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Executive Summary 
Large Project Authorization 

HEARING DATE: AUGUST 8, 2013 
 
Date: August 1, 2013 
Case No.: 2005.0408 X 
Project Address: 2290 3rd St 
Zoning: UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District 
 Life Science and Medical Special Use District 
 68-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 4059/009 
Project Sponsor: Pier Point, LLC 
 425 Divisadero St #303 
 San Francisco CA, 94117 
Staff Contact: Corey Teague – (415) 575-9081 
 corey.teague@sfgov.org  

 
Recommendation: Approval with Conditions 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposed project includes demolition of the existing 4,125 square-foot building and removal of a 24-
space surface parking lot on the project site, and construction of a new 68-foot-tall, five-story-over-17-
foot-tall-podium, 59,682 square-foot residential mixed-use building with up to 71 residential units and 
approximately 1,783 square feet of ground-floor neighborhood-serving retail, and a ground floor parking 
garage containing up to 48 residential spaces arranged on automated stackers and one car share space.  
 
The ground floor along 3rd Street includes six 17-foot-tall, townhome-style residential units. The project 
would also include an approximately 2,670-square-foot semi-subterranean basement containing about 71 
Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and assorted building services and storage. Five Class 2 bicycle spaces 
would be located near the lobby and retail areas. 
 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The approximately 14,050-square-foot project site is located on the northwest corner of the intersection of 
Third and 20th Streets within the Central Waterfront Area in the Dogpatch neighborhood, within the 
UMU (Urban Mixed-Use) Zoning District, and a 68-X height and bulk district. The project site contains a 
vacant 4,125 square-foot, one-story, 21-foot-tall commercial building and a 24-space surface parking lot.   
 

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
The proposed building fronts on the northwest corner of 3rd and 20th Streets, and is within a large cluster 
of UMU zoning that runs from Mission Bay to 22nd Street. The lot directly west of the project site is 
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occupied by a single-story K-8 private school (d.b.a. La Scuola Internazionale di San Francisco) and an 
adjoining playground. The lot directly north of the project site is occupied by a two-story live/work 
building with two units. There is no street parking on the Third Street side of the project site and the 22 
Fillmore bus route terminus is located on the 20th Street side of the project.  

 

The northeast border of the Dogpatch Historic District is located across the street at the southwest corner 
of 20th and 3rd Streets. More specifically, that southwestern corner site is occupied by the former Potrero 
Hill Police Station at 2300 3rd Street. While not located within the Dogpatch Historic District, the 
American Can Co. Building at 2301 3rd Street is located on the southeast corner of 20th and 3rd Streets. 
Esprit Park, an 80,000-square-foot rectangular grassy park, is also located two blocks west of the project 
site. 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  
Pursuant to the Guidelines of the State Secretary of Resources for the implementation of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), on July 30, 3013, the Planning Department of the City and County of 
San Francisco determined that the proposed application was exempt from further environmental review 
under Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines and California Public Resources Code Section 21083.3. The 
Project is consistent with the adopted zoning controls in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan and was 
encompassed within the analysis contained in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan Final EIR. Since the 
Final EIR was finalized, there have been no substantial changes to the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan 
and no substantial changes in circumstances that would require major revisions to the Final EIR due to 
the involvement of new significant environmental effects or an increase in the severity of previously 
identified significant impacts, and there is no new information of substantial importance that would 
change the conclusions set forth in the Final EIR.  
 

HEARING NOTIFICATION 

TYPE REQUIRED 
PERIOD 

REQUIRED 
NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Classified News Ad 20 days July 19, 2013 July 17, 2013 22 days 

Posted Notice 20 days July 19, 2013 July 19, 2013 20 days 

Mailed Notice 20 days July 19, 2013 July 18, 2013 21 days 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
 The Department received 8 letters of support for the project, and no letters of opposition. 

 

ISSUES AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 
 The original development proposal was for a 7-story building containing 17,000 square feet of 

commercial space on the ground and second floors that would function as a large commissary 
with smaller sublet areas for local food providers. The original proposal also included 52 
dwelling units, 43 residential off-street parking spaces, and 6 commercial off-street parking 
spaces in a basement level garage. The project would have required modifications for rear yard, 
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open space, dwelling unit exposure, vertical architectural elements, and bay windows. The 
original proposal was abandoned and the new proposal was introduced in early 2013.  
 

 The proposed ground floor dwelling units along 3rd Street are designed to meet the Ground Floor 
Residential Guidelines by providing an appropriately designed 7-foot setback and a 2-story 
expression (i.e. the 7-foot setback ceases at the 3rd floor and above). The only exceptions to these 
setbacks are the “bookend” portions of the residential frontage that help separate the residential 
space from other adjacent uses (i.e. retail and neighboring property).  
 

 The curb cut along 20th Street was vetted by the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) to 
ensure minimal impact on the terminus of the 22 Fillmore bus line. Additionally, the project will 
provide a bathroom for MUNI operators adjacent to the garage entrance on 20th Street.  
 

 The rear yard is required to be at least 25 percent of the lot depth and to be provided at the first 
floor containing a dwelling unit. The proposed rear yard meets the requirement of 25 percent of 
the lot depth. However, the project includes ground floor dwelling units fronting 3rd Street. 
Therefore, the project requests a modification to the rear yard requirement of Planning Code 
Section 134 to allow the otherwise code-compliant rear yard to begin at the second floor instead 
of the ground floor.   
 

 The project is electing to meet its affordable housing requirement by providing on-site affordable 
units. The property is designated as a Tier B site for affordable housing within the UMU Zoning 
District. Therefore, the on-site requirement is 16 percent. As such, the project will provide 11 on-
site affordable units (1 three-bedroom, 4 two-bedroom, 3 one-bedroom, and 3 studios).  
 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 
In order for the project to be approved, the Commission must grant Large Project Authorization to allow 
the construction of a new mixed use building larger than 25,000 square feet, with an exception to 
Planning Code Section 134 to provide an otherwise code-complying rear yard at the second story and 
above, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 134(f) and 329.  
 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
 The project is appropriate urban infill that will add needed housing, including 11 affordable 

housing units, in an area of UMU zoning that is transitioning towards more residential uses.  
 

 The project will introduce well designed ground floor dwelling units along 3rd Street and 
otherwise activate the frontages along 3rd Street and 20th Street.  
 

 The project will remove an existing curb cut from 3rd Street – a transit-oriented street – and the 
proposed curb cut on 20th Street was vetted by the MTA to ensure minimal impact to the terminus 
of the 22 Fillmore bus line.  
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 The project proposes a high-quality design that is consistent with the Planning Code, Central 
Waterfront Area Plan, and the General Plan overall. 

 

RECOMMENDATION: Approval with Conditions 

 
Attachments: 
Parcel Map  
Sanborn Map 
Aerial Photographs  
Site Photo 
Zoning Map 
CEQA Document – Community Plan Exemption 
Affidavit for First Source Hiring 
Affidavit for Compliance with the Inclusionary Housing Program 
Residential Pipeline Form 
Draft LPA Motion (including MMRP) 
Sponsor Submittal 
 -Letter to Planning Commission 
 -Letters of Support 
 -Plans and Graphics Package 
 

 

 
CT:  G:\Documents\C\2005\2290 3rd St\Executive Summary.doc 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Certificate of Determination 
EXEMPTION FROM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 1650 Mission St 

Suite 400 
San Francisco, 

Case No.: 2005.0408E CA 94103-2479 

Project Title: 2290-2298 Third Street Residential-Retail Project Reception: 

Zoning: Urban Mixed Use (UMU) District 415.558.6378 

68-X Height and Bulk District 
Fax 

Block/Lot: 4059/009 415.558.6409 
Lot Size: 14,050 square feet 

Plan Area: Central Waterfront Area Plan 
Planning 

Subarea of Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan 415.558.6377 
Project Sponsor: Build Inc. - Michael Yarne (415-551-7612) 

Staff Contact: Brett Bollinger �(415) 575-9024 
brett.boll ingersfgov.org  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

The project site is located in the Central Waterfront Area adjacent to the Dogpatch neighborhood on the 
northwest corner of the intersection of Third and 20th Streets. The project block’s boundaries are 
Nineteenth Street (north), Third Street (east), 20th Street (south), and Tennessee Street (west). The project 
sponsor proposes to demolish a vacant 4,125-square-foot (sO,  one-story, 21-foot-tall commercial building, 
remove a 24-space surface parking lot, and construct a 68-foot-tall, six-story, 59,682-sf residential mixed-
use building with up to 71 residential units and approximately 1,783 sf of ground-floor neighborhood-
serving retail, and a 7,910 sf, ground-floor parking garage, including up to six ground-floor townhome-
style residential units. Approximately 8,767 sf of common usable open space would be provided by a 
podium-level rear yard and several interconnected roof decks. 

