysis and 

disagree with the conclusions reached in the EIR Other comments assert that the EIR is 

adequate. 

EIR adequacy is defined in CEQA Guiclelines Section 15151, Standards for Adequacy of an EIR, 

which states: · 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide 
decisionmakers with mformation which enables them to make a decision which 
intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the 
environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but th(? 
sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible. 
Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR 
should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. Tue 
courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good· 
faith effort at full disclosure ... 

Disagreement with the conclusions of the EIR and general assertions ofEIR inaccuracy and 

inadequacy do not provide substantial evidence that the EIR is inadequate or that the EIR must be 

recirculated. However, more specific comments regarding the accuracy or adequacy of the 

environmental analysis and mitigation measures under specific environmental topics, where 

necessary, are addressed elsewhere in this Responses to Comments document under the following 

environmental topics: Land Use and Land Use Planning; Transportation and Circulation; Wind; 

Shadow; Population and Housing; Aesthetics; Cultural Resources; Construction, Cumulative 

Effects. 

The San Francisco Planning Commission will consider the adequacy and accuracy of the DEIR, 

based on the administrative record as a whole (including all comments submitted on the DEIR 

and responses to them) when it is asked to certify the EIR as adequate and complete. If the 
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Planning Commission certifies the EIR, its findings and additional information provided in the 

Responses to Comments document will be considered and weighed by the decision-makers as 

part of their decision to approve, modify, or disapprove the proposed project. 

COMJ_\IBNT GE~2: GENERAL COMMENTS IN OPPOSITION TO OR 
SUPPORT OF THE.PROPOSED PROJECT 

"Due to the excellent analysis provided by HVNA, Cathedral Hill Neighbors Association 
(CHNA) also strongly urges the Commission to eliminate off street parking and Market Street 
1oading, to provide B:MR units on site and to mitigate shadow impacts through community 

. benefits." (Marlayne Morgan, President, Cathedral Hill Neighbors Association, Email 
Janua,y 4, 2017 [O-CHNA-11) 

''We are in full support of the comment letter provided to this commission by Hayes Valley 
Neighborhood Association earlier today. As a fellow neighborhood organization of.the Van Ness 
corridor, we stand together with Hayes Valley in the interest ofmalc.ing this project better for our 
community and our environment. 

"1 Oak set precedent for other large tower projects in the vicinity in light of the Hub rezoning. 
The comments and requests detailed in the letter provided by Hayes Valley Neighborhood 
Association raise thoughtful and important points.related to the relationship this project will have 
with the physical environment. 

"We are confident that the project sponsor and the Planning Department can address the noted 
concerns in the Draft EIR by further analysis with detailed.mitigation combined with potential 
modificatj.ons to the project to address community concerns and reduce environmental impacts. 

"Such modifications could include {I) removal of the off-street parking (2) removal of any · 
loading on Market Street (3) inclusion of on-site BMR units (4) construction of off-site BMR units 

· simultaneous,ly with the market-rate units and (5) contributions toward community benefits such 
as additional affordable housing units or other appropriate measures to mitigate shadow impacts 
on public parks." (Moe Jamil, Chair, Middle Polk Neighborhood Association, Letter, January 4, 

2017 [O-MPNAl-11) 

"I essentially agree with the other public comm.enters here. Also, I made a note in our letter of 
some - you know, what we think is easy fixes by the project sponsor on this, things like 
additional mitigation for shadows, maybe, perhaps, additional affordable housing, some other 
types of comm.unity benefits. And we think that that's really the high road to take here. 

'
1I think that the department did a great job of what was presented to them by the sponsor, so 

perhaps changing what is presented to them can kind of fix all this. And I think that's the easy 
way, rather than having l~ng delays and enforcing the department to do all this additional work, 
where, really, just meet the community where the community is. And we 1re not- not trying_ to, 
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you know, stop an entire project. Actually, we say it's a great idea, but here are some small 
tweaks to it to make it even better. So that I'd submit." (Moe Jamil, Middle Polk Neighborhood 

Association, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [O-MPNA2-1]) 

"Walk San Francisco is excited about many aspects of the One Oak Street project, especially the 
Oak Street plaza that will provide much-needed public space for the many people who live in, 
visit, or work in the neighborhood. Such a plaza will encourage people to walk more, which will 
help the City reach its environmental, mode-shift and Vision Zero goals." (Cathy DeLuca, Policy 
and Program Director, Walk San Francisco, Letter, January 10, 2017 [O-WSF-11) 

. "This development could sell out easily with zero parking. Inflicting the traffic generated by 
150+ parking spaces harms the commutes of the tens of thousands of cyclists, pedestrians, and 
MUNI riders who pass this location. 

"Is there a location in SF that is more transit-friendly than Van Ness and Market? Does the City 
owe developers parking at the expense of others? 

"SF needs to start thinking more like London, less like Fresno." (Rob Bregoff, Email, 
January 4, 2017 [I-Bregoff-1)) · 

"2. TRAFFIC and Vision 0: 

"A. At times Grove Street between Van Ness and Franklin becomes very busy. Can 
something be done to calming the Franklin and Grove cross walk and also the Van Ness and 
Grove·cross walk. Only because they intersect with two very busy streets. With the meridian in 
the center of Van Ness Ave., this helps limit the traffic going north from entering Oak St.. In 
Figure 2.2 it shows Oak Street as a one way, but all along I thought this was a two way. If so it's 
confusion on my part. What are the traffic improvements at Oak and Van Ness Ave. as shown in 
Fig 2.2. 

"B. Nice job with widening .the curb/sat Oak and Van Ness as shown in Figure 2.2 page 24. 

"C. I think the garage entry and exit on Oak to the new building may ne~d some extra 
attentiop., or it just may be me, only because Franklin is a fast and busy street, trying to turn right 
from Franklin in to Oak and getting into the garage can cause some vehicle congestion. 

"D. Will the existing Commuter Shuttle bus stop across the street in front of 10 South Van 
Ness remain? 

"E. I was unable to reconcile the pedestrian and vehicle traffic safety issue in the DEIR. Was 
this issue considered at: - Market Street at Van Ness/South Van Ness? 

"2. Elevators: I like the two proposed elevators to the underground station at OSVN, I think this 
will get more use than just one one existing elevator at Oak Street and Van Ness. But then maybe 
the new occupants of One Oak will use two proposed ones as well as the existing one. But 
crossing this street takes courage. I tried to understand the variant and the written description of 
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how this proposiil would work and how these elevators would be used. I.E., One at Oak and the 
two proposed ones at the comer of OSVN." (Dennis Hong, Email, January 10, 2017 [I-Hong-4)) 

"9. In Conclusion: As I mentioned earlier, I fully support this project. This semi blighted area 
needs this project so developers can continue to develop in this area. Let's call it a new gateway 
to further develop this part of town." (Dennis Hong, Email, January 10, 2017 [I-Hong-JO]) 

·"I'd also love to see some public bathrooms. If they're not going to do any BMR on-site, that 
would be a great place and a great building to have some public bathrooms that pedestrians could 
use, that transit people could use, because we're not putting bathrooms underground anymore, 
and that really makes that area not that great for families to use. It would really - and we know 
that the City is doing some temporary bathrooms a few blocks away. That's an ongoing cost. It 

. would be great to just have some public bathrooms available and provided by the building, as a 
lot of churches do in the City now." (Judith, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 
[I-Judith-3]) 

"I am writing to SUPPORT the One Oak project. This is a perfect design for a location that is 
right on top of a major transit hub and walking distance to City Hall. If anything, it should be 
taller! San Francisco urgently needs housing, especially along transit corridors. 

"Please approve it immediately, without any additional delays. Please do not consider for one 
minute the ·concerns about shadows and wind - this is a dense urban environment and such effects 
are completely acceptable given the benefits of additional housing and activation of this 
neighborhood." (Andrew Sullivan, Email, January 4, 2017 [I-:Sullivan-1)) 

"I wanted to leave my public comment that I am very surprised and dismayed to see that there 
will be no below market rate housing provided on site at One Oak, and that the development is 
seeking to provide excess parking above what is permitted. I would expect that a building that is 
at the very center of the city and region's transit infrastructure would provide parking BELOW 
the permitted number rather than above, and providing more parking seems to be an unnecessary 
and strong impact on the surrounding streets as well as greenhouse gas emissions. 

"I am excited to_ see larger developments coming to San Francisco, and would love to see this 
building well-integrated into the surrounding neighborhood, and supporting a dense, walkable 
and transit- and bike-friendly environment." (David Weinzimmer, Email, January 9, 2017 

[I-Weinzimmer-1]) 
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RESPONSE GE-2: GENERAL COMlVIENTS IN OPPOSITION TO OR 
SUPPORT OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

A number of comments express support for, opposition.to, or concern about the proposed project 

( or particular aspects thereof) based on its merits. Comments may include suggestions for 

modifying the proposed project, .such as reducing project parking, including the required Below 

Market Rate housing units on site, and including public restrooms. 

These comments, in themselves, do not raise specific environmental issues about the adequacy or 

accuracy of the BIR' s .coverage of physical environmental impacts that require a response in this 

Responses to Comments document under CEQA Guidelines Sectionl5088. 

However, to the extent that comments expressing support, opposition to, or concern about the 

proposed project (or particular aspects thereof) ·may be based on concerns about impacts related 

to the topics of Land Use and Land Use Planning, Transportation and Circulation, Wind, Shadow, 

Population and Housing, Construction, Cumulative Effects, and Aesthetics, specific responses are 

provided in the corresponding sections ofthis RTC document. 

Although general comments in opposition to, or in support of, the proposed project ( or pa,.'iicular 

aspects thereof) do not raise specific issues concerning the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR' s 

coverage of environmental impacts under CEQA, such comments, including recommendations 

for modifications to the proposed project, may be considered and weighed by the decision-makers 

as part of their decision to approve, modify, or disapprove the proposed project. This 

consideration is carried out independent of the environmental review process. 
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5. DEIR REVISIONS 

This chapter presents text changes for the One Oak Street Project Draft Environmental Impact 

Report initiated by Planning Department staff. Some of these changes are revisions identified in 

the responses in Chapter 3, Comments and Responses, and others are staff-initiated text changes 

that add minor information or clarification related to the project and correct minor inconsistencies 

and errors. The text revisions clarify, expand, or update the information presented in the Draft 

EIR The revised text does not provide new information that would result in any new significant 

impact not already identified in the BIR or any substantial increase in the seve1ity of an impact 

identified in the EIR. In addition to the changes called out below, minor changes may be made to 

the Final EIR to correct typographical errors and small inconsistencies. 

Throughout the text and table revisions in this section, new text is underlined and deletions are 

shown in strikethrough. Staff-initiated text changes are distinguished from changes called out in 

the responses by an asterisk (*) in the left margin. BIR figures and tables included in this section 

are marked with "(New)" or "(Revised)" before their title. 

SUMMARY CHAPTER 

The first complete paragraph on p. S.2 has been revised, as follows (new text is underlined): 

An optional scheme that would relocate the existing Muni elevator north into the 
proposed Oak Plaza is also_ being studied in this EIR as a variant to the proposed project. 
This variant would not include the proposed contraflow fire lane. Since publication of 
the Draft EIR. the project sponsor has indicated that this variant is now the preferred 
project. Additionally. in its selection of the variant as the preferred project, the project 
sponsor has provided updated details and design refmements for Oak Plaza in 
conformity with the Better Streets Plan and in response to input from the Department of 
Public W arks. 

In Table S.l: Summary of Impacts of Proposed Project Identified in the BIR, several changes 

have been made to the Improvement Measures listed for Impact TR-5 on pp. S:7-S.9 (new text is 

underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough). The revisions are shown on pp. 5.2-5.4. 

In Table S.2, Summary of Significant Impacts of Proposed Project Identified in the Initial Study, 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2: Archaeological Testing, Monitoring, Data Recovery, and 

Reporting, on pp. S.17-S.22, has been replaced with an updated measure (new text is underlined 

and deletions are shown in strikethrough). The revisions are shown on RTC pp. 5.6-5.17. 
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5. DEIR Revisions 

(Revised) Table S.1: Summary oflmpacts of Proposed Project Identified in the EIR [Excerpt] 

Level of Level of 
Significance · Significance 

Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after 
Mitigation Mitigation 

Legend: NI= No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU= Significant and unavoidable; SUM= Significant and unavoidable with 1riitigation; NA= Not Applicable 

Transportation and Circulation [Excerpt] 

TR-5: The loading demand for LTS 
the proposed project or its variant 
would be accommodated within 
the proposed on-site loading 
fapilities, and would not create 
potentially hazardous conditions 
or significant delays for traffic, 
transit, bicyclists, or pedestJ.ians. 
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lmpl'evemeat Meimue I TR B: Re,•isiea ef Trnel, Restfietiens en ±Vlafl,et Stfeet NA 
As an ffi'llll'9'femeB:t measme to eB:SUFe that deli;,,,eries destiaed to the gretlf.ld floor 
restimrnat aad retail uses aJ?e aale to ae aeeommodated withlH the e,r:istiHg l'eeessed 
eommBFeial loadif.lg hay Of.I ~.4ad~et StFeet, the SFI>.ITA eomd rB'lise the e*:istiag use 
restrietioH from a "No Staadmg §,eept ±rusks with at beast 6 JN:J,;eels, 3 Q Mffitltes at All 
Times" to a '']'fo Staadmg E1wept fueks Loadia;g/Unloadmg, 3Q Mirmtes at 1\ll Times". 

lffifll'e,,ement Measm;e I 'IR G: Rema,,al eI Fle:Hble BellaFds en MaFl.:et Skeet 

l.s an HflllrO•,<emeat measure to easme that tmeks ,,,;comd he aale to pull if.I fully to the 
B*istiHg reeessed eommBFeial loadmg hay Of.I Market StJ?eet adjaeeat to the prejeet site, the 
plaeemeat efthe fle,cilile safety holla;,ds sepaFatmg the e,f:istiag hieyele laae from the 
adjaeeat travel laae eomd he rnvie,ved to dete:rmiB:e if one er mere efthe hollards eemd he 
removed. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-D~: Loading Operations Plan 

As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, 
including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles on Oak and Market 
streets, the project sponsor could prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan 
for review and approval by the Plaiming Department and the SFMTA prior to receiving the 
final certificate of occupancy. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan could be 
periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the Planning Department, and the SFMTA and 
revised as necessary and ff.feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or 
circulation conditions. 

The Loading Operations Plan would include a set of guidelines related to the operation of 
the Oak Street driveways- into the loading facilitjes, and large trnck curbside access 
guidelines, and would specify driveway attendant responsibilities to ensure that truck 
queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project loading/unloading activities and 
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5. DEIR Revisions 

Level of Level of 
Significance Significance 

Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after 
Mitigation Mitigation 

Legend: NI= No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU~ Significant and unavoidable; SUM= Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; NA= Not Applicable 

pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos do not occur. Elements of the Loading Operations 
Plan may include the following: 

• Commercial loading for the project should be accommodated on-site .fil!d, within 
~ on-street commercial loading spaces along Market Street and on street 
freight leading/drop off spaces on Oak Street. Loading activities should comply 
with all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions.' · 

• Double parking or any form of illegal parking or loading should not be permitted 
on Oak or Market streets. Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers, 
building management should ensure that no project-related loading activities 
occur within the Oak Street pedestrian plaza, or within the Market Street bicycle 
lanes, or upon any sidewalk, or within any travel lane on either Market, Franklin, 
or Oak streets . 

• ·Building n1anagement shguld direct residsmts tg schedule all mgye-in ;md move-
out activities and deliyeries oflarge items (e.g., furniture) ~ith building 
management. 

• All move-in and move-out activities for both the proposed project and the 
adjacent 1546-1554 Market Street residential project should be coordinated with 
building management for each project. Fw mgye-in and mgye-out activities that 
would reguire loading vehicles larger than 40 feet in .length, If necessary, building 
management should request a reserved curbside permit for Oak Street from the 
SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out activities. 1 

.• Reserved curb permits along Oak Street should be available throughout the day, 
with the exception of the morning and evening peak periods on weekdays, or 60 
minutes following the end of any scheduled events at any adjacent land uses on 
the project block of Oak Street or at the proposed pedestrian plaza, whichever is 
later, to avoid conflicts with commercial and passenger loading needs for adjacent 
land uses and the proposed pedestrian plaza. Weekend hours should not be 

1 · Information on SFMTA temporary signage permit process available online at https://www.sfrnta.com/services/streets-sidewalks/temporary-signage 
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5. DEIR Revisions 

Level of Level of 
Significance Significance 

Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after 
Mitigation Mitigation 

Legend: NI= No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU= Significant and unavoidable; SUM= Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; NA= Not Applicable 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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restricted, with the exceptions that if events are planned on weekend days at 
adjacent land uses on the project block or within the pedestrian plaza, reserved 
curb pemrits should be granted for 60 minutes following the end of any scheduled 
events at any adjacent land uses on the project block of Oak Street or at the 
proposed pedestrian plaza. 

The granted hours of reserved curbside permits should not conflict with posted 
street_sweeping schedules. 

Building management shQuld iml)lement I)Olides which I)rQhibit ani I)roject-
related lQading QJ;l~atiQns, induding J;)assenger lQading, residential deliveries, 
retail deliveries, and mQve~iri and IDQYe-Q_y,t actiyities, frnm Qccurring y;,:ithin the 
existing cQmmercial !Qading zone on Market Street. Io achieye this, byjJding 
management should be instructed to t1roactiyel1 direct residents and retail tenants 
tQ utilize the QD-site lQading si;i!!ces and the Qak Stre~t loading ZQnes, In additiQn, 
building m1!llagement should inclJJde y;,:itbin its kases, yendQr QQntracts, and 
goyerning dQC!JlI!ents (i.e., CC&Rs and Rules & Re!?JJ,latiQnll), y;,:ritten , 
I)rnhibitiQns against I)rnject-related !Qading and unlQading Q;Qeratiom, from 
Qccurring within the existing cQmmercial lQading ZQne Qn Market Street, Ihese 
OI)eratiQns include, but ar~ not limited to, residential deliveries, moy~-in and 
mQye-out activities, and t1ass~nger I)ick-JJJ;l and drQJ;)-Qff actiyities. 

The HOA should make commercially reasonable efforts to request of the service 
provider that all trash, recycling and compost pick-up activity should be scheduled 
to occur only during non-AM and PM peak hours (9 am to 3:30 pm and 6 pm to 
7 am). 

Trash bins, dumpsters and all other containers related to refuse collection should 
remain in the building at street level until the arrival of the collection truck. 
Refuse should be collected from the building via Oak: Market-Street, and bins 
should be returned into the building. At no point shol.lld trash bins, empty or 
loaded, be left on Market Street or Oak Street on the sidewalk, roadway, or 
proposed pedestrian plaza. 
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Table S.2: Summary of Significant Impacts of Proposed Project Identified in the Initial Study [Excerpt] 

Level of Level of 
Significance Significance 

Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after 
Mitigation Mitigation 

Legend: NI= No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Signifjcant; SU= Significant and unavoidable; SUM= Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; NA= Not Applicable 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources [Excerpt] 

CP-2: Construction activities for the s 
proposed project could cause a 
substantial adverse change in the 
significance of archaeological resources 
and human remains, if such resources 
are present within the project site. 
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Mitigation Measure M-CP-2: Archaeological Testing, Monitoring, Data LTSM 
Recovery, and Reporting.· 

Basea ea a reasoaaele presHm:ptioa fuat pre his!orie aad histofie arehaeologieal 
resomees may l:ie pFeseat 3n'H£1ia the prejeet site, fue felle'l.'ffig measHres shall be 
HB:de#akea, eoasisteat with the MG Plan BIR: mitigati:oa measHFes to Ewoid any 
poteatially signi.fieaat adverse effeet frem fue prnposed pFejeet ea l:iuried eulrurnl 
resma-ees. 

a . '.fhe prejeet speasoF shall retain fue seFvises of a EJ:Ualified aFehaeelogieal 
eensul:taat hiwing e~r:J3ertise in Galifemia prehistorie ana tlfflan historieal 
aFehaeelegy. Toe Mehaeological eons:il.-taat' s 0.vork shall be eonduetea in 
aseerdaaee ,.,,,J:fu this measme at fue aireetiea of fue Bm,ifoameatal: Re01iew 
Gffieef. l,11 plans ane reports prepai:ee lly fue eonsultaat as speeifiee herem shall 
l:ie sullmittee first and aireetly te fue Bl:Prffonmeatal Review Gffieer fer review 
aae eemmeat, aad shall be eoasidered draft repom subj est to fevisioa HB:til fiaa;! 
apprnval lly the Eavirnnm.eatal Revievl Gffieef. 

PreEiieting the leeatien ofpetentially signi.Iieam Sl:H3SUFfaee arehaeelegieal 
resourees is ae¥er eom:pletely aeSUFate; theFefeFe, fue possibility Femains fuat 
im:pertant reseUFees may be eneeuatered in leeati:eas that ha·ve net beea testea, 
ane may l:ieeeme appareat el:1:l'ing fue eeUFse ef eeastmetien. Toe ,\rehaeolegieal 
eeasultaat shall be iwailaele to eoaduet an aFehaeolegieal meaitering aadter data 
reee¥er:,' pFogram if FeEJ:Uifed pms'll:aat to fuis measUFe, Of .if arehaeologieal 
f9SOUl.'Ses aFe efl60Uffi9fee dufiag eoastfUetioa. . 

b. DHe to. the potential fer mtae! eulrural resomees 'Nithm and beneath the fi1l layer 
uadeflyiag fue e*isting lliiilding aad p~ let ea fue property, fue 
arehaeologieal eoasHltaat shall HB:d9ftake aa !li'Shaeelegieal testing pregmm paor 
to ana eeiaeiaing with mass ei,ea?,,atien ea the site. The arnhaeelegieal testing 
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Level of Level of 
Significance Significance 

Impact before. Mitigation and Improvement Measures after 
Mitigation Mitigation 

Legend: NI= No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU= Significant and unavoidable; SUM= Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; NA= Not Applicable 

e. 
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shall melude the fellowing measw;es: 

1. .f, systematie eofe sampling prngrnm shall be 'ffil:deftak:en pfief te o:K:oovatieE: 
aewrity en the site te address 'ffil:eertamties aeeut prebistofie pefied 
aFehaeelogieal seasitirrity efthe geelegieal strata that 'ffil:aerlie the pfajeet 
site. ,6, hyelraulie eermg ae,,iee, or "Geoprobe," utiliz:mg a El:aal ,;vall system 
to ffi1J.3f9','e reee¥eFy will be used te ebtam si:K: sore samples e:K:teaamg to the 
maJ,imum El6flth ef Elisturbanee aernss the feotpfiat efthe aFea that will be 
impaeteel by mass e:K:ea¥ation or pile miving (if a pile fei.mdation system is 
requrreel). 

2. '.festing fer histofie peFioel resourees memdes meehanieal e:K:ea¥ation oftest 
trenehes anel aFeat eic:eavations iB: two speeifie aFeas ofthe prajeet site 
identiaeel in the :i.\Rf)J'Hl that ha,,<e the mest petential te eontain intaet 
ai'Ghaeological depesits and fearures that would be disturbed by e:K:eairation 
~ien aeti,fities. 

Ifpetentiall:y signmeant eultw.'al resow;ees aFe eaeo:-mtered El:afing the testmg 
pregram, the Eli"ehaeelegieal eoB:sul:i:ant shall determme iheelireetion ef 
eoB:struetien ei,ea>,ca-eefl is needed, and shall e,•aluate the signiaeanee ef the Hfld 
anel Eliseuss appropriate mitigfftieREs) ill Gellsultation '.Vith BP aB:d the prajeet 
spoB:ser. fu eonsultatiell with-BI!, the prajeet aFehaeelegi:eal eensultaB:t shall 
de'1elop a,,•eidaB:ee measw;es or other apprepriate mitigffB:efl, memding Elata 
reee','6fj', as neeeleel. If data ree0'.'6fj' 1s the preferred mitigffB:on altemffti~·e, the 
eonsultant shall Elevelop an 1\rehaeelegieal Data Reeovery Plan (ADRP) fer 
submittal te BP fer fe>i'ie•,v aB:d appre,,al. Gnee 'appre'?ed the eonsultant shall 
m1J.3lement the measw;es ill the plaB: to i-eeO'f'ei' any potentially signiaeant data. 
'.fhe i\DRP ,..fin referewe the prebistofie anel histerie eenteicts and resea1·eh 
design m the A:R:D.l'.f:P anel vtill pre,•ide a Eletailed Elata reee,,•ery plan. '.fhe Elata 
reeovery plan v,<ill memele the fellowmg proeeelw;es: 

1. Determination ofthe stmemre and stfffB:grapbie integrity, the date efthe 
Elepositioll, alld the range anel quantity ofassoeiateel artifaets, ifpessiMe;. 

~ 
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2. An appropriate portion of eaoh featme will be e1coavated manually to assess 
its content and integrity; 

3. A detailed profile of the feature v,'ill be produced, and each layer 
investigated for contents and temporal affiliation; 

4. The field orew ',Vill produce plans to scale, take digital photographs, and 
map all features and deposits using "\VSA's Trimble Geo XT GP£ Data 
Logger, which provides sub meter accuracy; 

5. Diagnostio artifact3 will be removed, bagged, and catalogued; and 

6. £oil color and te1cture samples will be recovered and soil profiles will be 
drav;rn, if applicable. · 

d. Based on the results of the arohaeologioal testing program; ifEP, in oonsultation 
with the project archaeologist, detennmes that an archaeologioal monitoring 
program shall be implemented, the projeot archaeologist shall prepare an 
A.rohaeological },fonitoring Plan (i\J,1:P) that 'Nill provide guidance to the 
arohaeological monitor and the construction manager as to the procedures that 
are to be followed in the event that previously unknovm or unanticipated buried 
cultural resomces are encountered dur..ng excavation. In general. tho A.MP will 
include the follw.ving guidelines and recommendations: 

1. Construetiori work should be stopped uatil the projeet archaeologist has had 
an opportunity to evaluate the significance of the find and diseuss 
appropriate rnitigation(s) in consultation 1.vith the oonstruotion manager, the 
arnhaeologioal monitor, and BP. At that time, it will also be detennined if 
redireetion of construction e1,cavation is needed: 

2. Upon observing \Yhat is reasonably believed to be a cultural deposit or 
feature, the archaeological monitor shall immediately request the equipment 
operator to stop e1wavation and shall notify the construetion manager, who 
shall direct that all coi;15truction activity stop within 25 ft. of the resource in 
order to pennit an eirnanination of the find. The archaeological monitor is not 
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27491 of tho Goyernme:a-t Code or any otherrelatedprovisions of 
lav,, ooneerning investigation of the oiFew.nstanees, manner and 
oause of death, and the reoommendations oonoeming treatme:a-t and 
disposition ofthe human remains haye been made to the person 
responsible for the exoayation; or to his or her authorized 
representative, in the manner provided in Seotion §097.98 of the 
~lie Resourees Code. 

1. The county coroner, upoH reeog'i3:izing the remains as being ofJ'l=ative 
American origin, is responsible to contact the NAHC within 24 hours, who 
then assigns a Native l.dlleiican Most Likely Descendant (MLD) to the 
Projeet. The Jl.4LD, or in lieu of the Jl.4LD, the NA.HG, has responsibility to 
provide guidance as to the ultimate disposition of any ~Native American 

_. 1 1 1 remains. 
a, 
(}'I 

-.J 

f. 

g-. 

2: In the event the remains.are determmed to be non Native AmOJ:·ican, under 
CEQi'£ Seetic;m 1§064.5 (a) (4), the City and County ofSanFrancisco, as 
lead agency, may detem1ine that the remains eonstitute an historical 
resource. ·1\.s sueh,. the remains may have the potential to provide. essential 
informatioH on Gold Rush era and later 19th century diet, disease, m01tality, 
and intemmeHt praetiees, among other important researeh topics. 

UpoR completion of arehaeological testiB:g and moB:itoriRg, a draft Final 
A.rehaeological Resources R-eport (FA.RR) dooumenting the results of 
implementing the ARD/TP shall be prepared by the projeot arohaeologist and 
submitted to EP for_reviev/. The oonte:a-t of the FA.R.R shall be coJ;J:sistent with the 
City of San.Franeisoo Guidelines. A final draft of the FA.R.R shall be proc:luoed in 
response to oomments provided by EP. 

Ei,posure of sub surface archaeological deposits increases the risl'"cs oflootiB:g 
and destruotion of valuable and soatiall.v sensitive arehaeologieal information.;. 

a~ \,Villi am S elLA.ss o e1ates. Hi , , ~ . D. ft 4.RJYTP for 151 () 154() Miirket Street. 

June 1, 2017 

Case No. 2009.0159E 5.9 
One Oak Street Project 

Responses to Comments 



....... 
O') 

CJ"I 
00 

5. DEIR Revisions 

Level of Level of 
Significance Significance 

·Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after 
Mitigation Mitigation 

Legend: NI= No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU= Significant and unavoidable; SUM= Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; NA= Not Applicable 

GeE:SBEJ;t!eRtly, pfief te site p'feparatieE: anEl en:ea-vatieE:, a seetll'ity feE:ee shall 1:ie 
ereetee aretl:E:e the J3rejeet J3areel. Gnee sm:faee hareseaJ3es have been reme'fea 
ana arnhaeelegieal testing begms, a seetll'i:ty gllcaFSc shall be eHlf)leyea te j3f9Viae 
seStll'i:ty ffilfmg these J3erieas wheE: the site is etheflv-ise lffieeel:lj3ieEl. It shall be 
the seemity gaaFtl' s resJ3ensil:iility te mstll'e that E:e Btl:amhei:i,3ee e~rnavatiens 
eeew: antl E:e eultural material is i:emeved ftem the site. 

h. t:J:l:39fl: the eeHlf)let:ieH ef. the H:B:al i:epert eB: aFShaeelegieal im'est:igat:ieE:s, the 
eeUeetieE: will be traB:sferrea te an aJ3J3repriate faeility fer J3ermaB:ent etll'atien 
'tvhere it 'Nill be &failable fer stuay by researehers m the futw:e. +his faeility 'Will 
meet the staB:dards set fefth if.I Q1F£1tien ef,.f2edeF£1lly Qwned end,4dmini9teFed 
AFeheeelegieel GeUeetieM.;,, ·IE: atlditieE: te the artifaets, seil Si.'tffiflles, ete., the 
faeility will alse feeei','e eeJ3ies ef fielEl E:etes aE:tl Eif&Nmgs, SJ3eeial stuaies, aE:d 
the H:B:al repert. the tlesignatea reJ3esitery fer the SaB: IlraE:eisee Bay Area is the 
1'\rehaeelegieal GelleotieE:s Ilaoi:lity at Smema State UmYersity. 

;eased Qn a reasQnable IJresJJmJ;!tiQn that arcbeQJQgical reimuices max be J;!resent 
Yl'.ithin the J;lroject site, fue folloYl'.ing measures shall b~ undertaken to ayQid @X 
J;lQtentialli sig)Jificant adyerse effect from the IJrQJ;losed );lrgject on bJJried Qr 
SYbmerged historical resgurces, Th~ J;!roject SIJQnsor shall retain tbe S!.'lrviC!.'lS of an 
archaeQlQgical cm:isultant fi:QID the rQtatiQnal DeJ;laiiment Qualified ArchaeQlQgical 
Consultants List CQACL) maintained bi the ~lanning DeJ;lartment archaeolQgist, The 
11roject s11onsor shall contact the DeJ:)artment archeologist to obtain the names and 
rnntact informati@ for the next thr~e arcbeQlQgiQal cQnsultants Qn the QACL, The 
archeological consultant shall undertake an archeological testing J:)ro~am as SJ;lecified 
herein. In additiQn, the cQnsultant shall be ayailable to cQnduct an archeQfogical 
monitoring and/or data recove1~ l)to~am if reguired l)utsuant to this measure. The 
archeQIQgical cQnsultant's wQrk shall be cQnducted in accordance with this measure and 
Yl'.ith the reguirements Qfthe J;lroj~Qt archeQIQgi1,al rnsearch desi~ and treatment J;llan 
(WSAFinal Archaeological Res..earc!J. Des..ign Treatment Plan (gr the 151Q-1540 

; · 36 GFIR 79. as sited m 1,Villiam £elfAsseoiates. DfflfiARD/TP fur 1510 !540Market&reet. n. 74. 
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Market S.treet Prote.c.t, Eebrn!lJZ 2Ql2) at :the direc:tfon of:tbsl En:rironmenml Reyje:iy 
Qfficer ~RQ). In inst!i!Uces gfinconsistenci between th!il regyirement gfthe J;lroj!;lct 
archeo}Qgical research desi~ and treatment J:)lan and of this archeQlQgjcal mi:tiga:tign 
measure, the reguirements gfthis ard1eolggical mitigation m!ilasure shall J:lreyail, 

All J:llans andre);lQrts J:)IeJ:)ared bz thlil consyltant as SJ:lslCilled hfilein shall be submitted 
first and directli tQ the ERO for rm'.ieY!". and comment, and shall b!il cQnsidersld draft 
reJ;!QrtS subject tQ revisiQll until final ailJ;lrnyal bz :the ERO, ArchsiQ!Qgical W.QIJ.itgring 
and/or data recgye0:; :Qrngrams re~ired bz :this measure cguld sus);lend constructign Qf 
the :Qrgject fQI UJ;l tQ a maximJJm of four weeks. At tl1e directiQn Qfthe ERO, :the 
su1mension of construction can be extended bezond four weeks onli if such a SUS:Qension 
is :the Qnl,x foasibk means tQ redycsi to a kss :than si=ific,mt level );lQtential siffects Qn a 
sigmficant filCheQJogicaJ reso1uce as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15Q64,5 (ru and 
w. 
Cons.ultation 11!.ith Descendant Communities: Qn discoye~ of an archeological site4 

assQciated Yi'.ith desQendant NatiYsl Americans, the 0Ysl!seas Chinese, or Q:/;her 
];!Qt!;lntiallz ii:iterestsld descendant ~UR an at1J;1TQJ;1riate ret1resentatiys';5 oftlie 
desQendant 1?;rQJJJ;1 and the ERQ shall be contacted, Ihll reJ;]rnse:ntatiye gf the 
descendant !?JOU];! shall be given the OJ;!J;!Ortuni!J'. to monitor archeological field 
investigatiQnS Qf the site and to Qffer re,;gmmendatig:ns tQ the ERQ regarding 
ai;mroJJriate archeological treatment gfthe site, ofrecoyered data fro111 the site, and, if 
aJ;1J;1licable, ,mz i:ntemretatiye :treab.:nent of the assQciated archeofogica! site, A CQJ;l;);; 
of the Final Archaeglogical ResQJJrces ReJJort shall be :Qroyided to the ret1res1;,ntative 
Qf:tbe descendfillt grQUJ:l, 

.sl 
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Archeologjcal r.es.tiu.gProgra.m. Ihe arcbeQlQgical cons:uJtant shall t1ret1are and 
sybmit to the ERQ for reyie:w and a;i;rnroyal an archeo!Qgical testing J:llan (AIE). The 
archeQJQgical testing i:irQ!?Jam shall be cQndycted in acQQidanQe with the ai:ii:irQyed 
ATP. Ib,Q AIE shall idemi~ the i:iroi:ie~ ~es Qf the Q~ected m:cheQlQgical 
rnSQID;ce(s) that l:)Qtrntiallx could be adyersely affected by the J;lTOJ:losed J;lrojeQt, thQ 
testing method to be used, and the jQcatiQns recommended for testing. ThQ J:i~Qse of 
thQ archeo!Qgical testing J;lrQgi;am :will be tQ determine to the extent t1ossible the 
t1resence or absence gf m;cheological resgurces and to identit'x and tQ evaluate :whether 
any archeQ!Qgical resource encQuntered Qn the site constitutes an historical resource 
under CEQA. 

At the CQIDJJletion Qf the archeolQgical testing J;lTO!?Jam, the archeQ!Qgical cQn::.ultant 
shall submit a written rei:iort Qf the findings to the ERQ, If based on the 
archeQlogical testing J:lIQ!?J;am the archeQ!ogiQal cm::rnultant finds that si~ificant 
archeological resources may be ;Qresent, the ERO in consultation with the 
archQQJQgical cQnswtant shall determine if additional measures are Yl'.arranted, 
Additional measures that may be undertakrn include additiQnal m;cheQJQgical t1,sting, 
archeolQgiQal monitQring, andfor fill arnbeQlogical data recQyen: J:lIO!?Jam, No 
archegJggical data recgye:c;; shall be undertaken Yl'.ithQut the i:iriQr aJ:lJ:lIQVal Qfthe 
ERQ Qr the Elanning Dei:iartment archeologh1t. If the ERQ determines that a 
siliiJ1ificant archeolQgj,cal resource is t1resent and that the resomce co:uld be adyerseJ.x 
affeQted by the J;lrQJ:lQSed 12roject, at the discretimi. Qf the i:irniect si:ionsQr eith!;l!:: 

~ The J;lTOJ;losed J;lTOject shall be re-desi~ed so as to ayoid an.x adyerne 
effect Qn the si~ificant m,:cheQ]Qgical resQurce; Ql: 

fil A data recoye1~ J;rrngi;am shall be imi:ilemented, unless the ERO 
determines that the archeQlogical resource is of !?Jeater intemretiy1, than 
research si~ilicance and that int~retiye use gfthe resomQI< 1s feasible, 

ArcheQ!Qgjcal MonitQri11gE.rQgJ;pm. If the ERO in consultation with the archeQlogical 
consultanJ; determines that an archeolQgical IDQnitQring i:irngi;am shall be imJ:llemented 
the archeglogical monitoring J:irQgra1n shall minimall:¥; inclJJdQ the fQllQwing i:iroYisiQns; 
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The archeo!Qgjcal CQ!.:lSUltant Rrni!lct /il;!O!.:lSQ!,;, and ERQ shall meet and cQ!lfilllt 
Q!l the SCQJ:l!l Qfthe AMP reasQnabb!; J:)rim to ~ J:)rnj!lct-re]ated sgils disturbing 
actjyjties comm!lncing. The ERQ in CQnsyltatiQ!.1 :with th!l archeofogicru 
cgnswtant shall determine :what :tJroiect activities shall be im;;b,eg!Qgically 
mQnitgred. In mQst cas~, any sgils- dil,turl:2ing 1;tctiYities, i,uch as demglition, 
fo1IDdatign n~mgyal, exgayation, ~ading ytiliti!ls ini,tallatfoi.1, foundatign wort, 
driving oftiiles (foJIDdation, shoring, etc.), site remediation etc., shall reguire 
filCheologicl;!] monitgring because gf the risk tl1ese actiyities J:)QS!l to };!Qten:tial 
1JJchaeological resow:ces and to their deIJositional context; 

The archeQ]Qgical cgnsultant shall adYise all J;!roject c011tra1,tgrs tQ be Qll th!l 
alert for eYidence Qf the i;iresence Qf the e~ected resgurce(§), ofho:w: tQ 
identi~the eyidence of the ex};!ected resource(s), and of the aIJJ;!rDJ;!riate 
};!I:QtQcQ] in th1;, aent Qf aJJJJarent disQQYe1:x Qf an filcheQJQgical resgmce; 

The archeologjpal monitor(s) shall be I)resent on the I)roject site according to a 
schedule a~e!ld 1!I)Q11 by the filCheQlQgiQal consyjtant and th!l ERO @til th!l 
ERQ has, in cQnsultation with :QrgjeQt filCheQ!Qgical QQ!lSJJltant, det!lrmined that 
:Qrnject cgnstruc:tiQ!l 1;tctiviti!ls gould haye no effocts Q!l sigJ;Jificant filCheQlQ!!;iQfil 
depQsits; 

The archeolggjcal mgnitQl: shall recgrd i1!.:ld be 1;tuthorized tQ QQilect sgil sarr{!Jles 
and artifactua]/ecofactual material as :W:filii1!.:lted for anal~is; 

If an intact filCheo!ogical de};!Qsit is enco],IDt!lred all sQils-disturbing activities in 
the yicinit>;; of the deIJQsit shall cease. The archeQlQgical IDQnitor shl;!ll be 
empQ:w:ered tQ tempgrarily redirect demo]i:tiQnLexcayatimupile 
driving/cQnstruction activities and eguiJ;)ment until the del:)Qsit is ey1Jluated. If 
in the case ofpik driving activit>;; (foUJJda:tiQn, shoring, etc,), the archeological 
l.11Qnitor has c1;tuse tQ belieye that the 11ile driYing 1;tctiytt¥; may affect an 
archeQlQgical resoJJice, the pile driving activiJ:x shall b!l termina.t!ld until an 
aJ;1J;1roi;iriate evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation with the 
ERQ, The !ltchsm!Qgical cQnsultant shall immediately no:tifx the ERO of the 
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encguntered archeg}Qgiclll de)Jm,it. Ihe rn:cheoJggiQal consl!ltant shall make a 
re,1Sonable effmi to ,!Ssess the identitv, intemi.tv. and sigmficanc!;) ofthsl 
encountered rn:cheglogjcal de);losit imd t1resent the findings of this ai,sessment 
to the ERO. 