Continued on the following page. 

EXEMPT STATUS: 

Exempt per Section 15183 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and California 
Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 

DETERMINATION: 

I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements. 

Sarah B. Jones 	
d 

Date 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 

cc: 	Michael Yarne, Project Contact 	 Supervisor Malia Cohen, District 10 
Cory Teague, Current Planning Division 	Exemption/Exclusion File 
Virnaliza Byrd, M.D.F. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION (CONT’D.): 

There would be about 20 studio units (419-sf average), 22 one-bedroom units (633-sf average), 25 two-
bedroom units (902-sf average), and 4 three-bedroom units (954-sf average). The parking garage would 
contain between 30 to 48 residential spaces arranged on automated stackers and one car-share space. The 
garage would not include an off-street loading space; however, the garage would accommodate a 20-foot 
service van. The project would also include an approximately 2,670-sf semi-subterranean basement 
containing about 71 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and assorted building services and storage. See 
Figures 1 through 8, pages 3 to 10. 

The existing building located on the project site, constructed in 1917, has a National Register of Historic 
Places Status Code of 4D2, indicating that it has potential historical value as a contributor to a fully 
documented historic district that may become eligible for listing. 

The proposed project would require Large Project Authorization (LPA) under Planning Code Section 329, 
which constitutes the Approval Action for the proposed project. 
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2290-2298 Third Street Project 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) State Guidelines Section 15183 provides an exemption 

from environmental review for projects that are consistent with the development density established by 

existing zoning, community plan or general plan policies for which an Environmental Impact Report 

(EJR) was certified, except as might be necessary to examine whether there are project-specific effects 

which are peculiar to the project or its site. Section 15183 specifies that examination of environmental 

effects shall be limited to those effects that: a) are peculiar to the project or parcel on which the project 

would be located; b) were not analyzed as significant effects in a prior FIR on the zoning action, general 

plan or community plan with which the project is consistent; c) are potentially significant off-site and 

cumulative impacts which were not discussed in the underlying EIR; and d) are previously identified in 

the EIR, but which are determined to have a more severe adverse impact than that discussed in the 

underlying EIR. Section 15183(c) specifies that if an impact is not peculiar to the parcel or to the proposed 

project, then an EIR need not be prepared for that project solely on the basis of that impact. 

This determination evaluates the potential environmental effects specific to the 2290-2298 Third Street 

project described above, and incorporates by reference information contained within the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final FIR (Eastern Neighborhoods FIR) (Case No. 2004.0160E; 

State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048). Project-specific studies summarized in this determination were 

prepared for the proposed project at 2290-2298 Third Street to determine if there would be significant 

impacts attributable to the proposed project. These studies examined the proposed project’s potential 

environmental effects on cultural resources, transportation, noise, air quality, and shadow. 

This determination assesses the proposed project’s potential to cause environmental impacts and 

concludes that the proposed project would not result in new, peculiar environmental effects, or effects of 

greater severity than were already analyzed and disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR. This 

determination does not identify new or additional information that would alter the conclusions of the 

Eastern Neighborhoods EIR. This determination also identifies mitigation measures contained in the 

Eastern Neighborhoods FIR that would be applicable to the proposed project at 2290-2298 Third Street. 

Relevant information pertaining to prior environmental review conducted for the Eastern Neighborhoods 

is included below, as well as an evaluation of potential environmental effects of the proposed project. 

BACKGROUND 

After several years of analysis, community outreach, and public review, the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan 

was adopted in December 2008. The Eastern Neighborhoods was adopted in part to support housing 

development in some areas previously zoned to allow industrial uses, while preserving an adequate 

supply of space for existing and future production, distribution, and repair (PDR) employment and 

businesses. The Eastern Neighborhoods also included changes to existing height and bulk districts in 

some areas, including the project site at 2290-2298 Third Street. 

During the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan adoption phase, the Planning Commission held public hearings 

to consider the various aspects of the proposed area plans, and Planning Code and Zoning Map 
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amendments. On August 7, 2008, the Planning Commission certified the Eastern Neighborhoods FIR by 
Motion 176591  and adopted the Preferred Project for final recommendation to the Board of Supervisors? 

In December 2008, after further public hearings, the Board of Supervisors approved and the Mayor 
signed the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning and Planning Code amendments. New zoning districts 
include districts that would permit PDR uses in combination with commercial uses; districts mixing 
residential and commercial uses and residential and PDR uses; and new residential-only districts. These 
districts replaced existing industrial, commercial, residential single-use, and mixed-use districts in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR is a comprehensive programmatic document that presents an 
analysis of the environmental effects of implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and 
Area Plans, as well as the potential impacts under several proposed alternative scenarios. The Eastern 
Neighborhoods Draft EIR evaluated three rezoning alternatives, two community-proposed alternatives 
which focused largely on the Mission District, and a "No Project" alternative. The alternative selected, or 
the Preferred Project, represents a combination of Options B and C. The Planning Commission adopted 
the Preferred Project after fully considering the environmental effects of the Preferred Project and the 
various alternative scenarios discussed in the Final FIR. 

A major issue in the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning process was the degree to which existing 
industrially-zoned land would be rezoned to primarily residential and mixed-use districts, thus reducing 
the availability of land traditionally used for PDR employment and businesses. Among other topics, the 
Eastern Neighborhoods EIR assesses the significance of the cumulative land use effects of the rezoning by 
analyzing its effects on the City’s ability to meet its future PDR space needs as well as its ability to meet 
its housing needs as expressed in the City’s General Plan. 

As a result of the Eastern Neighborhoods, the project site has been rezoned to Urban Mixed Use (UMU). 
The proposed project and its relation to PDR land supply and cumulative land use effects are discussed 
further below, in Land Use. The 2290-2298 Third Street project site, which is located in the Central 
Waterfront subarea of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area, was designated and envisioned as a site 
with a building up to 68 feet in height and containing a mix of uses. 

Individual projects that could occur in the future under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area 
Plans would undergo project-level environmental evaluation to determine if they would result in further 
impacts specific to the development proposal, the site, and the time of development and to assess 
whether additional environmental review would be required. This determination concludes that the 
proposed residential project at 2290-2298 Third Street is consistent with and was encompassed within the 
analysis in the Eastern Neighborhoods Final ETR. Further, this determination finds that the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Final EIR adequately anticipated and described the impacts of the proposed 2290-2298 
Third Street project, and identified the mitigation measures applicable to the proposed project. The 

Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report, Planning Department Case No. 
2004.0160E, certified August 7, 2008. The FEW is on file for public review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission 
Street Suite 400 as part of Case No. 2004.0160E, or at: http://www.sfgov.org/site/plannirigjndex.asp?id=67762.  

San Francisco Planning Commission Motion 17659, August 7, 2008. 
http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/planning/Citywide/Eastern  Neighborhoods/Draft Resolution Public%20Par 
cels FINAL.pdf 
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proposed project is also consistent with the zoning controls for the project site. Therefore, no further 

CEQA evaluation for the 2290-2298 Third Street project is necessary. 

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR included analyses of environmental issues including: land use; 

plans and policies; visual quality and urban design; population, housing, business activity, and 

employment (growth inducement); transportation; noise; air quality; parks, recreation and open space; 

shadow; archeological resources; historic architectural resources; hazards; and other issues not addressed 

in the previously issued initial study for the Eastern Neighborhoods project. The proposed 2290-2298 

Third Street project is in conformance with the height, use and density for the project site described in the 

Eastern Neighborhoods and would represent a small part of the growth that was forecast for the Eastern 

Neighborhoods. Thus, the project analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods EJR considered the incremental 

impacts of the proposed 2290-2298 Third Street project. As a result, the proposed project would not result 

in any new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR. 

The following discussion demonstrates that the 2290-2298 Third Street project would not result in 

peculiar significant impacts beyond those analyzed and disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods, 

including project-specific impacts related to land use and planning, archeological resources, historic 

architectural resources, transportation and circulation, and noise, air quality, shadow, and hazardous 

materials,. 

Land Use 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans re-zoned much of the city’s industrially-zoned 

land in the Mission, Central Waterfront, East South of Market and Showplace Square/Potrero Hill 

neighborhoods. The four main goals that guided the Eastern Neighborhood planning process were to 

reflect local values, increase housing, maintain some industrial land supply, and to improve the quality of 

all existing areas with future development. The re-zoning applied new residential and mixed-used 

zoning districts to parts of the Eastern Neighborhoods currently zoned for industrial, warehousing, and 

commercial service use. 

Project Impact 

The proposed project would intensify uses in the project vicinity by constructing a new residential mixed 

use building on the project site, which would consist of an approximately 68-foot tall, 59,682-sf mixed-use 

residential building containing 71 residential units, 1,783 sf of ground-floor retail space, 30-48 off-street 

parking spaces, and 71 bicycle parking spaces. However, the new land use would not have an effect on 

the character of the vicinity beyond what was identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR. The 

proposed building is consistent with the height and bulk controls and the proposed uses are permitted 

within the Urban Mixed Use (UMU) District zoning controls. Further, the project is proposed on an in-fill 

site, and would not substantially impact the existing character of the vicinity and would not physically 

divide an established community. 

In addition, the proposed project is consistent with the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning and satisfies the 

requirements of the General Plan and the Planning Code. Therefore, the project is eligible for a 

Community Plan exemption. 
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Cumulative Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR identified a significant and unavoidable land use impact due to the 
cumulative loss of PDR under Option C. Option C, which would result in less PDR-only land than 
Options A or B and would rezone more existing PDR land and displace more existing PDR uses than the 
other two options, would result in a clear mismatch between the supply of and demand for PDR land and 
building space, with neither adequate land nor adequate building space available as a result of 
substantial changes in land use controls on Port land. The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR analysis also 
determined that a No-Project scenario would result in an unavoidable significant impact on the 
cumulative supply of land for PDR uses. The project site is located in an area formerly zoned for 
industrial use. The rezoning of the project site to UMU was part of the cumulative land use impact 
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR. Various businesses have occupied the site since it was 
constructed: saloon, restaurant, retail, and bank. None of these businesses are PDR uses as identified in 
Appendix D to Planning Commission Resolution 16727.. Since there are no PDR uses on the project site 
and the lot is only 14,050 sf, the proposed project impact on cumulative land use would not be 
considerable; therefore, would not contribute to adverse impact to cumulative supply of land for PDR 
uses. 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in peculiar impacts that were not identified 
in the Eastern Neighborhoods L11( related to land use and planning. 

Cultural Resources 

Archeological Resources 

Potential archeological impacts were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans 
Final EIR. Mitigation Measure J-2: Properties with No Previous Studies applies to properties within the project 
area for which no archeological assessment report has been prepared or for which the archeological 
documentation is incomplete or inadequate to serve as an evaluation of potential effects on archeological 
resources under CEQA. The project site is located within the Properties with No Previous Studies mitigation 
zone and would require preliminary archeological sensitivity review from the Planning Department to 
determine if an Archeological Sensitivity Study, to be prepared by an archeological consultant with 
expertise in California prehistoric and urban historical archeology, would be required. 

Project Impact 

The project site has a shallow, two-to-three-foot deep layer of soil underlain by bedrock making it 
unlikely that archeological resources are present.- Tne site’s original topsoil and geologic material to a 
depth of 45 feet was removed with the City’s lowering of the project block in 1900. Based on the results of 
the preliminary sensitivity review, there are no known pre-historic or historic archeological resources on 

Appendix D to Resolution 16727, Establishing Policies and Procedures for Development Proposals in Sections of the 
SoMa, Mission, and Showplace Square; February 12, 2004. Available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 
Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2004.0160E. 

Earth Mechanics Consulting Engineers, Geotechnical Investigation for the 2290 Third Street Project, San Francisco 
California, December 3, 2004. This document is available for public review at the Planning Department, 

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, as part of File No. 2005.0408E. 
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or near the project site.’ Therefore, the Eastern Neighborhoods Mitigation Measure 1-2 would not need 
further implementation. 

Cumulative Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FIR did not identify a significant and unavoidable cumulative archeological 

resource impact. Any development anticipated under the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning effort would 

be subject to Archeological Mitigation Measure J-1 or J-2, and its impacts would be reduced to a less-than-

significant level. Therefore, there would be no significant cumulative impact to archeological resources. 

Historic Architectural Resources 

Project Impact 

The subject property and existing building onsite was surveyed in 2001 by the City of San Francisco 

Planning Department as part of the Central Waterfront Cultural Resources Survey and assigned a 

National Register Status Code of "4D2," or "may become eligible for the National Register as a 

contributor to a district." The findings of the survey were endorsed by the Planning Commission on June 

13, 2002 by Motion No. 16431. In 2007, the existing building was reevaluated to comply with revision to 

the status codes made by the California Office of Historic Preservation. In the reevaluation, the subject 

building was assigned a new California Historical Resource Status Code of "513," or "locally significant 

both individually and as a contributor to a district that is locally listed, designated, determined eligible or 

appears eligible through survey evaluation." The subject property is not included on the National or 

California Registers; however, based upon the previous survey findings, the property is presumed to be a 

historical resource for the purposes of CEQA review by the Planning Department. 6  

Based on the criteria and previous survey findings, Planning Department staff believes that the existing 

building is eligible for local designation individually and as a contributor to the documented Central 

Waterfront Historic District for its associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 

broad patterns of San Francisco’s history. Because both the 2002 Central Waterfront Survey and 2008 

Central Waterfront Survey update were endorsed by the Planning Commission, Department guidelines 

consider them to be adopted local registers under CEQA, meeting the requirements of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.1(g). 

The Central Waterfront Historic District contains a significant concentration of mixed-use industrial 

properties, associated residential and commercial properties, and civic infrastructure oriented to water, 

railroad, and road transportation. The district was the epicenter of major industrial production beginning 

in the late 1850s, and continuing through the end of World War 11. During the World Wars, the Central 

Waterfront was a centerpiece of the single-largest shipbuilding region in the Western United States, 

employing up to 18,500 workers at the height of World War II. The district also includes one of the only 

surviving groupings of workers’ housing located adjacent to industrial sites in the City of San Francisco: 

Debra Dwyer and Randall Dean, Planners, Major Environmental Analysis, San Francisco Planning Department, 

Memo to Sarah Jones, June 29, 2007, Subject: Archeological sensitivity - 2005.0408E. 

Memorandum from Pi]ar La Valley, Preservation Technical Specialist, to Carol Roos, Planner, Major Environmental 
Analysis, October 16, 2008. This document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2005.0408E. 
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the Dogpatch neighborhood. As the only banking institution within walking distance of workers of the 
San Francisco Yard and other neighborhood industries, the subject property is significantly associated 
with industrial development in the Central Waterfront area of San Francisco, and with the overall labor 
history of the city. As such, the building appears eligible for local designation. 