Whether Qr not sigmficant archeolggical resources rn:e encountered, the archeglogical 
consultant shall submit a written rei:iort of the findings gfthe n:mnitm:ing i:irn2:ram tQ the 
ERO. 

Arcb.eo[Qgical Data B.eco}!e1~ E.ro'?};am. The archeQlQgical data recoye~ i:irogi;am shall 
be conducted in accord with an archslQlQgical data recoye1;x t1lan (ADRP). The 
archeological cQnsultant. t1rQject SJJQnsor, and ERO shall meet and cQnsult on the scoi:ie 
of the ADRP 11rior tQ 11re)Jaration Qf a draft ADRP. Thsl archeglggical consultant shall 
submit a draft ADRP tQ the ERO, Ihe ADRP shall identifx ho:1:Y the )JIQJ;)Qsed data 
recoye~ pm gram will m:eseae the sigJ;J,ifkant informatiQn the archeologica! resom:ce 
is exJJected to contain. That is, the ADRP will identifx what scientificLhistorical 
research guestigns are a1rnlicable tQ the exi;iected resource, :what data classes the 
resource is e2't1ected to lJOSsess, and hQ:ri: the expected data classes :WQJJld addrnss the 
aJJplicab!e research g11estions, Data recQveQ::, in general, should be limited tQ the 
JJOrtions of the historical proJJem; that could be adversel:i:: affected by the proJJosed 
t1roject, Destmctiye data recQY!:l~ methQds shall nQt be a1mlied tQ pQrtiQns Qf the 
archslQlQgical resgurces ifngndestmctiYe methgds are t1ractical. 

Ihe sCQ)Je of the ADRP shall include the follg:wing elements; 

• 

• 

• 

Eield Metb.Qds 1J.11d E.rocedure.s_, Descri:Qtions ofprn:Qosed field strategies, 
mQcechrres. and operations. 

Catalo"?J4i11g 1J.nd Lg,_b_Qrato,;J!, Anal~si.s., ]2escrit1tion of selected cataloguing 
system and artifact analysis procedures. 

D.is.c.ard and De.ac.ces..s.io11 E.Qlic'Jl,. l2!:lscrit1tign gf and rationale for field and 
;QQSt-field dis1,ard and deacQ!;lssiQn 1101ici!;ls, 
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• I11ter-,J,retive PrQgram. Consideration Qf an on-sitefoff-sit!;l pyblic 
inte1J:1retive prni?Jam during the course Qfth!;l archeological data reQoye~ 
prngram. 

• S.ecurit)l, Mea,£ure,£. RecQimnended securi~ 1neasyres to t1rntect the 
arcbeQlQgical rnsQurce frQm vandalism, loQJ;ing, filld llQU-intentiQnallx 
damazjng activities. 

• Fi11al B.erJ,Qrt. D!::lscriptiQn Qfpro11Qsed rn11mJ format and di:ltributi@ Qf 
results. 

• C.urati@. DescriptiQ!J, Qfthe J;)rQQedures and recmnmendatiQIJ.S for the 
curntfon Qf anx recoyered data haYing );lQt!;lntial research yalue, identificatiQn 
of approJ;)riate curatiQn facilities, and a s:umma~ of the accessiQn policies gf 
the curntiQn facilities. 

Huma11 Remains. @ri.As.s.Qciq{ed Ql'. [ljias.s.ociateri.Eu11erar:x,_ Qq,iects. The treatment of 
human remains and of associated Qr ooassociated funera~ Qbjects discovered during 
an1 soils disturbing actiyi~ shall complx Yl:'.ith applicable State and Eederal laws. This 
shall include immediate notification of the Coroner of the Ci~ and Coun~ of San 
Fr1IDcisQo and ·in the event gfthe Cornner's deterrninatign that the h1!IDau remains are 
Na!jve American remains, nofificatign of the California State Nativ!;l American 
Herit11g!;l Commisi,ion WAHC) Yl:'.ho shal111p]Joint a Most Like!x Descendant (MLD) 
!lJJb. Res. CQde Sec 5021.98). The a,rcb!::lQfogical cQnsyltant tiniiect spQDsQr, ERO 
and MLD shall haY!::l l,ill tci but UQt bexQJ:i,d six daxs Qf discgye~ tQ make all reasQnable 
l'lffQrts tQ develop an agi;eeinent for the trnatment Qf human r!;lmains and assgciated Qr 
unassQciated funer~ Qbjects with l'lP:Prn:Priat!;l di~il;x (CEQA Guidelines. S!;lQ. 
l5Q61.5(d)). The agi;eerrrnnt shQ:YJd tak~ intQ cQnsideratiQI! the aJ;1:1;1ro:t1riate e;KcayatiQn, 
remoyal, recgrda:tiQI!, anal;):';sis, cystQdianshi:P, curatiQn, and final dis11osition Qffue 
human remains and associated Qr unassociated funer~ objects, NQthing ill existing 
State re~ations or in this mitigation measure. cQmpels the J;lroject ~Qnsor and the 
EE,Q tQ accept recmnmenda:tiQJ:,s Qf an MLD. The archegfo gical Qonsultant shall retain 
J;!Qssession Qf am'.: Na:tiye Americill) human remains and assgciated Qr unassociated 
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5. DEIRRevisions 

Level of Level of 
Significance Significance 

Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after 
Mitigation Mitigation 

Legend: NI= No hnpact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU= Significant and unavoidable; SUM= Significant and unavoidable w\th mitigation; NA= Not Applicable 

) 
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bru:ial objects until QQIDJ;!letion of any scientific anall',§es Qfthe human remains Qr 
Qbjects as st1ecified in the :treatment i;igJ;eement if such as agJ;eement has been mi;ide Qr, 
Qtherwise, as deterinin~d by the ,iicheQlQgical QQnsultant and the RRQ, 

Final Ar.cheological Rgs_Qurcr;;,s_ Re"f2_ort., The archeolQgical QQUsultant shall submit a Draft 
Einal ArcheQJQgical Resources Ret)Qrt (FARR) tQ the ERQ that evaluates the histQrical 
si~ificfilJ,ce of a1J,X discQyered m:cheo}Qgical resource and d~scribes the filcheQfogical 
i;J,!J.d historical rnsearch methQds emtilQyed in the filCheo].Qgical testingLmQnitoringLdata 
recQyeQ:: tirQgJ;am(sl wdertaken. InforrnatiQn that may tiut at risk any filCheQlQgical 
resource shall be tiroYided in a setiarate removab 1~ insert within the final retiort. 

Qnce atitiroyed bi the ERQ, cotii~s ofth~ FARR shall be distributed as follows: 
California ArchaeQlogical Site Survey Northwest Information Center rNWIC).shall 
receiye Qne (1) cot)y and the ERQ shall receiye a CQ:QY Qfthe transmittal Qf the EARR 
to the NWIC. The Envirnnmental Elanning diyision of the Elanning Detiartment shall 
receive Qlle bound, one unbound and one unlocked, searchable PDF co];!y on CD of 
the FARR alQng with CQ:Qies Qf any formal site J:eQQrdatiQn fan.us (CA DPR 523 
series) and/m: dQcw1~ntatiQn for D.QminatiQll tQ the National Register ofHfatoric 
:e!aQesLCalifornia Register of Historical ResQurces. In instances Qfhigh tiublic 
interest in or the high intemretive value of the resource, the ERQ may reguire a 
different final re];!Qrt cQntent, format, and distributiQn than that :Qresented abQye, 
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5. DEIR.Revisions 

Also in Table S.2, the following change has been made to item 2 in "A. Engine Requirements" in 

Mitigatj.on Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality, on p. S.27 (new text is underlined): 

2. Where access to alternative sources of power are reasonably available, portable diesel 
engines shall be prohibited. 

On p. S.31, the third sentence of the paragraph under ''No Project Alternative" has been revised, 
as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

The existing ~ surface parking lot accommodating 4 7 vehicles at the central portion 
of the project site would also remain in place. 

* · The following revisions have been made to the Parking and Loading information shown in 

Table S.3: Comparison of Characteristics and Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project to the 

Alternatives, p. ·s.32 (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in str:ikethroagh): 

* 

* 

* 

(Revised) Table S.3: Comparison of Characteristics and Significant Impacts of the 
Proposed Projectto the Alternatives [Excerpt] 

Alternative A: No 
Alternative B: Podium-

Proposed Project Project 
(Existing Conditions) 

only 

Patkine- an4 Loading 
Surface Park:ing-Sooees Nehicle<) None 3{} .47. None 
Residential Spaces b»-136 I None 59 
Carshare Spaces 2 None 2 
Off-Street Truck Loading Spaces 1 None 1 
Service Vehicle Loading; Spaces 2 None 2 

On p. S.34, the following change has been made to the fifth complete sentencf, of the paragraph at 

the top of the page (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

The alternative would provide fewer residential parking spaces than the proposed project 
(59 as. compared to ill 136 spaces). 

On p. S.34, the following change has been made to the last sentence of the next-to-last paragraph 

(new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

As with the proposed project or its variant, this alternative would have less-than 
significant project-level and cumulative-level wind and shadow impacts, but its effects 
would be reduced and, unlike the proposed project or its variant, it would not cast shadow 

· on Patricia's Green, or Page and Laguna Mini Park, or K.oshland :Park during the times of 
day covered under Plannirig Code Section 295. 

CHAPTER 1, INTRODUCTION 

The following text change has been made to the second paragraph on p. 1.1 (new text is 

underlined): 
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5. DEIR Revisions 

An optional scheme that would relocate the existing Muni elevator north into the 
proposed Oak Plaza is also being studied in this BIR as a variant to the proposed project. 
This variant would not include the proposed contraflow fire lane. Since publication of 
the Draft EIR. the project sponsor has indicated that this variant is now the preferred 
project. 

The last two paragraphs on p. 1.4 have been revised, as follows (new text is underlined and 

.deletions are shown in strikethrough):· 

On February 26, 2009, a previous project sponsor submitted an Environmental 
Evaluation Application to the Planning Department for a previous proposal within the 
project site (then, the "1510 1540 Market Street Project"), and subsequently revised the 

.Environmental Evaluation Application on August 27, 2012. The previous project (a 37-
story, 435-foot-tall, 258-unit residential tower with ground-floor retail and 69 parking 
spaces in two basement levels) occupied Lots 2, 3, 4, and 5 but did not include the 
easternmost lot on the block (Lot 1) within the project site. The Planning Department 
published a Notice of Preparation for the previous iteration of the project on October 10, 
2012. That proposal prejeot did not advance and the project was subsequently revised, as 
described below. 

The current project sponsor, One Oak Owner, LLC, has submitted a re:vised 
Environmental Evaluation i ... pplication updated information to the Planning Department 
for the currently proposed project under the· same Planning Department Case Number as 
that assigned .to the previously proposed urevious iteration of the project ( Case No. 
2009.0159E). The current proposal includes Lot 1 in the project site. For the sake of 
clarity. a Notice of Preparation was published for the current proposal which 
incorporated information from the prior NOP for the site and described the revisions to 
the project. The environmental revies.v process for this project includes a number of 
steps: publication and circulation for public comment ofa Notice of Preparation/Initial 
Study (NOPAS); publication of a Draft Ei:R for public re:view and comment; preparation 
and publication of responses to public and agency comments on the Draft EIR; and 
certification of the f'inal EIR. 

On p. 1.5, the third sentence of the paragraph after the bulleted list has been revised, as follows 

. (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

The number of residential parking spaces would be reduced. from 160 spaces as 
previously proposed to +# 136 spaces. 

CHAPTER 2, PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

As discussed in RTC Section 2, Revisions and Clarifications to the DEIR Project Description, 

since publication of the Draft EIR the project sponsor has initiated revisions to the proposed 

project as described in DEIR Chapter 2, Project Description. The corresponding revisions to the 

text, tables, and figures in DEIR Chapter 2 are shown below. 

The first three paragraphs on p. 2.1 have been revised, as follows (new text is underlined and 

deletions are shown in strikethrough): 
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5. DEIR Revisions 

The proposed One Oak Street Project consists of the demolition of all existing structures 
features on the project site at 15 00-1540 Market Street, including removal of a valet
operated surface parking lot accommodating 4 7 vehicles, and the construction of a new 
310-unit, 40-story residential tower ( 400 feet tall, plus a 20-foot-tall parapet. and a 26-
foot-tall elevator penthouse (measured from the 400-foot rooflevel) with ground-floor 
commercial space, one off-street loading space, and a subsurface parking garage for 
residents. Bicycle parking would be provided for residents on the second-floor 
mezzanine and for visitors in bicycle racks on adjacent sidewalks. The proposed project 
would also include the following: construction of a public plaza and shared street (where 
slow-moving vehicles and pedestrians may share a roadway) within the Oak Street right
of-way; construction of several wind canopies within the proposed plaza and one wind 
canopy Within the sidewalk at the northeast comer of Market Street and Polk Street to 
reduce pedestrian-level winds; relocation of the existing Van Ness Muni station elevator 
· entrance from the eastern end of the project site to the ground floor of the existing One 
South Van Ness building at the southeast comer of South Van Ness Avenue and Market 
Street, approximately 170 feet from its current location, with two elevators provided at 
the new location compared to one existing; and creation of a southbound contraflow fire 
lane exclusively for emergency vehicles along the east side of Franklin Street between 
Market Street and Oak Street that would shift the three existing northbound travel lanes 
on Franklin Street to the west. · 

An optional scheme that would relocate retain the existing Muni elevator in its current 
location or relocate it 20 feet north into the proposed Oak Plaza is also being studied in 
this BIR. as a variant to the proposed project. This variant would not include the proposed 
contraflow fire lane. Since publication of the Draft EIR, the project sponsor has 1ndicated 
that it has selected this variant as the preferred project. 

The proposed project would necessitate approval of legislative text and map amendments 
to shift the existing Height and Bulk District 120/400-R-2 designation at the eastern end 
of the project site (Assessor Block 0836/01) to the western end portion of the project site 
(Assessor Block 0836/05). 

The following changes are made to the second bulleted item in the list under "B. Project 

Sponsor's Objectives" on pp. 2.1-2.2 (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in 

strikethrough): 

The project sponsor seeks to achieve the following objectives by undertaking the One 
Oak Street Project: 

• to increase the City's supply of housing in an area designated for higher density due_ 
to its proximity to downtown and accessibility to local and regional transit. 

• to create a welcoming public plaza and shared street that calms vehicular traffic. and 
encourages pedestrian activity. consistent with the City's Better Streets Plan.,...arul 
celebrates the cultural arts. 

• to permit a more gracious and engaging street-level experience for pedestrians, transit 
users, and future residents. 

The second paragraph under "Building Site" on p. 2.5 has been revised, as follows (new text is 

underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 
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5. DEIR.Revisions 

The easternmost portion of the building site, 1500 Market Street (Lot 1 ), is currently 
occupied by an existing three-story, 2,750-sq.-ft. commercial building, built :in 1980. 
This building is partially occupied by a convenience retail use ("All Star Cafe") on the 
ground floor and offices on the upper floors. The building also contains an elevator 
entrance to the Muni Van Ness station that opens onto Van Ness Avenue. Immediately 
west of the 1500 Market Street building is an existing~ valet-operated surface 
parking lot accommodating 47 vehicles (on Lots 2, 3, and 4). The parking lot is fenced 
along its Market Street and Oak Street :frontages and is entered from Oak Street The 
westernmost portion of the building site at 1540 Market Street (Lot 5) is occupied by a 
four-story, 48,225-sq.-ft. commercial office building, built :in 1920. As of 2016, this 
building is currently partially occupied. 

Table 2.1: Summary of Proposed Project Uses, p. 2. 7, the following change has been made to. the 

number of spaces shown for the Resident Parking Garage, under Parking, Loading and Bicycle 

Spaces (new text is underlined and deletions are shown :in strikethrough): 

(Revised) Table 2.1: Summary of Proposed Project Uses [Excerpt] 

Resident Parking Garage 
Carshare 
Truck Loading 
Service Vehicle Loading Spaces 
Bicycle Spaces · 
Class lb 
Class 2 

[Note b :in Table 2.1] 

~ 1.16. spaces 
2 spaces 
1 space 

2 spaces 
370 spaces 
310 spaces 

60·spaces 

b. Class 1 Bicycle Parking Spaces are "Facilities which protect the entire bicycle, its components and accessories 
against theft and inclement weather, including wind-driven rain (Planning Code Section 155.l(a)). Class 1 bicycle 
parking would be provided in the building interior. Class 2 bicycle parking would be provided on racks along the 
building's Oak Street frontage subject to MTA approval. 

Figure 2.3: Proposed Ground Floor Plan, on p. 2.8, has been revised to change the label for 

"Loading and Bike Corridor" to "Bike and Service Corridor." The revised figure is shown on the 

follow:ing page .. 

On p. 2.12, the follow:ing change has been made to the second sentence of the first complete 

paragraph (new text is underlined and deletions are shown :in strikethrough): 

The proposed publicly accessible open space area at the ground level of the building site 
(Lots 1 5) and a portion of the proposed Oak Plaza within the Oak Street right-of-way 
ha& have been designed to satisfy the requirements for common open space for building 
residents under Planning Code Sections 135, 138, and 249.33. 

On p. 2.20, the follow:ing revisions have been made to the first paragraph under "Parking Garage" 

(new text is underl:ined and deletions are shown in strilcethrnugh): 
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5. DEIR Revisions 

The entrance to the proposed 60,090-gsf subsurface parking garage would be located at 
the northwest comer of the project site (see Figure 2.3 on p. 2.8). Vehicles would access 
the garage from westbound Oak Street, and vehicles exiting the garage would travel 
westbound on Oak Street toward Franklin Street. The proposed parking garage would 
contain~ 136 accessory parking spaces for building residents in a three-level below-. 
grade garage accessed by two car elevators (see Figure 2.13: Proposed Basement 
Garage Plan, Level Bl). All of the~ 136 vehicle parking spaces are accessed through 
the use of valet. 

The following change has been made to the last sentence of the second paragraph under "Parking . 

Garage" on p. 2.20 (new text is underlined and deletions are shovro in strikethrough): 

Two carshare spaces would be provided for residents and the general public within 800 
feet of the building site m ~ the 110 Franklin Street parking lot. 

* The following change.has been made to the third sentence under ''Bicycle Parking" on p. 2.20 

* 

* 

(new text is underlined and deletions are shown in s:trikethrough): 

Residents would also have the option of taking their bicycles to the bicycle storage room 
via the frnight/loac.ling an entrance on Market Street (southwest comer of the project site), 
along a s.ervice corridor, through a vehicle queuing area in the garage, and into a 
designated valet room. 

The paragraph under "Loading" on p. 2.20, continuing on p. 2.22, has been revised, as follows 

(new text is underlined and deletions are shovro in strikethrough): 

the proposed project would include one on-site truck loading space 00: within the ground 
floor and two on-site service vehicle loading spaces within the first below-grade level of 
the project garage. The on-site truck loading space would be accessed from Oak Street, 
and would be 13 feet wide by~ 35 feet in length, with a 12-foot vertical clearance (see 
Figure 2.13 on p. 2.21), and would be used for move-ins and large deliveries for both 
residential and retail uses. '.fhese The two on-site service vehicle loading spaces located 
within the first below-grade level of the garage would be used for smaller move-ins and 
deliveries and would primarily to accommodate vehicles serving the building ( e.g., 
utility repair) rather than for acti:r;e loading/unloading activities or for those serviee trips 
that require frequent aeeess to the serviee. The on-site service vehicle loading spaces 
would be 8 feet wide by 20 feet in length, with a 12-foot vertical clearance. Valet 
operators would access these two spaces via the car elevator. 

The discussion ofloading in the first full paragraph on p. 2.22 has been revised, as shown below, 

to remove the reference to the existing Market Street loading zone (new text is underlined and 

deletions are shown in strikethrough). This loading zone is within the public righfof-way and 

therefore under the jurisdiction of the SFMTA. However, in response to public concern, use of 

this existing on-street loading zone would be actively discouraged under the proposed project and 

variant. (See also Response TR-5: Bicycle Impacts, on RTC pp. 4.30-4.34, which calls for text 

changes to Transportation Improvement Measures in order to discourage the use of the existing 

Market Street loading zone.) 
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Small package deliveries would use either the proposed on-street passenger 
loading/unloading zone area near the proposed project's residential lobby entrance doors 
along the south side of Oak Street, eF the planned on-street commercial loading zone on 
the south side of Oak Street directly west of the project site (i.e., the planned commercial 
loading zone for the adjacent approved 1546-1564 Market Street project). or the on-site 
truck loading bay in the garage. Such deliveries would be stored in the package storage 
room immediately adjacent to the valet office. Residents would pick up stored packages 
from the front desk attendant who would have direct access to the package storage room. 
There is an eristing 130 foot loB:g, on street recessed commercial loading bay on Market 
Street at the >;vestern edge of the project site which, under the proposed project, would 
also serve the project site. 

Freight deliveries would reach the upper floors via one of the four elevators accessible 
from the following locations: from both the on-site truck loading space through a corridor 
just south of the truck loading space accessed by an overhead door from the on-street 
loading zone on the south side of Oak Street through the garage area into a service 
corridor directly east of the car elevators: and from the on-site service vehicle loading. 
spaces through the first level basement parking area. All on-street and on-site freight 
loading and deliveries would be accessed via Oak Street and the service corridor at the 
southwestern comer of the building site to bring deliveries from the on-site loading zone 
to the retail spaces. The existing on-street loading zone on Market Street would not be 
used as part of the proposed project and. fmthermore, the project sponsor has agreed to 
implement measures to prohibit all project-related retail and residential loading 
operations for passengers. move-ins or deliveries from occurring in the existing Market 
Street commercial loading zone. 

The following text change has been made to the two paragraphs under "Project Variant" on 

p. 2.30 (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

An optional scheme, the Muni Station Elevator and Emergency Access Variant (project 
variant), is also studied in this EIR. Since publication of the DEIR, the project" sponsor 
has indicated that it has selected this variant as the preferred project. The project variant 
is substantially the same as the proposed project with respect to building form and 
dimensions, land use character and residential and commercial program, ground-level 
plans (i.e., pedestrian access, vehicular access,'loading), second floor plans (i.e., bicycle 
parking), and below-grade level plans (vehicle parking, service vehicle loading), as 
described above. 

H;owever, two aspects of the project variant differ from the proposed project: re-cladding 
and/or relocation of the existing Muni Van Ness station elevator-at in Oak Plaza rather 
than relocation to the One South V !ill Ness building, and no provision of a Franklin Street 
contraflow fire lane. These variations, described below, are analyzed at a sufficient level 
of detail in this BIR so that either or both would be available for selection by the 
decision-makers and/or project sponsor as part of a project approval action. In all other 
respects the features of the project variant would be substantially the same as those of the 
proposed project. 

The second sentence of the paragraph under "Onsite Muni Van Ness Station Elevator" on p. 2.30 

has been revised as follows to delete the reference to Figure 2.17: Project Variant, Basement Plan, 
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(deletions are shown in strikethrough), and Figure 2.17, on p. 2.31, has been deleted. Since the 

elevator under the revised variant remains in its existing location, this figure is no longer 

necessary to show a new connection between the elevator and the Muni station. 

The single elevator would remain within Lot 1 and would be located in Oak Plaza at er 
neaF the existing Muni station elevator (see Figure 2..17: Project Variant, Basement 

Plant-

The following new text has been added after the last paragraph on p. 2.30 (new text is 

underlined). This change also introduces two new figures that have been.added to Chapter 2: 

Figure 2.17: Revised Oak Plaza, Plan, and new Figure 2.18: Revised Oak Plaza, Rendering. 

Design Refinements for Oak Plaza 

In its selection of the variant as the preferred project, the project sponsor has provided 
· updated· details and design refinements for Oak Plaza. in conformity with the Better 

Streets Plan and in response to input from the Department of Public Works. See new 
Figure 2.17: Revised Oak Plaza. Plan and new Figure 2.18: Revised Oak Plaza. 
Rendering. shown on the following pages. Revised features for Oak Plaza under the 
preferred project are described below. 

North Sidewalk 

As described for both the proposed project·and variant in the DEIR, the north sidewalk 
was to be 15 feet wide, as under existing conditions. Under the preferred proi ect. the 
north sidewalk would be widened by 5.5 feet to accommodate a zone for street trees 
seating. and lighting along the curb line. 

Shared Street 

As described for both the proposed project and vaii.ant in the DEIR; the Oak Street 
roadway for the shared public way. or shared street, would be 14 feet wide. with an 
additional 6 feet of horizontal clearance to provide for emergency access. Under the 
preferred project the shared street would be 20 feet wide extending westward from the 
Van Ness Avenue curb line by about 180 feet. at which point it would widen further to 
accommodate a new universal accessible passenger loading aisle with a curb ramp 
fronting the residential lobby entrance on the south side of Oak Street. Vehicles entering 
Oak Street would turn right from southbound Van Ness Avenue onto a tabled crosswalk 
ramping up 6 inches, flush with the Van Ness Avenue sidewalk, then ramp back down 4 
inches onto the shared street. V chicles would continue westbound along the shared street 
for approximately 202 feet, at which point they would ramp down 2 inches to the existing 
Oak Street roadway at the western edge of the project site. As described for the proposed 
project and variant, the entire shared street would be raised 2 inches above street level, 
while the pedestrian-only plaza would be raised another 4 inches from the shared street, 
distinguished by a 4-inch curb.· Both the pedestrian plaza and the shared street would be 
distinguished by a distinctive paving pattern, with existing asphalt paving remaining 
along the vehicle-only Oak Street roadway to the west. 
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5. DEIR Revisions 

At the west end of the shared street. new pavement striping and a curb ramp would be 
. provided to convert the easternmost existing diagonal parking space fronting 50 Oak 
Street into a universal accessible passenger loading aisle. 

Pedestrian Plaza 

Under the preferred project, the south sidewalk along Oak Street would be widened from 
15 feet to 27.5 feet. The widened sidewalk. together with the publicly accessible. private 
open space provided at the east end of the building site. would combine to form a 
pedestrian plaza along the east and north sides of the proposed building. The central 
plaza area could accommodate flexible uses such as performances by members of 
neighboring cultural institutions farmers markets. and other ·events. The plaza areas 
would be furnished with custom precast concrete planters with small ornamental trees 
and plants. The planters would also serve as seating for pedestrians. The proposed plaza 
would be managed by a non-profit stewardship entity specifically organized for plaza 
management. and the maintenance and operating expenses would be funded by a 
Community Facilities District. · 

Revised Oak Plaza Wind Canopy Design 

The desirn of the Oak Plaza wind canopies has been revised undea:r the preferred project. 
the revised canopies under the preferred project would consist of three freestanding 
pergola-like structures comprised of perforated metal blades. each forming a broa4 wing
like ''V." suspended along a central spine supported by vertical columns. In plan view, 
the blade coverage would be up to 75 percent porous, including the spaces between the 
blades. Two of the canopies would !!enerally follow the curve of the tower base. while 
the third canopy would have an opposing converse curvature rising in height from 18 
feet above the Oak Street lobby entrance to 30 feet at the Market .Street property line. 

Passenger Loading 

As described for the proposed project and variant in the DEIR. a 60-foot-long passenger 
loading zone would be provided along the south side of the proposed Oak Street near the 
One Oak Street lobby entrance to accommodate three vehicles. Under the preferred 
project to maximize sidewalk space for pedestrians, the passenger loading zone would be 
reduced to 22 feet in length to accommodate one vehicle on the south side of the 
proposed Oak Street shared public way near the One Oak residential lobby entrance. 

Retail Kiosks 

The revised project would include four retail kiosks as part of the street furniture of the 
proposed Oak Plaza. The kiosks would be located along the southern facade of the 25 
Van Ness Avenue building (the existing building along the north side of the proposed 
Oak Plaza across from the project site). The kiosks would occupy four of the existing 
seven recessed archways, occupying the recessed area within the archways and extending 
3 to 4 feet into the immediately adjacent proposed plaza. The kiosks would be 
approximately 9-11 feet in height. They would not be attached to the 25 Van Ness 
building. but would be anchored to the sidewalk. They may receive electrical power and 
water through either the sidewalk or the basement of the 25 Van Ness building. 

The fourth sentence of the sec;:,ond paragraph under "Construction Phasing arid Duration" on 

p. 2.32 has been revised, as follows (new text is underlined): 
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If relocating the elevator to One South Van Ness Avenue is not feasible, under the Onsite 
Muni Van Ness Station Elevator Variant, construction or re-cladding of the onsite Muni 
elevator would require a period of about two to four months, which would occur 
concurrently with base building construction. 

The sentence under "Project Approvals" on p. 2.33 has been revised, as follows (new text is 

underlined): 

The project as currently proposed requires approvals, including the following, which may 
be reviewed in conjunction with the project's requisite environmental review, but may 
not be granted until such required environmental review is completed.· 

The first bulleted item in the list of approvals by the Planning Commission on p. 2.34 has been 

revised as follows (new text is underlined): 

• Initiation Hearing of the San Francisco General Plan ( General Plan) amendment to 
revise Map 3 of the Market and Octavia Area Plan and Map 5 of the Downtown Area 
Plan and amendment to Height and Bulle Map HT07 to shift the Height and Bulle 
District 120/400-R-2 designation from Lot 1 to Lot 5 on Assessor's Block 0836 and 
reclassify Lot 1 on Assessor's Block 0836 to 120-R-2. 

The following bulleted item has been added to the list of approvals by the Planning Commission 

on p. 2.34 (new text is underlined): 

• Approval of a conditional use authorization for parking exceeding principally 
permitted amounts pursuant to Planning Code Section 151.1 and 303. 

The following bulleted item has been added to the list of approvals by Zoning Administrator on 

p. 2.34 (new text is underlined): 

• Approval of an elevator penthouse height exemption under Planning Code Section 
260(b)(l)ffi). 

The bulleted items in the list of approvals by the Board of Supervisors on p. 2.35 have been 
. . 

revised as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

• Approval of a General Plan amendment to revise Map 3 of the Market and Octavia Area 
Plan and Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan to shift the Height and Bulle District 
120/400-R-2 designation from Lot 001 to Loto05 on Assessor's Block 0836 and 
reclassify Lot 001 on Assessor's Block 0836 to 120-R-2. · 

. • If required, aAdoption of the proposed Oak Plaza into the City's Plaza Program, pursuant 
to SF Administrative Code Section 94.3. 

• If required. aApproval of a Street ~Encroachment Permit l~pplication for 
improvements (including retail kiosks) within the proposed Oak Plaza and wind canopies 
in the public right of way fat Oak Plaza and at the northeast comer of Polle and Market 
streets). 
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* In the bulleted items in the list of approvals by the Department of Public Works on p. 2.35, the 

second item has been deleted and the third and ninth items have been revised, as follows (new 

text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

* 

* 

* 

* 

• Approval of.a Major Encroachment Permit. 

• If required. aApproval of a Street Plaza Encroachment Permit. 

• Street Encroachment Permit, to be approved by the Director of Public Works, and by the 
Board of Supervisors if required by the Director, for a--wind canopyies in the public right 
of way to be located at (at Oak Plaza and at the comer of Market and Polle streets) and for 
improvements (including retail kiosks) within the proposed Oak Plaza. 

The first bulleted item on p. 2.36, part of the list of approvals by the Municipal Transportation 

Agency, has been revised, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in 

strikethrough): 

• Approval by SFMTA of ill the replacement and relocation of the existing Muni Metro 
elevator by ~WMTA to EB a new location at or north of the existing location adjacent to 
the plaza (2) re-cladding of the existing Muni Metro elevator. or ~ l) a new location 
within the footprint of the One South Van Ness building. 

The following bulleted item has been added to the end of the list of approvals by the SFMTA on 

p. 2.36 (new text is underlined): 

• Approval of the passenger loading (white) zorie on the south side of.the proposed Oak 
Street shared street pursuant to the SFMTA Color Curb program. 

The second bulleted item under "Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART)"on p. 2.36, part of the list of 

approvals, has been revised, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in 

strikethrough): 

• Approval of ill the replacement and relocation of the existing Muni Metro elevator to EB 
a new location at or north of the existing location adjacent to the plaza. (2) re-cladding of 
the existing Muni Metro elevator. or (:2, l) a new location within the footprint of the One 
South Van Ness building. 

The following approval has been added after the TASC approval on p. 2.36 (new text is 
underlined): 

Department of Public Health 

• Approval of project compliance with San Francisco Health Code Article 22A (the 
Maher Ordinance). 
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SECTION 4.C, TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

The following revision has been made to fae third sentence of the last paragraph on p. 4.C. l (new 

text is underlined): 

Immediately west of the 15 00 Market Street building is an existing W-eai' surface 
parking lot accommodating 47 vehicles. 

A new sentence has been added to Note "c" in Table 4.C.8: Off-Street Public Parking Supply and 

Utilization - Weekday Midday and Evening Conditions, on p. 4.C.25, as follows (new text is 

underlined): 

(Revised) Table 4.C.8: Off-Street Public J:larking Supply and Utilization - Weekday Midday 
and Evening Conditions [Excerpt] 

Notes: 
a Midday period between 1 and 3 PM, and evening period between 7 and 9 PM. 
b Facilities close at 7 PM. 
c Parking occupancy of more than 100 percent indicates that more vehicles than the striped number of 

self-park spaces were observed, and generally represent valet operations at the facility. The maximum 
number of vehicles that could be accommodated within the surface parking lot on the project site is 47 
vehicles. 

The first sentence of the first complete paragraph on p. 4.C.31 has been revised, as follows (new 

text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

The proposed project would also include construction of a three-level, subsurface parking 
garage with~ 136 vehicle parking spaces. 

The fourth paragraph on p. 4.C.31 has been revised, as follows (new text is underlined and 

deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

The proposed project would include one truck loading space on the ground floor and two 
service vehicle spaces within the first below-grade level of the project garage. The truck 
loading space would be accessed from Oak Street, and would be 13 feet wide by~ 3 5 
feet in length, with a 12-footvertical clearance, and would be used for move-ins and 
large deliveries for both residential. and retail uses. The two on-site service vehicle 
loading spaces would be provided within" the first below-grade level of the parking 
garage, and would be 8 feet wide and 20 feet long with a 12-foot vertical clearance. The 
service vehicle spaces would be used for smaller move-ins and deliveries, and would 
primarily to accommodate vehicles serving the building ( e.g., for utility repair),-rathef 
than for active loading/unloading activities or for those service trips that require frequent 
access to the vehicle, but could also be used for resident lll{)Ve ins and move outs. Valet 
operators would access these two spaces via the car elevator. · 

The first complete paragraph on p. 4.C.32 has been deleted, as follows ( deletions are shown in 

strikethrough): 
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In addition, the eristing on street recessed eorrunercial loading bay on Market Street, 
which is about 130 feet in length, at the western edge of the project site could also serve 
the project site. The proposed project includes a service corridor for access from Market 
Street to the elevators and trash storage rooms. 

The fourth sentence of the second paragraph under "Proposed Project Travel Demand'' on 

p. 4.C.38 has been revised, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in 

strikethrough): 

Immediately west of the 1500 Market Street building is an existing~ surface 
parking lot accommodating 4 7 vehicles. 

The first two paragraphs on p. 4.C.56 have been revised, as follows (new text is underlined and 

deletions are shown in striketbrnugh): 

The new uses associated with the proposed project would generate about 28 
delivery/service vehicle-trips to the project site per day, which corresponds to a demand 
for two loading spaces during the peak hour ofloading activities and one space during the 

. average hour of loading activities. The loading demand would be generally split between 
the residential and restaurant uses, and would be accommodated on-site. In addition, 

· trucks serving the project site would be able to use the eristing on street recessed 
cemmereial loading bay on Market Street and the planned on-street commercial loading 
space to the west of the project site for the 1546-1554 Market Street building. The 
existing commercial loading zone on Market Street would not be utilized as part of the 
proposed project, as the on-site loading spaces and the planned on-street commercial 
loading zone on Oak Street would be used to accommodate project loading demand. In 
addition the project sponsor has agreed to implement measures to prohibit all pr.oject
related retail and residential loading operations from occurring within the existing on
street commercial loading zone on Market Street. 

AB part of implementation of the Franklin Street fire lane, two on-street metered 
commercial loading spaces on Franklin Street adjacent to the 20 Franklin Street building 
would be removed. Trucks making deliveries to the residential and ground-floor retail 
uses would need to use the existing recessed commercial loading bay zone on Market 
Street directly east of the building. Because a physically separated contrafloJN fire lane 
would be provided directly adjacent to the curb on the east side of Franklin Street, and 
because of the high volunie of vehicles on northbound Franklin Street throughout the day, 
it is not anticipated that the removal of the on-street commercial loading spaces would 
result in double-parking along Franklin .Street. As noted in "Loading Conditions" on 
p. 4.C.23, the existing on-street recessed commercial loading bay zone on Market Street 
is about 130 feet in length, has a ''No Standing Except Trucks with at Least 6 Wheels, 
30 Minutes at All Times" restriction, and is able to accommodate about three trucks. 
Since it is anticipated that many deliveries to the restaurant and retail project site would 
occur via smaller trucks, two improvement measures are identified below to facilitate 
accommodation of all project loading/unloading activities on Market Street. 

The following revisions have been made to the paragraph under "Residential Move-In and Move

Out Activities" on p. 4.C.56 (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

June 1, 2017 

Case No. 2009.0159E 5.31 

1679 

One Oak Street Project 

Responses to Co=ents 



* 

* 

5. DEIR.Revisions 

Residential move-in and move-out activities are anticipated to occur from the on-site 
loading dock accessed at the northwest edge of the proposed project, from the recessed 
commercial load.mg bay on Market Street (accessed via a service corridor between 
Market Street and the elevator core) and from the planned 40-foot-long commercial 
loading and passenger loading/unloading zone on the south side of Oak Street in front of 
the 1546-1564 Market Street site (access between the elevator core and Oak Street would 
be via the garage entry/loading area). The project sponsor anticipates that move-in and 
move-out activities would occur Monday through Friday, throughout the day, with tlie 
exception of the morning and evening peak periods; on Saturdays between 11:00 AM and 
7:00 PM; and on Sundays between 8:00 AM andJ.i:00 PM. Because move in and move 
out activities typically entail multiple h-ours of a-etivity and could occur via large trucks 
that can oceupy th-e majority of the recessed commercial loading bay on Market Street, an 
improvement measure is identified below to ensure that the ~cisting recessed commercial 
loading bay on Market Street is available throughout the day for commereial 
loading/uruoading activities on Market Street. · 

The following revisions have been made to the paragraph under "Trash, Recycling, and Compost 

Pick-up" on p. 4.C.57 (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

Trash, recycling, and compost for residential, retail, and restaurant uses would be stored 
on-site within a trash/recycling/compost room on the ground floor, which would be 
accessed via an internal corridor to 1farket Oak Street. Trash, recycling, and compost 
chutes on each floor would lead into the ground-floor trash/recycling/compost room. For 
pick-up, the property management company would cart the trash, recycling, and compost 
to a designated small staging area adjacent to the vehicle elevator on the southv,rest comer 
of the project site on Market Street, and the trash collection company personnel would 

· retrieve the trash container's by accessing the building from Market Street or from Oak 
Street via the garage/loading area. The same protocol would be in place for the variant. 

The first complete paragraph onp. 4.C.58 and Improvement Measures I-TR-B through I-TR-D 

that follow on pp. 4.C.58-4.C.59 have been revised, as follows (new text is underlined and 

deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

While the loading impacts of the proposed project or its variant would be less than 
significant, Improvement Measure I TR B: Revisio:n of Traek Restrietions an 
Market Street, Improvement Measure I TR C: Removal afFle:xihle Ballards an 
Market Street, and Improvement Measure I-TR-D~: Loading Operations Plan, 
presented below, ~fH'S-identified to further reduce the proposed project's or its variant's 
less-than-significant impacts related to loading. The Planning Commission may consider 
adopting this these-improvement measures as a condition of project approval. 

Improvement Measure I TR B: Revision of Truek Restrktions an Market Street 

As an improvement measure to ensure that deliveries destined to th-e ground floor 
restaurant and retail uses are able to be accommodated vmhin the coo.sting recessed 
commercial loading bay on Market Street, the 8FMTA could revise the existing use 
restriction from a ''}fo Standing Except Trucks 'Nith at Least 6 Wheels, 30 Minutes at All 
Times" to a ''No Standing Tuwept Trucks Load.in:g/Un.loading, 30 }.fin.utes at All Times". 

Improvement Measure I TR C: Removal of Flexible Bollards an Market Street 
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As an improvement measure to eB.sure that trucks ·:,rould be able to pull in fully to the 
eristing recessed coID.tn&cial loading bay on Market Street adjaceB.t to the project site, 
the placement of the flerible safety bollards separating the eristing bicycle kme from the 
adjacent travel lane could be reviev.red to determine if one or more of the bollards could 
be removed. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-D~: Loading Operations Plan 

As an. improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway ~perations, 
including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles on Oak and Market 
streets, the project sponsor could prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan 
for review and approval by the Planning Department and the SFMTA prior to receiving 
the final certificate of occupancy. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan could be 
periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the Planning Department, and the SFMTA and 
revised as necessary and if-feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or 
circulation conditions. 