As discussed in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans FIR, "[Central Waterfront] rezoning proposals 
expand residential-permitting zoning along Minnesota, Tennessee, Third and Illinois streets between 
Mariposa and 25th streets, as well as along 280 between Mariposa and 20th. The vast majority of this land 
is currently zoned Heavy Industrial (M-2). The rezoning proposals would expand residential-permitting 
zoning to 43 parcels containing known or potential historical resources, including 34 structures that are 
known historical resources." Adoption of the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning proposals resulted in the 
zoning reclassification of the subject property from M-2 to UMU. The project site was identified in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods EIR as a potential historical resource in the Central Waterfront Historic District. 
The Eastern neighborhoods Rezoning Plan height limit increases for the Central Waterfront area were 
proposed along Third and Illinois streets, and in the southern portion of the plan area, between 22nd and 
25th streets. The rezoning increased the height limits 15 feet or more for 53 known or potential historical 
resources in the Central Waterfront, which includes the 2290-2298 Third Street project site. 

An analysis of the potential for the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning to result in potential adverse 
environmental effects on known and potential resources, indicated height changes would affect 
properties generally along Third Street as well as the blocks east of Iowa Street south of 23rd Street. Other 
areas indicated that could be affected by rezoning due to changes in permitted land uses or intensification 
of use are generally in the area between Mariposa, Indiana, Illinois and 22nd Streets as well as on Pier 70. 
Figure 36 on page 472 and Table 59 on page 474 of the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR, identifies the 2290-
2298 Third Street project site, along with surrounding known and potential historic resources, as having 
the potential to be impacted as a result of the rezoning. 

As the demolition of a historical resource generally cannot be fully mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level, the impact of demolition of buildings that are identified as historical resources would be considered 
a significant and unavoidable impact of the proposed Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning Plans project, 
because such demolition could be anticipated to occur as a result of development secondary to project 
implementation. Mitigation identified in Chapter V, Mitigation Measures, of the Eastern Neighborhoods 
EIR could in some cases reduce the nature of the impact, but it is assumed that demolition of historical 
resources could not be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 

The existing bank building on the project site has been identified as a contributor to a potential historic 
district (Central Waterfront Historic District), which was completed prior to the adoption of the Eastern 
NThhhc,r 
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vicinity has a mixed visual character and variety of building heights, the proposed project is located 
within the boundary of a potential historic district. Since the completion of the Central Waterfront 
Survey, the area surrounding the subject property has undergone some redevelopment, however, the site 
and the identified potential historic district still convey their contextual significance. 

The existing building on the project site was identified as a potential historic resource in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Plan EIR. The FIR identified an unavoidable significant historical resource impact due to 
the potential loss of CEQA-defined historical resources. Future development projects that would be 
facilitated by the proposed changes to use districts and height limits in the Eastern Neighborhoods have 
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the potential to cause substantial adverse changes in either (a) the significance of one or more of the 

historical resources identified in this analysis, or (b) the significance of one or more of the historic districts 

in which some of these resources are located. As noted above, substantial adverse changes that may occur 

include demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of one or more resources, such that the historical 

significance or resource and/or the historic district in which it is located is "materially impaired." Such an 

adverse change to a CEQA-defined historical resource would constitute a significant impact. Under the 

Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR it was assumed that demolition of a historical resource could not be 

mitigated to a less-than-significant level and a Statement of Overriding Considerations related to the 

significant and unavoidable historical resources impacts was adopted as part of the FIR Certification and 

project approval on January 19, 2009. 

The Statement of Overriding Considerations concluded, "As the demolition of a historical resource 

generally cannot be fully mitigated to a less-than-significant level, the impact of demolition of buildings 

that are identified as historical resources would be considered a significant and unavoidable impact of the 

proposed Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans project, because such demolition could be 

anticipated to occur as a result of development secondary to project (Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 

Area Plan) implementation. Mitigation identified in Chapter V, Mitigation Measures (in the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Final EIR), could in some cases reduce the nature of the impact, but it is assumed that 

demolition of historical resources could not be mitigated to a less-than-significant level." 

"Demolition of individual structures secondary to project (Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning Area Plan) 

implementation would not necessarily result in a significant adverse effect on a historic district within 

which buildings are located. However, for purposes of a conservative assessment, it is presumed that the 

demolition of one or more contributing resources to any of the existing or potential historic districts 

identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR would constitute a significant impact that could not be 

mitigated to a less-than-significant level." 

As to the effects of the proposed new structure, given the surrounding context, the proposed massing is 

generally appropriate. Although the overall design of the new buildings lack references to either the 

industrial character of the potential historic district or to design elements from historic buildings within 

the district, it does not appear that the proposed project would result in a significant adverse impact to 

off-site historic resources due to its physical and visual separation from other contributing resources 

within the potential district. The loss of a single contributing building to the potential historic district 

would represent a relatively small effect, in terms of the overall number of potential district contributors 

in the project vicinity. However, the effect on the potential district of demolition of a single contributing 

resource, not identified as important enough to be individually eligible for the California Register, would 

not be of a sufficient degree to disqualify the Central Waterfront Historic District, or any sub-area project 

site vicinity, from consideration for listing as a National or California Register-eligible historic district. 

The proposed demolition of the commercial bank building and construction of the proposed building 

would contribute to the significant historical resource impact identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods 

EIR. However, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) State Guidelines Section 15183 provides 

an exemption from environmental review for projects that are consistent with the development density 

established by existing zoning, community plan or general plan policies for which an Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR) was certified, except as might be necessary to examine whether there are project-

specific effects which are peculiar to the project or its site. Since the proposed demolition and 

construction would not result in any new significant or peculiar historical resource effects on the 
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environment not previously identified in the Final EIR for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area 
Plans, the environmental impacts of the project would not be substantially greater than described in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR. 

Eastern Neighborhoods Final FIR Mitigation Measure K-i: Interim Procedures for Permit Review in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area is not relevant to the project since the Central Waterfront Historical 
Resource Survey was completed prior to the adoption of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area. 

Mitigation Measures K-2 and K-3 are not relevant to the 2290-2298 Third Street project since the project 
site is not located in either the South End Historic District (East SoMa) or Dogpatch Historic District 
(Central Waterfront). 

In light of the above historical resources discussion, the proposed demolition of the existing commercial 
building on the project site would contribute to the significant historical resource impact identified in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods, but its contribution would not be considered a new significant impact beyond 
that identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR. 

Cumulative Impact 
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the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR would not be peculiar to the proposed project. 

Transportation 

A transportation analysis was conducted for the proposed project by an independent consultant; its 
findings are incorporated below. 7  

Trip generation of the proposed project was calculated using information in the 2002 Transportation 
Impacts Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review (SF Guidelines) developed by the San Francisco 
Planning Department. The proposed project would generate up to 872 person trips (inbound and 
outbound) on a weekday daily basis, and up to 129 person trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 
consisting of 68 vehicle trips, 34 transit trips, 9 walk trips and 3 by other modes. 

Traffic Impacts 

The estimated 68 new p.m. peak hour vehicle trips (43 inbound and 25 outbound) would travel through 
the intersections surrounding the project block. Intersection operating conditions are characterized by the 
concont of T.evel of Servici’ (I OS which rancec from A to F and nrovidec a deccrinfion of an 

intersection’s performance based on traffic volumes, intersection capacity, and vehicle delays. LOS A 
represents free flow conditions, with little or no delay, while LOS F represents congested conditions, with 

LCW Consulting, 2290 Third Street Transportation Impact Study, Final, July 2013. This document is available for public 
review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2005.0408E. 

The transportation analysis considered a slightly larger project than the currently proposed project; therefore, the 
effects of the analyzed project would be somewhat greater than those of the proposed project, and the analysis 
presented here is likewise conservative. 
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extremely long delays; LOS D (moderately high delays) is considered the lowest acceptable level in San 
Francisco. 

Table I on the following page presents the Existing plus Project intersection levels of service for the 

weekday p.m. peak hour. As shown on Table 1, the addition of project-generated traffic would result in 

small increases in the average delay per vehicle at the study intersections. The eastbound approach at the 

unsignalized intersection of Mariposa/1-280 Southbound On-ramp would continue to operate at LOS F. 

As for Existing conditions, peak hour signal warrants would be met at this intersection for Existing plus 

Project conditions. All other study intersections would continue to operate at acceptable levels (LOS D or 

better). Given that the proposed project would add approximately 68 new p.m. peak hour vehicle trips to 

surrounding intersections, it is not anticipated to substantially increase traffic volumes at these or other 

nearby intersections, nor substantially increases average delay that would cause these intersections to 
deteriorate to unacceptable levels of service. 

Table 1 

Intersection Level of Service 
Existing plus Project Conditions � Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Intersection 
Existing  Existing plus Project  

Delay’ LOS 2  Delay LOS 
1. Third Street/Mariposa Street 24.2 C 24.4 C 

2. Third Street/19th Street 10.7 B 10.8 B 

3. Third Street/20th Street 21.1 C 21.2 C 

4. Third Street/22nd Street 12.7 B 12.7 B 

5. Tennessee Street/] 9th Street 2 7.3 (nb, Sb) A 7.4 (nb, Sb) A 

6. Tennessee Street/20th Street 2 7.4 (sb, eb, wb) A 7.6 (sb, wb) A 

7. Mariposa/1-280 NB Off-Ramp 37.1 D 37.8 D 

8. Mariposa/I-280 SB On-Ramp 1  1 	>50 (eb) F >50 (eb) F 

Notes: 
1. Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. 
2. intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. 
3. For intersections that are all-way or two-way stop sign controlled, the delay and LOS is presented for the worst 

approach, indicated in parentheses ( ). nb = northbound, sb = southbound, eb = eastbound, wb = westbound. In 
some instances, multiple approaches operate with the same level of delay, and therefore multiple approaches 
indicated in the parentheses. 

4. intersection two-way stop sign controlled, with only the eastbound approach subject to the stop sign control. Delay 
and LOS presented for the eastbound approach. 

Source: LCW Consulting, July 12, 2013. 

At the study intersection of Mariposa/I-280 Southbound on-ramp, the proposed project would add a total 

of five vehicles during the p.m. peak hour to the eastbound movement that would operate at LOS F 

under Existing plus Project conditions. The five vehicles the proposed project would add to the 

eastbound right lane onto 1-280 represents 0.8 percent of the total p.m. peak hour eastbound right-turn 

volume of 663 vehicles under Existing plus Project conditions (because an exclusive right-turn lane onto 

1-280 is provided and because the proposed project would add vehicles only to the eastbound right 
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movement, the critical movement contribution was calculated based on the right-turn movement). The 
project contribution to this movement that operates poorly (i.e., at LOS F) would be minimal, and 
therefore the project’s contribution to the existing LOS F conditions would not be considered significant. 
The proposed project impacts on traffic operations would therefore, be less than significant. As 
previously stated, as part of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan, this intersection will be signalized, 
and, along with the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 Northbound off-ramp, reconfigured. 

The access gate for the project off-street garage on 20th Street would be recessed about 20 feet from the 
building edge, which would allow for off-street queuing of one vehicle while waiting for the gate to open. 
Due to the limited number of parking spaces within the garage (i.e., between 30 and 48 parking spaces), 
and because the garage would serve long-term parking demand which does not result in high volume of 
inbound and outbound vehicle trips, it is not anticipated that there would be any queue spillback from 
the parking garage onto 20th Street, and therefore the proposed project would not result in substantial 
conflicts between project-generated vehicles destined to the parking garage and traffic on 20th Street. 
Also see Parking Impacts, below, regarding parking garage operations. 

Traffic Impacts - Cumulative Conditions 

Table 2 presents the 2035 Cumulative intersection operating conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour. 
Under 2035 Cumulative conditions, vehicle delays would increase at .1ne stuay intersections over axisting 
conditions. With the improvements required as part of the Mission Bay Redevelopment project, all study 
intersections would operate at LOS D or better under 2035 Cumulative conditions, with the exception of 
the intersection of Third/20th Streets, which would operate at LOS F conditions during the PM peak hour. 
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Table 2 

Intersection Level of Service 
2035 Cumulative Conditions - Weekday PM Peak Hour  

Existing plus 2035 

Intersection 
Existing 

 Project Cumulative 

Delay/LOS 1 ’2  Delay/LOS Delay/LOS 

1. Third Street/Mariposa Street 3 24.2/C 24.4/C 49.7/D 

2. Third Street/l9th Street 10.7/13 10.8/13 29.7/C 

3. Third Street/20th Street 21.1/C 21.2/C >80/F 

4. Third Street/22nd Street 12.7/13 12.7/13 35.8/D 

5. Tennessee Street/] 9th Street 4 7.3 (nb, sb)/A 7.4 (nb, sb)/A 8.7 (nb)/A 

6. Tennessee Street/20th Street" 7.4 (sb, eb, wb)/A 7.6 (sb, wb)/A 10.2 (wb)/B 

7. Mariposa/1-280 NB Off-Ramp S 37.1/D 37.8/D 49.2/D 

8. Mariposa/1-280 SB On-Ramp I >50 (eb)/F >50 (eb)/F 16.3/13 

Notes: 
1. Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. 
2. Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. 

3. Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan calls for configuration of signal and additional roadway capacity. The recently-

approved 1.JCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay calls for additional increase in roadway capacity. 

4. Intersections 4-way STOP-controlled. Delay and LOS presented for worst approach, indicated in ( ). wb = 
westbound, sb = southbound, nb = northbound. 

5. Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan calls for new signal at southbound on-ramp, group control of signals, and 
additional roadway capacity. 

Source: LCW Consulting, July 12, 2013. 

To assess the effect of the new vehicle-trips generated by the proposed project on the intersection of 

Third/20th Streets, the contribution to the 2035 Cumulative traffic volumes was determined for the 

weekday p.m. peak hour conditions (see Appendix D). At the intersection of Third/20th Streets, the 

proposed project would add 52 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour. At this intersection, the 

northbound through/right critical movement is projected to operate at LOS F. The project would not add 

any vehicle trips to the northbound through/right movement, and therefore the project contribution to 

this poorly-operating critical movement would not be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, the 

proposed project contribution to the overall intersection LOS F conditions would not be considered 

significant cumulative impacts. 

Overall, under 2035 Cumulative conditions, the traffic associated with the proposed project would not 

represent a considerable contribution to the 2035 Cumulative conditions at the study intersection of 

Third/20th Streets that would operate at LOS F conditions. Therefore, the proposed project would not 

result in significant traffic impacts at this intersection, and project impacts on 2035 Cumulative traffic 

operations would be less than significant. 

Transit Impacts 

As indicated above, the proposed project is estimated to add about 34 transit trips during the p.m. peak 

hour. The project site is served by several local and regional transit lines including Muni lines K-T 
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Ingleside-Third, 22 Fillmore, and 48 Quintara. The Muni lines in the vicinity of the project site operate at 
less than capacity during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the addition of the 39 new transit trips would 
not substantially affect transit conditions. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Final FIR identified significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts relating 
to increases in transit ridership due to the change from 2025 No-Project operating conditions for Muni 
lines 9, 10, 12, 14, 14L, 22, 27, 47, 49 and 67 under all Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning options. Mitigation 
measures proposed to address these impacts related to pursuing enhanced transit funding; conducting 
transit corridor and service improvements; and increasing transit accessibility, service information and 
storage/maintenance capabilities for Muni lines in Eastern Neighborhoods. Even with mitigation, 
however, cumulative impacts on the above transit lines were found to be significant and unavoidable and 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations with findings was adopted as part of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans approval on January 19, 2009. The proposed project would not 
conflict with the implementation of these mitigation measures, and it is likely the significant and 
unavoidable cumulative transit conditions would occur with or without the proposed project. The 
proposed project’s contribution of about 34 p.m. peak hour transit trips would not be a substantial 
proportion of the overall transit volume generated by Eastern Neighborhood projects, should the project 
be approved. As a result, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant contribution to the 
significant and unavoidable transit impact under 2025 Cumulative conditions identified in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods EIR. The proposed project’s minimal increase of transit trips under cumulative conditions 
would not result in a significant impact. 