The Loading Operations Plan would include a set of guidelines related to the operation of 
the Oak Street driveways into the loading facilitie8, and large truck curbside access 
guidelines, and would specify driveway attendant responsibilities to ensure that truck 
queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project loading/unloading activities and 
pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos do not occur. Elements of the Loading 
Operations Plan may include the follo~g: 

• Commercial loading for the project should be accommodated on-site and, within 
planned on-street commercial loading spaces alon:g 1-Iarket Street and on street 
freight loading/drop off spaces on Oak Street. Loading activities should comply with · 
all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions. 

• Double parking or any form of illegal parking or loading should not be permitted on· 
Oak or Market streets. Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers, building 
management should ensure that no project-related loading activities occur within the 
Oak Street pedestrian plaza, or within the Market Street bicycle lanes, or upon any 
sidewalk, or within any travel lane on either Market, Franklin, or Oak streets. 

• Building management should direct residents to schedule all move-in and move-out 
activities and deliveries of large items (e.g .• furniture) with building management. 

• AH move-in and move-out activities for both the proposed project and the adjacent 
1546-1554 Market Street residential project should be coordinated with building 
management for each project. For move-in and move-out activities that would require 
loading vehicles larger than 40 feet in length, If necessary, building management 
should request a reserved curbside permit for Oak Street from the SFMTA in advance 
of move-in or move-out activities.36 

• Reserved curb permits along Oak Street should be available throughout the day, with 
the exception cif the morning and evening peak periods on weekdays, or 60 minutes 
following the end of any scheduled events at any adjacent land uses on the project 
block of Oak Street or at the proposed pedestrian plaza, whichever is later, to avoid 
conflicts with commercial and passenger loading needs for adjacent land uses and the 
proposed pedestrian plaza. Weekend hours should not be restricted, with the 
exceptions that if events are planned on weekend days at adjacent land uses on the 
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project block or within the pedestrian plaza, reserved curb permits should be granted 
for 60 minutes following the end ·of any scheduled events at any adjacent land uses 
on the project block of Oak Street or at the proposed pedestrian plaza. 

• The granted hours of reserved curbside permits should not conflict with posted street 
sweeping schedules. 

• Building management should implement policies which prohibit any project-related 
loading operations, including passenger loading. residential deliveries, retail 
deliveries, and move-in and move-out activities, from occurring within the existing . 
commercial loading zone on Market Street. To achieve this building management 
should be instructed to proactively direct residents and retail tenants to utilize the on
site loading spaces and the Oak Street loading zones. In addition. building 
management should include within its leases. vendor contracts. and governing 
documents [i.e., CC&Rs and Rules & Regulations), written prohibitions against 
project-related loading and unloading operations from occurring within the existing 
commercial loading zone on Market Street. These operations include, but are not 
limited to residential deliveries, move-in and move-out activities, and passenger 
pick-up and drop-off activities. 

• The HOA should make commercially reasonable efforts to request of the service 
provider that all trash, recycling and compost pick-up activity should be scheduled to 
occur only during non-AM and PM peak hours (9 am to 3:30 pm and 6 pm to 7 am). 

• Trash bins, dumpsters and all other containers related to ·refuse collection should 
remain in the building at street level until the arrival of the collection truck. Refuse 
should be collected from the building via Oak Market Street, and bins should be 
returned into the building. At no ·point should trash bins, empty or loaded, be left on 
Market Street or Oak Street on the sidewalk, roadway, or proposed pedestrian plaza. 

Implementation oflmprovement Measures I TR B, I TR C, and I-TR-~ would not 
result in any secondary transportation-related impacts. 

[Footnote 36 on EIR p. 4.C.59:] 
36 Information on SFMTA temporary signage permit process available online at 

https://www.sfi.nta.com/services/streets-sidewalks/temporary-signage 

On p. 4.C.69, the first sentence of the first paragraph under "Project Parking" has been revised, as 

follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

The proposed project would provide~ 136 vehicle parking spaces (including 
SBE three ADA spaces) for the 310 residential units. 

The third sentence of the second paragraph under "Off-Street Parking Requirements under the 

Planning Code" ori p. 4.C. 70 has been revised, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions 

are shown in strikethrough): 

The proposed project or its variant would in<;:lude ~ 136 parking spaces, all of which 
would be accessible via the valet operator. 

The following revisions have be~n made to Table 4.C.19: Proposed Project New Parking Supply 

and Demand, on p. 4.C. 71 (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 
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(Revised) Table 4.C.19: Proposed Project New Parking Supply and Demand 

Analysis Period/Land Use Supply Demand (Shortfall)/Surplus 
· Midday 

Residential ill 136 321 EM6}~ 
Restaurant/Retail 0 13 (13) 

Midday Total ill 136 334 fr]9}(198) 
Overnight 
Residential illll6. 402 @4-7}(266) 
Sources: SF Guidelines 2002; LCW Consulting, 2016 

The following revisions have been made to the second sentence of the paragraph under 

"Overnight Demand" on p. 4.C. 71 (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in 

strikethrough): 

Dming the overnight period, the 310 residential units would generate a parking demand 
for about 402 spaces, which, compared to the proposed supply of ill 136 parking spaces, 
would result in an unmet parking demand of~ 266 parking spaces. 

The following revision has been made to the third sentence of the first paragraph on p. 4.C. 72 

(new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

Overall, the proposed project or its variant would result in an unmet parking demand 
during the midday of about -1-19 198 parking spaces. 

The third sentence of the first complete paragraph on p. 4.C.84 has been revised, as follows (new 

text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

For example, the proposed project would eliminate an existing off-street parking facility 
(30 parking spaces accommodating 47 vehicles), while the approved 1546-1554 Market 
Street Project would replace a:11 existing auto repair shop and other commercial uses, an4 
both projects would provide limited on-site parking for the residential uses (ill 136 
spaces for the 310 residential units for the proposed project, and 28 spaces for the 109 
residential units for the approved 1546-1554 Market Street Project), and no parking for 
the commercial uses. 

SECTION 4.D, WlND 

* Owing to a production error, some ·of the information presented in Table 4.D.2: Wind Comfort 

Analysis Results, on pp. 4.D.10-4.D.ll, and Table 4.D.3: Wind Hazard Analysis Results, on pp. 

4.D.15-4.D.16, was cut off at the margins in the PDF of the One Oak Street Project Draft Eill.. on 

the Environmental Planning Department's website. The tables were printed correctly in the paper 

copies of the Bill... However, for the reader's convenience, Tables 4.D.2 and 4.D.3 are shown on 

the following pages. 
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Table 4.D.2: Wind Comfort Analysis Results 

Exlstin• Conditions Confi! uration 

Location 
Comfort Wind Speed Percentage of 

Number Criterion exceeded Time Wind Exceeds (mph) 10% of time Speed Exceeds 
(mob) 11 moh 

l 11 20 47% e 
2 11 16 31% e 
4 11 17 36% e 
5 11 16 33% e 
6 11 14 23% e 
7 11 9 4% 
9 11 14 21% e 
10 11 10 6% 
II II 8 3% 
12 II 7 1% 
13 ·11 8 2% 
14 II 10 5% 
15 11 9 3% 
16 11 8 2% 
17 11 8 1% 
18 11 12 13% e 
19 11 12 15% e 
20 11 II 8% 
21 11 10 7% 
22 11 9 4% 
23 11 10 8% 
24 11 10 6% 
25 11 12 13% e 
26 11 10 8% 
27 11 12 15% e 
28 11 13 18% e 
29 II 17 37% e 
30 11 13 18% e 
31 11 11 11% e 
32 11 13 17% e 
33 11 14 25% e 
40 11 17 36% e 
43 11 13 20% .e 
50 11 14 23% e 
52 11 14 21% e 
53 11 15 29% e 
54 11 14 25% e 
56 11 15 28% e 
57 11 11 10% e 
58 II 11 11% e 
61 11 17 35% e 
70 11 10 7% 
71 11 10 5% 
72 11 10 7% 
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Case No. 2009.0159B 

Prooosed Prolect Confi,uratiou 
Wind Speed Percentage of Speed Change 

exceeded Time Wind Relative to 
10% of time Speed Exceeds Existing 

(mohl 11 moh .(mob) 
20 46% 0 
16 31% 0 
17 36% 0 
17 35% l 
18 41% 4 
10 5% I 
12 13% -2 
11 9% I 
13 18% .5 
14 25% 7 
13 17% 5 
10 6% 0 
11 11% 2 
13 21% 5 
9 2% 1 
17 38% 5 
12 13% 0 
10 7% -1 
10 5% 0 
7 1% -2 
12 13% 2 
10 5% 0 
16 32% 4 
11 10% I 
15 27% 3 
15 28% 2 
18 38% I 
12 16% -1 
9 4% -2 
11 11% -2 
13 20% -1 
17 37% 0 
15 29% 2 
14 24% 0 
13 20% -1 
16 34% 1 
15 27% I 
20 47% 5 
17 34% 6 
18 37% 7 
17 36% 0 
13 20% 3 
13 20% 3 
.14 25% 4 

5.36 

Wind Speed 

Exceeds exceeded 
10% of time 

(mahl 
e 19 
e 16 
e 14 
e 15 
e 19 

10 
e II 

9 
a ·15 
a 12 
u 15 

11 
a II 
a 12 

11 
e 12 
e 12 

11 
11 
8 

n 11 
13 

e 13 
12 

e 19 
e 19 
e . 23 
e 17 
- 13 
e 15 
e 18 
e 15 
e 12 
e 14 
e 12 
e 17 
e 19 
e 16 
e 18 
e 20 
e 16 
n 10 
D 12 
p 12 
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Cumulative Confi,uration 
Percentage of Speed Change 
Time Wind Relative to 

Speed Exceeds Existing 
11 mah (mohl 

42% -1. 
28% 0 
24% -3 
29% -1 
43% 5 
8% I 
11% -3 
6% -1 

32% 8 
· 15% 5 

24% 7 
10% 1 
11% 2 
12% 4 
9% 3 
14% 0 
16% 0 
9% 0 
10% I 
2% -1 
9% I 

21% 3 
18% I 
15% 2 
41% 7 
45% 6 
51% 6 
38% 4 
17% 2 
26% 2 
39% 4 
29% -2 
13% -1 
23% 0 
16% -2 
35% 2 
43% 5 
32% I 

· 38% 7 
46% 9 
34% -1 
7% 0 
12% 2 
13% 2 

Speed Change 
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5. DEIR Revisions 

Existin• Conditions Confi uration Pronosed Prolect Confi•uration Cumulallve Confi•urat!on 

Location Comfort Wind Speed Percentage of Wind Speed Percentage of Speed Change Wind Speed Percentage of Speed Change Speed Change 

Number 
Criterion exceeded Time Wind 

Exceeds 
exceeded Time Wind Relative to Exceeds exceeded Time Wind Relative to Relative to 

Exceeds 
(mph) 10% of time Speed Exceeds 10% of time Speed Exceeds Existing 10% of time Speed Exceeds Existing Project 

rmnhl llmnh fmnhl 11 mnh fmnhl (mph) 11 mnh (mph) (mnhl 
85 11 14 25% e 14 24% 0 e 13 18% -1 -I e 
92 II 13 19% e 14. 25% I e 19 42% 6 5 e 
97 11 16 26% e 16 30% 0 e 17 33% 1 1 e 
101 11 11 10% 12 16% 1 n 12 17% 1 0 n 
105 11 19 44% e 19 43% 0 e 19 44% 0 0 e 
111 11 19 41% e 17 35% -2 e 17 33% -2 0 e 
112 II 20 43% e 21 45% 1 e 21 42% 1 0 e 
113 11 15 29% e 15 28% 0 e 15 26% 0 0 e 
114 II 12 16% e 13 16% 1 e 10 7% -2 -3 -
115 11 JO 7% 10 7% 0 8 2% -2 -2 
116 11 11 11% e 10 8% -1 - 11 11% 0 1 e 
117 11 15 27% e 13 20% -2 e 24 56% 9 11 e 
118 11 12 15% e 12 14% 0 e 15 28% 3 3 e 

Averal!e Averaoe Sum Avera•• Avera•• Averarre Sum Averaoe Avera£• Aver•£• AveraEe ·Sum 
12.6 17.7% 37 13.9 22.511/o +1.2 45 14.4 24.1% +1.8 +0.6 46 

Existirnr. e 37 Existin{!, e 35 Existin~, e 36 
New, due to nronosed nroiect. u 10 New, due to nronosed project, p 10 

New1 at new location, n 0 New, at new location n 0 
Eliminated bv Proposed Proiect - 2 Eliminated bv Prouosed Proiect, - 1 

Note: In the "Exceeds" column, an "e" indicates that the measured wind speed exceed::i the wind hazard criterion, a blank indicates that the measured wi,nd speed ~oes not exceed the wind hazard criterion, and a"-" indicates that an exceedance is eliminated. 

Source: BMT2016 

June 1, 2017 
Cose No, 2009.0159.B 5.37 

One Oak Street Project 

Responses lo Co1~tnents 



.... 
a, 
co 
a, 

Table 4.D.3: Wind Hazard Analysis Results 

Existin2 Scenario 

Hazard Wind Speed Hours per 
Location 

Criterion Exceeded 1 
Year Wind 

Number (mph) Hour per Year 
Speed Exceeds 

Hazard (mph) 
Criteria 

I 36 47 30 
2 36 36 0 
4 36 39 3 
5 36 36 I 
6 36 22 0 
7 36 14 0 
9 36 26 0 
10 36 18 0 
Ii 36 15 0 
12 36 12 0 
13 36 12 0 
14 36 16 0 
15 36 14 0 
16 36 15 0 
17 36 13 0 
18 36 22 0 
19 36 29 0 
20 36 24 0 
21 36 19 0 
22 36 14 0 
23 36 17 0 
24 36 15 0 
25 36 23 0 
26 36 20 0 
27 36 18 0 
28 36 19 0 
29 36 36 0 
30 36 20 0 
31 35 17 0 
32 36 23 0 
33 36 22 0 
40 36 33 0 
43 36 23 0 
50 36 27 0 
52 36 28 0 
53 36 26 0 
54 36 24 0 
56 36 23 0 
57 36 18 0 
58 36 17 0 
61 36 29 0 
70 36 16 0 
71 36 14 0 
72 36 19 0 
85 36 33 0 

June 1, 2017 

Cose No. 2009.0159B 

Proiect Scenario 

Wind Speed 
Hours per Year 

Exceeded 1 
Wind Speed Hours Change 

Exceeds 
Hour per Year 

Exceeds Relative to 
Hazard Existing 

(mph) 
Criteria 

e 46 27 -3 
36 0 0 

e 39 3 0 
e 38 I 0 

30 0 0 
15 0 0 
24 0 0 
22 0 0 
22 0 0 
22 0 0 
19 0 0 
17 0 0 
22 0 0 
32 0 0 
13 .0 0 
30 0 0 
27 0 0 
22 0 0 
16 0 0 
11 0 0 
22 0 0 
14 0 0 
36 0 0 
15 0 0 
27 0 0 
23 0 0 
32 0 0 
20 0 0 
14 0 0 
22 0 0 
22 0 0 
34 0 0 
29 0 0 
27 0 0 
25 0 0 
29 0 0 
24 0 0 
36 ·O 0 
38 1 I 
31 0 0 
28 0 0 
22 0 0 
31 0 d 
30 0 0 
33 0 0 

5.38 

Wind Speed 
Hours per 

Exceeded 1 
YearWlnd 

Exceeds Hour per Yenr 
Speed Exceeds 

Hazard 
(mph) 

Criteria 
e 46 20 

34 0 
e 2S. 0 
e 27 0 

37 1 
19 0 
22 0 
19 0 
29 0 
25 0 
27 0 
20 0 
17 0 
26 0 
18 0 
15 0 
20 0 
18 0 
16 0 
9 0 
15 0 
21 0 
18 0 
17 0 
34 0 
36 0 

· 45 24 
34 0 
17 0 
23 0 
47 22 
25 0 
23 0 
28 0 
25 0 
34 0 
40 4 
32 0 

n 35 0 
45 14 
29 0 
14 0 
30 0 . 
25 0 
23 0 

5. DEIR Revisions 

Cumulative Scenario 

Hours Change 
Relative to 

Existing 

-10 
0 
-3 
-1 

. I 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

24 
0 
0 
0 

22 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
4 
0 
0 

14 
0 
e 
0 
0 
0 

Hours Change 
Relative to 

Project 

-7 
0 
-3 
-1 
I 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
O· 
0 
0 
0 

24 
0 
0 
0 

22 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
4 
0 
-1 
14 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Exceeds 

e 

-
-
J) 

u 
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Hazard Location Criterion 
Number 

(mph) 

92 36 
. 97 36 

101 36 
105 36 
Ill 36 
112 36 
113 36 
114 36 
115 36 
116 36 
117 36 
118 36 

June 1, 2017 

Cnsc No, 2009,0159B 

Ex!stlne Scenario 

Wind Speed 
Hours per 

Exceeded 1 
Year Wind 

Hour pBr Year Speed Exceeds 

(mph) 
Hazard 
Criteria 

27 0 
38 1 
16 0 
50 40 
40 4 
40 4 
32 0 
22 0 
19 0 
23 0 
23 0 
24 0 

Averaee Sum 
23.8 83 

ExistiM,e 

Project Scenario 

Wind Speed 
Hours per Year 

Exceeded 1 Wind Speed Hours Change 
Exceeds Hour per Year Exceeds Relatlve to 

(mph) 
Hazard Existing. 
Criteria 

27 0 0 
e 37 1 0 

20 0 0 
e 50 41 1 
e 29 0 -4 
e 42 6 2 

31 0 0 
23 0 0 
19 0 0 
21 0 0 
19 0 0 
20 0 0 

Sum Averaee Sun1 Stlm 
7 26.4 80 -3 
7 ExistiM,e 

New, or increased time, u 
New, at new location n 

Eliminated bv Prooosed Proiect -

5.39 

Wind Speed 
Hours per 

Exceeded 1 Year Wind 
Exceeds 

Hour per Year 
Speed Exceeds 

(mph) 
Hazard 
Criteria 

51 45 
e 38 2 

21 0 
e 49 32 
- 29 0 
e 36 0 

27 0 
16 0 
J.3 0 
17 0 
48 42 
24 0 

Sum Avera•e Sum 
7 27,2 206 

. 6 
1 
0 
I 

5. DEIR Revisions 

Cumulative .Scenario 

Hours Change Hours Change 
Relative to Relative to Exceeds 

Existing Project 

45 45 n 
I 1 e 
0 () 

-8 -9 e 
-4 0 -
-4 -6 -
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

42 42 D 

0 0 
Sum Sum Sum 
+123 +126 10 

·Existit1f!. e 3 
New, or increased time. n 7 

New, at new location n 0. 
Eliminated bv Pronosed Proiect - 4 
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5. DEIR Revisions 

SECTION 4.E, SHADOW 

Updated Shadow Analysis 

Since publication of the DEIR, the shadow figures and shadow calculations relied upon for the 

DEIR's analysis of the proposed project's shadow impacts on Recreation and Park Commission 

properties have been updated to reflect the results of a recent separate shadow study, prepared by 

independent consultant Pre Vision Design for the separate review of the proposed project under 

Planning Code Section 295. This more recent shadow study includes a more precise modeling of 

existing grade conditions between the project site and Koshland Park/ Page and Laguna Mini 

Park, as well as. a recent consensus as to the precise boundaries and area measurement for 

Patricia's Green. 

Accordingly, the footnote at the end of the last sentence of the first paragraph on EIR p. 4.E.1 has 

been revised, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

The analysis, calculations and shadow diagrams have been prepared by an independent 
shadow consultant and are the primary sources of information included in this section. 1 

[Revised Footnote] 
1 BSA, Teeb;rrieal Memorandum: EvsJ.t1.fltien ef Petentitil Prepesi#en KShadaws jor the 

Prepesed One Oak&reet High Rise Preject, San Francisee, CA, November 2016. Prevision 
Design Shadow Analysis Revort for the Proposed One Oak Street Protect Per SF Planning 
Code Section 29 5 Standards April 19 2017. 

These changes update the EIR based on more recent and precise data. They do not change any of 

the analysis and conclusions as to the significance of impacts. Elimination of Koshland Park from 

Shadow Analysis 

The Section 295 Shadow Memorandum by Prevision found that Koshland Park is outside of the 

maximum reach of the proposed project shadow (throughout the year and day, one hour after 

sunrise and one hour before sunset). Koshland Park has therefore been eliminated from analysis 

in the BIR, and the corresponding text and figure changes are shown below. 

The bulleted item under the "Recreation and Park Commission" approval at the top of p. 2.34 has 

been revised, as follows ( deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

• Joint determination with the Planning Commission that the project would have no 
adverse shadow impact on Patricia's Green, Page and Laguna Mini Park, Koshland 
Pru=lE, and Hayes Valley Playground, or other parks subject to Section 295 of the 
Planning Code. 

* The first sentence of the second paragraph on EIR p. 4.E. l and the associated footnote have been 

revised, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

June 1, 2017. 
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5. DEIR Revisions 

Two '.fm.:ee publicly accessible outdoor open spaces within Hayes Valley are potentially 
within reach of the proposed project's shadow: Patricia's Green, and Page and Laguna 
Mini Park; and Koshland Park.2 

[Revised Footnote] 
2 This determination was made based on the Platmiug Department's Prevision Design's shadow 

fan, discussed under "Approach to Analysis" on p. 4.E.11. The shadow fan shows the 
maxiµmm reach of project shadow throughout the entire day and entire year. Hayes Valley 
Playground, a Recreation and Park Commission property at Hayes and Buchanan streets, and 
Koshland Park. a Recreation and Park Commission property at Page and Buchanan streets, are 
is- not within the reach of project shadow under Planning Code Section 295. ±t--was They are 
therefore eliminated from further review of shadow impacts. 

Figure 4.E. l: Location of Affected Parks in relation to the Proposed Project, on EIR p. 4.E.2, has 

been revised to remove Koshland Park. The revised figure is shown on the following page. 

On EIR p. 4.E.5, the second and third paragraphs have been deleted to remove reference to 

Koshland Park, and the fourth paragraph has been revised to introduce (Revised) Figure 4.E.2: 

Page and Laguna Mini Park, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in 

s~ough): 

Kosh.land Park 

Koshland Park, located approximately 1,900 feet southwest of the project site on Lot 026 
oL\.ssessor's Block 0851, has an area ofapproximately 36,200 sq. ft. (see Figare 4.E.2.: 
Kosh.land Park and Page and Lagana 1\fiei Park). This neighborhood park at the 
comer of Buchanan and Page gtrnets contains a grass area, a play structure ~.vith a sand 
pit, a half basketball court, and a community garden. Located on a hilltop site, Koshland 
Park's main entrance is near the mid point of the lot and is at the grade ofBuchanan 
Street, at an elevation of approximately 160 feet above sea level (asl). The park is graded 
to provide a children's playground and a gras~ and landscaped'arna generally at this level, 
v;,rj.th a steep northern slope, landscaped with large trees, that ends at a retaining wall that, 
in turn, slopes dowmvard along Page gtreet to the park's lowest point, at fill elevation of 
approximately 125 feet asl. The eastern portion of the park slopes steeply dovm to the 
north and east r.vhere it runs into retaining '.Valls at the property lines. Terraces with 

. oommunity garden plots are accessible via a mid block Page Street entrance, as r,vell as 
from the main entrance on Buchanan gtreet. 

Adjacent residential buildings to the east cast shadow on the park in the early mornings 
throughout the year. Buildings to fu.e south cast shadows on the park in mid day 
throughout the year. 

June 1, 2017 
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5. DEIR Revisions 

Page and Laguna Mirii Park 

Page and Laguna Mini Park, located in Hayes Valley approximately 1,550 feet southwest 
of the project site on Lot 015 of Assessor's Block 0852 (see Figure 4.E.2). See <Revised) 
Figure 4.E.2: Page and Laguna Mini Park This fenced, 6,600-square-foot landscaped 
linear park has a curving central walkway and a community garden. The park fronts on 
Page Street, which is lined with mature street trees primarily at the west side of the park. 

Figure 4.E.2: Koshland Park and Page and Laguna Mini Park, on EIR p. 4.E.6, has been revised 

to remove Koshland Park from the figure title and to present only Page and Laguna Mini Park, as 

shown on the following page. 

The following revisions have been made to the first complete paragraph on p. 4.E. l O (new text is 

underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

The Planning Commission and the Recreation and Park Commission have not established 
Absolute Cumulative Limits for new shadow on Patricia's Green, and Page and Laguna 
Mini Park; and KoshlB:B.d Park. This EIR analyzes the proposed project's shadow 
impacts on the three two affected parks that are subject to the provisions of Planning 
Code Section 295. · 

The first paragraph and footnote 5 on EIR p. 4.E.11 have been revised, as follows (new text is 

underlined and deletions are shown in strikeilirough): 

Shadow Fan 

In order to determine whether any properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and 
· Park Commission could be potentially be affected by. project shadow, the Planning 

Department Pre Vision Design, an independent shadow consultant, prepared a "shadow 
fan" diagram. The shadow fan is a tool that plots the maximum potential reach of project 
shadow over the course of a year (from one hour after sunrise until one hour before 
sunset for the spring and fall equinoxes and summer and spring solstices) relative to the 
location of nearby open spaces, recreation facilities, and publicly accessible parks. The 
shadow fan accounts for topographical variation but does not account for existing 
shadows cast by existing buildings. The shadow fan is used by the Planning Department 
as the basis for initially identifying which open spaces, recreation facilities, and parks 
merit further study. Those that are outside the maximum potential reach of project 
shadow do not require further study. 5 

[Revised F ooinote] 
5 San Francisco Pl8:E:1H:l3:g Depa:Ftmeat, One Oak Street Project Shadow Fan, Case File 

No. 2009.0159K. Pre Vision Design. Shadow Analysis Report for the Proposed One Oak Street 
Proiect Per SF Planning Code Section 295 Standards. April 19 2017. 

The fourth full sentence on EIR p. 4.E.12 has been revised to remove reference to Kospland Park, 

as follows (deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

To date, ACL standards have been established for fourteen (14) downtown parks. An 
ACL standard has not been adopted for Patricia's Green, Koshland Park or Page and 
Laguna Mini-Park. 

June l, 2017 
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(REVISED) FIGURE 4.E.2: PAGE AND LAGUNA MINI PARK 
Note: Revised to present the current figure from the Prevision Design 
shadow study. 
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5. DEIR Revisions 

The analysis of impacts on Page and Laguna Mini Park and Koshland Park, on EIR pp. 4.E.17-

4.E.20, has been revised to remove reference to Koshland Park, as follows (new text is underlined 

and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

Page and Laguna Mini Park and Koshlaad Park 

Shadow from the proposed project would also reach Page and Laguna Mini Park and 
· Koshland Park, both of which are i§ subject to Section 295. The net new project shadow 
from the proposed project that would reach these this parlrn would be limited in area and 
time of occurrence during the day and year. For the purpose of this EIR analysis under 
CEQA, the full extent and duration of that new shadow can therefore be adequately 
described by the times and dates of occurrence and an image and the area of the largest 
shadow. A full quantitative evaluation of year-round shadow, including the calculation 
of the existing shadow baseline (such as that performed for Patricia's Green), would be 
has been part of a separate future supplemental analysis prepared for the Recreation and 
Park Commission and Planning Commission to evaluate conformity with the quantitative 
criteria of Section 295. 

New shadow from the proposed high-rise building at One Oak Street also would reach 
Page and Laguna Mini Park; B:lld Koshland Park during the times of day regulated by 
Proposition K (see Figure 4.E.4: Maximum Extent of New Project Shadow on Page 
and Laguna Mini Park and ea Kash.land Park, 7:00 AM on June :i:1- &!). 

Because project shadow would be limited on both: Page and Laguna Mini Park and 
Koshland Park, the time and date of the most extensive shadow coverage is used to 
illustrate the shadow effects for purposes.of CEQA analysis. 

Page and Laguna }.furi Park 

Page and Laguna Mini Park lies approximately 1,550 feet to the west and south of the 
project site. · The largest net new project shadow would occur at 7:00 AM (less than 10 
minutes after the first hour after sunrise) one week after the summer solstice. At this 
time, Page and Laguna Mini Park would be~ almost entirely in shadow (81.2 
percent) from existing adjacent buildings to the east of the park, except for a triangular 
area at the northern (front) end of the park, occupied by plantings and a pathway adjacent 
to the Page Street sidewalk, and another smaller planted area within the southwestern 
portion of the park. Persons seeking a sunlight open space would generally not be using 
the park at this time. Net new project shadow would entirely cover the sunlit.triangular 
area at the northern end of the park (6# 622 sq. ft.). At this time shadow from the 
project would be approximately 9-,-8-9.5 percent of the park area. By 7:15 AM, the project 
shadow would rapidly recede west\.vard while moving north:r,.vard, have receded entirely 
off of the park, and would leave the park area along P_age Street in sunlight. Existing 
shadow from adjacent buildings to the east of the park would continue to cover most of 
the rest of the park. New shadow from the proposed project would recur on the park for 
approximately 15 minutes on successive days for up to four weeks before and four weeks 
after the summer solstice. Shadow from the proposed project would not reach Page and 
Laguna Mini Park at other times of year. As with early morning park uses observed for 
Patricia's Green, early'moming use of Page and Laguna Mini Park is less than that 
observed later in the morning. is assumed to be sparse, and typical early morning park 
uses would be exercise and dog 1.valking, uses that are not particularly sensitive to 
shadmv. As shown by Figure 16, within the 30 minute observation periods, the Page 
Laguna Mini Park had very low levels of observed usage. During five of six visits, no 

June 1, 2017 
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park visitors·were observed to be present. On one occasion a single user was seen 
walking through the park. As such. intensity of observed use of this park would be 
considered low. 

Koshland Park 

Koshland Park is approximately 1,900 feet to the west and south of the project site. As 
with Page and Laguna Mini Park, the largest net new project shadow would occur at 7:00 
1'\1.4 one week after the summer solstice. At this time K.oshland Park would be mostly in 
sunlight, except for an area of existing shadow in the eastern end of the park (9,838 sq_. 
ft.) that would to be shadov.red by adjacent buildings to the east of the park. Net new 
project shadow (9,448 sq_. ft.) v.rould cover the central children's play area sunlit 
triangular area at the northern end of the park. At this time the project's net new shadow 
·.v-ould be approximately 26.1 percent of the park area. By 7:15 },.~'.f, project shadow 
would rapidly recede \Vestv,r.ard ·while moving northward, entirely off of the park, and 
would leave the central children's play area in sunlight. Existing shadow from adjacent 
buildings to the east of the park v;,ould continue to cover the eastern end of the park. 
Nev.' shadow v,rould recur on the park for approximately 15 minutes on successive days 
for up to four weeks before and four weeks after the summer solstice. Shadow from the 
proposed projeot would not reach K.oshland Park at other times of year. l. .. s with early 
morning park uses observed for Patricia's Green, early morning use of Koshland Park is 
assumed to be sparse, and typieal early morning park uses v.rould be exercise and dog 
\Valking, uses that are not partieularly sensitive to shadow. 

Conclusion 

Due to the distances of Page and Laguna Mini Park and Koshland Park from the 
proposed new construction on the project site, small changes in the sun's position in the 
sky over the course of a day (in both its elevation above the horizon and in its apparent 
southward motion in the sky) would result in rapid changes in the movement of project 
shadow on the ground. Net new project shadow would begin in the early morning at 7:00 
AM, and would be brief ill duration, lasting 15 minutes, and would occur at a time of day 
when park usage would typically be low. For these reasons, the proposed project or 
variant would have a less-than-significant impact on Page and Laguna Mini Park and 
Koshland Park. No mitigation measures are necessary. 

Figure 4.E.4: Maximum Extent of New Project Shadow on Page and Laguna Mini Park and 

KoshlandPark, 7:00 AM on June 27, on EIRp. 4.E.18, has been revised to remove Koshland. 

Park from the figure title, present only Page and Laguna Mini Park, and to use the updated 

shadow projection diagram provided by Pre Vision. The revised figures is shown on the 

following page. 
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Note: Revised to remove Koshland Park, and present the current figure from the Prevision Design shadow study. 
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The first full paragraph on EIR p. 4.E.22 has been revised to remove reference to Koshland Park, 

as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

Figure 4.E.5: Foreseeable Projects shows the location of the Freeway Parcels projects 
and foreseeable 400-foot-tall projects in the vicinity of the project site. Shadow from 
foreseeable development of the Freeway Parcels would shade Patricia's Green but would 
not reach Koshland Park or Page and Laguna Mini Park at any time. Shadow from 
foreseeable 400-foot-tall projects in the vicinity of the project site would reach Patricia's 
Green, Koshland Park, and Page and Laguna Mini Park. As discussed below, these 
foreseeable projects were considered for their potential to create new shadow that would 
combine with project shadow on Patricia's Green; Koshland Park, and Page and Laguna 
Mini Park. 

The analysis of cumulative impacts on Page and Laguna Mini Park and Koshland Park, on EIR 
pp. 4.E.28-4.E.29, has been revised to remove reference to Koshland Park, as follows (new text is 

underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

Koshland Park and Page and Laguna Mini Park 

Freeway Parcels 

Shadow from the Freeway Parcel projects would not reach Page and Laguna Mini Park er 
Koshland Park at any time of the day or year. As such, shadow from the proposed 
projec~ on these parks would not combine with other foreseeable projects. 

Foreseeable 400-Foot-Tall Projects 

Reasonably foreseeable development of 400-fooUall buildings at or near the intersection 
of Van Ness Avenue and Market Street, like the proposed project, could add shadow to 
Koshland Park and Page and Laguna Mini Park, but only for limited amounts of time in 
the mornings, similar to the One Oak Street project shadows described above. These 
high-rise projects are 30 Van Ness Avenue, 10 Sciuth Van Ness Avenue, and 1500 
Mission Street. The shadow effects are described below: 

• 30 Van Ness Avenue is a conceptual design. The buildiag ·,vou1d cast shadow onto 
the northeastern comer ofKoshland Park at 6:48 Mi, one hour after sunrise, on the 
Sllill3:!lef solstice; how6"1er, that shadow' wou1d leave the park by 7:00 ,'\M. The early · 
morning shadow pattern wou1d occur on the park for several weeks. The resulting 
shadow coverage ofKoshland Parle might range up to 20,000 s:fu. This shadow on 
Koshland Park V.'Ou1d occur at some of the same times and dates as the shadow from 
the One Oak project. Hmvever, shadow from the One Oak praj ect w'Ou1d occur on 
the southeastern comer of the Park at 6: 4 8 AM. The shadows from the One Oak and 
30 Van Ness f..:;enue prajects would remain separated as they move north'Natd across 
the park and shorten, at the same time. Shadow from the 3 0 Van Ness f,.venue project 
wou1d leave the park before the shadow from the One Oak project. Shadow from the 
30 Van Ness Avenue project would not reach far enough south to touch Page and 
Laguna Mini Park. 

• 10 South Van Ness Avenue would cast shadov,r onto Page Street near the 
northeastern comer ofKoshland Park in the early morning at the end of August: the 
shadov.r also would occur in the same vicinity for se".reral \Veeks before and after that 
date. Although no mmmple of the building shadw:,, reaching onto the park was found, 
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the potential would erist:, especially because there would be two towers to cast 
shado\v. Sha-cl.ow from the IO South Van Ness Avenue project w=ould reach \Veil 
beyond Page and Laguna 14"ini Park during the same interval of weeks and same ti.m8 
of day. At that time, Page and Laguna Mini Park is almost entirely shadowed, but 
potential exists fur small sunlit areas of the park to be shadowed by the project. 
shadow would cover up to 17 percent of Page and Laguna Mini Park for three weeks 
in Aurust (and for the corresponding weeks in late April through early May) within 
the first 15 minutes of the day. 10 South Van Ness would not shade Page and 
Lae-una Mini-Park on the same days as shadow from the proposed project around the 
Summer Solstice. 

• 1500 Mission Street would have one high-rise tower with a height of 250 feet and 
one with a height of 400 feet. The 1500 Mission Street project would cast shadow in 
the direction of both Koshland Park and Page and Laguna Mini Park, but shadow 
from the 1500 Mission Street project would not reach either that property. 

As with shadows from the proposed project, shadows from these foreseeable projects 10 
South Van Ness would reach Koshland Park and Page and Laguna Mini Park in the early 
morning hours when the parks are already largely in shadow from existing buildings. As 
such, park usage at these times is expected to be sparse and characterized by uses that do 
not rely on access to sunlight. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
contribute t_o a significant cumulative shadow impact resulting from existing and 
foreseeable projects. 

Updated Project Shadow Analysis for Patricia's Green 

As mentioned above, the shadow impacts of the proposed project on Patricia's Green have been 

updated to reflect a recent consensus as to the precise boundaries and area measurement for 

Patricia's Green. They do not change any of the conclusions or analysis as to the proposed 

project's shadow impacts on Patricia's Green. 

* Accordingly, the first sentence on EIR p. 4.E.3 has been revised to reflect the recent consensus as 

to the precise boundaries area measurements. of the park, as reflected in the Prevision Design 

shadow study (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

* 

Patricia's Green is an approximately 18,736 17.903-square-foot (sq. ft.) urban park on 
the 400 block of Octavia Street, in Hayes Valley, in the Western Addition neighborhood 
of Sail Francisco. 

AccordinglY:, the quantitative impact evaluation for Patricia's Green, beginning at the bottom of 

EIRp. 4.E.13 and ending with the "Conclusion" paragraph on EIR.p. 4.E.17, has been revised, as 

follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

Patricia's Green 

Patricia's Green is about-1-8,'.7% 17,903 sq. ft. in area, and has an annual available 
sunlight of 69,722,662 66,622,661 square-foot-hours (sfh). As shown in Table 4.E.1: 
Patricia's Green Shadow Summary, Existing-plus-Project, existing shadow coverage 
of Patricia's Green is 14,779,907 12,034.236 sfh, which comprises UdO 18.06 percent of 
the total annual available sunlight on Patricia's Green. The proposed project would add 
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136,972 148.200 sfh. of net new shadow over the course of a year, comprisingOdO 0.22 
percent of the total theoretical sunlight on Patricia's Green. Existing shadow and project 
shadow would total 14,916,880 12,182.435 sfh, comprising UM 18.28 percent of the 
park's total annual available sunlight. 

(Revised) Table 4.E.1: Patricia's Green Shadow Summary, Existing-plus-Project 

Shadow Scenarios 

Existing Setting 
Baseline 
Propo~ed Project 

Total 
Shadow 
Note: sfh - square foot hours 

Shadow 
(sth) 

14,779,907 12,034 236 

~ 148200 
14,916,889 12,182 435 

Source: ESA 2016 Prevision Design 2017 

Percent of Available 
Sunlight 

~ 0.22% 
U-.4-%18.28% 

For most of the year, the project shadow would not reach Patricia's Green at any time of 
the day. Project shadow would reach the southern end of the park in the early mornings 
(beginning around&--M- 8:00-AM) during two sfx: seven-week periods, beginning around 
September-Wta ~th around the fall equinox ( and beginning on March 3m February 17th 
around the corresponding period around the spring equinox) and sweep northward across 
the park within # zero to 4 7 minutes. Shadow would move entirely off of the park by 
9+00 8:45 AM. During this period, project shadow on the park would generally last 
approximately 15 to 30 on average 28 minutes a day. Over the next m seven weeks, the 
proposed project's shadow would begin the day incrementally further north than it had 
the day before. 

During this 4 week period, s~hadow from the proposed project would reach its maximum 
area of coverage at 8:30 AM on October 11 October 4/March 8, when it would cover an 
area of~ 9 604 sq. ft. in the central and northern portions of the park ( see Figure 
4.E.3: Maximum Extent ef New Project Shadow on Patricia's Green, 8:30 AM on 
October 11- ~/March* 8 <Revised Figure}). At this time, shadow from existing 
buildings would cover 6,660 3,046 sq. ft., comprising Mi-17 percent of the park's area. 
Net new project shadow would cover an additional 49 54 percent of the park's area at this 
time, leaving -1-5- 29 percent of the park hi sunlight at that time. 

As discussed above. arinual project shadow would comprise 0.22 percent of the currently 
available annual sunlight for the park. New project shadow would occur in the early 
morning. As they are receding. shadows caused by the project would not displace any 
park users who wished to avoid shadow. Somewhat fewer users were also observed in the 

· park in the morning obsezyations (when the new shadow would be present) relative to 
times later in the day. with approximately half the users walking through the park. At . 
these times. the southwest portion of the park would continue to be unshaded by existing 
and project shadow and would be available to those park users seeking sunlight. For 
these reasons. project shadow on Patricia's Green would have no substantial effect on 
outdoor recreation facilities. and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Project shadow on the park would decrease in size and duration with each successive day 
and v:ould end around October 25, when project shadow would begin the day at the 
northern edge of the park and sw:eep northv.i:ard aw:a.y from the park. · 

June 1, 2017 

Case No. 2009.0159E 5.50. 

1698 

One Oak Street Project 

Responses to Comments 



5. DEIR Revisions 

During the last week in September and the first and second weeks in October, beginning 
a.round 8:15 AM, project shadow '.Voul:dreachparts of the children's play area that' are 
currently in sunlight and would last up to 30 mmutes. After which period shado,.v would 
begin the day farther north of the children's play area in the grass and sculpture areas, and 
Y.,V()uld flOt affect the children's playground structure. ' 

By November 1, project shadow would begin the day entirely outside of the park to its 
north and would not enter the park as shadow would si;;v-eep Rortw.vard w;r,'-ay from the 
park later that morning. With each successive day, project shadow '.,V()uld begin the day 
farther north than it did the previous day, until the 'Hinter solstice on December 21. At 
that point, the pattern described above :would be reversed, and project shadow 7.vould 
begin the day incrementally farther south than it did the previous day. Around February 9 
(the solar equivalent day corresponding to No,;ember 1), project shadow would begin the 
day just :p:ortb. of the park befure sweeping northward away from the park. 

Leading up to the spring equinox, the sequence described above would occur '.Veek by 
week in reverse sequence, over the four week interval from February 28th through March 
U"'. The week of February 28th, project shadow would first begin on the central part of 
the park and then begin fa.rther south each day, increasing in area each day. During the 
next three weeks, project shadow would have shifted far enough south to cast some 
shadow on the children's play area. Finally, the last shadm.v on the park Y.rould occur on 
March 21"' ·.vhen the shadow would be the same as described for September 20th, above. 
Project shadmv would no longer reach the park from March 28tli and June 21 "\. 

Due to the distance betv,'een Patricia's Green and the proposed new construction on the 
project site, small changes in the sun's position in the sky over the course of a day (in 
both its elevation above the horizon and in its apparent southward motion in the sky) 
would result in rapid changes in the movement of project shadow on the ground. For this 
reason, project shadov,r on the park is limited in duration, beginning at the start of the day 
and lasting for no more than 45 minutes over.a six ·.veek period around the spring and fall 
equinoxes. 

fLs part of field observations undertaken in a 45 minute visit to the park between 7:30 and 
8: 15 ,\M in the month of August, eleven people ·.vere observed within the park..w--Gf 
those, seven v,rer<:J walkiag their dogs on the grass, three '.'.'ere pedestrians crossing the 
park on their way else,.vhere, and one was a City worker painting a table. No person was 
engaged in passive use of the park (i.e., sitting or standing) and no children were seen. 
Several observations from subsequent short visits indicate substantial late morning and 
mid day use of the park, with this use exten-ding '.Veil into the late afternoon. 

On a similar later visit, between 10:30 and 11:00 AM, an interval that is three hours later 
in the day than the first visit, about 12 park users were observed. In contrast to uses of 
the park observed earlier in the morning (mostly pedestrians in transit), later morning 
uses of the park had become increasingly passive uses. Approximately half of the 
observed park users were sitting and standing in the north plaza and several more were in 
the sculpture area, ,.vhiJ.e one '.Vas sitting near the children's play area. Several 
pedestrians crossed the park on their way elsewhere. No person was sitting on the newly 
planted grass and no children were seen. A.larger number of pedestrians were seen 
walking along the Hayes, Fell, and Octavia Street side,;valks, but they were not included 
in the user counts. 
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Conclusion 

},.s discussed abo:r.re, based on fieki observations undertaken as part of the Shadm:v 
Technical Memorandum, during the early morning around the fall and spring equinoxes 
when the proposed project would shade Patricia's Green, the population of the park is 
relatively sparse, and the users of the park observed at that time were not engaged in 
activities that are dependent on sunlight, such as active play in the eb.ildren's area. 
Rather, they were engaged in activities such as dog :r~valking or crossing the park. For 
these reasons, project shadow on Patricia's Green would not substantially affect outdoor 
recreation facilities. Therefore, the impact is less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

DEIR Figure 4.E.3: Maximum Extent of New Project Shadow on Patricia's Green, 8:30 AM on 

October I II.March 2, on EIR p. 4.E.15, has been revised to use the updated shadow projection 

diagram provided by Pre Vision, as shown on the following page. 

Updated Cumulative Shadow Analysis for Patricia's Green 

As mentioned above, the shadow impacts of the proposed project on Patricia's Green have been 

updated to reflect a recent consensus as to the precise boundaries and area measurement for 

Patricia's Green. They do not change any of the conclusions or analysis as to the proposed 

project's contribution to cumulative shadow impacts on Patricia's Green. 

Accordingly, DEIR Figure 4.E.5: Foreseeable Projects, on BIR p. 4.E.23, has been revised to use 

the updated map of foreseeable projects provided by Pre Vision, as shown on the following page. 

Accordingly, the quantitative cumulative impact evaluation for Patricia's Green, beginning with 

the first complete paragraph on EIR p. 4.E.24 and ending with the last full paragraph on EIR p. 

4.E.26 has been revised, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in 

strikethrough): 

The Shadov,r Technical Memoran-dum has modeled and quantified potential shadow from 
the Freeway Parcel development in order to assess the contribution of the proposed 
project to cumulative de:r;elopment to understand the amount shadow that would be 
attributable to the proposed project relative to that of the Freeway Parcels. Because 
detailed plans for future projects on the Central Free:r.v-ay parcels are not available, they 
are conservatively represented by simplified bulk models of lot line buildings at specified 
maximum heights for each of five of the Central Freeway parcels (Parcels K; L, M, N, 
and 0). Buildings on these parcels r;rjthin 50 X Districts are modeled at heights of 59 
feet above grade (including an additional five feet in height allowable if used to create 
more generous ground floor commercial ceiling heights under Policy 1.2.2, plus four foot 
parapets which are ffirempt from height controls). 
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8:30 AM ON OCTOBER 4 / MARCH 8 

Note: Revised to present the current figure from the Prevision Design shadow study. 
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Note: Revised to present the current figure from the Prevision Design shadow study. 



5. DEIR Revisions 

The Pre Vision Section 295 shadow report considers shadows from other projects 1n the 
vicinity of the proposed project that are considered by the Planning Department to be 
"reasonably foreseeable" and could also potentially shade the parks or open spaces 
affected by the proposed project. These projects are included in this report in order to 
determine the cumulative shadow impact that would result from these projects combined 
with the proposed project. The cumulative condition projects considered by this study 
include the following (with building heights noted): 

• 455 Fell Street, approximately 50 feet 

• 300 Octavia Street (Parcel M), approximately 55 feet 

• 350 Octavia Street (Parcel N). approximately 55 feet 

• 1629 Market Street. approximately 85 feet 

• 10 South Van Ness Avenue approximately 400 feet 

• 1500 Mission Street, approximately 420 feet 

• 30 Otis Street. approximately 283 feet 

• 915 Minna, approximately 40 feet 

• 949 Natoma, approximately 40 feet 

• Parcel K (no active application) Site Massing 59 feet 

• Parcel L (no active application) Site Massing. 59 feet 

• 30-Van Ness Avenue (no active application). 420 feet 

Table 4.E.2: Patricia's Green Shadow Summary, Existing-plus-Project-plus
Free:v1ray Pareel Prajects Cumulative, quantifies the relative contribution of existing 
shadow, project shadow, and foreseeable Freeway Parcel shadow to total park shadow. 
As shown in the table, existing shadow coverage of the park is 14,779,907 12 034 236 sfh, 
which comprises U-:-W 18. 06 percent of the total annual available sunlight on Patricia's 
Green. The proposed project would add 136,972 148.200 sfh of new shadow over the 
course of a year, comprising OdO 0.22 percent of the total theoretical sunlight on 
Patricia's Green. Shadow from the Free>.vay Parcels development cumulative projects 
would cause new shadow on the park that would total 7,530,207 10,814 758 sfh of 
additional new shadow, comprising -l-0-,.80 16.24 percent of the total annual available 
sunlight on Patricia's Green. 

June 1, 2017 

Case No. 2009.0159E 5.55 

1703 

One Oak Street Project 

Responses to Comments 



5. DEIR Revisions 

(Revised) Table 4.E.2: Patricia's Green Shadow Summary, Existing-plus-Project
plus Free\'lray Pa.reel Prajeets Cumulative 

Shadow Scenarios 

Existing Shadow 
· Proposed Project 
Freeway Parcel 
Cumulative Projects 

Total Shadow 
Note: sfh - square foot. hours 

Source: BSA Prevision 

Shadow (sfh) 

14,779,907 12 034 236 
He,9-n 148 200 

7,530.20710 814.758 

:22,447,086 22,997,194 

Percent of Available 
Sunli ht 

~18.06% 
~0.22% 

lG,.8% 16 24% 

~34.52% 

Total shadow on Patricia's Green, including existing, proposed project, and Freeway 
Paree! cumulative projects, would amount to 22,447,086 22,997,194 sfh, comprising 
~ 34.52 percent of the total available sunlight on Patricia's Green. Due to the close 
proximity of the Freeway Parcels to Patricia's Green (in particular, Parcels Kand L 
immediately to the east of the park), substantial shadow from these projects would remain 
on the park through mid-morning throughout the year, to be replaced by afternoon shade 
from existing buildings and from development of Freeway Parcel O southwest of the 
park. . 

Under cumulative conditions, shadow from the proposed project would amount to 0.22 
percent of the total sunlight on Patricia's Green, compared to 16.46 percent of the total 
available sunlight shaded by cumulative projects (in particular, with the addition of 
buildings within the adjacent Freeway Parcels). Note, however. that all project shadow 
on Patricia's Green throughout the day and year would be entirely subsumed by shadow 
from the foreseeable development of the Freeway Parcels to their allowable height and 
massing. particularly those parcels along the east side of Octavia Street. At no time 
would the proposed project create shadow on Patricia's Green that extends beyond the 
shadow from the Freeway Parcels developments. 

Foreseeable 400 Foot Tall Projects in the Vicinity of the Proposed Project 

The }.farket end Octavia AFCe Plan established height districts for parcels fu the 
immediate vicinity of the Market Street and ·van }kss Avenue intersection with building 
height limits of 4 00 feet. A building 4 00 feet in height on these parcels would be tall 
enough to cast a shadow that could reach Patricia's· Green between the hours of one hour 
after sunrise and one hour before sunset. As with the proposed project, shadov: from a 

· 4 00 foot tall building at this intersection could reach the park only in the early morning. 
,AJ: certai$. times of the year, as with the pr9posed project, shadow from a 400 foot tall 
building in the vicinity of the projeet site could cast a shaoov,r up to a half mile and reaeh 
Patricia's Green one hour after sunrise. Some shadow from these buildings that v,rould 
othmvise reach Patricia's Green would be intercepted by existing lower intervening 
buildings. There are three such buildings currently under revie>,v or reasonably likely to 
be in the foreseeable future. The locations of these project sites are shown on 
Figure 4.E.5 onp. 4.B.23. 

• 30 Van Ness Avenue is a design concept. The building modeled is assumed to have 
one 400 foot tall tower that would be located at a distance of approximately 1,450 
feet from the southeast comer of Patricia's Green. A.t that distance, shadow from the 

June.1, 2017 

Case No. 2009.0159E 5.56 

1704 

One Oak Street Project 

Responses to Co=ents 



* 

5. DEIR Revisions 

4 00 foot tower 1.vould reach beyond the park. Depending upon the shape and 
placement of the tower on the site, nearby buildings that include high rise towers, 
such as 1455 :Market Street and 10th and }.tfarket Street, could block a substantial 
fraction of the sunlight that would cross the 30 Van Ness } .. venue site and be directed 
tov.r-ard the park. If not intercepted by existing buildings closer to the Patricia's 
Green, some shadow from the 30 Van Ness Avenue project may reach the park within 
the first hem after one hem after sunrise, for less than 15 minutes a day over several 
weeks in September. The shadows from the 30 Van Ness !..venue praject might reach 
Patricia's Green on the same dates as the One Oak project shadows, although the 1:\vo 
shado1.vs would fall at different ~s of day and on different parts of the park. 

• 10 Sauth Van Ness Avenue is· a conceptual design. The project proposes two 4 00 
foot tall towers that could be located at distances of approximately 1,400 feet to 
1,600 feet from the southeast comer of Patricia's Green. },.t those distances, shadow 
from both 400 foot tov.rers would reach well onto the park. The shadov,r from the 
tov,'ers could reach the park v;rithin the first hom after one hour after sunrise, for less 
than an hour a day over eight or more weeks in October and No=vmnber. The · 
shado1.vs from the 10 South VanNsss project could reach Patricia's Green on the 
same October dates and times as the One Oak project shadov;rs, although the two 
shadows would fall on different parts of the park. Given the design uncertainties, a 
precise single estimate of shadow coverage is not possible. The shadow coverage of 
the current design likely coµld range into the hundreds of thousands of square foot 
hours, especially because there would be two tov:ers casting shadow. Hw.vever, 
project shadow coverage could vary, widely in response to modest changes in the 
height, orientation, location, or shapes of the project tow:ers. 

• 1500 l\lfissian Street would have one high rise tower ',vith a height of 250 feet and 
one with a height of 400 feet. The project would be approximately 1,800 feet from 
the southeast comer of Patricia's Green. l...t that distance, shad.av; from the 250 foot 
toy,rer would not reach the park, but shadow from the 4 00 foot tmv:er W'ould, for much 
less than a half hour a day during the first hour after one hom after sunrise, over an 
interval of four ·.veeks from late October through mid ·November. Shadows from the 
1500 Mission Street project could reach Patricia's Green on the same date in October, 
but not at the same 1:i.In!3, as the One Oak project shadows. 

For each of the three 400 foot tall projects aho'1e, digital models were obtained ofthe 
towers and their potential to reach the park at any of the defmed sun sampling times. 
These were then tested in the eontext of eristing interv-ening buildings that eould block 
nev.' project shadow from reaching the building, or from reaching the park. However, as 
these projects are still in eoneeptual stages of design, their shadow impacts were not 
quantified. For these reasons, the estimated values of shadov/ eoverage are not · 
ineorporated into the spreadsheets and the summary information. Rather, the potential 
shadow coverage is diseussed qualitatively for each of these.projects that eould produee 
Ile'N shadow on the park. 8inee these projects were modeled as potential massing 

, ;;olumes without design refinements, they represent a worst case scenario for cumulative 
shadow. · , 

Additionally, the last paragraph on BIR p. 4.E.27 has been revised, as follows (new text is 

underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 
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However, the proposed project's incremental shadow effect on Patricia's Green, when 
viewed in the context of past projects, current projects, and probable future projects; 
would not be cumulatively considerable. As shown above in Table 4.E.2, shadow from 
the proposed project would comprise (}.;w 0.22 percent of the annual available sunlight 
resource of the park. Together, shadow from existing projects (14,779,907 gsf 
12,034.236 sfh), the proposed project (136,972 148.200 sfh), and the Freevvay Paroel 
cumulative projects (7,530.207 gsf 10,814,758 sfh) would total 22,447,086 22,997,194 
sfh. As a portion of the total shadow on Patricia's Green, the proposed project's 
contribution to this cumulative total would comprise~ 0.64 percent. The incremental 
effect of the proposed project would not be cumulatively considerable in relation to total 
shadow resulting from past, present, and foreseeable projects. 

CHAPTER6,ALTERNATIVES 

The following revisions have been made to Table 6.1: Comparison of Characteristics and · 

Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project to the Alternatives, p. 6.2 (new text is underlined and 

deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

(Revised) Table 6.1: Comparison of Characteristics and Significant Impacts of the Proposed 
Project to the Alternatives [Excerpt] 

Alternative A: No 
Alternative B: Podium-

· Proposed Project Project 
only 

(Existing Conditions) 
Parkine: and Loadin2: 

Surface Parking Spares None ~11 None 
Nehicles) 
Residential Spaces -1£-136 None 59 
Carshare Soaces 2 None 2 
Off-Street Truck Loading 1 None 1 
Spaces 
Service Vehicle Loading Spaces 2 None 2 

The last sentence of the first paragraph under "Description" on p. 6.4 has been revised, as follows 

(new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

The existing~ surface parking lot acco:rrimodating 4 7 vehicles at the central portion 
of the project site would also remain in place. 

The following revisions have been made to the first sentence of the last paragraph on p. 6.4 (new 

text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed 310-unit, 40-story, 400-foot-tall (phis a 
20-foot-tall parapet), 499,580-gross-square-foot residential building, which would 
include 4,025 gsf of ground-floor retail/restaurant space and an approximately 60,090-gsf 
subsurface parking garage with ill 136 spaces for residents, would not be constructed. 

The third sentence of the paragraph under "Transportation and Circulation" on p. 6.5 has been 

revised, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 
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* 

5. DEIR Revisions 

The existing 30 space surface parking lot accommodating 47 vehicles m the central 
portion of the project site would continue to operate and would continue to be accessed 
from a curb cut along Oak Street. 

The sixth sentence of the paragraph under "Buildjng and Use Program" on p. 6.8 has been 

revised, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrnugh): 

The alternative would provide 59 residential parking spaces, as compared to~ 136 
spaces with the proposed project. 

The third sentence of the first paragraph under "Loadmg Impacts" on p. 6.13 has been revised, as 

follows (deletions are shown m strikethrough): 

Similar to the proposed project or its variant, trucks serving the project site would be able 
to use the existing on street recessed corn.mereial loading bay on Market. Street and the 
planned on-street commercial loading space to the west of the project site for the 1546 
Market Street buildmg .. 

. * The following revisions have been made to Table 6.3: Comparison of Vehicle Parking Supply 

and Demand, Proposed Project and Podium-only Alternative, on p. 6.14 (new text is underlined 

and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 

* 

(Revised) Table 6.3: Comparison of Vehicle Parking Supply and Demand, Proposed Project 
and Podium-only Alternative 

Project/Alternative and Period 
Midday 

Proposed Project 
Podium-only Alternative 

Overnight 
Proposed Project 
Podium-only Alternative 

Source: SF Guidelines 2002, LCW Consulting, 2016 

Supply Demand 

334 
134 

402 
150 

(Shortiall)/Surplus 

(l-19-12..8.) 
(75) 

(:241266:) 
(91) 

The last sentence of the paragraph under "Shadow" on pp .. 6.16-6.17, part of the Podium-only 
Alternative discussion, has been revised, as follows: · 

Shadow under this alternative would not reach Patricia's Green, or Page and Laguna Mini 
Park; or Koshland Park during the times of day covered under Planning Code Section 
295. 

June 1, 2017 
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CLERK: Commissioners, that will place 

us on Item 8 for Case No. 2009.0160 E, at 1550 through 

1540 Market Street, also known as One Oak Street. This 

is also a Draft Environmental Impact Report. Please 

note that written comments will be accepted at the 

planning department until 5:00 P.M. on January 10th, 

2017. 

MICHAEL JACINTO: Good afternoon, and Happy New 

Years, Commissioners. I'm Michael Jacinto, Planning 

Staff. The purpose of today's hearing is to take public 

comment on the adequacy, accuracy and completeness of 

the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the proposed 

project at 1500 1540 Market Street also refereed to as 

the One Oak Street project. No commission approval 

action is requested at this time. 

The project site is located at the intersection 

of Market and Oak Streets at Van Ness Avenue in the 

southwest portion of the-City•s downtown Civic Center 

neighborhoods. As described in the Draft EIR, the 

proposal entails demolition of a surface parking lot, 

demolition of the existing 1500 Market Street Building . 

containing commercial retail use, otherwise also known 

as All Star Donuts, as well as the demolition of the 

1540 Market Street Building that accommodates office 

space. 
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The proposed project includes construction of 

a 400-foot tall, 40-story residential tower with ground 

floor coIIU:tl.ercial space, 310 residential units, a 

subterranean garage wit~ 155 parking spaces, off-street 

loading, and resident bicycle parking in the building•s 

mezzanine. 

Immediately adjacent to the site, within the 

Oak Street right-of-way, the project would develop a 

publicly accessible plaza that wouid include seating, 

planters, and installation of wind canopies that have 

been designed to reduce pedestrian level winds near the 

project site. 

Commissioners, the Planning Department 

.conducted an Initial Study in 2015 to determine whether 

the proposed project may result in significant affects 

on the enviromnent. Based on the Initial Study 1 s 

findings, the Planning Department prepared this EIR that 

studies, in depth, the topics of traffic and 

circulation, wind shadow, and cumulative impacts. The 

EIR finds one significant impact related to the 

cumulative construction traffic that may not be reduced 

to a level of insignificance even with the mitigation 

measures implemented during the project .construction 

phase. 

The Planning Department published this draft 
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EIR on November 16th, 2016. It has a SS-day public 

review period that ends on January 10th, 2017. For 

those who are interested in commenting on the Draft EIR 

in writing, comment letters ·should be addressed to the 

environmental review officer and sent to 1650 Mission 

Street, Suite 400, San Francisco by 5:00 p.m. on 

. January 10th. 

Members of the public who intend to comment at 

this hearing today, please state your name for the 

record and address your comments to the adequacy and· 

completeness of the EIR. Comments on the merits of the 

project can be made at the time the proposed project 

is presented to the Commission for approval of its· 

entitlements. 

All comments will be transcribed and responded 

to in a Response to Comments document. When this has 

been comple.ted, the Planning Department will provide 

copies of the Response to Comments document to those 

who have commented on the Draft EIR. We will then 

return to this Commission to request certification of 

the Draft -- the EIR. 

Commissioners, this conclud~s my 

presentation. If you have any questions, I'm 

available. Thank you. 

PRESIDENT FONG: Thank you. So opening up to 
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6 

public comment, a number of sp~aker cards. 

Gail Baugh., Tom Radulovich, and Jim Warshell. 

GAIL BAUGH: Hi. My name is Gail Baugh, and 

I'm President of the Hayes Valley Neighborhood 
0-HVNA· 
Baugh 

Association. I'm one of several speakers from HVNA, 

and I will devote my time to the issue of below market 

rate housing in the Draft EIR. To reaffirm our letter 

now in your hands, this project does not include any BMR 

units; instead, moving those units to one of the parcels 

on Octavia Boulevard without any language to guarantee 

that those BMR units will be built. In addition, the 

proposed BMRs on Octavia Boulevard, which may be 

including the transitional age youth complex on 

Parcel U, yet the BMR's proposed may not be in kind, as 

per the housing required by.the Market/Octavia Plan for 

family housing as well as single persons. 

Kindly consider carefully to require specific 

BMR units for the One Oak site, as there is no guarantee 

that similar BMR units will be included in another 

development. 38 Dolores, built by Prado Developers, 

promised BMRs on site, only to pay the fee instead after 

the project was entitled. So far, no affordable housing 

has been built within the area as a result of the 

in lieu fee payment. 

Also note that developers are selling entitled 
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7 

properties to other developers. We• ve experienced these 1. 

(PH-1 
new developers changing entitled properties without cont'd 

community engagement -- 555 Fulton Street, Avalon Bay•s 

development which Build Inc. Sold to Avalon Bay, and 

that closed street level retail on Laguna and Oak, and 

we're still awaiting other retail on Oak at Octavia. 

In a successful development at the UC Regents 

Cam.pus at 55 Laguna, we devoted ten years in 

collaboration with different developers and numerous 

agencies for the new apartment complex that also 

includes on-site BMRs, community gardens, the new 

Haight Street Art Center, and a new Waller Street 

wa.lkwa-y. 

HVNA 1 s participation in this EIR process and 

future entitlement for the One Oak Street development is 

to embrace this development with BMRs on site, with the 

outcome that provides a livable neighborhood for the 

project residents, as well as those who already live, 

work, and pass through this area. Thank you. 

CLERK: I'll take this opportunity to 

remind members of the public that the public comment 

period for this item is for the accuracy and adequacy 

of the Environmental Impact ~eport, not necessarily the 

project itself. 

TOM RADULOVICH: Noted. Tom Radulovich, with 
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8 

O-LC1 

Livable City. / I •m here to talk about the adequacy and· 1 
(TR-9) 

the completeness of the EIR/EIS for this project. This cont'd 

project is in.an area called The Hub. The Hub is the 

intersection of Van. Ness and Market. 

If you look at all of the proposed projects 

that are either under construction now or proposed for 

building, the amount of development in this area will 

increase several fold. We 1 ll have many, many more 

residents living here; we 1 ll have many, many more 

offices there. It I s ·als.o a very important place in the 

City 1 s transportation network. Market Street 1 s perhaps 

the most important transit s'tr·eet in the City. It 1 s 

certainly one of the most· important, if not the most 

important pedestrian streets and cycling streets. 

Van Ness is also a very important transit 

street. If you work or live in the area. as r· do, 

you 1 ll know that there 1 s not a lot of room on the 

. streets for more cars. So as we look at developing this 

area, we really need to add net zero new automobile 

trips for two reasons. 

One, it 1 s already too.congested. Two, in order 

to do the things that we need to do to make the area 

safer .for walking and for cycling and to move transit 

vehicles through thi~ area and accommodate ever larger 

numbers of people who need to more by those sustainable 
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modes, we might end up with less road space. Better 

Market Street would close -- reduce the automobile. 

capacity on Market and the Van Ness BRT project is 
I 

already reducing the automobile'capacity on Van Ness 

Avenue. 

So you have tools in your toolbox available to 

you. You can use current knowledge. You can use 

research that this department has done to make this 

project the best it can be. It's a smart place to put 

development, but that development can not then destroy 

the very assets, that transportation richness that is 

the reason for developing in that area in the first 

place. 

So one of the take-aways from all the TDM 

research is adding more parking to your project 

increases automobile trips. The most potent tool in 

your toolbox for managing transportation demand, 

according to your own research, is reduced parking. So 

therefore this EIR/EIS should include a zero parking 

alternative. Zero parking alternative will do two 

things. 

One, it will reduce the number of automobile 

trips coming into the area. The second thing it does is 

it reduces the nll;[[lber of conflicts created by 

9 

1 
(TR-9) 
cont'd 

automobile circulation-. So cars coming into or out of \/ 
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10 

a parking garage, all of those right turns, all of those 1 
(TR-9 

maneuvers we do every time we have a right turn and it 

endangers pedestrians and cyclists. So all of those 

automobile ·movements actually have a big impact on the 

movement, safe movement of transportation, walking, 

cycling, and transit. 

So this project•s asked for .5. That's double 

the amount of as of right. They should get no more than 

the as of right and a zero parking alternative should 

be studied. Now, we say this with every EIR/EIS that 

comes up, you know in areas where no parking is, 

.required, and where no· parking is actually desirable. 

You need to study that alternative in your EIR. 

If you don't, your EIR is not adequate. You can't look 

at those different alternatives and say which one is the 

best for walking, cycling, transit if you only analyze 

one and the one you analyze isn't even conforming. So 

those alternatives need to be added to this one, and as 

of right and a zero parking alternative for it to be 

complete. Thank yqu. 

JIM WARSHELL: Hello. My name is Jim Warshell, 

cont'd 

and I'm also with Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association. O-HVl~A
Warst ell 

And most of my comments have now been made redundant, 1 
(TR-81 

based on Commissioner Richard's e~cellent presentation 

earlier. If any of you don't have the article, I have a 
\/ 
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Those assumptipns need ~o be corh• 
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tirne. parked. ConsequentlYi, the demand 
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copy of it for you that he referenced, and 

Mr. Radulovich 1 s statements which make many of the 

points as to the adequacy of this EIR that I had 

intended on making. 

Not exploring zero parking is something that 

makes this inadequate, especially since this is the 

flagship first major development of The Hub where 1,682 

additional parking spaces are now estimated to be in 

this general area. As we all know, it•s one of the most 

traffic-choked areas in the City. And not exploring 

that option is faulty in the EIR, let•s say. Not to 

have challenged the .5 request when no compelling 

reason to justify, doubling from the entitled .25 is 

further an error in the EIR that needs to be rectified. 

And that basically covers most of my points. 

This is, you know, the densest, most transit-

rich environment in the City. The Hub is supposed to be 

evaluating comprehensive impacts of the entirety of 

the development, but this EIR for One Oak is setting 

the worst possible example, requesting .5, ignoring the 

.25 as of right, and not even considering the zero 

option. 

11 

1 
(TR-8) 
cont'd 

There is ,a very famous saying, 11 If not now, 

when? 11 You could sort of amend that, 11 If not here, 

where? 11 We should be looking at zero very, very 
\II . 
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seriously. 

It's interesting, there was a very 

interesting broadcast by the sponsors of Park Merced 

talking about their incentives to people to not own 

cars, and over. 90 percent of people offered the 

incentives took them. If that can work in Park Merced, 

which is a much more car-dependent, limited, transit 

area, then.we should be certainly looking at ~t very, 

very aggressively here. 

Thank you, again, C0It1.Luissioner Richards, and I 

appreciate all of your considerations on this. 

MOE J.A.t'\fIL: Good· afternoon, Commissioners. 

Happy New Year. Moe Jamil, Middle Polk Neighborhood 

Association. We submitted a letter last night standing 

with Hayes Valley on this issue as a fellow of Van Ness 
I 

Corridor Neighborhood Association. You know, in 

interest of your long agenda; I will keep my comments 

12 

1 
(TR-8) 
cont'd 

brief .. 

I essentially agree with the other public 

comm.enters here. Also, I made a note in our letter of 

some -- you know, what we think is easy fixes by the 

project sponsor on this, things like additional 

mitigation for shadows, maybe, perhaps, additional. 

affordable housing, some other types of community 

O-MPNA2 

1 
(GE-2 

benefits. And we think that that's really the high road\V 
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to take here. 

I think that the department did a great job of 

what was presented to them by the sponsor, so perhaps 

changing what is presented to them can kind of fix all 

this. And I think that's the easy way, rather than 

having long delays .and enforcing the department to do· 

all this additional work, where, really, just meet the 

community where the community is. And we're not -- :not 

trying to, you know, stop an entire project. Actually, 

we say it's a great idea, but here are some small 

tweaks to it to make it even better. So that I'd 

submit .. Thank you. 

PRESIDEl'J'T FONG: Is there any other public 

comment? 

BOB ANDERSON: Hi. My name is Bob Anderson. 

I'm with the Hayes Vailey Neighborhood Association. I 

also am a resident of 77 Van Ness, which is right about 

50 yards away from the development and right in the 

middle of The Hub and near Market and Van·Ness. I do 

have some letters, if I could give to the Commissioners, 

so they have an und~rstariding of what it is we're 

13 

1 
(GE-2) 
cont'd 

talking about here. 0-HVNA-
Anderson 

I am here to talk about something that I think 1 
(Wl-2) 

was omitted from the DEIR, and that is a study of 

wind on bicycling. r have some questions that were not 
\/ 
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addressed in the DEIR. Basically, what is the effect of 1 
(Wl-2) 

wind on the bicycle, on bicycles in general? There is cont'd 

an estimated 1,400 cyclists that travel through Market 

and Van Ness on a daily basis of peak hours, Monday 

through Friday. 

You know, my question is what happens when 

people are going through the intersection? Where does· 

the wind go once it bounces off the buildings? None of 

this. has been studied or represented in the DEIR. Will 

the winds be deflected onto Market Street? There's a 

major lane there, as I said, and is the.wind going to 

now hit the cyclists as they're coming through? 

I think that, you know, Market and Van Ness is 

one of the windiest areas in the City. The effect of 

the winds on cyclists is not really understood by 

the City. And the goal of the City is to increase the 

San Francisco Bay, making it safer and more accessible 

for more residents to cy~le in San Francisco. 

The Market and Octavia Plan, the Better 

Neighborhoods Plan and The Better Market Street Plan 

and the SFMTA strategic vision is to increase cycling 

within San Francisco, especially, on Market Street.· The 

DEIR has no discussion of wind mitigation for cyclists, 

So, in my estimation, it•s a real omission from the DEIR 

itself, which renders it inadequate in that area. 
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In Danville, California, cyclists were ignored 1 
(Wl-2) 

on an EIR examining housing development. The EIR was corit'd 

challenged, and the decision was directed towards 

bicyclists, that they must be included in the plan. And 

I would ask that that be true for this area as wel.l. 

For myself, as a resident in the area and also 

a cyclist, I have commuted in the City for over 20 years 

and have done a lot of long distance cycling and 

cross-country trips, I know what wind can do to people 

when they•re trying to cycle on a bicycle. It can 

really stop them from wanting to do it if the wind is 

too strong. And it is also very dangerous, given the 

amount of traffic and the congestion. And as a person 

that lives on Van Ness, it is congested constantly. 

Thank you very much. 

PRESIDENT FONG: Next public comment speaker. 

I 1 m sorry, there•s -- come· on up. 

There•s another speaker card. Jiro Yamamoto. 

TESS WELEORN: Hello. My name is Tess Welborn. 

And belated welcome to the new Commissioners. Thank you 
0-HVNA-Welborn 

for being with us. / I •m also with the Hayes Valley · 1 
(PH-1) 

Neighborhood Association and wish to follow up on some 

of the points about the below market rate housing. 

There• s no gu·arantee that below market rate 

housing would be built in the vicinity of this project. 
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And when the Market/Octavia Plan was produced many Y.ears 1 
(PH-1 

ago, many of us were around and participated in it. The cont'd 

idea was that we were allowing many new market rate 

housing units to be built in the Market/Octavia area 

with lower and moderate income housing too. 

So we feel very strongly that below market 

rate housing must be attached to this project and the 

consideration must be included in this DEIR. There•s no 

guarantee right now that any affordable housing would be 

built in this plan.area in the current DEIR. 

And a vague plan to put in 72 units on three 

tiny parcels over where the freeway was doesn•t 

guarantee -- well, first, it doesn•t obviously guarantee 

any units, but it doesn•t guarantee that the units will 

be of comparable size and condition to the One Oak 

project. 

Besides that -- so obviously a full discussion 

of any below market rate units should be included in 

this EIR. This also does not include any discussion 

about the gentrification and displacement. It doesn•t 

include any discussion about where connecting the 

City•s Nexus Study which shows that -- the BMR impact of 

market rate housing. So what -- what Nexus Study are 

they using? 

percentages? 

Are they using -- I mean, which 

Are they using the 12 percent on-site and 
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the 20 percent off-site, or are they using the Prop C 

25 percent on-site or 33 percent off-site? 

These defects have to be fixed to get this EIR 

to be comprehensi~e. We need to know what size the BMR 

units would be, make sure that they•re comparable to the 

One Oak unit sizes, and also reflect the Market/Octavia 

unit sizes and mix. 

Please take these comments and get -- and 

request that the EIR be re fixed. Thank you. 

17 

1 
(PH-1) 
cont'd 

JIRO YAMAMOTO: 
I-Yamamoto 

· Good afternoon, Commissioners. 1 
' My name is1 Jiro Yamamoto. r•m speaking on behalf of 

myself. r•m concerned about the EIR and the impact of 

wind blast on single track vehicles, primarily 

bicyclists, but, however, scooters as well and motor

cyclists. 

As you probably know from your own experiences 

riding a bicycle, should you be pushed from the.side by 

a blast of wind, you 1 ll veer. And considering the 

amount traffic in that area, it could easily lead to a 

crash. So I think that was not particularly examined in 

the EIR. · 

r•m also concerned about the loading zone. 

This is west of Van Ness, and that area is where the 

main bike lane is for people riding from downtown 

through the.western part of the City. And, of course, 
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with vision zero, the intent is to decrease the number 2 
(TR-5) 

of injuries and fatalities, and with the increase in the cont'd 

amount of automobiles emanating from that building and 

using that as a loading zone, one might imagine for 

people using cabs and other TNCs, that there will be 

significantly more traffic interactions with bicyclists, 

and that will lead to more injuries. 

To get to vision zero, we got to do some 3 
(TR-8) 

changes. Increasing parking a1;: that area would be a bad cont'd 

idea. Thank you. 

JASON HENDERSON: We start the clock, all -0-HVN, • 

Hender;on 

right. Good afternoon, Commissioners, and tharik you for 1 

tak·ing .our comments. I 'm going to speak to the 

inadequacy of this EIR. My name is Jason Henderson, 

from the Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association. 

So first of all, on the transportation impacts, 

we believe that there needs to be a deeper and thorough 

analysis of VMT. Even though you've selected a metric 

that lets you come in under·the regional threshold of 

significance, we think that this project is such a 

unique location at a very high traffic intersection that 

you should dive deeper into -- even if the car trips are 

three miles per capita per day, if you look at the 

transportation study, you•re generating hundreds of car 

(TR-2) 

trips from this development at a very constrained 
w 
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intersection. So even if· those car trips are· short, 

they•re causing problems. They•re interacting with 

pedestrians, with cyclists; they're slowing down 

transit. So this needs a deeper analysis. 

The bicycle impacts are a glaring omission from 

this document. And we•re supposed to be a city that is 

encouraging a higher mode split. The SFMTA is targeting 

about 9 percent by 2018 with a longer term goal of 

20 percent at some point. You're not going to get that 

if you're. not discussing the livability and the hazard 

conditions towards cyclists. 

19 

1 
(TR-2) 
cont'd 

So.on ·two points, the wind study, 

thorough on pedestrians and on the impacts 

which was T2 
. l(Wl-2) 

at bus stops, 

doesn't mention bicycling at all. And that•s -- you got 

to go back and understand the physics and how turbulent 

winds affect bicycling. 

The other issue is that loading zone. That 

loading zone is, I think, mischaracterized. We're 

talking about the one on Market Street. It's 

characterized as an existing condition, but the reality 

is it•s a physical change of the built 

environment, because it•s been, for ten years, not 

really used. Your own transportation report.says "No 

trucks have been observed using that loading zone." So 

in the meantime, over the past decade, you•ve seen an 
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increase in cycling. so· the incumbent cyclists are now 

going to have vehicles all day long crossing that bike 

lane. That is a change to the physical environment. 

That is a significant change . 

The EIR ignores it. In fact, it even says, 

11 0h, well, we'll make it easier for the delivery 

vehicles by removing soft-hit posts. 11
. That•s insane. 

Okay, so we got the bicycle impacts and we got the, 

loading -- the wind and the loading on bicycles. 

The below market rate housing issue is also 

something very important to us, and I think it does 

speak to CEQA, or CEQA can speak to that. There is 

precedent. There is discussion ~n the City about the 

relationship between market rate housing, what demands 

it has on BMRs, and how that affects the built 

environment, how people might end up commuting longer 

distances and so on. 

So really this needs to get a second look. 

It's not about the project itself; it•s about the 

adequacy of the environmental study. And we hope that 

you agree,. and we• d be happy to talk further about 

these comments.· 

Thank you. Have a good afternoon. 

JEREMY POLLOCK: Good afternoon, Commissioners, 

Jeremy Pollock, Legislative Aide to Supervisor John 
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A-BOS-Avalos 

Avalos. /supervisor Avalos asked me to pass on a few 

comments. And I think it reiterated a lot of 

what's been said already. I think there's serious 

concerns about the parking in this project. I think 

this is such a crucial hub for the transportation 

system, I think we need to be very careful in analyzing 

every new parking space that goes in in this area. 

And I think the fact.that this -- the EIR doesn•t stu~y 

a zero parking alternative is totally inadequate and 

needs to be reanalyzed. 

1 
(TR-9) 

And I think Supervisor Avalos also agrees with 2 

the concerns about the wind analysis. I think,· you 

know, anyone who ha·s biked around, you know, from 

City Hall here to Market Street on a summer 

afternoon knows that the wind is really disturbing in 

the afternoon coming down Polk Street, and especially 

up Market Street. 

I think looking at the cumulative impacts 

that were projected from all the other development going 

on is also very concerning. The wind canopies are 

it•s encouraging to see that being considered, but how 

those affect the bike lane, I think, is not at all 

analyzed, and this EIR needs to be considered. And I 

think the -- looking at the cumulative bicycle 

impacts doesn't seem to adequately take into account 
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the better Market Street Plan. 

And if we establish a fully separated 

bicycle track along the length of Market Street, we'll 

- - w.e should see a significant increase in bike traffic. 

Anyone biking westbound on Market during rush hour· 

already knows that it's a very crowded bike lane 

already. And I think if we added additional crowding to 

that when you are in a constrained space of a separated 

raised cycle track and you have significant wind 

impacts, I think that definitely has some potential to· 

create hazardous conditions, and this EIR does not 

study them. So I think that is all my points. Thank 

you. 

PRESIDENT FONG: Is there any additional 

22 

2 
(Wf-2) 
cont'd 

public comment? 
I.Judith 

JUDITH: Hello, my name is Judith, and I 1 
(C0-1 

haven't had a chance to review the EIR yet, but I'm very 

familiar with the area. And I j~st have a few ~om'ments 

based on some previous studies of other documents. 