On 20th Street, the proposed project would not affect the existing bus stop at the approach to Tennessee 
Street or existing bus layover, which extends the length of 20th Street between Third Street and Tennessee 
Street. The existing layover is approximately 180 feet in length (the entire length of 20th Street between 
Third and Tennessee streets), and accommodates up to three 22 Fillmore buses. With implementation of 
SFMTA’s Transit Effectiveness Project changes, the 22 Fillmore line would be rerouted and would no 
longer travel on 20th Street. However, as part of the TEP, the 33 Stanyan would also be rerouted to cover 
the Potrero Hill segment of the 22 Fillmore, and would utilize the existing layover bus zone on 20th 
Street. 8  The headways between buses on the 33 Stanyan would not change from existing conditions (15-
minutes during the daytime peaks), and would be greater (i.e., longer) than existing headways between 
buses on the 22 Fillmore route (between eight and nine minutes during the daytime peaks), and, based on 
SFMTA review of this project, it is anticipated that the 33-Stanyan layover needs may be met within a 
shorter layover zone. The project sponsor worked with SFMTA with respect to the design of the project 
driveway on 20th Street, and SFMTA indicated that the project driveway would not conflict with bus 
operations. 

Two improvement mnteasures (improvement Measure 1: Timing of Proposed On-Street Commercial 
Loading Spaces and Improvement Measure 2: Installation of Eyebolts) would reduce the potential for 
conflicts between project-generated vehicular travel and demand and transit operations on Third and 
20th streets. Improvement Measure 1 would require the project sponsor to apply for proposed conversion 
of the parking spaces on the south side of 20th Street to commercial vehicle loading/unloading spaces at 
the start of project construction to ensure that SFMTA’s approval and legislation phase is completed and 
new curb regulations implemented prior to the proposed project’s becoming operational. Improvement 

8 	See http://www.sfmtacom/cms/nitep/tepover.htm . Accessed June 9, 2013. 
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Measure 2 would require the project sponsor to meet with and review with SFMTA the potential need to 

install eyebolts in the new residential building to support Muni’s overhead wire system on Third Street 

and/or 20th Street. Improvement Measures 1 and 2 would not result in new secondary environmental 

impacts on the transportation network. 

Because the proposed project would not substantially affect the capacity utilization of the local and 

regional transit lines, and would not affect the operations of the adjacent and nearby Muni bus and rail 

lines, transit impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant. 

Pedestrian Impacts 

Pedestrian trips generated by the proposed project would include walk trips to and from the residential 

and retail uses, plus walk trips to and from the bus and light rail stops. Overall, the proposed project 

would add about 46 pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets (this includes 34 transit trips and 12 walk 

or ’other’ trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. These new pedestrian trips could be accommodated 

on the existing sidewalks and crosswalks adjacent to the project site and would not substantially affect 

the current pedestrian conditions along Third Street (with 9-foot wide sidewalks) or 20th Street (with 12-

foot wide sidewalks). As p.m. peak period pedestrian activity on both streets was observed to be 

relatively low, pedestrian conditions with the addition of the 46 project-generated pedestrian trips during 

the PM peak hour would continue to remain acceptable. 

On Third Street, the proposed project would recess the building five feet to provide wider sidewalks and 

planted areas adjacent to the project site. Reconstruction of sidewalks would be made in accordance with 

the ADA specifications for curb ramps at street corners. 

Overall, while the addition of the project-generated pedestrian trips would incrementally increase 

pedestrian volumes on Third Street and on 20th Street, the additional trips would not substantially affect 

pedestrian flows; therefore, the proposed project impacts on pedestrians would be less than significant. 

Bicycle Impacts 

It is anticipated that a portion of the three "other" trips generated by the proposed project would be 

bicycle trips, which could be accommodated on streets around the project site. Neither Third Street nor 

20th Street are designated bicycle routes (the nearest routes being Illinois and Indiana Streets in the 

north/south direction), and during field observations in July/August 2012 and May 2013, few bicyclists 

were observed riding on 20th Street. Therefore, the proposed project’s about 68 vehicle trips into and out 

of the project garage on 20th Street during the PM peak hour are not anticipated to result in substantial 

vehicle-bicycle conflicts. 

The proposed project would be required to provide 31 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces (see Section 155.5 of 

the Planning Code) for the 71 residential units. No bicycle parking spaces would be required for the retail 

use, because less than 25,000 square feet of retail uses would be provided and because no parking spaces 

would be provided for the retail uses. Because the primary use of the proposed project would be 

residential, shower and locker facilities are not required to be provided. The proposed project would 

provide a total of 71 Class I bicycle parking spaces for the residential uses, and would, therefore, meet the 

Planning Code requirement. 
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Improvement Measure 3: Installation of Bicycle Racks on the Adjacent Sidewalk would install bicycle 
racks on the sidewalks adjacent to the project site to accommodate retail visitors and employees arriving 
by bicycle. Implementation of Improvement Measure 4 would not result in new secondary impacts on the 
transportation network. 

The proposed project would not conflict with adopted policies regarding bicycle facilities, or decrease the 
performance or safety of bicycle facilities, and therefore, bicycle impacts of the proposed project would be 
less than significant. 

Loading 

Planning Code Section 152.1 does not require off-street loading for residential development less than 
100,000 square feet or for retail uses less than 10,000 square feet, such as the proposed project. The 
proposed project would not include an off-street loading space; however, the garage entry has been 
designed to accommodate a 20-foot van/service vehicle. 

In addition, the project sponsor would request that a commercial loading zone approximately 60 feet in 
length be designated on the south side of 20th Street directly east of Tennessee Street. The proposed 60-
foot commercial loading zone would displace three unrestrictedte 
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project sponsor would apply through SFMTA’s Parking and Traffic Color Curb Program for the proposed 
conversion from unrestricted parking to a commercial loading zone on 20th Street, between Third and 
Tennessee Streets. If SFMTA staff recommends the request for implementation, the proposed changes in 
curb regulation would be reviewed at a public hearing through the SFMTA. 

The new residential and retail uses would generate two to three truck freight and service vehicle trips per 
day, which would result in a demand for less than one loading space during the peak hour and average 
hour of loading activities. The loading demand could be accommodated within the proposed on-street 
commercial loading space. In addition, some loading trips could be accommodated within the parking 
garage, which would accommodate a 20-foot service van. Additionally, vehicles performing move 
in/move out activities would be able to obtain temporary parking permits for loading and unloading 
operations on Third and 20th Streets. 

As indicated above, as part of the proposed project, the project sponsor would apply to SFMTA to 
convert a 60-foot-long segment of the south curb of 20th Street between Third and Tennessee Streets to a 
commercial loading zone. If approved, the on-street space would be able to accommodate project-
generated loading demand not accommodated within the on-site loading spaces (e.g., Federal Express 
and UPS deliveries, and trucks longer than 20 feet). The on-street loading zone, if approved, would 
reduce the potential of delivery vehicle stops double parking on Third Street or illegally parking within 
the Muni bus layover on 20th Street. The proposed commercial loading zone would displace three 
unrestricted parking spaces on 20th Street, if approved. 

Residential move-in and move-out activities would occur from the south curb on 20th Street (across the 
street from the project site) and carted to the residential elevators through the entry lobby or garage. 
Parking within the bus layover zone would impact Muni operations, and is not permitted. The project 
sponsor has indicated that move-in and move-out operations, as well as larger deliveries, would be 
scheduled and coordinated through building management. Residents would be instructed to conduct 
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move-in and move-outs using trucks 30-feet long or smaller. Curb parking on 20th Street would need to 
be reserved through SFMTA. 