One of the things i.s the construction, 

because this is such a congested. area -- I guess my 

clock can start. 

Because this is such a congested area and 

because I use transit and also drive on this area 

regularly and have noticed that there's been a lot 
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encroachment by construction projects on public right of 1 
. (C0-1 

ways - - and I think that because there is so much going· cont'd 

on in this area, you. should really limit all 

construction to the lot line and not allow them to push 

pedestrians into the street, to push bike lanes into car 

lanes and things like that. 

So strict adherence to the lot line for any 

construction. This has not been to adhered to on Van 

Ness; this has not been adhered to on 9th. There's 

just too much encroachment on public right-of-way. 

Also, I think that loading zones -- you·know, 

regardless of the parking number, loading zones are 

really critical to maintain in terms of safety. There's 

so much loading, double space, and just illegal loading 

and unloading which really impedes bicycles, especially, 

and also normal traµsit and cars, which Va~ Ness, of 

course, is going to have the bike 

special bus lanes. 

the bus lanes, 

I would also -- so I would move the loading 

zone to someplace, I guess, off Market. It sounds like 

Oak, maybe, and I would make sure that there is a 

loading zone. Sometimes loading zones are entitled, but 

then white zones are taken away because the pressure to 

put parking meters on those spaces and get revenue is 

2 
(TR-5 

just too temp.ting for t:he relevant agency. 
\I 
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I would suggest that you have the developer add2 
(TR-5) 

city. bike memberships in lieu of parking. That• s a way cont'd 

to encourage more of the bike share, and that would be 

a great place to have a bike share. And if it was 

subsidized by the developer by providing free bike share 

memberships to their residents, that would be great. 

I• d also love to see some public bathrooms. If 3 
(GE-2 

they're not going to do any BMR.on-site, that would be 

a great place .. and a great building to have some public 

bathrooms that pedestrians could use, that transit 

people could use, because we're not putting bathrooms 

underground.anymore, and that really makes that area 

not that great for families to use. It would really 

and we know that the City is doing some temporary 

bathrooms a few blocks away. That's an ongoing 

cost. It would be great to just have some public 

bathrooms available and provided by the building, as a 

lot of churches do in the.City now. Thanks. 

PRESIDENT FONG: Any additional public comment? 

Okay, not seeing any, public comment is closed. 

And, Commissioner Moore. 
A-CPC-Moore 

COMMISSIONER MOORE: I'm very grateful to Hayes 1 
(GE-1) 

Valley Neighborhood Association to do such a thorough 

overview of issues that do come into mind when 

reading the Draft EIR. I •.m in full support of the 
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observations that have been shared, including the 

challenges that Mr·. Radulovich posed in terms of auto 

capacity reduction and a number of other traffic 

related issues. 

The one issue that was not mentioned by 

HVNA is the issue of concerns for shadow on 

Patricia's Green and Koshland Park. I, myself, am very 

concerned that as we are not increasing the number of 

neighborhood parks in these already cong·ested 

neighborhoods, that the overlay of The Hub, which 

came much later than the Hayes Valley Market/ 

Octavia Plan, creates additional pressure on this park 

which is really the one and foremost commuter 

gathering space. 

So I would support a cautionary comment that 

the EIR is very cognizant of the effect on it. At this 

moment .this particular park is not a protect~d park 

under Prop M -- Prop.K, actually, and I would-appreciate 

that there will be additional study on what that really 

means to this growing neighborhood. 

Another point, although not as much EIR

related, but as my own concern, The Hub itself is an 

abstract conc·ept which I would have liked to see studied 

25 

1 
(GE-1) 
cont'd 

2 
(SH-1) 

3 
(CU-1 

in a programmatic EIR together with overriding policies_ 

and principals which look at the transformation at this \I/ 
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important point of the City. That has never occurred. 

I've raised the same question when we very 

recently reviewed 1500 Mission Street, a project that 

will be part of The Hub, and other projects slightly 

to through the south and to the west, a shared vision on 

what that means in reducing automobile capacity, 

potentially even reconfiguring the geometries 

on Van Ness on one of the most unfortunate intersections 

in the City of San Francisco. Van Ness and Market is a 

missed opportunity to really have a hub that deals wi·th 

exciting new building forms, but makes the street itself 

more important than the transit investment that we have 

put to intersect at that particular inter~ection. 

I am still· also not very cl'ear about 

pedestrian circulation, increased safety for people who 

are using transit, who are crossing on bicycle, and on 

slower modes of moving across the intersection. The 

sidewalks in front of the project. in ques_tion today are 

far too narrow to accommodate the increased pedestrian 

-- safe increased pedestrian movement, particularly if 

loading is not being moved to Oak Street, and, 

particularly, if we continue to not constructively 

address how we deal with the random unregulated 

patterns of Uber and Lyft regarding pickup and 

delivery of passengers. 
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All of that will have a direct impact here, 

particularly crossing over the dedicated bike lanes is 

something which is already enough of a threat, but it 

has not been put forward as a traffi.c measure, but 

which we•re bringing it into the context of a discussion 

on EIR and protecting pedestrians, bicycles, et cetera. 

Those would be my comments at the moment. 

Thank you. 

27 

5 
(TR-5) 

PRESIDENT FONG: Commissioner Richards. 

COMMISSIONER RICHARDS: So some of the 

A-CPC
Richards 

comm.enters raised some issues, and I had to go back into 

the DEIR to see what the project sponsor•s goals were 

for the project. And the last bullet is to provide 

adequate parking and vehicular unloading access 

to serve the needs of project residents and their 

visitors. I get that. Makes sense. 

But when you're looking at it through the lens 

of what we•re doing here to understand the study, it 

says that the EIR needs to be adequate, accurate, and 

objective, and need not be exhaustive, but the 

sufficiency of an EIR needs to be reviewed in light of 

what•s reasonably feasible. 

I think what•s reasonably feasible is a no 

parking alternative, a conforming parking alternative at 

-
1 
(TR-9) 

.25 as well as the project sponsor's .5. So I don't 
\I 
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think it•s objective if we don•t look at those other 

alternatives. 
,~R-9) 
l~ont'd 

-Some other things that came to mind here as 

well, I 1 ve had the occasion to be down at that 

inte~section recently several times and I do understand 

that that loading zone is not used. So it's an existing 

condition because it•s physically there, but it isn't 

being used. And I think that we need to understand if 

we actually reactivate it -- because there's nothing to 

unload to there right now. You can't -- the donut shop 

doesn't unload donuts. There's nothing there to unload. 

There•s an empty lot. So if we were to reactivate that, 

what's it really going to have? What•s the impact going 

to be specifically on cyclists?-

! was at the Planning Department last night, 

and I had to drive my car, unfortunately, but it was 

late; I could par~ it in front. And when I went home in 

the dark, I tried to make a turn on Duboce from 

Valencia, and I have to tell you, at night, when 

there's bicyclists coming down Valencia and it's 

raining and you•re trying to make a turn to understand 

where cars are coming at you, it's harrowing. You know, 

I almost hit a bicyclist making that right turn. So I 

project what I my experience last night into this 

2 
(TR-5) 

intersection with that loading.zone, not far from that 
\V 
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corner, on a rainy night, when it's dark, and I see the 2 
(TR-5 

same kind of things happening. So I really think we cont'd 

need to look at the impact of bicyclists on that loading 

zone the loading zone on the impact of a cyclist. 

I think the adequacy of the EIR as well needs 

to understand the changes in the retail landscape. 

Yesterday morning I had to go to a meeting, but what was 

in my driveway? An Amazon car delivering to the 

nextdoor neighbor. I didnit even know they delivered by 

car. I thought they just delivered by truck. 

But, you know, so many things are happening 

that•s overtaking our ability to understand them, 

changes in retail, on demand meals. When I go home 

tonight, I'm going to have Munchery, and they•re going 

to deliver it to my house because I 1 m not going to 

cook. I 1 ll probably take an Uber home. 

So, I mean, all this stuff is happening, and 

I •m not sure we I re really getting a r·eal understanding 

of it as it pertains to this really sensitive site .. 

With this many units and this many people and this 

demand, I'm really having to stretch, trying to 

understand how we're going to accommodate it. 

3 
(TR-6) 

The other issue, the one that we .had on -- I 

think it was 91st Street, the loading and unloading of 

people moving in and out needs to be considered, that 
\/ 
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30 

T 

maybe it's not an EIR thing; I think it's a 3 
(TR-6) 

project-specific thing, but I'll go out on a limb here. cont'd 

Without an ability to have people drive their U-Haul van 

in, unload it, put it in an elevator, get it up to their 

unit on Floor 30, to have them down on the street 

carrying stuff in, lamps and stuff, you know, from the 

street in and trying to get it through the lobby or some 

other way; just really doesn't make much sense. So I 

know there's a big loading area there, but I'm assuming 

that that's really more for bigger trucks. But. we'll 

have to see. So I think that's -- that's an issue. 

I think we need to be creative around all these 

things I mentioned about where the world is going as 

it pertains to this project and other projects in the, 

neighborhood, and get really creative, because maybe the 

model of having the delivery happen right at your site 

no longer works. 

The post office uses rhino boxes where they'll 

deliver it to a rhino box and have to go get it. So, I 

mean, we need to think about be creative here and 

maybe take a different lens. 

I think shadow on Brady Park, which is in the 

Market/Octavia Plan, not a park yet, should be looked 

at. Whatis the impact there going to be if that does 

become a park? 
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And I do agree with Commissioner Moore. We 

just looked at 1500 Mission Street iast week -- last 

meeting in. December. Before that we had the Tower Car 

Wash site. I know the Honda site•s going to be coming. 

I know the carpet store on Otis and Mi·ssion is coming. 

When you put .all this together, what does it 
. . 

look like? I mean, we have a Central SoMa EIR which I'm 

reading right now; it•s almost like we kind of need a 

Hub EIR. When you put all this together, show me what 

it looks like. I don't want to make decisions in 

isolation. So this .5 parking and a Honda .5 parking and 

- .:. you know, it• s all c-oming together. So I• d . like to see 

how this all fits together. 

PRESIDENT FONG: Commissioner Moore. 

5 
(CU 1) 

A-CPC-Moore 

COMMISSIONER MOORE: I have one other question, 6 
(Wl-1) 

one other comment that might not be something current 

EIRs can answer, but I'd like to put that in as the. 

project moves forward. · It's triggered by a comment from 

the public .speaker about the interference of 

construction beyond property line. 

The question'I'm asking here, as wind 

mitigation we are hearing about wind foils as wind 

detractors These particular wind foils extend over the 

publ.ic right-of-way or over the -- .or are in the public 

realm, and I am wondering how much the public realm is 
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served by the need for public -- by privately 

necessitated wind mitigation. 

I question that I am looking at sidewalks 

having wind foils on them, particularly when in San 

Francisco we mostly like to walk on sunny sidewalks when 

the sun is there. I just pulled that as a question, 

but I 1 d like that to go forward as a comment on the 

particular configuration regarding wind mitigation for 

this project. 

32 

6 
(Wl-1) 
cont'd 

PRESIDENT FONG: Commissioner Melgar. 
A-CPC-Melgar 

COMMISSIONER MELGAR: Thank you. I'm not going1 

to belabor the points that Commiss-ioners Richards and 

Moore made so well. I also would like a more thorough 

analysis of the impact of wind on bicycles, and also 

the affordable housing component. / I am real_ly 

interested in getting a more thorough application of 

the VMT as a measurement tool to not just this project, 

but as Commissioner Richards was talking about, that 

helps in general. 

Because I do think it could be a really 

great tool for us on the local level to apply and come 

up with our own measurement methodologies and benchmarks 

when it comes to transit hubs. And I'm thinking because 

we've been getting so much correspondence about the 

Balboa Reservoir, for example, this is a tool that we 
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could use. And I think that we're just barely using it 2 
(TR-2) 

as it -- you know. So I think, this is really 

interesting, but I would like a little bit deeper 

analysis. 

PRESIDENT FONG: Commissioner Richards. 
A-CPC-Richards 

points. 

COMMISSIONER RICHARDS: I guess, two trailing 6 
(CU-1 

We have a.plan EIR for Market/Octavia, which we 

could use. But when you•re looking at increasing 

heights around.The Hub, you•re really changing things. 

So that• why I think the adequacy with the plan EIR 

may not.actually cover all these projects coming, 

especially if we're making changes midstream. So that•s 

why I'm talking about kind of a hub understanding. 

The other one is Commissioner Melgar included 

me in TDMs mentioned in the DEIR. I'd love to see the 

TDM applied. So if you have .5 parking spaces or .25 or 

none, what are the ot~er things on the menu of 20-odd 

something things need to do to get to the acceptable 

number? I believe,. it• s 28 or whatever. What do they 

have to do? What•s it going to look like? So maybe 

thatJ.s a project-specific thing, but it would really 

help us understand the viability of what the parking 

ratio could look like. 

PRESIDENT FONG: Okay, I think that concludes 

Commissioner's comments. 
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CALlF O 'RN IA 
':Bt:CYCL,E 
·co:A LJTlO N 

January 5, 2017 

. Lisa Gibson 
Acting Environmental Review officer 

. San Francisco Planning Department 
Lisa.gibson@sfgov.org 

0-CBC 
1017 L Street, #288 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916-778-0746 
info@calbike.org 

RE: Comments on the Adequacy of One Oak Street Project Draft Environmental Impact Report 
and Mitigations 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

I am writing to bring your attention to one particular issue in the draft BIR of the One Oak 
project that is worth your consideration: it does not consider wind impacts on bicyclists. 

As anyone who pedals along Market Street near Polk Street is aware, wind impacts from tall 
buildings can pose a significant challenge to comfortable and safe pedaling. Strong wind at that 
location will blow people several feet sideways into the next lane. It's strong enough to 
sometimes cause crashes. Will the new tall building in this windy area have similar, or worse 
effects? We don't know, and we should. The Planning Commissioners should be made aware, 
through the Environmental Impact Report, of the effect of wind on bicycling safety and comfort. 

Please revise the Draft Environmental Impact Report to consider wind impacts on bicyclists so 
that appropriate mitigation measures can be taken, if necessary. 

Sincrely, 

Dave Snyder 
Executive Director 
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From: Marlayne Morgan [mailto:marlayne16@qmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 04, 2017 10:31 PM 
To: Moe Jamil 

0-CHNA 

Cc: Rodney Fong; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rich Hillis; Kathrin Moore; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, 
Joel (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jason M Henderson; 
Gail Baugh 
Subject: Re: 1 Oak Draft EIR Item 8 on Agenda 

Dear President Fong and 9ommissioners: 

I apologize for the last minute nature of these comments. Due to the excellent analysis provided I1 
by HVNA, Cathedral Hill Neighbors Association (CHNA) also strongly urges the Commission (GE-2) 
to eliminate off street parking and Market Street loading, to provide BJ:v1R units on site and to · 
mitigate shadow impacts through community benefits. 

One Oak, as the first major new project in the Hub, has the opportunity to shape future 
development in this area. 

Regards, 

Marlayne Morgan, President 
Cathedral Hill Ne.ighbors Association-
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0-HANC 
HAIGHT ASHBURY NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 

January 9, 2017 

To: Lisa Gibson 

From: 

Re: 

Acting Environmental Review Officer 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
lisa.gibson@sfgov.org 

Rupert Clayton 
Housing and Land Use Chair 
Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council 
landuse@hanc-sf.org 

Plap.ning Department Case No. 2009.0159E, 
State Clearinghouse No. 2012102025 

Dear Ms. Gibson, 

The Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council has the following serious concerns 
about the adequacy of the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the proposed 
One Oak Street Project. 

Request for reissue of material ,and extension of comment period: The ''Wind. 1 
Comfort Analysis Results" presented on pages 4.D.10-11 and 4.D.15-16 of the ( l-0 , 

DEIR are truncated at all four margins and therefore the DEIR's summary of 
wind analysis results fails to present key data from which any reader is 
expected to draw conclusions. These data must be reissued in a readable 
format and the comment period extended or reopened in order to permit 
g·enuine public review. Simply correcting this data in the final EIR will not allow 
the public sufficient opportunity to evaluate the adequacy of this analysis and have 
their comments addressed. 

W-1 (Wind Impacts): Aside from the missing data mentioned above, the analysis2 
of wind impacts in the DEIR entirely ignores the effects of the project and ( 1-1) 
any proposed mitigation measures on key groups such as seniors, people 
with disabilities and cyclists. For this reason, the DEIR is inadequate in its 
current form.. 

The project location is adjacent to the city's primary bike-commuting route (Route 
50, along Market Street and used by many residents in the Haight Ashbury) so the 
effect on cyclists is particularly important to study. However, neither Section 4.C 
nor Section 4.D of the DEIR provides any analysis of the effect of wind on 
cyclists, such as the increased risk of cyclists being blown into vehicle traffic, or 
the potential reduction in bike usage due to people avoiding increasingly frequent 
street-level winds. 

PO Box 170518 •!• San Francisco •!• CA 94117 
. www.hanc-sf.org info@hanc.sf-org 
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The project is also located on two of the city's major transit arteries, within three blocks of City Hall and close to 
many city offices and arts venues. The surrounding sidewalks and streets are used regularly by many people with 
limited mobility. Again, this group includes many Haight Ashbury residents. Despite this setting, Section 4.D of 
the DEIR contains no analysis of the effect of increased wind on seniors and disabled people. 

We are particularly alarmed to see that the summarized wind study results on page 4.D.18 indicate that the project 
will create wind exceeding the hazard criteria for even able-bodied people at test point 57 (in the western crosswalk 
across Market Street at Van Ness Avenue. This is a heavily used pedestrian crosswalk near multiple transit stops 
across the city's major artery. Where a project causes a wind speed rated as a hazard this is deemed a significant 
impact under CEQ.A, and the San Francisco Planning Code Section 148 stipulates that ''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." The project clearly causes winds to reach hazard 
level at test point 57 where they do not do so currently. For this reason, the DEIR inadequately analyses the 
additional hazard created by the development and must be amended to find the wind impact to be 
significant. 

The DEIR states that the project results in "no net increases in the number of test points that would exceed the 
hazard criteria" [4.D.17] and uses this "no net increase" criterion to conclude that "the proposed project would not 
alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas." By inventing this "net increase" standard, the DEIR 
wr~ngly interprets SF Planning Code Section 148 as exempting projects that create hazard-level winds in some 
places and reduce them in others. This interpretation would allow any developer to create new wind hazards and 
offset them by choosing·sufficient testing points in areas where wind is reduced. This is plainly not the intent of 
either CEQA or the San Francisco Planning Code. 

C-W-1 (Cumulative Wind Impacts): The DEIR improperly evaluates the cumulative wind impacts of One Oak 
and other existing and proposed developments. While the report does analyze the effect of the project in 
combination with these other buildings via a form of regression analysis, the DEIR does not directly compare 
cumulative configurations with and without the proposed project. A direct comparison of configurations that diffe 
only in the presence of the proposed project is required in order for the DEIR to adequately assess whether the 
project contributes to significant cumulative wind impacts. The cumulative wind impact section of the DEIR 
must therefore be rewritten, and if necessary additional wind tunnel analysis must be performed. 

4 
-1) 

TR-1 and C-TR-1 (VMT and Traffic Impacts): The DEIR uses the Governor's Office of Planning and 5 
Research's new approach of analyzing traffic impacts through changes to vehicle miles traveled (VMT). While this is ( -

2
) 

a useful proxy for many environmental impacts of a development's effect on traffic, it relies heavily on selecting the 
correct criteria for measurement. · 

The OPR guidelines were amended at a late stage so that "a project that generates greater than 85 percent of 
regional per capita VMT, but less than 85 percent of city-wide per capita TuIT, would still be considered to have a 
less than significant transportation impact". [OPR Revised Proposal for Implementing SB 743, page III:23] The 
intent is clear that this change is to avoid penalizing projects that incrementally improve VJv.IT outside of 
metropolitan centers. 

There is no indication that OPR intended to favor the converse interpretation: that a project has a less than 
significant transportation impact if it exceeds 85 percent of city-wide per capita VMT so long as it generates less 
than 85 percent ·of regional per capita VMr. Indeed, if this converse interpretation were to be adopted (in which per 
capita VMT for San Francisco becomes irrelevant), it is hard to imagine how any project in San Francisco could be 
found to create a significant traffic-based impact when compared to a VMT per capita level based on a region that 
stretches from Cloverdale and Vacaville to Gilroy. Incorrectly, the DEIR assumes that this converse 
interpretation holds true and for this reason the DEIR is not adequate. !_DEIR page 4.C.35 note 23] 
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The DEIR Traffic Analysis should have assessed the project's impact based on San Francisco VMT figures and not 5 
purely regional VMT. It is important that new projects contribute to San Francisco's positive effect on regional (T -2) 
VMT, rather than promote a regression to the mean. To this end: c nt'd 

• The DEIR Traffic Analysis should be rewo:1;ked to assess the net impact of the project on VMT within the 
study area. 

• The analysis should account for the reasonably foreseeable high rate of commuting trips by private vehicle 
from the project site to and from the Peninsula and South Bay. 

• The analysis should include a more comprehensive examination of traffic flow and the impact of vehicle 
trips to and from the project site on nearby transit, bike and car traffic. This-is compatible with the state's 
revised traffic analysis guidelines, as any disruption to the many busy commuter routes is likely to cause 
significant environmental impact. 

PH-1 and C-PH-1 (Impact of Mark:et-Rate Housing on Demand for BMR Housing): The Draft BIR fails to 6 
adequately analyze the environmental impact caused by the project's generation, both individually and cumulatively, ( H-1) 
of further unmet demand for below-market-rate housing in the immediate vicinity and across San Francisco. 

The proposed development would create 320 new market rate units and zero Blv.IB. units. Rather than include Blv.IB. 
units, the developer proposes to pay a fee that might be used by the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 
Development to fund some Blv.[R housing at an unknown date and location. The DEIR references a 
communication by the developer that the in-lieu fee might fund an "Octavia Blv.IB. Project" on former freeway 
parcels between Haight and Oak, to be overseen by MOHCD and built by a non-profit. This is purely aspirational 
and there are significant reasons to doubt whether a Blv.[R project will ever be built at this site, and whether the in
lieu fee will fund it. 

Given this, the correct approacli for analysis would be to assume that the proposed project will increase the supply 
of market rate housing in the neighborhood and do nothing to increase the supply ofBlv.[R housing. To accurately 
assess the impact on housing and population, the BIR must analyze the following areas that are not adequately 
addressed: 

• How the addition of these 320 market rate units will affect local housing prices and housing affordability. 
• The additional demand for affordable housing that will be created by this extra market-rate housing. (Other 

studies have shown that each 100 new market rate units creates demand for 30 or more Blv.[R units.) 
• The expected impact of the proposed project's market rate housing on gentrification and displacement in 

nearby neighborhoods, causing a rise in commute distances and VMT by displaced low-income households 
• The true BMR impact of this additional market rate housing, as measured by San Francisco's Residential 

Nexus study. The DEIR fails to identify whether the nexus is closer to the 12 percent/ 20 percent on 
site/ off-site requirements pre-Prop C (2015) or if the nexus is closer to the 25 percent/ 33 percent 
onsite/ off-site ratio established by Prop C. 

We look forward to reading the department's responses and reanalysis in the Final BIR. 

Sincerely, 

Rupert Clayton 
BANC Housing and Land Use Chair 
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0-HVNA-Henderson 1" 

Lisa Gibson 
Acting Environmental Review officer 
San Francisco Planning Depaµment 
Lisa. gibson@sfgov.org 

RE: Comments on the Adequacy of One Oak Street Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Report and Mitigations 

Dear Ms. Gibson 

. . 

Th~ Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association (HVNA), based on our longstanding 
support for the Market and Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan, has the following concerns 
regarding the proposed One Oak Street Project, because the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) is inadequate. It fails as an informational document and does not adequately analyze the 
following issues (presented in order of Table S-1: Summa,y of Inipacts): 

1 
(GE-1). 

TR-1 (VMT & Traffic): The DEIR does not adequately analyze per capita daily vehicle miles 2 

travel (VMT) and localized impacts ofVMT. The transp01tation data used in the DEIR is (TR-2) 
uninformative about present day trip distribution and underestimates car commuting to the South 
Bay. The location of One Oak is a unique transportation corridor of citywide importance. It has 
exceptionally high transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic that will be negatively impacted by car 
circulation to and from One Oak. The relationship between VMT and local car circulation and 
impacts on pedestrians, bicycles, and transit must be thoroughly studied, understood, and 
mitigated./rhe DEIR pr~poses transportation demand management (TDM:) to reduce per capita 13 
daily VMT, but no information is provided to benchmark VMT in the project. Since VMT is not (TR-7) 
adequately analyzed, understanding the sll.ccess of failure of TDM is not possible. · . 

TR-4 (Bicycle Impacts): The DEIR fails ·to adequately analyze impacts of One Oak on 4 
bicycling, especially on Market Street. It ignores hazards to bicycling from on-street loading and (TR-S) 
wind. New analysis is needed ofloading and wind impacts on bicycling, with mitigations to 
ensure safe bicycling. Mitigation in the form of fully-separated, wide cycle tracks on Market 
Str·eet and other bicycle infrastructure must be considered. 

TR-5 (Loading Demand): The DEIR analysis of loading demand is inadequate and does not T 7 reflect present-day trends in retail delivery and transpo1tation network companies (TN Cs). The tTR-6) 
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DEIR must discuss stronger mitigation for loading impacts for residential online shopping and 
TNC passengers and re-orient all loading to the Oak Street side of the project 

5 . 
l(TR-6) 
l~ont'd 

W-1 (Wind Impacts): Tne DEIR wind analysis completely ignores bicycling. It also under
estimates negative impacts of wind hazards on seniors, on adjacent buildings, and on how the 
proposed wind canopies will deflect winds. Without understanding wind impacts on bicycling, 
appropriate mitigation, such as wide, safe, separated cycle tracks, are omitted. 

S-1 (Shadows): DEIR does not adequately analyze shadow impacts on Patricia's Green and I7 
Koshland Park. The DEIR fails to consider that usage patterns are changing and that morning sun (SH-1) 

draws peopk to parks. 

Below Market Rate Housing and CEQA: The DEIR omits discussion and analysis of the 18 
environmental impact of market rate housing on below market rate housing (BMR) and on (PH-1) 

gentrification and displacement. The DEIR also omits a discussion of the environmental impacts 
of the proposed off-site housing on Octavia Boulevard, which should be part of the analysis. 

Below is a detailed elaboration of why the One Oak DEIR is inadequate: 

TR-I and Chapter 4.C-1: VMT and Traffic Impacts 

The One Oak DEIR dismisses the very real traffic circulation and safety impacts of the 
project The LCW (2016) One Oak Transportation Impact Study, which is the basis for the 
DEIR analysis, uses antiquated and inadequate methods for analysis of traffic impacts. The 
DEIR's reliance on the regional-scale threshold of significance for VMT results in inadequate 
analysis because the location provides a unique transportation corridor that .needs to be 
thoroughly studied. 

Nine important Muni bus lines, five Muni light rail lines, and one Muni streetcar line 
traverse the corridor, carrying almost 14,000 passengers in the weekday am peak hour and 
13,500 in the weekday pm peak hour (DEIR, Table 4.C.3.)1. Every weekday there are thousands 
of cyclists using Market Street, with 1,400 in the two- hour pm peak period alone (DEIR, 
4.C.22). 

Car and transit capacity is strained at this location. At the Market and Van Ness 
Intersection, 3,700 motor vehicles cross in every direction in the am peak hour, and almost 4,000 
traverse the intersection in the pm peak hour (LCW, 2016, Figures 7 a and 7b ). At peak times cars 
frequently block crosswalks and also accelerate at yellow light phases. Transit capacity, as 
demonstrated in the capacity utilization metric exhibited in Table 4.C.3 in the DEIR, is at 
capacity or approaching capacity. 

The Market and Van Ness intersection is a top "Vision Zero" location identified by the 
city as a priority to make safer for pedestrians and cyclists. The SFMTA plans to invest 
considerable resources in Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit well as the Mission 14 bus as part of 

1 Figures for peak am and pm Muni ridership calculated by adding inbound and outbound 
ridership columns in table 4.C.3. 
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Muni Forward. Bicycle and pedestrian conditions are to be addressed in Vision Zero, the San 
Francisco Bicycle Plan, and Better Market Street Plans. All of these will involve reducing 
roadway capacity for automobiles and trucks, meaning less room to add additional cars from One 
Oak and other nearby new development. Most transportation demand from development like 
One Oak must be oriented towards walking and bicycling. The DEIR acknowledges none oftbis. 

The DEIR lacks a detailed analysis of the site's circulation and traffic safety impacts, 
ostensibly because the site is located in TAZ 588 (see attachment 1), with daily per capita VMT 
(3.5 miles per day) that is lower than the regional per capita VMT threshold. TAZ 588 is a five 
city block triangle bounded by Oak Street to the North, Market Street to the South, Gough to the 
West, and Van Ness to the East. This TAZ, like the Market and Octavia Better Neighborhoods 
Plan, is characte1ized by mostly older, pre-automobile era buildings and rental housing, with low 
rates of car ownership and buildings with little to no parking. In the Market and Octavia Plan 
Area, per capita daily VMT is roughly 1 miles.2 

The LCW transportation study shows that cars are still the biggest mode share of the 
project, adding 131 new car trips in the am peak, and 171 car trips in the pm weekday peak 
(LCW, 2016, Table 11, p. 53). This is despite being in a dense, transit rich location, suitable for 
utilitarian cycling, walkable, and near an array of urban services and jobs. It is a substantial 
increase in car trips over existing conditions, in a very congested part of the city with 1,400 
cyclists on Market in the afternoon peak time and tens of thousands of transit passengers. 

The analysis says notbing about how car trips generated by One Oak will circulate, nor 
how the excess parking (0.5:1 (155 spaces) is accentuating these car trips. Even if the car tiips 
were at a per capita VMT of 3 or 4 miles per day, tbis would be a significant impact on the 
immediate area. This is a part of the city where the tolerance for more VMT is zero, and this 
needs to be considered. · 

The inadequacy of the analysis is aggravated by the trip distribution discussion (LCW, 
2016, p.54). Based on data from 1990, LCW's transportation report downplays the volume of 
car traffic that would likely go to Silicon Valley using the nearby 101.Freeway. Using 1990 data 
does not reflect two tech booms and the internet-based .economy to the South of the City. 
Based on existing patterns of development in this part of San Francisco, a substantial portion of 
the residents of One Oak will be employed in bigh-paying tech jobs in Silicon Valley. This 
means more commuting to Silicon Valley, with the largest mode share by car. 1990 data is 
inadequate for this analysis. 

The analysis fails to consider the negative impact on VMT by Transportation Network 
Companies (TN Cs) like Uber or Lyft. It does not consider the localized swarming of TNC' s that 
will occur the One Oak site, and TNC's are omitted from the city's transportation analysis 
despite upwards of 45,000 operating in the city on a daily basis. Lack of understanding ofTNC 

2 Foletta and Henderson (2016) Low Car(bon) Communities, pp. 64-65 (based on SFCTA SF
Champ model) 
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impacts on cyclists, pedestrians, and transit means the DEIR is inadequate in identifying impacts 9 

and necessary mitigation. (TR-2) 
cont'd 

The DEIR circulation and safety analysis is wholly inadequate and needs a thorough 
revision that includes more accurate, up-to-date data and methods, and that captures 
TN Cs. The DEIR must include a fine-grained analysis of One Oak's VMT impacts on 
cyclists, pedestrians, and public transit in the immediate vicinity of the project. 

In addition, the way the city currently considers the VMT thresholds of significance is 
inappropriate. Right now the city defines the threshold of significance at 15 percent less than the 
regional per capita VMT (17.2 miles per day x 0.15 = 14.6 miles per day). Sin~e the VMT in 
TAZ 588 is below the regional threshold (14.6 miles per day), it is assumed no significant impact 
and so no further analysis is required. This does not adequately reflect the impacts new car trips 

. will have on the immediate area, or on the city, which will be significant. 

The DEIR should be using the new VMT metric in a more useful and beneficial way 
that acknowledges that car trips, even shortlocal car trips, are a significant environmental 
impact. Instead of a regionally defined threshold (14.6 miles per day), the significance threshold 
of daily per capita VMT should reflect the Market and Octavia neighborhoods ( 4 miles per day) 
in which this project is located. 

It should be noted that the State's CEQA guidelines recommend but do not require the 
regional VMT as the benchmark. The cit'f can use VMT analysis more robustly if it lowers the 
threshold to neighborhood-scale such as Market and Octavia. 

THE DEIR must analyze how parking impacts VMT. The DEIR must analyze One 
Oak with residential off-street parking alternatives of 0~25:1 and zero parking. 
Additionally, the DEIR does not discuss the VMT impacts of valet parking for residents. With 
excess parking above what is permitted (155 spaces instead of 73) and easy access to cars via 
Valet and two elevators, there could be much more driving because of the ease_ of access to cars 
by residents (see valetparldng discussion below). 

The DEIR TR-1 impact section also proposes a TDM mitigation focused on reducing 
VMT but does not ever state what the project's per capita daily VMT will be. The success or 
failure of the TDM cannot be evaluated because proper data about VMT is not provided by the 
DEIR. Without proper data, it is not possible to know how to mitigate and how to evaluate the 
TDM strategies, whatever they might be. 

A project within a low per capita daily VMT TAZ can still have significant impacts 
locally. The DEIR needs to analyze the impacts of additional cars from the One Oak Project on 
this corridor and benchmarked against the per capita VMT in the Market Octavia Plan area. 
Standards MUST be appropriate to the site. Concomitantly a detailed transportation analysis 
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should be undertaken that analyzes an off-street residential parking scenario of zero parking, and 9 

compared with residential parking ratios of 0.25: 1 (73 spaces) and 0.5: 1 (155 spaces). (TR-2) 
cont'd 

The DEIR needs finer-grained, higher resolution analysis ofVMT and localized 
circulation impacts. Mitigation in the form of wide, safe cycle tracks, wider and safer 
crosswalks and sidewalks, strjnger transit lane separation or enforcement must be included 
in the study. Elimination of private automobiles and TNCs.from Market Street between 
10th Street and Franklin Street must also be analyzed and part of the DEffi mitigations. 

If the off street residential parking is permitted at One Oak, mitigation should 
include restricting the operation of the ·-valet and ele-vators. Cars should not be allowed 
access or egress to One Oak on weekdays between 7am-9am peak hours and between 4pm 
and 7pm peak hours to limit the impacts of peak car trips on the surrounding area. 

Off-Street Parking Ratios 

The One Oak Project is in an area of the Market and Octavia Plan where the permitted 
parking is 0.25: 1 but zero parking is also permitted. If the project follows the rules, it would have 
no more than 73 parking spaces. Yet the DEIR for One Oak includes a residential off-street 
parking ratio that is double what is permitted as of right (0.5: 1, or 155 parking spaces). 

The project sponsor has ignored repeated requests by the adjacent community to consider a 
building with zero parking. In January of 2015 HVNA explicitly objected to excess parking ina 
letter to Build, Inc. Two Initial Study letters, available from the planning department, asked for 
reduced parking, and the public comments at several "HUB" planning meetings included 
requests to develop One Oak with zero parking. 

· One Oak's residential parking at O .5: 1 is excessive and no compelling reason has been 
given to justify allowing it to be doubled from 73 to 155 spaces. The One Oak DEIR discusses 
residential off-street parking without conside1ing alternatives with less parking. There is 
considerable evidence, based on the groundbreaking work of Professor Donald Shoup, that 
parking generates car trips.3 The SFMTA acknowledges this: https://www.sfmta.com/about
sfmta/blog/growing-case-new-approach-sfs-parking-problem. The Market and Octavia Better 
Neighborhood Plan acknowledges this. and permits zero parking throughout the plan for that 
reason. 

The project also proposes valet parking without analyzing how valet parking might 
increasy VMT and other traffic impacts. An analysis of valet parking must be part of the 
DEffi. Residents might order their cars in advance a:nd easily access them. Residents will also 
find it easy to drop their cars off and not have to worry about queues or waiting times. The LCW 
Transp01tation study suggests Oak Street loading zones will be used by Valets to store cars as 
residents come and go. New Apps and other methods will be used by residents to have easy 

3 Shoup (2005) The High Cost of Free Parking 
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access to their cars. The valet renders parking stackers and dependently-accessible parking 
a useless deterrent to driving. 

6 

The DEIR must include analysis of transportation impacts with zero parking. The DEIR must 
include revised transportation analysis methods that are responsive to the sensitivity of parking 
provision (not the 2002 SF Planning approach, which ignores the impacts of off street parking in 
residential buildings). The analysis must also include the impacts of valet parking on VMT and 
trip generation. 

The DEIR must also acknowledge that based on the planning department's own estimate, 
the cunent foreseeable projects in the "Hub" are estimated at J,682 parking spaces. Like One 
Oak many of these future projects will be requesting a CU for more than the permitted parking, 
This geographically-small, transit rich, bicycle and pedestrian neighborhood will be 
overwhelmed with more cars. The DIER analysis must include cumulative impacts of all of this 
potential future parking on VMT, and on pedestrian, bicycle, and transit systems in the area. 

The City is currently studying the Hub, but this DEIR shows One Oak does nothing the 
Hub promises, and is completely unlinked to that Hub study. 

TR-4 Hazardous Conditions for Bicyclists 

The DEIR fails to consider that the proposed on-street loading zone on Market Street and 
the impacts of winds will have a hazardous impact in bicycles. The impacts of the loading zones 
and winds are described below using the same sub headings of the DEIR summary table. 

TR-5: Loading Demand & Impact on Bicycles 

The DEIR for One Oak discusses a 130-foot recessed loading zone on westbound Market 
Street but mischaracterize~ the loading zone as an existing condition. The loading zone has 
been inactive for at least a decade, with very fow trucks using the zone. On page 47 of the LCW 
transportation report it is noted that no trucks currently use the loading zone. Meanwhile 
cycling has increased dramatically on Market Street, and notably, iri. a physical environment 
where this loading zone has been inactive. Today dupng weekday pm peak -commute hours, 
1,400 cyclists use this part of Market Street, and existing conditions are such that these 1,400 
cyclists do NOT presently cross paths with delivery trucks or TN Cs. The activation of this 
loading zone will be a significant change to the physical environment and present hazards 
to cyclists. The DEIR needs to analyze this. 

The DEIR for One Oak underestimates the volume of daily deliveries to One Oak and the 
methodology for estimating deliveries must be updated to reflect change. The DEIR and LCW 
Report suggest One Oak's 700 residents will receive approximately 27 deliveries per day (based· 
on the antiquated SF Transportation Guidelines of 2002) (see page 69, LCW Report). If there 
are 700 residents in One Oak, and each receives one delivery per month, on business days only 
(22 days), that amounts to almost 32 deliveries per day. This does not acknowledge the rapid 
proliferation of internet retail goods and household items, as well as food deliveries to residential 
buildings. 
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The Draft EIR needs to update the calculation of delivery to reflect present-day reality, 
and to reveal how many delivery trucks and vehicles will potentially cross and impede the 
Market Street bike lane. This includes analyzing deliveries at similar existing towers. This must 
also include a cumulative analysis of deliveries for 1554 M,:trket, which is sharing the loading 
zone on Market Street. 

. 11 

(TR-6) 
cont'd 

. The DEIR proposes removing bicycle-safety measures (flexible bollards or ''safe-bit" 12 
posts) on Market Street in order to make truck deliveries and loading easier for trucks on Market (TR-5) 
Street. It fails to discuss the negative impact this will have on the 1,400 cyclists using Market 
during the weekday pm commute. 

The 13 0-foot loading zone must be considered· a new loading zone because it will go from 
inactive to active, and will be a very real change to the physical environment. The loading zone 
\yill present new hazards to incumbent cyclists on Market Street, and will further degrade 
conditions for cyclists if safe-hit posts are removed. 

The Draft EIR should be revised to analyze an alternative with no loading on Market Street, 
and a shift of all loading to the Oak Street side of the project. It should also analyze more 
creative loading strategies, such as loading further off site (westward on Oak and on Franklin) 
and deploying the use of human-powered push carts and cargo bicycles to service One Oak. 

The curb for the inactive loading zone mu~t be repurposed to wider sidewalks and fully 
separated cycle tracks for pedestrian and bicycle safety, and this .should be analyzed.as 
mitigation for One Oak. 

W-1: Wind Impacts on Bicycles: 

The One Oak Project Draft EIR needs to be revised to include a thorough analysis of 
impacts on bicyclists. The DEIR contains an extensive discussion of potential impacts of wind 
on pedestrians and public transit passengers waiting for buses at nearby bus stops, but it 
completely omits analysis of the impact of wind on the thousands of cyclists using Market Street 
and other nearby streets. Thus, the DEIR fails as infonnational document. 

The existing conditions, especially in spring and summer afternoons, are both 
uncomfortable and hazardous to cyclists. The DEIR provides no acknowledgement of this. Nor 
does it elaborate on how One Oak wind impacts will make conditions more hazardous for 
cyclists. The BIR should find that the increased wind a significant impact. The One Oak DEIR 
needs to analyze the following: 

• impacts of wind on bicycles, especially down-wash winds 

• impact of One Oak downwash wind and wind canopies on bicyclists on Market Street 
and surrounding streets. · 
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• impact of the proposed canopies deflecting wind directly into Market Street and into bike 13 
lanes on Market Street and Polle Street. (Wl-2) 

. • adequate mitigations to make cycling safe and comfortable on Market Street, such as 
fully-separated cyde tracks and other infrastructure that make it less likely a cyclist 
collides with motor vehicles or bµses when wind conditions are hazardous for bikes. 
Mitigation must include restricting private car's on Market between 10th Street and 
Franklin Street. 

Market and Van Ness is probably one of the windiest intersection in the city. The City 
does not understand wind impacts on cycling, because the BIR does not even address these 
impacts. Consequently, the DEIR does not analyze how the increas~d wind might deter from 
other citywide goals seeking to increase bicycle mode share and make cycling safer. The Market 
and Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan, the Better Market Street Plan, and the SFMTA's 
strategic plans all seek to increase cycling, especially on Market Street. This DEIR does not 
analyze how these citywide goals might be undermined by wind hazards from One Oak. 

Failure to analyze the wind impacts and identify them as significant, means that the DEIR 
fails to even consider possible mitigation. The DEIR has no discussion of wind mitigation to 
cyclists. This is a major omission rendering this part of the DEIR inadequate. The BIR must 
include a thorough discussion of wind impacts on cyclists - especially on the busiest cycling 
corridor in the city. 

The DEIR improperly turns the cumulative impacts analysis for wind on its head. The 
DEIR considers One Oak Project in the context of other future projects but then improperly 
subtracts out its impact. Since the cumulative impact of this and other buildings creates a 
significant impact for pedestrians and Muni passengers, the BIR mustfind the cumulative wind 
impacts significant and provide mitigation 

There is precedent for revising an BIR based on an BIR ignoring safety impacts on 
cyclists. In Danville CA, bicycles were ignored in an BIR for the proposed Magee Ranch 
development. The BIR was appealed and a decision directed the town of Danville to analyze 
bicycle safety. The decision document is attached at the end of this comment letter. 

Mitigation for wind impacts on bicyclists must be considered. These must include 
substantially wider, fully separated cycle tracks on Market Street between 10th Street and 
Franklin to make room for error and sudden gusts pushing cyclists off-course. The 
mitigation must also consider restricting private cars and TNCs on Market Street between 
10th Street and Franklin Street in order to reduce collisions in windy situations. 

S-1: Shadows 

The DEIR for One Oak discusses that there will be brief shadows in the early morning on 
Patricia's Green during March and September. It also discusses morning shadows on Koshland 
Park playground during Late June. The DIER suggests these are less than significant, based on 
historic uses of parks. However, with increased density and residential development in Hayes 
Valley; these parks are experiencing rapidly increasing use, and much of this also takes place in 
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the morning. For example, exercise and meditation are common in Koshland in summer 
mornings. The DEIR fails to consider that usage patterns are changing and that morning sun 
draws people to parks. · The DEIRs analysis of shadows is inadequate. 1

17 
(SH-1) 
cont'd 

Impact of Market Rate Housmg on demand for BMR Housing. 

The DEffi. must consider the impact that market rate housing has on demand for· below 
market rate housing, and the related environmental impacts. 

· The current proposal for One Oak has no onsite affordable housing and the DEIR points 
out that the project sponsor intends to pay an in-lieu fee, with no guarantee that any affordable 
housing gets built in the vicinity of the Market and Octavia Plan Area. TI1e DEIR includes a 
vague expression by the project sponsor for a desire to direct the in-lieu fee to an "Octavia BMR 
Project" on former freeway parcels (between Haight and Oak) which would be overseen by 
MOH and built by a non-profit. But this is not guaranteed. 

All of this raises important issues not addressed in the DEIR and making it inadequate. The 
following analysis must be· part of the revised DEIR. · 

• The physical impact of new market rate development on local housing prices and housing 
affordability. 

• demand for affordable housing created by market-rate housing, and environmental 
impacts 

• The extent in which market rate housing cause gentrification and displacement, leading to 
increased longer-distance commuting by lower income households, specifically the 
impact of One Oak. 

• Using the city's nexus study, the true BMR impact of the market rate housing. The DEIR 
does not describe if the nexus is closer to the 12 percent/ 20 percent on site/off site 
requirements pre-Prop C (2015) or if the nexus is closer to the 25 percent/ 3 3 percent on
site/off site ratio established by Prop C. 

The One Oak project's affordable housing proposal is coming in far short of the actual need 
that is created by the project, and this needs to be acknowledged and analyzed in the DEIR. 

There is precedent in considering market rate housing impacts on BMR, including a 
November 2016 CEQA appeal of the 1515 South Van Ness project. The appeal asked what is 
the environmental impact of displacement in the Mission caused by market rate housing 
proposed by Lennar Corp. 

The One Oak Project DEIR must consider the nexus of how many BMR are needed due to 
proliferation of market-rate housing, and then consider the environmental consequences of the 
BMRdemand. 
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The DEIR must consider the environmental impact of zero parking on housing affordability, 
especially since parking adds considerable cost to housing production. 

The DEIR must include analysis of the proposal for the off-site BMR. on Octavia. There 
is much uncertainty about this scheme. The intent is to direct in lieu fee to Octavia BMR Project 
on parcels R, S, and U (between Haight and Oak) which would be overseen by MOH and built 
by a non-profit. The project sponsor claims this might bring up to 72 BMR units. Yet is the 
project sponsor expected to finance all of the units, or just a portion? How will the 72 units 
reflect the Market and Octavia unit size requirements? Will these 72 units be micro units? If so, 
that does not reflect the proper unit-mix required in the Market and Octavia Plan. 

Jason Henderson 
Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, 
Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association 
300 Buchanan Street, #503 
San Francisco, CA 
94102 
( 415)-255-8136 
Jhenders@sonic.net 
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Filed 9/11/15 SOS-Danville Group -:v. Town of Danville C~l/1 

0-HVNA-Henderson 1 
Attachment 2 

NOT TO BE PUBLISHED IN OFFICIAL REPORTS 

California Rules of Court, rule 8.1115(a), prohibits courts and parties from citing or relying on opinions not certified for 
publication or ordered published, except as specified by rule 8.1115(b). This opinion has not been certified for publication 
or ordered published for purposes of rule 8.1115. 

IN THE COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FIRST APPELLATE DISTRICT 

. DMSIONONE 

SOS-DANVILLE GROUP, 

Plaintiff and Appellant, 

V. 

TOWN OF DANVILLE et al., 

Defendants and Appellants; 

SUMMERIDLL HOMES, LLC, et al., 

Real Parties in Interest and 
Appellants. 

.Al430IO 

(Contra Costa County 
Super. Ct. No. MSNB-1151) 

This case concerns the Town of Danville's (Town) approval of the Magee Ranch 

Residential Project (Project), which would develop 69 single-family homes in an 

agricultural area south ofDiablo Road in Danville. SOS-Danville Group (plaintiff) filed 

a petition for a peremptory writ of mandate and complaint for declaratory relief 

challenging the approval, as well as the Town's certification of the final.environmental 

impact report (EIR) for the Project. 

The petition was granted in part and denied in part. The trial court found for 

plaintiff on two issues: First, it concluded the EIRfailed to properly address the Project's 

impacts on bicycle safety in violation of the California Environmental Quality Act 

(J:>ub. Resources Code,§ 21000 et seq.; CEQA). Second, it held the proposed 

development was inconsistent with the Town's general plan in violation of the Planning 

and Zoning Law (Gov. Code,§ 65000 et seq.). The resulting judgment enjoined the 
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Town as well as the real parties in.interest (Real Parties/ from issuiri.g any development 

permits or undertaking any construction activities in.connection. with the Project. 

The Town and Real Parties (collectively defendants) now appeal, arguing the trial 

court's findings regarding CEQA and the Planning and Zoning Law were in error. 

Plaintiff has filed a cross-appeal, arguing the trial court erred in rejecting its claim that, in 

approving the project, the Town improperly determined the zoning density of the parcels 

at issue. We affirm the trial court's judgment as to plaintiffs CEQA claim, but reverse as 

to the Planning and Zoning Law claim. We also find unavailing plaintiffs cross-appeal. 

I. BACKGROUND 

A: The General Plan 

The Project is governed by Danville's 2010 General Plan (General Plan). The 

General ~Ian includes a land use map, which indicates four basic land use· types for areas 

within Danville: residential, commercial, public, and open space. The General Plan 

further breaks down each of these land use types into more specific designations. For 

example, open space includes general open space areas, agiicultural open space areas, 

and parks and recreation areas. Descriptions of Lhe specific· designations in the General. 

Plan set forth the range of permitted densities, consistent zoning districts, and 11arratives 

addressing general characteristics, among other things. According to the General Plan, 
. . 

"Specific zoning districts must correspond with land use map designations and the 

geographic extent of these designations on the land use map, even if they vaiy from 

actual existing conditions." 
. . 

The General Plan also describes 14 special concern areas, one of which-the 

Magee Ranch-encompasses the Project site. According to the General Plan: "The 

. Special Concern Areas require consideration of planning issues that are unique to a 

particular geographic area within the Town. The Special Concern Areas text presented 

1 The real parties are SummerHill Homes LLC, the project developer (SummerHill 
. Homes), and Magee Investment Company and Teardrop Partners, L.P., who own the 
Proj'ect site. 

2 
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[in the General Plan] identifies land use policies not shown on the Land Use Map or 

reflected in other parts of the General Plan." 

In 1999, after the operative General Plan was adopted, a Danville citizen's group 

circulated an initiative petition for its amendment, which became known as Measure R. 

Measure R would have required voter approval for a wide range of rezonings and land 

use ·approvals affecting open space and agricultural land, including conversion of two or 

more acres of contiguous open space to any nonopen space use. The Town's council 

introduced a competing petition, Measure S, which provides open space land use 

designations may only be amended by (1) a vote of the people, or (2) a 4/5 vote of the 

Town's council if the council finds the amendment is required by state or federal law or 

is necessary to avoid an unconstitutional taking. Unlike Measure R, Measure S does not 

require voter approval to authorize zoning changes consistent with the General Plan. 

Both measures were approved by the voters, but because Measure S received more votes, 

it was enacted while Measure R was not. 

B. The Project Site 

The Project site is about 410 acres and is located on a portion of the Magee Ranch 

that has been subdivided several times over the last 60 years. The property is generally 

characterized by open grass-covered hills with scattered trees. It is currently used for 

beef cattle operations and horse ranches, and is surrounded by singk-family residential 

neighborhoods. Public and.private open space areas are also located in the vicinity. 

About 201 acres of the site has been designated rural residential and zoned A-2 

(general agriculture). According to the General Plan, the density for rural residential 

areas is one unit per five acres, and the designation is used for "transitional areas between 

lower density single family development and significant agricultural or open space 

resources." While the rural residential designation "permits large lot, 'ranchette' type 

development," the General Plan states "clustering is encouraged to permit the 

development of suitaQle building sites and preservation of open space areas." According 

to the General Plan, the rural residential designation is consistent with A-2 and P-1 

(planned unit development district) zoning. Lots zoned A-2 must be no smaller than five 
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acres. According to the General Plan, P-1 zoning "allows flexible development standards 

which are created and implemented on a project-by-project and site-by-site basis," and 

"may allow for the retention of a greater portion of the land as open space and create 

more flexible project designs that would not otherwise be permitted by conventional 

zoning." 

Another 199 acres of the site has been designated agricultural open space in the 

General Plan. The agticultural open space designation is applied to land currently under 

Williamson Act2 contract or in agricultural use, and thus the General Plan does not set 

forth a density range for these areas. In the event a Williamson Act contract is not 

renewed, the General Plan encourages continued agricultural use and states the 

underlying zoning density-either one unit per 20 acres or one unit per five acres

would apply. \Vhile the General Plan lists only A-2 zoning as consistent with the 

agricultu;ral open space designation, the agricultural open space within the Project site is 

cunently zoned A-4, which allows for densities of one unit per 20 acres.3 

As noted above, the General Plan designates the Magee Ranch as a special 

concern area. According to the General Plan, the Magee Ranch special concern area 

"contains some of the most spectacular and unique scenery in Danville," and the General 

Plan "strongly supports retention of this character and protection of the views and vistas 

from the road." The Plan also states: "Despite the A-2 (General Agricultural) zoning on 

much of the site, subdivision of this Special Concern Area into five-acre 'ranchette' sites 

... is strongly discouraged. Such development ... could substantially diminish the 

2 The Williamson Act establishes a mechanism for saving agricultural land by 
allowing counties to create agricultural preserves and then to enter into contracts with 
landowners within those preserves. (Gov. Code,§ 51200 et seq.) A Williamson Act 
contract obligates the landowner to maintain the land as agiicultural for IO or more years, 
with resulting tax benefits. (Gov. Code,§§ 51240-51244.) Absent contrary action, each 
year the contract renews for an additional year, so that the use restrictions are always in 
place for the next nine to 10 years. (Id., § 51244.) 

3 As to the remaining 10 acres of the Project site, five have been designated 
general open space and zoned P-1, and the other five have been designated "Residential -

, Single Family - Low Density" and zoned A-2. 
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visual qualities of the area. On the other hand, transferring allowable densities to a 

limited number of areas within the ranch would enable the bulk of the site to be set aside 

as permanent open space." 

C. Project Review and Approval 

SummerHill Homes submitted its application to develop the Project in 2010. The 

initial application proposed the development of 85 single-family lots, most of which 

would range from 10,000 to 22,000 square feet. The homes would be clustered on the 

flatter portions of the site, preserving approximately 291 acres as permanent open space. 

The application proposed rezonmg the Project site from A-4 ( agricultural preserve) and 

A-2 (general agriculture) to P-1 (planned unit development district). During the review 

period, the Project was reduced from 85 to 69 units and the amount ofland preserved as 

open space was increased to 373 acres (91 percent of the Project site). 

SummerHill Homes asserted a General Plan amendment was unnecessaiy because 

its proposal was consistent with the General Plan's description of the Magee Ranch 

special concern area. Likewise, the Town maintained the Project did not trigger the 

approval requirements of Measure S, asserting Measure S did not apply to rezonings or 

other land use decisions that are consistent with the General Plan. The Town explained 

that P-1 zonmg "permits density under the base zonmg (in this instance one unit per five 

acres) to be clustered or located to the least sensitive areas of the property," and that the 

General Plan's discussion of the Magee Ranch special concern areas specifically 

encouraged such development. 

The final BIR for the Project was submitted in April 2013. The BIR dismissed 

concerns the Project would pose increased traffic hazards to bicyclists along Diablo 

Road. The report explained that while the Project would add traffic to the road, it would 

not change existing conditions for cyclists, and physical constraints limited the feasibility 

of widening for future bicycle facilities. Those constraints included narrow roadways 

and shoulders, existing drainages, and the close proximity of trees and telephone poles. 

In June 2013, the Town's council unanimously certified the final BIR and 

approved the Project, including the request to rezone the site to P-1. 
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D. Procedural Hist01y 

About a month after the project was approved, plaintiff filed a petition for writ of 

mandate and complaint for declaratory relief alleging three causes of action. First, 

plaintiff a.sserted the Town violated CEQA, arguing the EIR was inadequate because, 

among other things, it failed to disclose or adequately mitigate the Project's significant 

bicycle safety impacts. Second, plaintiff asserted the Town violated the Planning and 

Zoning Law because the Project was inconsistent with the General Plan. According to 

plaintiff, the Project called for the rezoning of the entire Project site to P-1, but P-1 is not 

an allowable zoning for land designated as agricultural open space under the General 

Plan. Third, plaintiff sought a judicial declaration of the allowable zoning classification 

on land designated as agricultural open space in the General Plan. According to the 

complaint, there was a disagreement among the parties about how such property should 

be zoned upon the expiration of a Williamson Act contract. . Plaintiff asserted the land 

should revert to A-4 zoning if that zoning had been applied, but was ineffective while the 

contract was in operation. The Town claimed the zoning should revert to whatever had 

been in effect prior to the establishment of the contract, even if the property had since 

been rezoned. 

Defendants demurred to the third cause of action for declaratory relief, and the 

trial court sustained the demurrer with leave to amend. Plaintiff filed an amended 

petition, and defendants again demurred. The trial court then severed the CEQA and 

Planning and Zoning Law causes of action for a separate trial. On June 25, 2014, the trial 

court tried the CEQA and Planning and Zoning Law causes of action and heard oral 

argument on the demurrer on the claim for declaratory relief. 

The trial court later issued an order regarding the first two claims for relief. The 

tria~ court rejected all of plaintiffs CEQA claims, except the one dealing with bicycle 

safety. The court also found for plaintiff on its Planning and Zoning Law claim, 

concluding the Project was inconsistent with the General Plan. The trial court reasoned 

that, in approving the Project, the Town changed the General Plan's description of 

agricultural open space to include P-1 zoning as a consistent zoning category, and it did 
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so without putting the issue to a popular vote as required by Measure S. The trial court 

also issued a separate order sustaining the Town's demurrer to plaintiff's remaining claim 

for declaratory relief without leave to amend. 

The trial court entered judgment, issuing a peremptory writ of mandate ordering 

the Town to rescind its actions in approving the Project and certifying the BIR. The court 

also pennanently enjoined defendants from undertaking any construction activities or 

issuing any construction or development pennits in connection with the Project. 

II. DISCUSSION 

A. CEQA 

"CEQA requires an EIR whenever a public agency proposes to approve or to cany 

out a projecfthat may have a significant effect on the environment." (Laurel Heights 

Improvement Assn. v. Regents ofUniversi"ty of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 390.) · 

The EIR is "the heart of CEQA" (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15003, subd. (a)), and its 

purpose is "to provide public agencies and the public in general with detailed infonnation 

about the effect which a proposed project is likely to have on the environment; to list 

ways in which the significant effects of such a project might be minimized; and to 

indicate alternatives to such a project" (Pub. Resources Code, § 21061). 

In this case, plaintiff asserted the Town violated CEQA because its analysis of the 

Project's traffic impacts was inadequate in several respects. The trial court rejected all of 

plaintiff's CEQA claims except those pertaining to bicycle safety. The court stated: 

'~'Erreyffi~Jtaffiwatfu~D~Qasea1o1t~1:a§slmRnon@rralffzBecause1'ili~tpYg£oomi11011&). 

@i'.efaanmcfu~orIDic$fcres%..an~aem1fang~w.oma:{nou~~if:i'f&cam,~J¥oJif'~ 
r;aqestJ10~iue.~xfsratJ;sfffe$alfOJW,~fUalI01smeyfemID.m10.~~evren;&¥'0:& 
·~~~~-~~~;xq;~ ....... ~::,..-,..:,:;:~~,_~_:,---~-:e.:,.~-;;:;.;q.~~~~~~:!'~1~~-?" ..... ~7~~:?"'·7=--~~::r:i.v.-,~~..::;..;;;:,,3: (a:c.e1uen:tS;;T-A~JJJiu,Hes,.u.te;,w.sponse.l\:m~mrQm1wem0ss1;u1u~'.li,';an~-5.m1,L1ga:q,.ontn1ea:stu:e;~ 

toroe~~aw&;~er:erenre:ioillie~rmnrffe&JW@©:oni~-0mwiuemngf;tliei0amfQffrr~ 
mj:oyGJtreJ~I[e~rrts11,Turc1~1!1teye~I[rrfe.'~m'¢1~~~m®c~tu~JJ)m@~fasr6;:wli[StJIDiiKQ!io] 
8uS1I1w.lfi"ifu1s~Ro.n'fed~1IB:eili'esppnseyarso@ireJITtm$zanres@n~aucr~'as;rs0rr,ietal[iµeJ · 
@nfg'{j:tion!JJ0ssffiltiires1raisea~1tff,fliesqomEienfsP~ 
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Defendants argue the trial court erred in finding the Project would have a 

significant impact on bicycle safety because there was substantial evidence to the 

contrary.4 They also challenge the trial court's finding that the Town failed to adequately 

respond to public comments regarding bicycle safety. In a CEQA action, our inquiry 

"shall extend only to whether there was a prejudicial abuse of discretion," which is 

established "if the [Town] has not proceeded in a 11;1anner required by law or if the 

determination or decision is not supported by substantial evidence." (Pub. Resources 

Code,§ 21168.5.) We review the Town's action, not the trial court's decision, and in that 

sense we conduct an independent review. (Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible 

Growth, Inc. V. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, 427.) We conclude 

substantial evidence does not support the Town's fmding that the Project would have no 

significant impact on bicycle sa;f ety, and we therefore need not and do not address 

whether the Town adequately responded to public comments on the issue. 5 

An agency must find a project may have a significant effect on the environment 

where, among other things, "[t]he environmental effects of a project will Gause 

substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly." (Cal. Code 

Regs., tit. 14, § 15065, subd. (a)(4).) A project's environmental effects are determined by 

comparison to existing baseline conditions. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15125, subd. (a).) 

4 Defendants also argue CEQA imposes no categorical requirement that an EIR 
analyze and discuss potential project-impacts on bicycle safety. However, their own draft 

· EIR states a project impact would be considered.significant if the Project caused unsafe 
conditions for pedestrians and cyclists. Thus, the EIR itself accepts the premise that 
bicycle safety is a "reasonably foreseeable indirect physical cha;nges in the environment 
which may be caused by the project." (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15064, subd: (d).) 
Moreover CEQA requires an agency to fmd a project may have a significant impact 
where there is substantial evidence the project will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15065, subd. (a)(4).) 

5 Defendants argue plaintiff waived its substantial evidenc~ challenge by failing to 
lay out all of the evidence favorable to the Town in its resppnse brief. But defendants' 
authority merely requires an "appellant" challenging an EIR to disclose evidence 
favorable to the other side. (Defend the Bay v. City of Irvine (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 
1261, 1266.) In this case, plaintiff is the respondent. In any event, we find plaintiffs 
discussion of the evidence sufficient. 
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When an agency concludes a particular environmental effect of a project is not 

significant, the BIR must contain a brief statement indicating the reasons for that 

conclusion. (.Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 

116 Cal.App.4th 1099, 1112-1113 (Amador).) However, a detailed analysis is not 

necessary. (Ibid.) 

Notwithstanding the above requirements, "the agency's c.onclusion that a 

particular effect of a project will not be significant can be challenged as an abuse of 

discretion on the ground the conclusion was not supported by substantial evidence in the 

administrative record." (Amador, supra, 116 Cal.App.4th at p. 1113.) In the CBQA 

context, substantial evidence means "enough relevant infor:ination and reasonable 

inferences from this information that a fair argument can be made to support a 

conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be reached. Whether a fair 

argument can be made that the project may have a significant effect on the environment 

is to be detennined by examining the whole record before the lead agency. Argument, 

speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or nan-ative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or 

inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are 

not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial 

evidence." (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15384, subd. (a).) 

In this case, the fmal BIR addressed the significance of the Project's impacts on 

bicycle safety in response to various comments submitted by the public. Specifically, the 

BIR stated: "Diablo/Blackhawk Road is a popular route used by bicyclists. However, 

portions of the roadway are narrow and do not have bike lanes. This route is not a 

designated Bike Route in the Town's General Plan. Given the narrow right-of-way along 

Diablo/Black:hawk, both vehicles and bicyclists should use caution. While the project 

would add traffic to Diablo/Blackhawk Road, itwould not significantly change existing 

conditions for cyclists. In addition, the physical constraints along Diablo/Blackhawk 

Road (i.e., narrow roadways and shoulders, existing drainages, the close proximity of 

trees and telephone poles) limit the feasibility of widening for future bicycle facilities." 
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Relying on Clover Valley Foundation v. City of Rocklin (2011) 197 Cal.App.4th 

200, defendants contend the final EIR's short discussion of bicycle safety alone 

constitutes substantial evidence the Project would not have a significant impact. But the 

EIR in Clover Valley Foundation v. City of Rocklin contained factual statements 

addressing why the imp_acts at issue were not significant. (Id. at p. 244.) Here, the only 

pertinent facts set forth in the final EIR are that the roadways at issue are already 

dangerous for cyclists, the Project would increase traffic on those roadways, and 

widening the roadways would be difficult. ~I~1rr&'f@~EJR~e[il'.~Xufl~i1h~Jlr9'm:C~'t; 

tWoJUwn:ol1i1f@g~1~~sbpg£cqp.aitm1lli1mttop~?fp.p"fi'.:eX,J3@'~--wuy;'.orifRom.tJ<)J~I1¥I°~ 

(~yicl~:uGe~Jlifi,i;;;§~!J}µ1qt~upp_Qrl;]:13;e"iQ:Qil'Q:(tfITTO:Q.~ 

Defendants further argue the draft EIR's discussion of traffic impacts and the 

traffic study on which that discussion is based provide additional support for the finding 

of no significance. Again we disagree. itW.lmL'@'clerlyJirg]wa,f(@~y!gQ~s'TIQ.1tQn(llia.n~ 

ic0§¢]1$~fil~:dmg'."Jrr.ef@p""[q"f.'¥ff?fb:~~"film.~-fefW:c:~!~feyy) It merely notes Diablo 

and Blackhawk Roads have narrow shoulders and higher vehicle. speeds and thus should 

be used only by advanced cyclists. The study does state the Project would result in 

approximately one additional bike trip during the "AM, school PM, and PM peak hours," 

but it do~s not discuss the imp_act of increased traffic on cyclists who already use the 

roads, including the thousands of recreational cyclists who use Diab lo Road to access 

Mount Diablo. The study also states the General Plan calls for public access easements 

to be provided where appropriate and the Project's plan includes a paved trail that 

connects portions of the site. However, as defendants concede, even with these trails, 

cyclists would still need to use portions of Diab lo and Blackhawk Roads. 

Nor does the draft BIR offer substantial evidence concerning the Project's impacts 

on bicycle safety. Defendru+ts argue we should infer the draft EiR concludes the Project 

would not have a significant impact on bicycle safety. They point out the draft EIR states 

the Project's main entrance had the potential to provide an unsafe condition for 

pedestrians, but it does not contain a similar finding with respect to cyclists. Defendants 

are·essentially arguing the EIR's failure to discuss an impact constitutes substantial 
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evidence that impact is not significant. The position is untenable, especially since the 

EIR is intended "to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency has in fact 

analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its action." (No Oil, Inc. v. Crty of 

Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 86.) For similar reasons, we find unpersuasive 

defendants' contention that their consultants would have called out bicycle safety issues 

in their traffic study if they had observed them during their onsite observations. 6 

A finding of no significant impact is further undermined by public comments 

concerning bicycle safety on Diablo Road. For example, an executive board member of 

the Valley Spokesmen Bicycle Club stated the road is a major attraction for cyclists 

because it is a route to Mount Diablo'.State Park. He also observed the road is nairow 

with many curves and is therefore a safety concern for bicycle travel, and concluded 

"adding additional traffic to this inadequate road will have significant impact on the 

safety of bicycle travel." A local planning commissioner expressed similar concerns. 

Defendants dismiss these comments, arguing increased accident rates and the effect of 

automobile traffic on bicycle safety ai·e not matters susceptible to proof by lay 

observation. But the comments were relevant to establish baseline conditions on Diablo 

Road, and it is logical to assume additional traffic caused by the Project has the potential 

to make these conditions worse. 

Defendants argue plaintiff has not offered studies or expert testimony concerning 

the effecfofthe Project on bicycle safety. But defendants have pointed to no authority 

requiring a CEQA petitioner tO' introduce such evidence in this context. The pertinent 

question is whether substantial evidence supports a fmding of no significant impact 

6 In their reply brief, defendants also rely on the testimony of Tai Williams, the 
Town's community development director, at a city council hearing. Williams stated the 
traffic consultants conducted field observations, during which they investigated bicycle 
safety issues, and "the conclusion was that no additional studies were warranted." In 
other words, Williams asserted if there had been something worth studying, the 
consultants would have studied it. However, as discussed above, CEQA requires 
something more than an absence of discussion to support a fmding of no significant 
impact 

11 

1774 



While an EIR need not analyze speculative impacts (Friends of the Eel River v. Sonoma 

County Water Agency (2003) 108 Cal.App.4th 859, 876-877), the record indicates the 

Project's potential impacts on bicycle safety rise above conjecture. Cycling conditions 

on Diablo Road are already problematic, and it is undisputed the Project would add more 

traffic. Moreover, there is no indication the Town has conducted a "thorough 

investigation" or determined that impacts on cyclists are "too speculative for evaluation." 

(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15145.) 

Defendants further argue no prejudice resulted from the EIR' s discussion, or lack 

thereof, of the Project's impacts on bicycle safety. "An omission in an EIR's significant 

impacts analysis is deemed prejudicial if it deprived the public and decision makers of 

substantial relevant information about the project's likely adverse impacts .... 

Insubstantial or merely technical omissions are not grounds for relief." (Neighbors for 

Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority (2013) 57 Cal.4th 439, 463.) 

Notwithstanding the contents of the EIR, defendants argue the Town and the public had 

ample opportunity to consider the Project's impacts on bicycle safety. Defendants assert 

various individuals aired their concerns regarding bicycle safety and potential mitigation 

measures at public hearings on the Project and, as a result, any additional discussion of 

bicycle safety would not have added significantly to the public's understanding. We 

disagree. That members of the public raised the issue of bicycle safety at public hearings 

does not excuse the Town's failure to determine whether the Project might have a 

significant impact on cyclists. Moreover, it is unclear how the Town could have made a 

considered judgment regarding the feasibility of various mitigation options when it 

declined to examine the scope or severity of the underlying bicycle safety problem. 

Accordingly, we affirm the trial court's determination that the Town violated 

CEQA by failing to adequately investigate bicycle safety and discuss it in the EIR. 

B. Planning and Zoning Law 

Defendants claim the trial court erred in fmding the Project is inconsistent with the 

General Plan in violation of the Planning and Zoning Law. We agree. 
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The Planning and Zoning Law provides every city and county must adopt a 

"comprehensive, long-tenn general plan for the physical development of the county or 

city, and of any land outside its boundaries which in the planning agency's judgment 

bears relation to its planning." (Gov. Code, § 65300.) A general plan is essentially the 

"'constitution for all future developments'" within a city or county. (Citizens of Goleta 

Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 570.) Its elements must comprise 

"an integrated, intemally consistent and compatible statement of policies." (Gov. Code, 

§ 65300.5.) 

The propriety of local decisions affecting land use and development depends on 

their consistency with the general plan. ( Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of 

Supervisors., supra, 52 Cal.3d atp. 570.) "[A] governing body's conclusion that a 

particular project is consistent with the relevant general plan carries a strong presumption 

· of regularity that can be overcome only by a showing of abuse of discretion." (Napa 

Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 

91 Cal.App.4th 342, 357.) Courts wiU find an abuse of discretion if a governing body 

"did not proceed legally, or if the determination is not supported by findmgs, cir if the 

findings are not supported by substantial evidence. [Citation.] As for this substantial 

evidence prong, it has been said that a determination of general plan consistency will be 

reversed only if, based on the evidence before the local governing body, ' ... a reasonable 

person could not have reached the same conclusion.' " (Families Unafraid to ~phold 

Rural etc. County V; Board of Supervisors (1998) 62 Cai.App.4th 1332, 1338.) · 

"Because :policies in a general plan reflect a range of competing interests, the 

govemmental agency must be allowed to weigh and balance the plan's policies when 

applying them, and it has broad discretion to construe its policies in light of the plan's 

purposes. [Citations.] A reviewing court's role 'is simply to decide whether the city 

officials considered the applicable policies and the extent to which the proposed project 

conforms with those policies.' " (Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Bd. 

of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 142.) "Moreover, state law does not require 

precise conformity of a proposed project with the land use designation for a site, or an 
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exact match between the project and the applicable general plan. [Citations.] Instead, a 

finding of consistency requires only that the proposed project be 'compatible with the 

objectives, policies, general land uses, and programs specified in' the applicable plan. 

(Gov. Code, § 66473.5, italics added.) The courts have interpreted this provision as · 

requiring that a project be ' "in agreem~nt or harmony with" ' the terms of the applicable 

plan, not in rigid conformity with every detail thereof" ·(San Franciscans Upholding the 

Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656, 678.) 

B.ecause the question of substantial compliance with a general plan is one of law, we need 

not give deference to the conclusion of the trial court on this issue. ( Concerned Citizens 

of Calaveras County~- Board of Supervisors (1985) 166 Cal.App.3d 90, 96.) 

In this case, the trii:11 court held the Project was inconsistent with the General Plan. 

The court's focus was on the 199 acres of agricultural open space on the Project site 

which would be rezoned from A-4 to P-1 to accommodate the. Project's cluster 

development. The court acknowledged the General Plan's discussion of the Magee 

Ranch special concern area encouraged transferring densities and cluster development on 

the Project site, but stated: "[I]t is unclear.whether such transferring and clustering 

should ( or could) occur on the agricultural-designated portion of the site.- ... So the 

language of the [ special concern area section J can be interpreted reasonably to mean that 

the non-agricultural portions of the site should be cluster developed, leaving the 

agricultural portion as open space." The court then held:· "The Town, in effect, changed. 

the [ General Plan J's designation and description of agricultural land to add P-1 as a 

consistent zoning category. And it did so without complying with Measure S-either by.· 

putting the issue to a: popular vote, or by the Council voting (at least 4/5) to make the 

change." Even if Measure S did not exist, reasoned the court, the agricultural open space 

land use designation could not be changed without completing a comprehensive planning 

study i;m.d then amending the General Plan. The court concluded·the i::own should have 

first changed the land use designation for the Project site to some other category that 

expressly allows P-1 zoning. 
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We agree with the trial court that the General Plan's description of agricultural 

open space, specifically its failure to list P-1 zoning as a consistent zoning district, is 

problematic for the Town. The General Plan states "zoning districts must correspond 

with land use map designations." Here, 199 acres of the Project site have been 

designated agricultural open space, a designation which, according to one section of the 

General Plan, is consistent with only one type of zoning district: A-2. Yet the Town is 

trying to rezone the area to P-1 to allow for cluster development. We also agree with the 

trial court that the General Plan's description of the Magee Ranch special concern area is 

ambiguous. The General Plan's discussion of the Magee Ranch could reasonably be 

construed to mean that any cluster development in the area should be concentrated only 

on land designated as rural residential, which is consistent with P-1 zoning, and not on 

land designated as agricultural open space, which is not. 

However, because the Planning and Zoning Law does not require the Project to be 

in precise conformity with the General Plan, and since the Town's actions are reviewed 

under the deferential abuse of discretion standard, we fmd the trial court's decision was 

in error. Ultimately, this case turns on the tension between the General Plan's description 

of agricultural open space and its more specific guidance on the development of the 

Magee Ranch special concern area. The former ostensibly prohibits P-1 zoning on the 

199 acres of agricultural open space on the Project site, while the latter arguably allows 

it. There are various ways to harmonize these two sections. As we must review the 

Town's decisions for an abuse of discretion, we need not determine which construction is 

the most reasonable. Rather, we need only determine whether a reasonable person could 

agree with the Town's proposed construction. Here,'we cannot say that the Town's 

interpretation of the General Pl~ is unreasonable. 

As an initial matter, we observe the Project effectuates many of the policies 

described in the General Plan's discussion of the_ Magee Ranch special concern area. 

This portion of the General Plan supports retention of the scenic character of the Magee 

Ranch, encourages development proposals that transfer the allowable number of homes to 

the least sensitive and obtrusive parts of the site, discourages subdivisf on of the area into 
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five-acre ranchette sites, and promotes the conservation of open space and the 

development of wildlife corridors. The administrative record indicates the Project would 

have minimal impacts on the views from surrounding roads, all homes proposed by the 

Project would be clustered in flat and unobtrusive portions of the site, and 91 percent of 

the Project's 410 acres would be preserved as open space, which would include trail 

connections to other open space areas and preserve wildlife corridors through the site. 

Further, the General Plan states, "The Special Concern Areas text ... identifies 

land use polices not shown on the Land Use Map or reflected in other parts of the 

General Plan," suggesting we should defer to the more specific guidance set forth in the 

special concern area text. Plaintiff argues this statement is irrelevant since nothing in the 

special concern area section calls for the provisions of that section to overrule other parts 

of the General Plan. Plaintiff further argues the special concern area policies are akin to a 

zoning overlay district, which should be applied in addition to more general zoning 

requirements. Defendants counter plaintiff's positio1;1 is contradicted by the plain text of 

the General Plan, including its statement that the development of special concern areas 

. "may result 'in more specific land use designations or policies that are specifically 

directed at these areas.' " Neither party's position is entirely without merit. Ultimately, 

the General Plan is ambiguous as to whether the special concern area policies should 

prevail over or merely augment other General Plan requirements, including those set 

forth in the land use map. Since we review the ToVim's decisions for an abuse of 

discretion, we must defer to its interpretation of the General Plan on this point. (See Las 

Virgenes Homeowners Federation, Inc. v. County of Los Angeles (1986} 177 Cal.App.3d 

300, 310 [review of land use map insufficient to determine consistency with general plan 

where local area wide plan provided extensions and refinement of county wide policy].) 

The parties also disagree about whether the General Plan's special concern area 

guidance actually encourages cluster development on agricultural open space in the 

Magee Ranch. The guidance states: "The [General] Plan designates a majority of Magee 

Ranch, including most of the hillside areas, for agricultural use. Application of the 

Williamson Act to retain these areas for grazing is strongly supported .... [NJ early half 
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of the site has been designated for rural residential uses, with maximum densities of one 

unit per five acres .... [P]roposals which transfer the allowable number of homes to the 

least sensitive and obtrusive parts of the site are encouraged .... [,0 ... Despite the A-2 

(General Agricultural) zoning on much of the site, subdivision of this Special Concern 

Area into five-acre 'ranchette' sites ... is strongly discouraged .... On the other hand, 

transferring allowable densities to a limited number of areas within the ranch would 

enable the bulk of the site to be set aside as a permanent open space." 

Plaintiff focuses on the statement that much of the Magee Ranch has been zoned 

A-2. Plaintiff argues it is this area that the caution against subdivision into five-acre lots 

and a preference for clustering is aimed. Plaintiff asserts development on the A-2 land is 

consistent with the General Plan since this land has been designated rural residential, a 

land use designation for which P-1 zoning is also allowed. On the other hand, the portion 

of the Magee Ranch designated as agricultural open space is zoned A-4. Plaintiff 

contends division of this 199-acre area into five-acre ranchettes would have hardly been 

expected since the General Plan states these lands should remain under Williamson Act 

contract. 

Defendants counter the General Plan encourages cluster development on 

agricultural open space within the Magee Ranch, pointing out the text at issue also 

generally refers to areas designated for agricultural use. Defendants contend the only 

way to impleme~t the special concern area policies is to develop on agricultural ·open . 

space since this designation has been applied to all of the flattest, least obtrusive portions 

of the Magee Ranch. According to defendants, the remainder of the property, including 

substantially all of the lands designated as rural residential, consists of steeply sloped and 

environmentally sensitive lands on which the General Plan discourages development. As 

to the fact that 199 acres of the Project site is zoned·A-4, the Town argues this land could 

be rezoned to A-2 without change to the General Plan since this zoning district is 

consistent with the agricultural open space designation. Indeed, as defendants point out, 

the General Plan lists A-2 as the only allowable zoning for land designated as agricultural 

open space. 
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Again, we find neither plaintiff's nor defendants' interpretation is unreasonable. 

The text of the General Plan does not expressly state whether cluster development should 
I 

be limited to those areas of the Magee Ranch that have been designated rural residential. 

As the trial court acknowledged, the language at issue is ambiguous. The ambiguity 

appears to be the result of an attempt to satisfy competing interests. The General Plan 

discourages proposals that would increase the development of the Magee Ranch and 

supports retention of areas for grazing and agricultural use, but at the same time, it 

encourages development proposals that would cluster development on flat and 

unobtrusive areas, almost all of which appear to have been designated agricultural open 

space. As the case law makes clear, balancing such competing interests is the province of 

the local governing body. (Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Bd. of 

Supervisors, supra, 87 Cal.App.4th at p. 142.) As the Town's interpretation of the 

special concern area text is not unreasonable, we decline to second-guess it. 

In sum, the General Plan's discussion of the Magee Ranch special concern area 

suggests defendants are correct and the entire Project site, including the areas designated 

as agricultural open space, may be cluster developed and zoned P-1. We concede the 

General Plan is not a model of clarity, and as a result, it is reasonably susceptible to other 

interpretations. However, as the Town has broad discretion to construe the terms of the 

Genetal Plan, we need not determine whether an alternative interpretation is in.ore 

reasonable. Accordingly, we cannot agree with the trial court's determination that the 

Project is inconsistent with the General Plan, and we reverse the court's judgment in 

favor of plaintiff on the Planning and Zoning Law claim. 