Trash and recycling rooms would be provided within the garage at the ground floor level. For the 

residential trash/recycling pickup, trash containers would be transported by the building staff from the 

trash rooms to the 20th Street curb at the time of trash pickup and returned following pick-up, or 

Recology personnel would access the trash rooms to retrieve the trash containers. For the commercial 

uses, each tenant would be required to provide adequate trash storage within the leased space, and trash 

collection would be arranged independently by each tenant. Trash would be carted to the curb by tenants 

of the commercial spaces, or Recology personnel would access the trash rooms to retrieve the trash 

containers. Building management would coordinate with the appropriate disposal and recycling 

company regarding the specific locations of garbage containers. 

Because the proposed project loading demand would be minimal and would be accommodated within 

the proposed on-street commercial loading zone on 20th Street and the off-street garage loading space, 

loading impacts would be less than significant. If SFMTA does not approve the proposed loading zone, 

the loading impact would not be significant since the loading demand is minimal for the proposed 
project. 

Two improvement measures (Improvement Measure 1: Timing of Proposed On-Street Commercial 

Loading Spaces, identified above, and Improvement Measure 4: Coordination of Move-In/Move-Out 

Activities and Large Deliveries, which would require move-in, move-out, and larger deliveries to be 

scheduled and coordinated through building management) would facilitate further accommodation of 

the proposed project loading demand. Improvement Measures I and 4 would not result in new 

secondary impacts on the transportation network. Implementation of Improvement Measures 1 and/or 4 

would not result in new secondary impacts on the transportation network 

Parking 

The absence of a ready supply of parking spaces, combined with available alternatives to auto travel (e.g., 

transit service, taxis, bicycles or travel by foot) and a relatively dense pattern of urban development, 

induces many drivers to seek and find alternative parking facilities, shift to other modes of travel, or 

change their overall travel habits. Any such resulting shifts to transit service or other modes (walking and 

biking), would be in keeping with the City’s "Transit First" policy and numerous San Francisco General 

Plan Polices, including those in the Transportation Element. The City’s Transit First Policy, established in 

the City’s Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.II5, provides that "parking policies for areas well served by 

public transit shall be designed to encourage travel by public transportation and alternative 

transportation." 

The transportation analysis accounts for potential secondary effects, such as cars circling and looking for 

a parking space in areas of limited parking supply, by assuming that all drivers would attempt to find 

parking at or near the project site and then seek parking farther away if convenient parking is 

unavailable. The secondary effects of drivers searching for parking is typically offset by a reduction in 

vehicle trips due to others who are aware of constrained parking conditions in a given area, and thus 

choose to reach their destination by other modes (i.e. walking, biking, transit, taxi). If this occurs, any 

secondary environmental impacts that may result from a shortfall in parking in the vicinity of the 

proposed project would be minor, and the traffic assignments used in the transportation analysis, as well 
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as in the associated air quality, noise and pedestrian safety analyses, would reasonably address potential 
secondary effects. 

The parking demand for the new uses associated with the proposed project was determined based on the 
methodology presented in the Transportation Guidelines. On an average weekday, the demand for parking 
would be 89 spaces. The proposed project would provide 30-48 off-street spaces. Thus, as proposed, the 
project would have an unmet parking demand of 41-59 spaces. While the proposed off-street parking 
spaces would be less than the anticipated parking demand, the resulting parking deficit of 41-59 spaces 
would not result in a significant impact in this case. At this location, the unmet parking demand could be 
accommodated within existing on-street and off-street parking spaces within a reasonable distance of the 
project vicinity. Additionally, the project site is well served by public transit and bicycle facilities. 
Therefore, any unmet parking demand associated with the project would not materially affect the overall 
parking conditions in the project vicinity such that hazardous conditions or significant delays are created. 

Further, the project site is located in an Urban Mixed-Use (UMU) district where under Section 151 of the 
Planning Code, the proposed project would not be required to provide any off-street parking spaces. 

It should be noted that the Planning Commission has the discretion to adjust the number of on-site 
parking spaces included in the proposed project, typically at the time that the project entitlements are 
sought. In many cases the Planning Commission does not support the parking ratio proposed by the 
project sponsor and the ratio is substantially reduced. In some cases, particularly when the proposed 
project is in a transit rich area, the Planning Commission does not support the provision of any off-street 
parking spaces. 

This is, in part, owing to the fact that the parking spaces are not ’bundled’ with the residential units. In 
other words, residents would have the option to rent or purchase a parking space, but one would not be 
automatically provided with the residential unit. Therefore, the provision of off-street parking is not a 
requirement for the development of the residential project, and the residential use of the proposed project 
would not be constrained by a lack of parking. 

Here, if no off-street parking spaces were provided, the proposed project would have an unmet demand 
of 89 spaces. As mentioned above, the unmet parking demand of 41-59 spaces could be accommodated by 
existing facilities, as could the unmet demand of 89 spaces that could occur if no off-street parking is 
approved by the Planning Commission. Given that the unmet demand could be met by existing facilities 
and given that the proposed project site is well-served by transit and bicycle facilities, a reduction in the 
number of off-street parking spaces associated with the proposed project, even if no off-street spaces are 
provided, would not result in significant delays or hazardous conditions. 

In summary, the proposed project would not result in a substantial parking deficit with or without the 
off-street parking currently proposed that would create hazardous conditions or significant delays 
affecting traffic, transit, bicycles or pedestrians. Therefore, impacts related to parking would be less than 
significant. 

Conclusion: Transportation and Circulation 

Based on the discussion above, the project would not have a significant project-specific or cumulative 
transportation and circulation impact. 
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Mni 

Project Impact 

Ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project site are typical of noise levels in neighborhoods in San 

Francisco, which are dominated by vehicular traffic, including trucks, cars, Muni vehicles, emergency 

vehicles, and land use activities, such as commercial businesses and periodic temporary construction-

related noise from nearby development, or street maintenance. Noises generated by residential and retail 

uses are common and generally accepted in urban areas. The noise generated by the occupants of the 

proposed project would not be considered a significant impact of the proposed project. An approximate 

doubling of traffic volumes in the area would be necessary to produce an increase in ambient noise levels 

noticeable to most people. The project would not cause a doubling in traffic volumes and therefore would 

not cause a noticeable increase in the ambient noise level in the project vicinity. 

The San Francisco General Plan noise guidelines indicate that any new residential development in areas 

with noise levels above 60 dBA should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of noise reduction 

requirements is made and needed noise insulation features are included in the proposed project design. 

In areas where noise levels exceed 65 dBA, a detailed analysis of noise reduction requirements must be 

done and needed noise insulation features included in the design. According to the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Final EIR, noise levels on Illinois Street are between 65.1 and 70.0 dBA. Title 24 of the 

California Code of Regulations establishes uniform noise insulation standards for multi-unit residential 

projects (including hotels, motels, and live/work developments). This state regulation requires meeting an 

interior standard of 45 dBA in any habitable room. The Department of Building Inspections (DBJ) would 

review the final building plans to ensure that the building wall and floor/ceiling assemblies for the 

residential development meet State standards regarding sound transmission for residents. Since the 

proposed project is subject to Title 24, Mitigation Measure F-3: Interior Noise Levels from the Eastern 

Neighborhoods EIR is not applicable. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR identified a significant impact related to new development including 

noise-sensitive uses located along streets with noise levels above 60 dBA (Ldn), 9  where such development 

is not already subject to the California Noise Insulation Standards in Title 24 of the California Code of 

Regulations. Since the proposed project is subject to Title 24, Mitigation Measure F-3: Interior Noise Levels 
from the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR is not applicable. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR identified a significant impact related to potential conflicts between 

existing noise-generating uses and new sensitive receptors, for new development including noise-

sensitive uses. Since the proposed project includes noise-sensitive uses with sensitive receptors 

(residential uses), Mitigation Measure F-4: Siting of Noise-Sensitive Uses applies to the proposed project. 