C. Plaintiffs Cross-appeal 

Plaintiffs cross-appeal is somewhat convoluted but it appears to concern a 

· disagreement about the maximum development potential for the areas of the Project site 

previously bound by a Williamson Act contract. Defendants maintain the maximum 

density allowed in these areas is one unit per five acres, which may be clustered to allow 

a smaller area of higher density residential development while leaving a larger contiguous 

area as undeveloped open space. Clustering aside, plaintiff argues the maximum density 
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should be limited to one unit per 20 acres. The trial court found for the Town on this 

issue. So do we. 7 

The General Plan states that in the event a Williamson Act contract is not 

renewed, "the underlying zoning density ( one unit per 20 acres or one unit per five acres) 

would apply upon contract expiration." According to defendants, this provisio~ reflects 

an intent to place property in the position it held prior to the commencement of a 

Williamson Act contract. Thus, the Town uses the density permitted under the zoning 

that was in effect before the Williamson Act contract was entered to determine the 

maximum potential density of a property. In this case, the Town found that, before it was· 

bound by a Williamson Act.contract, 199 acres of agricultural land on the Project site was 

zoned A-2, allowing for densities ofup to one unit per five acres. Plaintiff counters the 

meaning of "underlying zoning density'' is the density the current zoning would entail if a 

Williamson Act contract was not in effect. Since the property was zoned A-4 prior to the 

termination of the Williamson Act contracts, plaintiff contends the density allowed for· 

the property is one unit per 20 acres, the maximum density permitted under A-4 zoning. 

We defer to the Town's interpretation. As discussed in more detail above, the 

Town's reading of its own General Plan is entitled to a "strong presumption of 

regularity," and will only be set aside upon a showing of abuse of discretion. (Napa 

Citizens for Honest Governmentv. Napa-County Bd. of Supervisors, supra, 

91 Cal.App.4th at p. 357.) We will not disturb the Town's interpretation, so long as it is 
. . 

reasonable, even if plaintiffs interpretation is more reasonable. (See Families Unafraid 

to Uphold Rural etc. County v. Board of Supervisors, supra, 62 Cal.App.4th af p. 1338.) 

The term "underlying zoning" is ambiguous and thus susceptible to more than one 

reasonable interpretation. We cannot conclude no reasonable person would agree with 

7 As defendants point out, plaintiffs standing to bring a cross-appeal is 
questionable since the trial court granted plaintiff all the relief it sought. However, 
plaintiffs cross-appeal can also be construed as an alternative ground for affirming the 
judgment in its favor on the Planning and Zoning Law claim. If we were to affirm this 
aspect of the judgment, plaintiff's cross-appeal would be moot. As we reverse, we 
address the additional arguments raised in plaintiffs cross-appeal. 
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the Town's. assertion that the "underlying zoning" for a Williamson Act property is its 

previous zoning. 

Plaintiff argues the current printed version of the General Plan does not reflect the 

drafter's intent.· Specifically, it contends the reference to "one unit per five acres" was 

illegally added to the General Plan without public discussion or a vote by the Town's 

council. The argument is unpersuasive. As an initial matter, the allegedly unauthorized 

amendments to the General Plan are included in both the formatted v:ersion of the plan 

used today, as well as the unformatted version circulated immediately after the plan's 

adoption in 1999. Contraiy to plaintiffs suggestion, the Town need riot prove the current 

text is consistent with the legislative history. As a matter of law, we must presume the 

General Plan is valid arid that its text reflects the intent of the Town's council. (See Evid. 

Code,§ 664.) The burden is on plaintiff to prove facts establishing its invalidity. (Ciry of 

Corona v. Corona etc, hidependent (1953) 115 Cal.App.2d 382, 384.) Plaintiff has fallen 

far short of meeting its burden here. Its contentions are based on a few ambiguous 

excerpts from the Town council's summary of actions, in addition to speculation about 

whether certain proposed revisions to the General Plan were rejected or adopted by the 
·g 

Town's council. 

As defendants point out, plaintiffs argument also fails on procedural grounds. 

Because plaintiff declined to raise this issue during the administrative process, defendants 

were denied an opportunity to present testimony rebutting plaintiffs allegations of 

impropriety. Further, this case W<\.S brought over a decade after the expiration of the 90-

day statute of limitations for actions attacking a legislative body's decision to adopt or 

8 To the extent plaintiff is contending the Town's interpretation of the General 
Plan is inconsistent with the legislative history, its argument also fails. Courts. refer to 
legislative history only where statutory text is ambiguous and its plain meaning does not 
resolve a question of statutory interpretation. (Long Beach Police Officers Assn. v. Ciry 
of Long Beach (1988) 46 Cal.3d 736, 741.) In this case, we need not look to the 
legislative history since we must defer to the Town's reasonable interpretation of 
ambiguous provisions of the General Plan. (See Save Our Peninsula Committee v. 
Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors, supra, 87 Cal.App.4th at p. 142.) 

20 

1783 



amend a general plan (Gov. Code,§ 65009, subd. (c)(l)(A)), and plaintiff has yet to point 

to any authority which would permit the toilmg of the statue of limitations. 

Plaintiff also contends that, even if the current language of the General Plan was 

approved by the Town council, it is illogical and self-contradictory. Plaintiff asserts that 

if, as defendants have argued in the past, A-4 zoning applies only to land currently bound 

by a Williamson Act contract, then A-4 zoning-and the one-unit-per-20-acre density 

with which it is associated-would never apply upon the termination of a Williamson Act 

contract. According to plaintiff, this would render superfluous the reference to "one unit 

per 20 acres" in the General Plan's statement that" 'the underlying zoning density (one 

unit per 20 acres or one unit per five acres) would apply upon [Williamson Act] contract 

expiration.' " But the General Plan indicates A-4 zoning may apply to more than land 

bound by Williamson Act contract. In fact, it states A-2 is the only zoning consistent 

with the agricultural open space designation, which is generally used for Williamson Act 

land. Moreover, since Williamson Actcontracts can run for decades· (the parcels at issue 

here were placed under contract over 45 years ago), it is entirely possible that historical 

zoning districts, other thanA-4, required a one-unit-per-20-acre density. 

ID. DISPOSITION 

The trial court's judgment is affirmed in part and reversed in part. ~~J[~~~to; 
ttnirtna1rco00Is'ff'mffing;tna&fnerena.anrsmorai:eat®E'.Qmp"yr:fai1mgliotaefpmmieWwlfetlley 

~lie'iejojj'.ecf%'s@ifip~ii'!:oIBy'§l&:safe~eyeilstgmi[can~ We also affirm the trial court's 

determination that "underlying zoning," as that term is used in the General Plan, refers to 

a property's prior zoning. However, we reverse as to the trial court's determination that 

defendant~ violated the Planning and Zoning Law. ,The parties shall bear their own costs 

on appeal. 
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We concur: 

Humes, P .J: 

Dondero, J. 

Margulies, J. 
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O-HVNA-Henderson3 

. ----Original Message---
From: Jason M Henderson [mailto:Jhenders@sonic.net] 
Sent: Saturday, January 07, 2017 7:37 AM 
To: Jacinto, Michael (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC) 
Subject: TDM Idea . 

Dear Lisa and Michael 

I have one additional comment or suggestion regarding the Draft EIR. I think it would be good to add the 
TDM proposal by SFMTA-Planning-SFCTA as a informational item. You could then analyze the project 
with O parking, 0.25:1, and 0.5:1 parking ratios and compare the proposed TDM point system. 

It seems this TDM calculation/methodology would be.something incorporated into EIRs - no? 

Thanks 

-jh 

Jason Henderson 

San Francisco CA 
94102 
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O-LC2 
Livable 

City 

January 10 2017 

Lisa Gibson 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
San Francisco Planning Department 
Lisa.gibson@sfgov.org 

RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report and Mitigations for the One Oak Street 
Project 

Dear Ms. Gibson, 

On behalf of Livable City, I wish to submit the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report and Mitigations for the One Oak Project. 

The proposed project is a 310-unit, 40-story residential tower with ground floor retail, atop a new residential 
parking garage. It is located at the corner of Market Street and Van Ness Avenue at the edge of Downtown 
San Francisco. Market and Van Ness are two of the.most significant public transit corridors in San Francisco, 
with well over a hundred thousand transit trips per day passing nearby on numerous surface transit lines. 
Market and Van Ness are both significant walking corridors, and Market Street is the City's most-used street 
by people on bikes. The City has identified both Market and Van Ness as high-injury corridors - the 5% cif 
city streets where over half of the city's traffic deaths and serious injuries occur. 

The proximity of the site to :frequent transit, and convenient walking and cycling access to Downtown and 
Civic Center jobs, make it a good site for high-density, transit-oriented housing, as identified in the Market 
and Octavia Plan. However its location at the intersection of important, and congested, streets in the City's 
walking, cycling, and transit networks makes it imperative that the project reduce and mitigate its negative 
environmental impacts to the greatest extent possible. 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Section 15126.6(a)) state that an 
environmental impact report must describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed 
project that would feasibly attain most of the project's basic objectives, yet would avoid or substantially 
reduce significant adverse environmental effects of the project. Providing the public and policymakers with a 
reasonable range of feasible alternatives fosters informed decision-making and public participation. 

CEQA also requires that an EIR's factual conclusions be supported by substantial evidence. However 
substantial evidence assembled by the Planning Department and available to both planners and the public 
suggests does not support certain factual conclusions of the DEIR's transportation analysis. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) is inadequate. It provides inadequate analysis of impacts 
under CEQA, does not describe and analyze a reasonable range of alternatives, and does not adequately 
identify mitigations for certain adverse environmental impacts of the project. Specifically, the DEIR does not 

333 Hayes Street, #202 • San Francisco, CA 94102 • 415-344-0489 • www.livablecity.org · 
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adequately analyze the following alternatives and impacts (presented in order of Table S-1: Summary of 
Impacts): · 

Alternatives analyzed. The project is at the western end of the Downtown Commercial (C-3) zoning 
district, and within the Van Ness and Market Special Use District. C-3 districts, like the adjacent districts, 
require no parking. The Van Ness and Market Special Use District principally permits up to .25 parking 
spaces per unit, with additional parking (up to 3 spaces for every four units) only with Conditional Use 
Authorization, subject to certain findings being made by the Planning Commission. 

C-3 and adjacent districts contain hundreds of buildings - market-rate condominiums, market-rate 
apartments, affordable condominiums and apartments, and commercial buildings of all kinds - with no 
parking at all, and with parking at or below the current principally-permitted amounts. The Planning 
Department's research for its Transportation Demand Management (TDM) ordinance notes the reduced 
supply of off-street parking correlates with the area's generally low rates of automobile use and vehicle miles 
travelled (VMT), and concludes that reducing parking is an effective, and likely the most effective, means of 
changing travel behavior and reducing vehicle miles travelled. 

According to the Planning Code (Section 150), the Code's parking off-street parking provisions are 
"intended to require facilities where needed but discourage excessive amounts of automobile parking, to 
avoid adverse effects upon surrounding areas and uses, and to encourage effective use of walking, cycling, 
and public transit as alternatives to travel by private automobile." The maximum amount of parking 
principally permitted - .25 spaces per dwelling unit - was established by the Market and Octavia Plan to 
further those purposes. To approve excess parking, the Planning Commission must find affirmatively, in 
addition to other criteria, that "Vehicle movement on or around the project site associated with the excess 
accessory parking does not unduiy impact pedestrian spaces or movement, transit service, bicycle movement, 
or the overall traffic movement in the district." In order to conclude that, tlie Planning .Commission must be 
able to compare a project containing excess parking with the principally permitted project. 

DEIR analyzed a single 'build' alternative, which contains double the amount of parking principally 
permitted. Based on substantial evidence available gathered by the Planning Department, a project with less 
parking than the single alternative analyzed - either the maximum permitted as-of-right, or zero parking -
would have significantly reduced transportation impacts under CEQA. These as-of-right alternatives would 
both reduce the number of auto trips generated by the project, and reduce conflicts with walking and cycling 
created by turning automobiles, since less off-street parking results in fewer vehicles accessing garages. In a 
district with hundreds of such buildings and where such buildings are principally permitted, these 
.alternatives would be both feasible and reasonable. Therefore the BIR must analyze an alternative or 
alternatives with a principally-permitted amount of parking - zero spaces, and 25 spaces per unit. 

1 
(TR 
Efm),t'd 

TR-1 (VMT & Traffic): The DEIR does not adequately analyze per capita daily vehicle miles·travel (VMT) 2 
and locaJized impacts ofVMT. As noted above, it only analyzes a single alternative with excess parking, and (TR-2) 

neglects to analyze any alternative with parking within principally-permitted amounts. The transportation 
analysis used in the DEIR relies on both inadequate methods and outdated data. It relies on a trip-generation 
methodology that does not account for the amount of parking, or the presence of or absence of other TD1'.{ 
measures, when estimating auto trips. It does not use current trip-distribution patterns, and underestimates 
commutes to the South Bay. VMT and Traffic must be adequately analyzed, using both a sufficient range of 
alternatives, a methodology based on sufficient evidence, including the Planning Department's own 
substantial body of evidence connecting aniounts of parking and other TDM measures with travel behavior, 
and current data on trip distribution. 
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Bicycle Impacts (TR-4): The DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts of One Oak on: bicycling, 
principally on Market Street. It ignores hazards to bicycling from curb loading vehicles and wind, and 
proposes no mitigations for these hazards. An analysis of loading and wind impacts on bicycling, with . 
mitigations to ensure safe bicycling. Mitigation in the form of fully separated bicycle lanes of adequate width 
on Market Street must be considered, along with other bicycle access improvements. Project alternatives 
with principally-permitted amounts of parking will reduce auto trips in the vicinity, which would further 
mitigate impacts on bicycling, but such alternatives were not studied. 

Loading Demand (TR-5): Curb loading; including delivery vehicles, TN Cs, and taxi trips, are a significant 
source of conflicts with the safety and access of pedestrians and cyclists. Additionally, the volume of curb 
loading vehicles has increased significantly in recent years and continues to increase, as noted by SFMTA 
and others. The DEIR inust identify stronger mitigations for loading impacts created by the project, includin 
mitigation measures to reduce loading along Market Street and re-orient loading to the Oak Street side of the 
~~ . . . 

Wind Impacts (W-1): The DEIR wind analysis ignores the impact of wind on people on bikes, and does 
not address the cumulative wind impact of the project and other proposed projects in the vicinity. 
Exacerbating wind impacts on people walking and cycling both ·directly impacts safety and livability of 
residents; visitors, and commuters, and could worsen traffic. impacts by reducing the appeal of sustainable, 
human-powered modes of transport. 

Construction Imp~cts (various): The project alternative studied proposes significant excavation to create a 
large underground parking garage. Project alternatives with less parking -either the maximum principally 
permitted, or zero -would reduce the amount of soil excavated by the project. This would in turn reduce 
various environmental effects of the project'- reduced congestion, noise, and air quality impact from trucks 
removing soil, less potential exposure of workers and the public to contaminated soil, less dust, and reduced 
excavation impact on groundwater and adjacent buildings and public transit lines. Such reduced construction 
impacts are both significant and quantifiable. 

3 
(Wl-2) 

4 
(TR-5) 

5 
(Wl-2) 

6 
(C0-1) 

The One Oak Proj_ect is a significant project at a very important crossroads in our City. We are keen to that rrGE-
1
) 

the inadequacies of the Draft EIR are corrected in the final version. If you have any questions about our 
comments, please don't hesitate to contact us. · 

Sincerely, 

Tom Radulovich 
Executive Director 
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O-MPNA1 

Mldd1e:·PdkNeighbcirh6od Assodotion 

January 4, 2017 

(by e-mail only) 

Planning Commission 
City and County of San Francisco 

RE: 1 Oak Draft Environmental Impact Report Comments 

Dear President Fong, Vice President Richards, and Commissioners: 

We are in full support of the comment letter provided to this commission by Hayes Valley 
Neighborhood Association earlier today. As a fellow neighborhood organization of the Van 
Ness corridor, we stand together with Hayes Valley in the interest of making this project better 
for our community and our environment. 

1 Oak set precedent for other large tower projects in the vicinity in light of the Hub rezoning. 
The comments and requests detailed in the letter provided by Hayes Valley Neighborhood 
Association raise thoughtful and important points related to the relationship this project will have 
with the physical environment. 

We are confident that the project sponsor and the Planning Department can address the noted 
concerns in the Draft EIR by further analysis with detailed mitigation combined with potential 
modifications to the project to address community concerns and reduce environmental impacts. 

Such modifications could include (I) removal of the off-street parking (2) removal of any 
loading on Market Street (3) inclusion of on-site BMR units (4) construction of off-site BMR 
units simultaneously with the market-rate units and (5) contributions toward community benefits 
such as additional affordable housing units or other appropriate measures to mitigate shadow 
impacts on public parks. · 

Best Regards, 

Isl Moe Jamil 
Chair, Middle Polle Neighborhood Association 

PO Box 640918 
San Francisco, CA 94164-0918 
htto://www.middleoolk.orn 
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Middle. Polk Neighborhood Association· 

Cc: John Rahaim, Director, Planning Department 
Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Marlayne Morgan, President, Cathedral Hill N eighbots Association 
Jason Henderson, Chair, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association 
Gail Baugh, President, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association 

Attachments: · 

PO Box 640918 

Letter to Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer, San 
Francisco Planning Department, from Jason Henderson, Chair, Hayes 
Valley Neighborhood Association, Dated January 4, 2017 

San Francisco, CA 94164-0918 
htto:/ /www.middleoolk_orn 
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SAN FRANCISCO GROUP 
c/o Sue Vaughan, 2120 Clement #10, San Francisco CA 94121 

DRAFT JanuarylO, 2017 

Lisa Gibson 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street 
San Francisco CA 94103-2414 

Re: One Oak DEIR Comments, Case No. 2009.0159B 

Dear Ms. Gibson, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject SEIR. The Sierra Club appreciates 
your electronic publishing of the SEIR to save paper, printing and mailing cost; however we 
liave a comment on the format: A massive document like this should be published similar to 
Amazon Kindle so that a commenter/reviewer can move directly from the index to the sections 
of concern, similar to how one would insert labeled place marks with a paper EIR. 

Sierra Club comments are as follows: 

The study carefully counted the number of vehicles for residential and commercial use entering 
and leaving the project garage. The study should have also considered that the existence of 
valets to park the cars will generate additional non residential users for the garage using both the 
driveway and the vacated residential spaces in the garage and that this will increase the total 
number of vehicles entering and leaving the garage during every hour. This use is typical in the 

·upper eastside of Manhattan where all of the apartment house garages welcome non-resident 
short and long term parking. 

The study listed all of the driving limitations of the streets surrounding the project. But, the 
study should also have considered the tortuous path and the multiple conflicts with transit, 
pedestrians and bicyclist as each vehicle negotiates the driving limitations to approach or leave 
the garage especially when crossing Market Street or Van Ness is required. 

The study should have considered that the shared pedestrian/vehicle space is also the 
approach for music students approaching their conservatory and that a typical shared 
pedestrian/vehicle space is in a parking lot (see Stonestown) where the of number spaces per 
aisle is limited to reduce the number of vehicles traversing the shared way during·any hour. The 
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study should have also considered that a few vehicles will turn right off Van Ness, ~ach hour, 
looking for a nearby on street or off-street parking space. 

. . 
The short length of shared pedestrian/vehicle space that is part of this project provides room for 
useful pedestrian and social amenities in front of the project. However googling, shared spaces 
and maximum vehicles, indicates that the number vehicles traversing a shared space should be 
less than 100 per hour. However, the study shows 110 vehicles per hour entering the garage 
during the PM peak plus: deliveries, valet parking additions, and vehicles seeking nearby 
parking. This total makes the shared space much less than ideal. Therefore, the study should 
have considered an alternate project with a garage with only 73 parking spaces, the maximum 
allowed per the planning code for this use. Studying this alternate is also essential to provide the 
Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors sufficient information to decide whether or 
not a Conditional Use for155 spaces is "necessary and useful." In addition, less parking leads to 
less driving and San Francisco has to reduce driving as a method of meeting the carbon reduction 
requirements of AB 32 and SB 375. 

Unfortunately Planning continues to analyze parking demand and then thankfully appropriately 
concludes that parking demand is not an environmental impact. 

Another member may be commenting on other aspects of this project 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Howard Strassner, Member SF Group Executive Committee of the Sierra Club 
419 Vicente, San Francisco CA 94116, 661-8786, (h,w) 
email: ruthowl@gmail.com · 
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A:LK 
· SA N·.FR:AN CJSCO 

January 10, 2017 

Lisa Gibson 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: Comments on One Oak Street Project Draft EIR 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

0-WSF 

Walk San Francisco is excited about many aspects of the One Oak Street project, especially the Oak 
Street plaza that will provide much-needed public space for the many people who live in, visit, or 
work in the neighborhood. Soch a plaza will encourage people to walk more, which will help the City 
reach its environmental, mode-shift and Vision Zero goals. 

At the same time, Walk SF-is concerned with the Draft EIR's lack of analysis of the impacts that the 2 
proposed parking will have on the safety of people walking and on sustainable transportation more (TR-8) 
holistically. The project spo.nsor is requesting permission to build up to 0.5 spaces per dwelling unit 
subject to criteria and procedures for a Conditional Use authorization, rather than building the as-of-
right ratio of 0.25 spaces per unit. 

Despite the City's many efforts, there has not been a significant reduction in serious and fatal traffic 
collisions since the City adopted Vision Zero in 2014. To make progress, every planning decision the 
City makes must analyze opportunities to make our streets safer. Making sure the environmental 
review process assesses a development project's traffic safety impacts is a crucial piece of this puzzle. 

The One Oak Street project is located at the corner qf two high-injury corridors -the 12% of San 
Francisco's streets where over 70% of severe and fatal crashes occur. People traveling along these 
corridors are already more likely to be involved in crashes than people on other city streets. We are 

extremely concerned that the addition of 150 parking spaces to this already dangerous area will 
make the streets even more dangerous. 

Supporting our concern is research showing that more parking leads to more driving. The Planning 
Department's own June 2016 Technical Justification document for its Transportation Demand 
Management Program highlighted the following research findings: 

• Areas with more parking are associated with more overall vehicular traffic than areas with . 
less parking. 

• Individuals who have dedicated parking at their origins or destinations are more. likely to drive 
than those who don't have dedicated parking. 

More vehicle trips mean more opportunities for vehicle-pedestrian conflict. Because more parking 
leads to more trips, more parking is therefore associated with an increased danger for people walking. 

33-3 Hayes Street, Suite 2:02 I San Franciseo, CA 94102 

415.431.WALK I walk'Sif.org 
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1/4/17 Letter to the SFCTA Board 
Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Project 

Page 2 of 2 

Our concern over the project's rate of parking also·stems from expected changes to allowed parking 
ratios for the geographic.area in which the project is located. The Planning Department's Market 
Street Hub Project will likely cap the· amount of permissable parking for future projects in this area at 
0.25 spaces/unit, with no ability to request higher ratios (as is allowed currently). If the Planning 
Department's analysis led them to recommend this as· a final parking maximum, we think it's 
important that the EIR includes an analysis of similar factors that the Planning Department examined 
to reach this recommended rate. 

Therefore, ~e believe strongly that the EIR should analyze the safety impacts of One Oak Street's 
proposed parking on people walking, biking, driving, and taking transit. More specifically, we'd like 
to see the EIR analyze the impacts of the proposed parking rate (0.5) compared to the as-of-right 
parking rate (0.25), compared to zero parking, and set forth recommendations and mitigations that 
would stymie new automobile trip _generation in this already vehicle-congested, transit-rich area of 
the City. If the proposed amount of parking is found to have substantial safety and environmental 
impacts, mitigations should include reducing the parking ratio and other measures deemed significant 
to reduce single occupancy vehicle use. 

We urge you to revisit the EIR analysis for the One Oak Street project to ensure tha\ the project is 
consistent with the City's Vision Zero and environmental/mode shift goals. 
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Sincerely, 

:.o : . 0f'.&)/:-i2i+i!):::)(-}.. 
ri~· . .. f n JJ 
. ·) V./ . 

Cathy Deluca 
Policy & Program Director 
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1-Bregoff 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Jan 4, 2017, at 6:19 PM, Rob <rb@3-page.com> wrote: 

This development could sell out easily with zero parking. Inflicting the traffic generated by 1 
150+ parking spaces harms the commutes of the tens of thousands of cyclists, pedestrians, and (GE-2) 

MUNI riders who pass this location. 

Is there a location in SF that is more transit-friendly than Van Ness and Market? Does the City 
owe developers parking at the expense of others? 
SF needs to start thinking more like London, less like Fresno. 

Rob Bregoff 
Associate Transportation Planner 
Caltrans 
(For identification only) 
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-----Original Message-~---
From: Justin Fraser [mailto:iustin@missionwebworks.com) 
Sent: Thursday, January 05, 2017 11:11 AM 
To: Gibson, Lisa (CPC) 
Subject: Comments on the Draft EIR for the One Oak project 

Hello, 

I-Fraser 

I'm writing to make some comments on the Draft EIR forthe One Oak project. I'm unable to attend the· 
Planning Commission meeting today. 

I've read through parts of the EIR. I'm a daily bicycle commuter that often cycles along Market St at that 1 
intersection. I'm very concerned that the effects on cycling in the area have not been fully addressed. (TR-5) 

1) Putting a loading zone on Market St would be a huge hazard to cyclists. That is a main thoroughfare 
and would impact the bike lane oh Market St. 

2) There's way too much parking allowed. It looks like it's 1 space for every 2 condos which is more than I2 
what zoning allows. Adding cars to that very transit rich area would have a negative impact on safe (TR-8) 
cycling and walking in that area. 

3) It looks like there was some analysis of the affects of wind changes, but it doesn't look like it was 
done with cyclists in mind. How will this project change wind patterns that affect cycling? 

Sincerely, 
Justin 

Justin Fraser 
1019 Shotwell St 
SF 94110 
415-205-2834 
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SUE C. HESTOR I-Hestor1 
Attorney at Law 

870 Market Street, Suite 1128 San Francisco, CA 94102 
office (415) 362-2778 cell (415) 846-1021 

hestor@earthlink.net 

January 4, 2017 

Chelsea Fordham 
Environmental Review 
1650 Mission St #400 
San Francisco CA 94103 

Comment on 1500 Mission St Project DEIR 2014-000362 - part One 

I submit the following comment on the 1500 Mission Street DEIR. 

There are 2 DElRs out fordevelopment on blocks diagonally across Market and Van Ness/South Van Ness 
at virtually the same time: 

Comments and Responses on TWO DEIRs should be coordinated 

1500 Mission St - southern half of AB 3506 2014-000362 - City office building; dense market rate 
housing, on-site inclusionary housing, Planning Code and height increase, parking. DEIR hearing 

12/15/16, Comment DL 1/4/17. 

One Oak Street/1500 Market St - eastern portion of AB 836 2009.0lSE - Dense market rate 
housing, Planning Code and height increase, parking. DEIR hearing 1/15/17, Comment DL 

1/10/17. 

The issues of wind, traffic, transit, impacts on pedestrians, changes in the General Plan and Planning 
Code TO THE SAME Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District - part of the 
Market/Octavia Area Plan - have EXTREMELY similar impacts, including cumulative impacts. Market and 
Van Ness. Mission and South Van Ness. DIAGONAL BLOCKS. Sites about 400' apart. 

The deadline for DEIR comments are less than a week apart. There is no rational reason why public 
comments on the 2 DEi Rs that have applications to BOTH projects should not be considered by both. 
This specifically includes issues related to transportation and parking, winds, comments on cumulative 
displacement and housing, including excessive parking in this transit-rich area with heavy traffic GOING 
STRAIGHT ONTO FREEWAYS. The high parking allowance for residences encouraging occupancy by 
middle and upper income people who drive instead of using public transit. 

Environmental Review is ignoring these issues unless comments on issues relevant to both sites are 

considered in BOTH Comments and Responses/FEIRs. 

Sue C. Hestor 

cc: Michael Jacinto 
Lisa Gibson 
Market-Octavia Area Plan CAC 
Eastern Neighbors Area Plan CAC 
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SUE C. HESTOR I-Hestor2 
Attorney at Law 

870 Market Street, Suite 1128 San Francisco, CA 94102 
office (415) 362-2778 cell (415) 846-1021 

hestor@earthlink.net 

January 10, 2017 

Michael Jacinto 

Environmental Review 
1650 Mission St #400 
San Francisco CA 94103 

Comment on One Oak Street/1500 Market St Project DEIR 2009.0159E 

I submit the following comments on the One Oak St/1500 Market St DEIR. 

There are 2 DEi Rs out at virtually the same time for separate developments on blocks diagonally across 

Market and Van Ness/South Van Ness: 

1500 Mission St - southern half of AB 3506 2014-000362 - City office building, dense market rate 

housing, on-site inclusionary housing, Planning Code and height increase, parking. DEIR 
published 11/9/16. Hearing 12/15/16, Comment DL 1/4/17. 

One Oak Street/1500 Market St:.. eastern portion of AB 836 2009.0l5E - Dense market rate 

housing, Planning Code and height increase, parking. DEIR·pubiished 11/16/16. Hearing 

1/15/17, Comment DL 1/10/17. 

Please coordinate the Comments and Responses on the TWO separate DEi Rs. 

The issues of wind, traffic, impacts on pedestrians, changes in the General Plan and Planning Code to 
THE SAME Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District - part of the Market/Octavia 

. Area Plan - have EXTREMELY similar impacts, especially cumulative impacts. Market and Van Ness. 
Mission and South Van Ness. DIAGo'NAL BLOCKS. Sites about 400' apart. 

1 
(CU-1) 

Request specifically indudes comments on cumulative displacement and housing, including excessive I2 
parking in this transit-rich area with heavy traffic GOING STRAIGHT ONTO and EXITING FREEWAYS. (PH-1) 
Provision of significant amounts of residential parking in BOTH projects encourages occupancy by middle. 

and upper income people who drive to work out of San Francisco instead of using public transit. 

Two maps must be added to One Oak/1500 Market DEIR 

The first map needed in the EIR is in Land Use and Land Use Planning, 4.B.1. Land Use was scoped out 
of the EIR in the Notice of Preparation process. As a result the EIR fails to provide information on 
changes to the underlying Market/Octavia Area Plan and the adjacent Western SoMa Area Plan itself 

part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan. Map #1 provides needed context for the EIR. 
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Map#l 

A map showing the boundaries of the Market/Octavia Area Plan PLUS the boundaries of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Area Plan with its 5 sub-area Plans (including the Western SoMa Area Plan). The 
M/0 plan should show sub-area Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District. 

Provide on this map the boundaries of the proposed Central SoMa Area Plan, The Hub, and all other 
Plans that amend these Area Plans. This includes the SM plan at 5th & Market which amended part of 
the Eastern Neighborhood Area Plan. PLUS any other proposed Map Amendments to either 

· Market/Octavia or the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, including that proposed on THIS block in a pending 
PPA. ALSO the proposed Area Plan changes for the 1500 Mission project. 

This map is necessary 
• To understand various discussions in the DEIR 
• Show the changes/proposed changes to Market/Octavia Plan and Eastern Neighborhoods Plan 
• Show how close the Mission Area Plan is to the boundary of the area analyzed in this EIR. 

For each Plan please provide the date of City adoption of that Plan (I believe 4/17 /08 for M/0 and 
12/19/08 for EN.) Also provide the dates for the analysis of area covered by the Area Plan in the 
community planning effort or its EIR. Western So Ma was the most recent of the Area Plans. 

3 
(LU-1) 
cont'd 

For each of the areas and sub-areas provide the amount of residential parking REQUIRED by projects in 
that area, if parking is required at all. 

.L 

The second map gives necessary context to the transportation analysis in DEIR 4.C. It shows the real 
world context of freeway access, particularly in light of the excessive residential parking provided in 
both the One Oak/1500 Market Street and the 1500 Mission Street projects. They are located in a 
transit rich area that ALSO has extremely short distances to the regional freeway system. 

Map #2. 

Provide a map showing the location of the FREEWAYS plus freeway ramps/access just south and west of 
One Oak/1500 Market. This should include the exit route in front of 1650 Mission that turns north on 
South Van Ness and goes north on Van Ness adjacent to Project site. The route ONTO US 10lgoes 
south on Van Ness adjacent to project site. DEIR 4.C.2. states that project site is accessible by local 

streets with connections to and from these regional freeways. This is 1-80, US Highway 101 and 1-2.80. 

Show it. There is an increasing amount of reverse commuting INTO San Francisco at the end of the 
work day- so that the City provides HOUSING particularly for the Peninsula. There are currently 18 
lanes of traffic into San Francisco from the South. The DEIR should be amended to state that those 
same freeways allow people to EXIT San Francisco to go to work. Reverse commuting is a FACT. 

The mini-map on DEIR 2..3 does not provide much useful information. 

The reverse-commute pattern from Silicon Valley has dumped demand for fairly high end housing into 
the area of 1500 Mission and One Oak/1500 Market. Map #2. will help explain why excessive residential 
parking at One Oak/1500 Market and 1500 Mission can affect use of nearby freeways by those 
residents. 

2 
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The "Google buses" which go past this site began in the very recent past, long after adoption of the M/0 
and EN Area Plans. Discuss how those Area plans were designed to accommodate the demand for San 

Francisco housing based mostly on San Francisco employment and residents. In 2017 San Francisco is 
producing housing for Silicon Valley, which encourages employees from Mountain View, Cupertino, 

Menlo Park and other places on the Peninsula to LIVE in San Francisco but WORK on the Peninsula by 
PROVIDING FREE DIRECT BUSES INTO SAN FRANCISCO RESIDENTIAL AREAS. Since these are npt low 

i_ncome employees, the demand is for rather high-end housing. THERE ARE FREEWAY CONNECTIONS 
RIGHT THERE for those who may want to drive at least part of the time. 

A MAP 'Of the freeway access and ramps will help understand travel patterns and possible impacts. And 

· direct attention to the excessive parking provided in this "TRANSIT RICH" area. There is a freeway off 
ramp AT THE CORNER to the right of the Pla.nning Department. There is an on (amp at South Van Ness 
and 13th. There is a Central Freeway ramp BEHIND the Planning Department. 

Add Alternative with NO PRIVATE PARKING or drastically reduced parking. 

The Proposed project has 155 parking spaces for 310 dwelling units. Providing valet parking - even if 

parking stacked - will provide a·service that accommodates higher-income persons who want to drive to 
work at least part of the week using the nearby freeways. 

Inclusion of a No Parking Alternative, or one which SEVERELY limits parking to various car sharing 

modalities, is needed so that the Planning Commission can consider approving a project that uses this 

transit rich site for residents who are not dependent on, or own, private automobiles. 

Discuss effect on housing costs of approved Van Ness corridor projects with excessive parking. 

Van Ness - Highway 101- has a high volume of traffic, including trucks. As BRT Janes are added, vehicle 
traffic becomes more constrained. As new of market rate residential projects are approved, developers 

request more and more parking because the un·its sell for more money. If Planning appears to 
accommodate each request for parking AND FOR MAXIMUM PARKING, the cost of development sites 
goes up. The sales price ASSUMES approval of the maximum amount of parking. Housing prices go up. 
Has the City done a study of what effect eliminating parking on this transit corridor would have on 
housing prices? How much do prices- increase when the maximum amount of parking, versus ZERO 
residential parking, is provided? 

Please provide a list of residential projects that have been approved in the area along Van Ness - from 

· Bay Street south to the Central Freeway. Starting with date before time studied in the Market/Octavia 

Area Plan.. Number of dwelling units, numberof parking spaces. One block on either side of Van 

Ness/South Van Ness (Polk - Franklin area} and similar area around South Van Ness. This new housing is 
in a transit rich area, attractive to people who do not own a car. Providing parking increases th·e 

probability that residents will use their cars and thereby increase the traffic problems along Van Ness, 

· and on the intersecting streets with Muni lines. Bay. Chestnut. Lombard. Union. Pacific. Jackson. 
Washington. Clay. Sacramento. California. Pine. Bush. Sutter. Post. Geary. O'Farre/1. Eddy. Turk. 
Golden Gate. McAllister. Grove. Hayes. Market. Mission. Folsom. 
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Cumulative Projects List - DEIR 4.A.7-11 

There has be\'!n a recent proposal for a major project with a substantial increase in height and by the 
French-American school. It is at the west end of THIS BLOCK at the SE corner of Franklin and Oak . 

. Please describe the project that has applied for a PPA. How would addition of that project affect the 
wind and transportation analyses? 

Modernizing Environmental Review on Transportation - DEIR 4.C. The rapid changes in rather 
anarchic vehicle and bus traffic in Sail Francisco has resulted in environmental reviews that fail to 
capture the reality of how vehicles and buses move on City Streets - particularly south of Market and 
Van Ness. The traffic impedes Muni surface vehicles. . 

Muni operates on City streets through traffic. The use of VMT and screen-lines far away from Van Ness 
the Market. and Van Ness intersection results in a lack of information on the effect of traffic congestion 
on Van Ness and Market that affects Muni bus operations. Real observations from people traveling 
through the Van Ness corr\do·r shows the obstructions public transit, especially Muni buses on surface 
streets face. Muni uses an out-dated cellular network that feeds GPS bus location into a NextBus system 
that projects the time the next bus will arrive on various lines. 
Updating this system is underway by MTA. 

To adequately understand the impediments to Muni buses, it is necessary that information - beyond the 
location of particular Muni buses - be fed into a single mapping system for as many public vehicles as 
possible. 

GPS systems are used to locate individual vehicles by a variety of vehicles. The City should use its 
approval power to require that the vehicles operate by systems over which the City or state has 
approval power use any GPS "transponder" to feed their exact location into a single mapping system 
maintained for the benefit of the Muni. It could enable Muni operators and planners to understand IN 
REAL TIME what obstructions, what wandering vehicles, are oqstructing traffic, making illegal 
maneuvers, creating congestion and otherwise affecting surface public transit operations. It could 
allow more efficient transit operation. 

NON-PRIVATE vehicles that travel on City streets, including Van Ness, Market, Mission, the south of 
Market, and which affect MUNI public transit surface operations, should be required to continually 
transmit GPS location information include -

• So-called "google" buses that dump tech workers from the Peninsula onto Van Ness, Mission 
and other streets to housing. 

• Licensed taxis 
• Shuttle bus systems authorized when they seek Planning approval, e.g. CPMC 
• Shuttle buses that roam SF streets with absolutely no approval - eg mostly empty AAU buses 
• Uber and Lyft vehicles 
• regional transit buses (SamTraris, Golden Gate Transit) 

Where the City does not currently have power to require vehicles to transmit location information, the 
MTA and CTA can pursue it. This includes UCSF which operates its own bus system and should be asked. 
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San Francisco could pursue with the California PUC requiring that Uber and Lyft, and any similar 
operator, provide the City with the ability to track the impacts of their vehicles. Their operation on City 
streets, particularly in the area used for cumulative analysis around this Project and in the south of 
Market, has increased dramatically since the original NOP was issued. These vehicles have no one 
monitoring or tracking their operations. 

I have personally seen Uber and Lyft vehi.cles stop in the middle of traffic lanes to pick up or drop off a 
passenger. They make illegal turns at intersections. They make illegal U turns on Market and Mission . 

. Since-they have proliferated so rapidly, the transportation analysis, particularly the VMT, does not take 
Uber and Lyft into account. 

Many of these vehicles, INCLUDING MUNI, Regional Transit and many private buses, use a GPS and a 
transponder sends a signal to a tower/satellite that maps out where each vehicle is at any given time. A 
major improvement to environmental review and Muni opera_tions would be for the CTA and MTA to 
fund a mapping system AND REQUIRE THAT VEHICLES send information into one City system. It would 
help Muni operations by providing REAL TIME information on the location of congestion so that traffic 
"police" could help unjam traffic and Muni can operate at its best. 

Wind Study Regulatory Framework DEIR 4.D.3 

Reliance on a regulatory framework for C-3-G sites refers to Planning Code Section 148, which was 
adopted in 1985 as part of the Downtown Plan. The emphasis of that plan was on development in the · 
eastern end of the C-3, specifically in C-3-0 and expansion into the C-3-0{SD). The major wind study 
done for the C-3-G/Market & Van Ness area - the winds coming down the Hayes Street hill pouring onto 
Van Ness, Hayes, towards Market Street-was done MUCH LATER by Environmental Review for the 
Redevelopment Agency. The wind study was done for the proposed federal building at 10th & Market. 
THAT wind study was the first real study that focused on the wind impacts IN THIS AREA. There w_as no 
significant development pending or approved in the C-3-G area in the 1980s when the Downtown Plan 
was fresh. · 

Since that time, bicycle lanes have been added and become a significant mode of travel. Pedestrian 
volumes are increasing. Interplay between shadows and wind has not been revisited since the 
Downtown Plan. The amount of development, specifically including dense residential buildings, has 
increased dramatically. The gusting patterns as winds come over hills and hit very tall buildings, with 
the complication of afternoon fog, has not been revisited. 

Ironically the impact of winds - and terrain - was noted in the 1/1/17 Chronicle in relation to a wine 
appellation for the.Petaluma Gap -

To approve an AVA, the Tax and Trade Bureau requires evidence that the area in question is 
geographically distinct from its immediate surroundings. Consider Healdsburg's Russian River 
and Dry Creek valleys: Though adjacent, the former gets shrouded in fog, the latter pounded 
relentlessly by sun, and as a result they grow different grape varieties. 

· "When people talk about Petaluma Gap, the wind is the first thing that comes up," said Doug 
Cover, a homewinemaker in Petaluma who drafted the petition on behalf of the Winegrowers 
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Alliance: Even the AVA's name is a reference to what's called the wind gap. "The major cooling 10 
influence isn't the fog, like a lot of people think, but the wind tunnel." (Wl-1) 

Wind blows in from the Pacific Ocean and funnels through this low-lying gap, nestled among 
coastal mountain ranges, until it hits Sonoma Mountain. A powerful wind continues to 
channel south toward San Pablo Bay. As in Santa Barbara's Santa Rita Hills, the wind pattern 
runs west to east, as opposed to north to south - rare for California. 

As wind pours east over the Hayes Street hill (and other hills as you travel north on Van Ness) tall 
BUILDINGS create the wind tunnels that accelerate winds and impacts to pedestrians and bicycles. Here 
development of tall buildings at both 1500 Mission and 1500 Market (One Oak) is happening 
simultaneously. Wind impacts of BOTH must be considered together. 

Market and Polk Wind Canopy 

When has the publi.c and commission discussed the Market and Polk Wind Canopy- DEIR 2.28? In 
conjunction with either the Fox Plaza addition, or the 10th & Mission project. Where is the analysis of 
the impacts of THIS particular canopy? Although approved many years ago, the Fox Plaza addition has 
not been built. Is it coming soon? What are the impacts on bicyclists and pedestrians from the erection 
of this canopy? 

Respectfully submitted, 

Sue C. Hester 

cc: Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer 
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I-Hong 

From: Dennis Hong [mailto:dennisj.qov88@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 10, 2017 9:45 AM 
To: Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC) 
Cc: Lee, Mayor (MYR); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Jacinto, Michael (CPC); Cooper, 
Rick (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC) 
Subject: One Oak DEIR Case #2009.0159E my Comments 

Good mornir:ig Honorable Mayor Edwin Lee, honorable members of the San Francisco 
Planning Commission and Honorable members of the Board of Supervisors/I'm have 
been a resident of San Francisco for more than 70 Plus years and as requested I'm 
making my comments to this One Oak Project. Not sure how this fits in with the original 
DEIR (1500 Market Street) But I had been waffling back in forth with both of these two 
projects and as I understand it now, it is combined into one Project - as the One Oak. 
With that said, I will focus in on this Case #2009-0159E. I think this is a better choice. 

I have worked in this area, specifically OSVN (One South Van Ness and 1455 Market 
Street) for more than 20 years and still visit this area. I was one of the Project Mangers 
for the 1455 Market Streetbuilding - formerly the Bo A Data Center. 

First of all I fully support this project: This DEIR is very comprehensive and covers just 
about all the issues and has done an excellent job. Thank you for the opportunity to 
review and comment on this Project. Here are my thoughts a~d comments. 

1. CEQA: Even though current CEQA does not require images renderings and etc. of 
the proposed project. I disagree with this CEQA issue only because all to often words, 

· black and white elevations describing the design does not present what it will look like 
when finished. I believe all too often some projects fail because of this missing link. This 
DEIR does an excellent job with this issue and is a positive Plus for its justification and 
uniqueness to the blighted area. Granted, design, color and materials are personal, but I 
studied and practiced both architecture and urban design, now retired. To add just one 
link to this presentation would be to insert this rendering in to an existing aerial 
photograph - to me that would be a spot on. So lets get started: 

2. TRAFFIC andVision O: 
A. At times Grove _Street between Van Ness and Franklin becomes very busy. Can 

something be done to calming the Franklin and Grove cross walk and also the Van 
Ness and Grove cross walk. Only because they intersect with two very busy 
streets. With the meridian in the center of Van Ness Ave., this helps limit the traffic 
going north from entering Oak St.. In Figure 2.2 it shows Oak Street as a one way, but 
all along I thought this was a two way. If so it's confusion on my part. What are the 
traffic improvements at Oak and Van Ness Ave. as shown in Fig 2.2. 

B. Nice job with widening the curb/s at Oak and Van Ness as shown in Figure 2.2 
page 24. 
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C. I think the garage entry and exit on Oak to the new building ·may need some extra 
attention, or it just may be me, only because Franklin is a fast and busy street, trying to 
turn right from Franklin in to Oak and getting into the garage can cause some vehicle 
congestion. · 

D. Will the existing Commuter Shuttle bus stop across the street in front of 1 O South 
Van Ness remain? 

E. I was unable to reconcile the pedestrian and vehicle traffic safety issue in the 
DEIR. Was this issue considered at: - Market Street at Van Ness/South Van Ness? 

2. Elevators: I like the two proposed elevators to the underground station at OSVN, I 
think this will get more use than just one one existing elevator at Oak Street and Van 
Ness. But then maybe the new occupants of One Oak will use two proposed ones as 
well as the existing one. But crossing this street takes courage. I tried to understand the 
variant and the written description of how this proposal would work and how these 
elevators would be used. I.E., One at Oak and the two proposed ones at the corner of 
OSVN. 

3. Canopy at Fox Plaza: What purpose does the new Canopy at the Fox Plaza do? 

4. Canopies at One Oak: Will the new proposed canopies along Oak and Van Ness 
survive this windy corner? Many residents agree thi~ has to be one of the windiest 
corners in the City, even in the DEIR the studies show this. 

5. The Foreseeable Projects (Cumulative Land Use chart-??) just down the street 
the 1500 Mission Street-2014-000362ENV shows projects in this area will vary around -
40 Months (3.5 years)?????. During this period a lot of major construction work will 
take place. 

Figure 13 map shows a number of projects in this area. Can this map or table include a 
few other projects with construction time tables? Each of the foreseeable projects 
shown for the One Oak does an excellent job with each of these foreseeable projects 
description (page 41-45). I do not know what qualifies for the listing of these projects. I 
believe there are a few other projects in this area of development. Can the following 
projects be listed as well on pages 39-45: a. 30 Van Ness-2015-010013ENV, b. 30 Otis 
-2015-010013ENV, d. 1629 Market-2015-00584ENV, e. 200-214 Van Ness-2015-
012994ENV, f.101 Polk-20111.0702E, g. 35 Lafayette-2013.0113E, h. The Market 
Street Hub-2015-000940ENV, may cover some of these sites. This is a very limited 
area and will be getting a lot of major projects. That's why I think time lines for all this 
work is important. I have not had the opportunity to review the DEIR for Central SoMa 
Plan; Case# 2011.1356E, but should this be massaged with the One Oak Project? 
Additionally, see my notes under construction use of /best practices. All these 
cumulative projects needs to be monitored closely and do a good job with 
communicating all this work with the community. 

a. In addition to these projects can a project time lines be shown for each of these 
projects. Can these be shown on a Table format? 
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5. Housing/ Occupancy in the proposed Residential Tower, nice job with the 
distribution of Studios, One Bed Room, and etc. What provisions are being made to 
accommodate the relocation of these business and residents at the One Oak site? 

a. I noticed that the affordable housing requirements - MOHCD will provide up to 72 
affordable BMR units - known as the "Octavia BMR Project" - page 2.12. What 
measures are in place to make sure this happens so it does not slip thru the cracks? I 

· think this step needs to be closely monitored making sure this happens and does not 
get lost in the process. Is there a table showing how many type of units will be provided 
such as; number of studios, one bedroom, two bedroom, three bedroom units? I 
believe there should be more three bedrooms units for families. Is here a time line for 
this to happen? 

6. Project Aesthetics and Architectural Design: 
a. I like unique design for this site. It would be interesting how the 1546-: 1564 project· 

would blend in with this One Oak project. 
b. The renderings does an excellent job with communicating what this will look like, 

vs black and white elevations. (Just a simple CEQA issue. I believe this issue is being 
currently reviewed with CEQA and may soon be a requirem·ent down the road). Figures 
2.9 thru Figure 2.15 does an excellent with it's presentation. 

c. The public open space is another positive to this project. 

7. Graphics: 
a. N/A. 

8. CONSTRUCTION: One of my major concerns with these projects is the use of Best 
Practices with the construction work. All to often this fails, for example all the work being 
done with the Transit Center; Dust control, hours of construction operation, nois·e, 
vibration, control of vehicle traffic, pedestrian safety, staging of material, th<? list list goes 
on. The construction issues needs to be better co.ntrolled. This area is one of the city's 
busiest and windiest intersection in town. One of the most recent projects that had sort 
of a magic touch to this issue was DP.R's - Construction of the Chinese Hospital up in 
Chinatown had some unique control of this issues. 

9. In Conclusion: As I mentioned earlier, I fully support this project. This semi blighted 
area needs this project so developers can continue to develop in this area. Let's call it a 
new gateway to further develop this part of town. 

Once again, thanks again for the opportunity to review and comment on this most 
exciting project and trust I have met the deadline of.January 10, 2017 for my comments 
to be considered. Please ·add my comments to this DEIR and please send me a hard 
copy of the RTC when finished. Please contact me if you ne.ed any additional · 

· information to my comments. 

Best regards, Dennis 
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1-McManus 

From: Brad McManus [mailto:mcmanus.brad@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, January 09, 2017 9:06 AM 
To: Gibson, Lisa (CPC) 
Subject: One Oak Street Project 

Hello, 

As a daily bike commuter, I am distressed to learn of the One Oak project. The City is committed 1 
to Vision Zero - eliminating traffic fatalities on its streets by 2024 - yet there are provisions in (TR-B) 

this project that cannot co-exist with the Vision Zero goal. 

In particular, this structure offers one parking space per two condos which does not help direct 
our city to a less car dependent future. How can it be that this development requests double the 
normal amount of parking spaces with its proximity to the Van Ness Muni station? 

Another concern of mine is the proposed loading zone for cars on Market St. There are already 
plenty mixing zones and conflict areas for bikes and cars in that area. Just east of Van Ness on 
Market, there is a dangerous area where cars tum right and bikes proceed straight through the 
intersection. Just past the proposed location at Market and Rose St, there is another dangerous 
mixing zone between cars and bikes. In fact, this area is a de facto loading zone for TNCs 
already. If there is yet another dangerous mixing zone in between these two, I will really fear for 
the safety of the cyclists that pass through here every evening on their commute home from 
work, on such an important cycling corridor here on Market St. 

At a time when confidence is low in our Vision Zero 2024 progress, we need to be ma..1<:ing the 
right decisions that will make our streets safer. I urge you to do anything that you can to support 
the separated bike lane on Market St from the Better Market project, especially when developers 

. are coming in and threatening its viability with projects like this. Lives are at stake! 

Thanks,· 
Brad McManus 
989.948.2855 
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I-Schweitzer 

From: s k [mailto:whythehell@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, January 05, 2017 2:14 PM 
To: Gibson, Lisa (CPC) 
Subject: New development at Van Ness & Market 

I am unable to make it to the public commenting period. I'd like to share my belief that since 
this intersection is: 1) A huge transit hub, 2) Located on a main bike route, and 3) Already 

difficult and dangerous to navigate with a car, the new building going up should have no 

parking spots (similar to the building going up at Church & Market where the Home restaurant 
used to be). 

Thank you, 
Daniel Schweitzer 

1809 

1 
(TR-8) 



I-Sullivan 

From: suldrew371@gmail.com [mailto:suldrew371@gmail.com] On Behalf Of andrew sullivan 
Sent: Wednesday, January 04, 2017 9:40 AM 
To: Gibson, Lisa (CPC) 
Subject: One Oak - SUPPORT 

Hi, 

I am writing to SUPPORT the One Oak project. This is a perfect design for a location that is 
right on top. of a major transit hub and walking distance to City Hall. If anything, it should be 
taller! San Francisco urgently needs housing, especially along transit corridors. 

Please approve it immediately, without any additional delays. Please do not consider for one 
minute the concerns about shadows and wind - this is a dense urban environment and such l 
effects are completely acceptable given the benefits of additional housing and activation of this 
neighborhood. . 

Thanks, 
Andrew Sullivan 
Haight Ashbury 
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I-Vaughan 

From: Sue Vaughan [mailto:selizabethvaughan@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 10, 2017 3:56 PM 
To: Gibson, Lisa (CPC) 
Subject: Comments: One Oak Street DEIR 

Please accept the comments below. I am sorry I am not submitting them in a document form. 
Sue Vaughan 

Lisa Gibson 
Actjng Environmental Review Officer 
San Francisco Planning Department 

RE: Comments on the Adequacy of One Oak Street Project Draft Environmental Impact Report 
and Mitigations 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

I have the following concerns regarding the proposed One Oak Street Project, because the 11 

DEIR is inadequate. It fails .as an informational document and does not adequately analyze the (GE-
1) 

following issues, already pointed out in a letter submitted by Jason Henderson (my own 
additions to his comments are in bold): · 

TR-1 (VMT & Traffic): The DEIR does not adequately analyze per capita daily vehicle miles travel (VMT) 
and localized impacts ofVMT. The transportation data used in the DEIR is uninformative about present 
day trip distribution and underestimates car commuting to the South Bay, increased congestion on all 
nearby streets and on the Central Freeway, exacerbated air quality issues, and increased emissions of 
greenhouse gases. The location of One Oak is a unique transportation corridor of citywide importance. 
It has exceptionally high transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic that will be negatively impacted by car 
circulation to and from One Oak. The relationship between VMT and local car circulation and impacts on 
pedestrians, bicycles, and transit must be thoroughly studied, understood, and mitigated. The DEIR 
proposes transportation demand management (TDM) to reduce per capita daily VMT, but no 
information is provided to benchmark VMT in the project. Since VMT is not adequately analyzed, 
understanding the success of failure of TDM is not possible; 

TR-4 (Bicycle Impacts): The DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts of One Oak on bicycling, especially 
on Market Street, It ignores hazards to bicycling from on-street loading and wind. New analysis is 
needed of loac:Jing and wind impacts on bicycling, with mitigations to ensure safe bicycling. Mitigation in 
the form of fully-separated, wide cycle tracks on Market Street and other bicycle infrastructure must be 
considered; 
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TR-5 (Loading Demand}: The DEIR analysis of loading demand is inadequate and does not reflect 
present-day trends in retail delivery and transportation network companies (TNCs). The 2 DEIR must 
discuss stronger mitigation for loading impacts for residential on line shopping and TNC passengers and 
re-orient all loading to the Oak Street side of the project; 

r~R~) 
I5 (Wl-2) 

W-1 (Wind Impacts): The DEIR wind analysis completely ignores bicycling/it also underestimates 
negative impacts of wind hazards on seniors, on adjacent buildings, and on how the proposed wind i

1
_
1 

canopies will deflect winds.fa\/ithout understanding wind impacts on bicycling, appropriate mitigation, I / ·) 
such as wide, safe, separated cycle tracks, are omitted/S-1 (Shadows): DEIR does not adequately analyze I~ (W-

2 

shadow impacts on Patricia's Green and Koshland Park. The DEIR fails to consider that usage patterns (Wl-1) 
are changing and that morning sun draws people to parks; . · . . 

Below Market Rate Housing and CEQA: The DEIR omits discussion and analysis of the environmental 
impact of mar.ket rate housing on below market rate housing (BMR) and on gentrification and 
displacement. The DEIR also omits a discussion of the environmental impacts of the proposed off-site 
housing on Octavia Boulevard, which should be part of the analysis. 

Additionally, I have gone through the CEQA checklist and have the following remarks: 

I. 

IL 

Aesthetics -the project would substantially degrade the visual character of the 
neighborhood by blocking the views of office tenants in nearby buildings and of 
residential tenants in parts of the city at higher elevations. For example, employees at 
One South Van Ness now have expansive views of the city as they ascend and descend 
escalators in the building. North-fac;;ing views might be partially or entirely blocked by 
this project; 
Air quality and, VII, greenhouse gas emissions - There is a tremendous amount of 
development now underway and/or in the pipeline in San Francisco and the region. To 
my knowledge, the cumulative impacts of VMT generated by these projects has not been 
assessed and MITIGATED. The totality of VMT generated by all the projects -- and 
concomitant air quality degradation and greenhouse gas emissions generated -- for the 
area should be assessed and :MITIGATED. I note that the appendix of the DEIR lists 
several large projects near One Oak with a total of776 parking spaces proposed, in 
addition to the 153 sought by the project sponsor of One Oak Street. Those projects are: 
1546-1564 Market Street (28 off-street parking spaces), 150 Van Ness (218 off-street 
parking spaces), 1500-1580 Mission Street (309 parking spaces), 1601 Mission Street (93 
parking spaces), 1 Franklin Street (18 off-street parking spaces), 1699 Market Street (97 
below grade parking spaces), and Central Freeway Parcel T (13 parking spaces). 

Xlll. Population and housing - this neighborhood in the City has some tall office buildings, 
auto dealers, a Goodwill (slated for transformation into housing), a few other retail outfits., and 
increasing number of tall, market-rate and luxury housing buildings, but traditionally, the people 
who have lived in this part of the city, have been low- to moderate-income. Has the DEIR 
assessed displacement? Will there be pressure on lower-income people to leave? Where will 
there be efforts by residential property owners in the neighborhood to evict lower-income tenants 
and replace them with higher income tenants? Lower-income tenants who lose their homes are 
unlikely to be able to find replacement housing here in transit-rich and walkable San Francisco, 
and in all likelihood they will be forced to relocate to far-flung suburbs, perhaps far from their 
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places of work and without robust mass transit, making them more car dependent and increasing 
VMT;· 

XVI. Transportation and Traffic -the projects conflicts with current zoning for the area · 
because 1he project sponsor is seeking a conditional use permit to increase the amount of parking 
included in the project. In seeking a conditional use permit to increase 1he amount of parking -
in fact, in adding parking at all-1he project conflicts with 1he city's Tr3.D:sit First Policy. Page 2-
20 of the DEIR also _notes that vehicles leaving One Oak Street would travel westbound on Oak 
toward Franklin ( and presumably Gough). Both Franklin and Gough are already highly 
congested. Has 1his project been evaluated as a part of the larger plan to build housing and add 
parking and in.crease VMT? 

Sincerely, 
Susan Vaughan 
The Richmond District 
San Francisco, 94121 
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1-Weinzimmer 

From: David Weinzimmer [maiito:dweinzimmer@gmail.coml 
Sent: Monday, January 09, 2017 11:42 AM 
To: Gibson, Lisa (CPC) 
Subject: Public comment: One Oak Draft EIR 

Dear Ms. Gibson, 

l wanted to leave my public comment that I am very surprised and dismayed to see that there will 
be no below market rate housing provided on site at One Oak, and that the development is 
seeking to provide excess parking above what is permitted. I would expect that a building that is 
at the very center of the city and region's transit infrastructure would provide parking BELOW 
the permitted number rather than above, and providing more parking seems to be an unnecessary 
and strong impact on the surrounding streets as well as greenhouse gas emissions. · 

I am excited to see larger developments coming to San Francisco, and would love to see this 
building well-integrated into the surrounding neighborhood, and supporting a dense, walkable 
and transit- and bike-friendly environment. 

Thank you, 
David Weinzimmer 
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Proposed General Plan & Zoning Map 
Amendment-
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Key Facts 
0 304 Homes (over 50% 2BR units) 

· 0 23% off-site BMR units (72 units) at Octavia Parcels R, 
S, & U through Directed Fee Agreement with MOH CD 

0 4,000 square foot Cafe Restaurant 
. . 

0 A 16,000 square foot public plaza (Oak Plaza) for local 
cultural events and performances with small vendor 
kiosks -

° Kinetic Wind Sculptures in Oak Plaza 

0 ·$40,941,810 in Total Impact Fees 

0 $134,677 in Total Impact Fees per Unit 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Good afternoon Erica, 

Murphy, Mary G. <MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com> 
Tuesday, July 25, 2017 4:15 PM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 
FW: PLS Submit Power Point - 7/24/2017 Land Use and Transportation Committee 
20170724 One Oak BOS Land Use Presentation_(FINAL).pdf 

As promised, here is the powerpoint presentation the One Oak Project team showed at the July 24, 2017 Land Use and 
Transportation Committee of the Board of Supervisors regarding Items 5 and 6 (the One Oak Project; File Nos. 170750 
and 170751). As I said in my earlier email, the powerpoint (slide 4) included an estimated figure of $134,677 Total · 
Impact Fees per unit. Unfortunately, when I was testifying, I could not see that entire slide from my vantage point at the 
podium and from memory I incorrectly stated that the total estimated impact fees per unit were slightly over 
$136,000. The correct number of $134, 677 was on the powerpoint and visible to the Board members and public as I 
spoke. I write to correct my· incorrect verbal statement for the record. Thank you for this opportunity to correct the 
record. 

Best, Mary 

Mary G. Murphy 

GIBSON DUNN 

Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LLP 
555 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94105-0921 
Tel +1 415.393.8257 • Fax +1 415.374.8480 

. MGMurpliy@gibsondunn.com • www.gibsondunn.com 

This message may contain confidential and privileged information. Ifit has been sent to you in error, please 
reply to advise the sender of the error and then immediately delete this message. 

1 
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10: Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Subject: RE: One Oak Street Land Use hearing BEFORE EIR final 

From: Sue Hestor [mailto:hestor@earthlink.net1 
Sent: Saturday, July 22, 2017 3:13 PM 

· To: Gibson, Lisa (CPC) <lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Somera, Alisa (BOS) <alisa.somera(@sfgov.org>; Jason Henderson <jhenders@sonic.net> 
Subject: One Oak Street Land Use hearing BEFORE EIR final 

July 22, 2017 

TO: LISA GIBSON, Environmental Review Officer 

ANGELA CALVILLO, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

FROM: SUE HESTOR, Attorney 

. ~E: PENDING ONE OAK STREET.EIR APPEAL- EIR not final because of appeal 

\~o/50 
\"1""0~\ 

Monday's meeting 7 /24/1 t of BOS Land Use committee has 2 items listed on the One Oak Street 
P~eci- . 

#5 General Plan Amendments - 170750 

#6 Planning Code· Zoning Map Amendments - 170751 

Last Monday 7/17/171 filed an appeal of Planning Commission's certification of the One Oak EIR. It 
was submitted on. behalf of Jason Henderson, an individual who had publicly commented at DEIR 
hearing, as well as submitted letters to Environmental Review and the Commission on One Oak EIR 
in conjunction with Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association. 

The Planning Commission resolution was provided. 

The written comments were provided. 

Mr Henderson's appeal letter was provided setting out his actions in opposition, 
including giving oral testimony at the hearing. (Oral testimony is transcribed and set out 
in the FEIR.) 
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My own check for the appeal fee was provided to clerk, made out to the Planning 
Department. 

In response to inquiries when I filed, I made it clear that appellant was not HVNA. Mr. Henderson had 
also testified as an individual. 

Although I ran into a slight problem serving Ms. Gibson (2:37pm email submission of entire.appeal 
came back "out of office" with referral to Jessica Range, who also had "out of office" reply, sent 3d 
time to Joy Navarrete - it did NOT bounce back), service was SAME DAY. 

Planning Commission motions on both the General Plan Amendments and Planning Code Zoning 
Map Amendments, both rely on certification of the One Oak. FEIR by Planning Commission. 

The One Oak EIR certification has been appealed to the Board of Supervisors. It is not final at this 
point. When I filed appeal, I was informed that the earliest it will be heard is September 5, 2017. 

The Board must follow California law, and San Francisco law implementing CEQA, and defer any. 
hearing or action on both of the above matters until AFTER the EIR appeal is resolved. 

If there is any doubt in this regard, please consult the City Attorney. 

Sue Hestor 

PLEASE PRINT OUT THIS EMAIL AND PLACE IN FILES OF BOTH BOARD ITEMS.· 

if tt)ere are any questions, please emaH me at hestor@earthlink.net 



Chl~C 
Center 
Community 
Benefit District 

January 4,.2017 

Lily Langlois 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Langlois: 

\ 1-o :ti?o I(~ 1 
History. Cu!t1U1re. 
Government. 
It all happens 
in Civic Center. 

The Civic Center Community Benefit District (CBD) Board of Directors supports BUILD's proposed in-kind waiver 
agreement to help pay for the extraordinary public realm improvements that they have voluntarily proposed as part of their 
One Oak project as consistent with the public interest and our broader vision for the area. Here is our detailed position. 

The Civic Center CBD, chartered by the City in January 2011, covers some thirty blocks around Civic Center. These 
blocks contain more than 12,000 employees, performance and cultural venues with a capacity of nearly 20,000 seats and 
several thousand and ·growing units of housing. Two principal transit corridors serve the area - Grove Street starting at 
the Civic Center BART/MUNI Station and Van Ness Avenue centered on the Van Ness MUNI Metro Station. 

The MarkeWan Ness intersection should be one of the most prominent in the City. Instead it consists of older buildings 
with few street level amenities making the intersection unpleasant. However, at this time several key properties around 
the intersection are being prepared for ambitious development plans that could transform the area. We need to 
simultaneously transform the public streetscape and the Metro station so that the intersection will become welcoming and 
safe. This will require coordinated planning among the projects. 

''Ve realize that what we are asking for may require the property owner/developers to provide improvements beyond their 
:operties or financial abilities. These extraordinary improvements will of course benefit not only the public but also the 

developers. We are aware that under various City policies and regulations, developers are required to pay fees or 
extractions to the City for transportation, open space and other amenities. The City then spends these fees, via its capital 
planning process, on various physical improvements. We are also aware that on occasion, developers can offer to design 
and build public realm improvements in lieu of paying some or all of these fees to the City. Such an arrangement is called 
an "in-kind fee waiver agreement". We think such an arrangement would be suitable for the development of the properties 
·at the intersection. · 

Our CBD has followed the potential development of the parcels at the foot of Oak Street and Van Ness Avenue for years 
since this corner is particularly unattractive and unsafe. We were pleased when BUILD took over the project and 
incorporated the "donut shop" parcel into it to round out that corner. To fully develop the public realm around their project, 
they have prepared elaborate plans to convert the eastern end of Oak Street into a shared public way for pedestrians with 
a performance plaza, seating and retail kiosks installed next to the historic 25 Van Ness building. We understand that they 
are negotiating with the SFMTA to improve the entrance to the transit station and the general ambiance within the station, 
which should make it more welcoming to transit users. Theses improvement are well beyond what is normally expected of 
developers for the public areas of their project but are essential to the upgrade of the Van Ness Market intersection. 

We would appreciate your passing this support letter to the Market Octavia Citizens Advisory Committee and to the 
Planning Commission. 

Very truly yours. 

~~~ 
)nald W. Savoie, Executive Director 

0ivic Center Community Benefit District 
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August 1, 2017 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

RE: One Oak Project - 1500-1540 Market Street (Case No. 2009.0159) 

Dear Planning Commissioners, 

\1u1·00 
\ 1-0-:::p::..;\ 

I am the manager of the Blue Bottle Coffee in Hayes Valley writing to express my strong support for the 
One Oak project and related Oak Plaza improvements. I am extremely proud to endorse such a 
thoughtful, well-designed and civic-minded project. Few projects provide such a grand vision for 
positive transformation and could add so much to the Hayes Valley neighborhood. 

The Project implements the General Plan and the City's Vision Zero policy, creating a generous 16,000 sq. 
ft. public pedestrian plaza that will dramatically transform this jmportant civic intersection and enhance 
public safety with slow-street improvements, widened sidewalks, generous public seating, new landscaping, 
abundant bike parking, and flexible performance space, along with improved access to the new Van Ness 
BRT and the existing MUNI Metro Station. 

One Oak has earned the first Platinum Green Trips Certification from Transform, only the 3rd project of 
34 applicants to meet the requirements, and the only condominium project to do so .. In addition, BUILD 
has voluntarily doubled the required Transportation Demand Management measures for the Project. 

One Oak will ·pay nearly $41 million in City Impact Fees ($135,000 per unit), possibly the highest per 
unit contribution of any San Francisco project to date, including over $26 million for affordable housing 
that will fund the creation of 72 to 102 BMR units at Octavia Parcers R, S & U, including 16 residences 
for homeless youth. 

In addition, BUILD will create a Community Facilities District that would fund $300,000 per year, from One 
Oak residents, for maintenance, security and repairs of the Plaza for 100 years - a $30 million gift to this 
long-neglected intersection. 

In sum, BUILD's vision for this site represents a long overdue reinvestment at this crucial San Francisco 
intersection. We hope that the City moves expeditiously to uphold the Project approvals. 

300 Webster Street Oakland CA 94607 . 5 l0.653.3394 bluebottlecoffee .com· 
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August 02, 2017 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

RE: One Oak Project- 1500~1540 Market Street (Case No. 
2009.0159) 

Dear Planning Commissioners; 

I am a Bay Area native and business owner located on Fell Street-in San Francisco. I am 
. writing to express my strong support for the One Oak project and related Oak Plaza 
improvements. ·1 am extremely proud to endorse such a thoughtful, well-designed and civic
minded project. Few projects provide such a grand vision for positive transformation. 

The Project implements the General Plan and the City's Vislon Zero policy, creating a generous 
16,000 sq. ft. publlc pedestrian plaza that Will dramatically transform this important civic intersection 
and enhance public safety with slow-street improvements; widened sidewalks, generous public 
seating, new landscaping, abundant bike parking, and flexible performance space. along with 
improved access to the new Van Ness BRT and the existing MUNl Metro Station. 

One Oak has earned the first Platinum Green Trips Certification ·from Transform, only the 3rd· 

project of 34 -applicants to meet the requirements,. and the only condominium project to do so. 
ln addition, BUILD has voluntarily doubled the required Transportation Demand Management 
measures for the Project. 

One Oak will pay nearly $41 million in City Impact Fees ($135,000 per unit), possibly the 
highest.per unit contribution of any San Francisco project to date, including over $26 million for 
affordable housing that will fund the creation of 72 to 102 BMR units at Octavia Parcels R, S & 
U-, including 16 residences for homeless youth. 

In addition, BUILD will cre?te a Community Facilities District that would fund $300,000 per year, 
from One Oak residents, for maintenance, security and repairs of the Plaza for 100 years - a $30 
r)iillion gift to this long-neglected intersection. 

In sum, BUILD's :vision for this site represents a long overdue reinvestment at thls crucial San 
Francisco intersection. We. hope that the City moves expeditiously to uphofd the Project 
approvals. 

As a ·developer; BUILD consistently puts the best interest of the city and community first ih their 
plans. I urge the City to uphold the One Oak approvals and allow this beneficial development to 
go forward now. 

Sincerely, 

Kelly.Macy 
Macy Office of Design 

cc: L9u Vasquez, BUILD Inc. 

315LindenStre,>tSonFroncbcoGA94l02 WW\v.mod.!1:5.com 415552.7625 macy office of design 
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Jutys1., 2011 

San Francisf:o Board of Supervisors 
·1 Dr •. Carlton B. Goodlett Place. 
San· Francisto, .CA 94102-4689 

, -~; .,.. ' 

. I 

RE'.: Orie Oak Project- 1500-1540 Market Street (Case. No. 2009.0159} 

Dear Planning .Cdmmi_ssioners, 

I am·a business owner in Hayes Valley Y-(riting to express my strong support for the One 0<1k project and related nak 
Pla:za· improvements. I -am. extremely proud ti;, .endpfse such l( thoughtful, welt-designed and: civic:milided project. 
Few projects provide such a grand visior:i for positiv.e transformatio[l. 

The Project implements ~he General Plan and the. City's Vision Zero policy, creating a generous i 6,000 sq. ·ft. public 
pedestrian pla;i:a that will dramatically transform this ·imgortant civic intersection anii enhance public safety with 
slow-stre.et improvements, widened ,sidewalks,;generou~ public seating, new landscaping, abundant bike parking, and 
flexible performance ·spai:;e,.11long with improved ·access to the new Van Ness BR1 and the existing MUNI Metro 
Station. 

One Oa.k has.eam.ed. the fir~t Platinum GreeriTrips Certification from Transform, orily the 3rd project of 34 applicants· 
to nieetthe requiremen~, ;iiid the only c6ndorn.inium j:itojett'to.db so. Iii addition, BUILD has voluntarily doubled the 
required rransportation· Derri~nci Ma'nagement ineast.ir.es for the ·Project. · . 

. 8UIL!i'Sc vjsion. for thi · ite rE!presents a lpng qyerdue.relnvestment at this crucial San Francisco intersection. We hope 
that t~e. City move ex ·editiously to 1.Jphold the Project approvals. 

1 ,zi . Hiclia 
indipal and Creative Director 

415-299-9658 (mobile) 
Tazl Designs, Inc. 
333 Linden St San Francisco, CA.94102 
1el: 415-503-0013 
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City Half 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr .. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 2.44 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

· LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Transportation Committee will 
hold a public hearing to consider the following proposals and said public hearing will be held 
as follows, at which time all interested parties may attend and be heard: 

Date: Monday, July 24, 2017 

Time: 1 :30 p.m. 

Location: Legislative Chamber, Room 250, located at City Hail 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 

Subject: 

I , 

File No. 170750. Ordinance amending the General Plan by revising the 
height and bu!k designations for the One Oak Street project, at the Van 
Ness Avenue/ Oak Street/ Market Street Intersection, Assessor's Parcel 
Block No. 0836, Lot Nos. 001 and 005, on Map 3 of the Market and 
Octavia Area Plan and on Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan; adopting 
findings under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings 
of consistency·with the General Plan as proposed for amendment, and 
the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101. 1; and adopting 
findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning 
Code, Section 340. 

. . 
File No. 170751. Ordinance amending the Planning Code by revising 
Sheet HTO? of the Zoning Map, to change the height and bulk district 
classification of Assessor's Parcel Block No. 0836, portions of Lot Nos. 
001 and 005, for the One Oak Project, at the Van Ness Avenue /Oak 
Street/ Market Street Intersection, as follows: rezoning the eastern 
portion of the property, along V~n Ness Avenue, located at Assessor's 
Parcel Block No. 0836; Lot No. 001 (1500 Market Street), frcim 120/400-
R-2 to 120-R-2; rezoning the central portion of the property, located at 

· Assessor's Parcel Block No. 0836, Lot No. 005 (1540 Market Street), 
from 120-R-2 to 120/400-R-2; affirming the Planning Commission's 
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and 
making findings, including findings of public necessity, convenience and 
welfare under Planning Code, Section 302, and findings of consistency 
with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, 
Section 101. 1. · 
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Land Use and Transportation r,.. mmittee 
File Nos. 170750 and 170751 
July 14, 2017 
Page 2 . 

In accordance·with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable to 
attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City prior to the time 
the hearing begins. These comments will be made part of the official public record in this 
matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the members of the Committee. Written 
comments should be addre·ssed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton 
B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information relating to these 
matters are available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board: Agenda information relating to 
these matters will be available for public review on Friday, July 21, 2017. 

~G.u1~ 
{ Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

DATED/PUBUSHED/POSTED: July 14, 2017 
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City Han 1 "'-"j'r> urc..-
President, District 5 

BOARDofSUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-7630 

Fax No. 554-7634 
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

London Breed 

PRESIDENTIAL ACTION 

Date: July 10, 201°7 
C·. 

"'-··· 

To: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors I .. _ 1 c1:· 
c.._ 
c::- - . '· 

Madam Clerk, 
Pursuant to Board Rules, I am hereby: 

181 w aivmg 30-Day Rule (Board Rule No. 3.23) 

File No. . · 170750 

Title. 
(Primary Sponsor) 

General Plan Amendments - One Oak Street Project 
{ 

D Transferring (BoardRuleNo3.3) 

File No. 

Title. 
(Primary Sponsor) 

I 
I --
~ C) 

f: 
I ~ 
' ,-. 
I ·~ 
! 

From: _____________________ Committee 

To: Committee 

D Assigning Temporary Committee Appointment (Board Rule No. 3.1) 

Supervisor ---------

Replacing Supervisor ---------

For: 
(Date) 

London Breed, President 
Board of Supervisors 
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SAN FRANCISCO . 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

June 16, 2017 

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

Re: Transmittal of Planning Department 
Case Number 2009.0159GPAMAP: 
1540 Market Street General Plan and Zoning Map Am~nch:hents 

{ii)1 

BOS File No: __ (pending) Planning Code, Zoning Map -1540 Market Street .... ~ 
Planning Commission Recommendation: A roval o Plannin Code Text·and Zo 
Amendments ·,; 

BOS File No: (pending) General Plan Amendment .. 
Planning Commission :Recommendation: Apptoval of General Plan Am~nilment 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

On February 23, 2017 the Planning Corri.mission adopted Resolutions 19860 and 19861 to initiate 
legislation entitled, (1) "Ordinance amending the General Plan by reyising the height designation for the 
One Oak Street project, at the Van Ness/ Oak Street/ Market Street intersection, Assessor's Block 0836 
Lots 001 and 005 on Map 3 of the Market and Octavia Area Plan and on Map 5 of the Downtown Area 
Plan"; and (2) "Ordinance amending the Planning Code to change the , height and bulk district 
classification of Block 0836, portions of Lots 001 and 005 for the One Oak Project, at the Van Ness/ Oak 
Street/ Market Street Intersection, as follows: rezoning the eastern portion of the property, along Van 
Ness Avenue, located at Assessor;s Block 0836, Lot 001 (1500 Market Street) from 120/400-R-2 to 120-R-2; 
and rezoning the central portion of the property, located at Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 005 (1540 Market 
Street) from 120-R-2 to 120/400-R-2." 

On June 15, 2017 the San Francisco Planning· Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a 

regularly scheduled meeting to consider the adoption of the proposed Planning Code, Zoning Map 
Amendment Ordinance and the related General Plan Amendment Ordinance, which were initiated by the 
Planning Commission. 

The Proposed General Plan Amendment Ordinance, would amend Map 3, "Height Districts" of the 
Market and Octavia Area Plan, and Map 5, "Proposed Height and Bulk Districts" of the Downtown Area 
Plan of the General Plan. On Map 3 of the Market and Octavia Area Plan, the height of said parcels would 
change 688 square feet of Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 001 from 400' tower/120' podium to 120', and 688 
square feet of Block 0836, Lot 005 from 120' to 400' tower/120' podium. On Map 5 of the bowntown Area 

www.sfp1i~tg.org 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 



Transmittal Materials CASE NO. 2009.0159GPAMAP 
1540 Market Street Ordinances 

Plan, the height and bulk of the same area of Lot 001 would change from 150-S to 120-R-2 and Lot 005 
would change from 120-F to 120/400-R-2. 

The Proposed Zoning Map Amendment Ordinance ,-vould reclassify the height and bulk of the same 
portion of Block 0836, Lot 001 from 120/400-R-2 to 120-R-2, and Block 0836, Lot 005 from 120-R-2 to 120/ 
400-R-2. 

At the June 15, 2017 hearing, the Commission voted to recommend approval of the proposed General 
Plan and Zoning Map Amendment Ordinances. Please find attached documents relating to the 
Commission's action. If you have any questions or ,require further information please do not hesitate to 

· contact me. 

cc: 
Mayor's Office, Nicole Elliot 
Supervisor London Breed 
District 5 Legislative Aide, Samantha Roxas 
Deputy City Attorney, Andrea Ruiz-Esquide 
Deputy City Attorney, Jon Givner 

Attachments (one copy of the following): 
Planning Commission Motion No. 19938 - Final EIR Certification 
Planning Commission Motion No. 19939 -Adoption of CEQA Findings 
Planning Commission Resolution No. 19941 - Adoption approval recommendation for the Ordinance 

entitled, "Ordinance amending the General Plan by revising the height designation for the One 
Oak Street project, at the Van Ness/ Oak Street/ Market Street intersection, Assessor's Block 0836 
Lots 001 and 005 on Map 3 of the Market and Octavia Area Plan and on Map 5 of the Downtown 
Area Plan" 

Planning Commission Resolution No. 19942 - Adoption of approval recommendation of Ordinance 
entitled, "Ordinance amending the Planning Code to change the height and bulk district 

. ciassification of Block 0836, portions of Lots 001 and 005 for he One Oak Project, at the Van Ness/ 
Oak Street / Market Street Intersection, as follows: rezoning the eastern portion of the property, 
along Van Ness Avenue, located at Assessor's Block 0836, Lot 001 (1500 Market Street) from 
120/400-R-2 to 120-R-2; and rezoning the central portion of the property, located at Assessor's 
Block 0836, Lot 005 (1540 Market Street) from 120-R-2 to 120/400-R-2." 

· Planning Commission Motion No. 19943 - Downtown Project Authorization 
Planning Commission Motion No. 19944 - Conditional Use Authorization 
Planning Commission Motion No. 19940-Shadow Study 
Planning Commission Resolution No. 19860 - Initi~tion of General Plan Amendments 
Planning Commission Resolution No. 19861- Initiation of Zoning Map Amendments 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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