Pursuant to this measure, a noise study was conducted by an independent consultant that included a 24-

hour noise measurement and site survey of noise at the project site, and a survey of noise-generating uses 

The equivalent noise level for a continuous 24-hour period with a 10-decibel penalty imposed during nighttime and 

morning hours (10:00 pm to 7:00 am). 
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within 900 feet of the project site.’° The noise assessment for the 2290-2298 Third Street project site was 
conducted Tuesday through Thursday, December 20 to December 22, 2011. 

The 24-hour noise measurement recorded a day-night noise average of 69-70 dBA (Ldn) on 20th Street 
and 72 dBA (Ldn) on Third Street. These measurements are slightly higher than forecasted by noise 
modeling undertaken by the Department of Public Health, which predicts a traffic noise level of between 
60.1 dBA and 70 dBA (Ldn) for the project block of 20th and Third Streets (and surrounding blocks). The 
noise analysis site survey did not identify any additional land uses that generate unusual noise within 
900 feet of the project site. 

To achieve the necessary noise reduction required to meet the requirements of the State Building Code, 
some form of forced air mechanical ventilation, satisfactory to DBI, would be required in all residential 
units with partial or full line of sight to transportation noise sources (i.e., all four building façades). Given 
the anticipated exterior noise levels at the ground floor residential units proposed along Third and 20th 
Streets, it would also be necessary to provide sound-rated windows and doors to maintain interior noise 
levels at or below 45 dBA (Ldn). Interior noise levels would vary depending on the final design of the 
proposed building and construction materials and methods. 

Interior noise level calculations were made based on a review of the project’s building elevations and 
floor plans. Facade windows and doors racing 20tn Street would require a aouna i ransmission Gass 
(STC) rating of 30.10  Façade windows and doors facing Third Street would require an STC rating of 34, 
and façade windows and doors of the corner units would require an STC rating of 36. Given the noise 
environment at the project site, the noise analysis concluded that standard residential construction 
methods and forced-air ventilation systems would be sufficient for the remainder of the units in the 
proposed project. The noise insulation features noted would reduce interior noise levels in all units to less 
than 45 dBA (Ldn) with an adequate margin of safety, satisfying the City’s interior noise level 
requirements. No additional noise insulation treatments would be required. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Final FIR identified a significant impact related to potential conflicts between 
existing sensitive receptors and new noise-generating uses and determined that Mitigation Measures F-5: 
Siting of Noise-Generating Uses would reduce effects to a less-than-significant level. Since the proposed 
development does not propose any uses that would be expected to generate noise levels in excess of 
ambient noise in the vicinity of the project site, Mitigation Measure F-5 is not applicable. 

Construction noise is regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the San Francisco 
Police Code). The Noise Ordinance requires that construction work be conducted in the following 
manner: 1) noise levels of construction equipment, other than impact tools, must not exceed 80 dBA at a 
distance of 100 feet from the source (the equipment generating the noise); 2) impact tools must have 
intake and exhaust mufflers that are approved by the Director of the Department of Public Works (DPW) 

10 llhingworth & Rodkin, Inc., 2290-2298 Third Street Environmental Noise, January 19, 2012. This document is on file and is 
available for review as part of Case File No. 2010.0094E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 
Suite 450, San Francisco, CA. 

11 Sound Transmission Class (STC). A single figure rating designed to give an estimate of the sound insulation 
properties of a partition. Numerically, STC represents the number of decibels of speech sound reduction from one side 
of the partition to the other. The STC is intended for use when speech and office noise constitute the principal noise 
problem. 
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to best accomplish maximum noise reduction; and 3) if the noise from the construction work would 

exceed the ambient noise levels at the site property line by 5 dBA, the work must not be conducted 

between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 am., unless the Director of DPW authorizes a special permit for conducting 
the work during that period. 

DBI is responsible for enforcing the Noise Ordinance for private construction projects during normal 

business hours (8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.). The Police Department is responsible for enforcing the Noise 

Ordinance during all other hours. Nonetheless, during the construction period for the proposed project of 

approximately 14 months, occupants of the nearby properties could be disturbed by construction noise 

and possibly vibration. There may be times when noise could interfere with indoor activities in nearby 

residences and other businesses near the project site and may be considered an annoyance by occupants 

of nearby properties. The increase in noise in the project area during project construction would not be 

considered a significant impact of the proposed project because the construction noise would be 

temporary, intermittent, and restricted in occurrence and level, as the contractor would be obliged to 

comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods identified a significant impact related to construction noise that would 
include pile driving and determined that Mitigation Measure F-I: Construction Noise would reduce effects 

to a less-than-significant level. Since construction of the proposed project does not require pile driving, 
Mitigation Measure F-I is not applicable to the proposed project. 

Cumulative Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FIR did not identify a significant and unavoidable cumulative noise impact. 

Any development anticipated under Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning would be subject to Mitigation 

Measure F-3, F-4, F-5, and/or F-6, which would reduce its potential noise impact to a less-than-significant 

level. Therefore, there would be no significant cumulative noise impact. 

Air quality 

Project Impact 

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), the regional agency with jurisdiction over 

the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB), prepared an updated 2011 BAAQMD CEQA 
Air Quality Guidelines (Air Quality Guidelines)," which provided new methodologies for analyzing air 

quality impacts, including construction activities. The Air Quality Guidelines provide screening criteria 

for determining whether a project’s criteria air pollutant emissions may violate an air quality standard, 

contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net 

increase in criteria air pollutants. If a project meets the screening criteria, then the lead agency or 

applicant would not need to perform a detailed air quality assessment of the proposed project’s air 

pollutant emissions and construction or operation of the proposed project would result in a less-than-

significant air quality impact. The proposed project would be well below the screening criteria provided 

in the BAAQMD Air Quality Guidelines for construction-related criteria air pollutants. Therefore, 

12 	Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, updated 

May 2011. 
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construction and operation of the proposed project does not have the potential to result in criteria air 
pollutant impacts not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR. 

Project-related demolition, excavation, grading and other construction activities may cause wind-blown 
dust that could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere. The Eastern Neighborhoods Final 
EIR identified a significant impact related to construction air quality and determined that Mitigation 
Measure G-1: Construction Air Quality would reduce effects to a less-than-significant level. Subsequently, 
the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to the San Francisco Building 
and Health Codes generally referred hereto as the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176-
08, effective July 30, 2008) with the intent of reducing the quantity of dust generated during site 
preparation, demolition, and construction work in order to protect the health of the general public and of 
onsite workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and to avoid orders to stop work by DBI. These 
regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco Building Code ensure that potential dust-
related air quality impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. The proposed project would 
be subject to and would be required to comply with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance; therefore, 
the portions of Mitigation Measure G-1 that deal with dust control are not applicable to the proposed 
project. 

For determining potential health risk impacts, San Francisco has partnered with the BAAQMD to 
inventory and assess air pollution and exposures from mobile, stationary, and area sources within San 

Francisco and has identified portions of the City where air pollutant exposures may result in additional 

health risks for affected populations (air pollution "hot spots"). Citywide air pollution hot spots are 

identified based on two health-based criteria: 

(1) Excess cancer risk from all sources> 100; and 

(2) PM2.5 concentrations from all sources including ambient >10.tg/m 3 . 

Sensitive receptors" within these hot spots are more at risk for adverse health effects from exposure to 

substantial air pollutant concentrations than sensitive receptors located outside these hot spots. These 
locations (i.e., within hot spots) require additional consideration when projects or activities have the 

potential to emit toxic air contaminants (TACs), including diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions from 

construction activities. Construction activities are temporary and variable in nature and would cease 

upon completion of the proposed project construction duration. 

The project site is not located within an identified air pollution hot spot. However, the remainder of 

Mitigation Measure G-1 that deals with maintenance and operation of construction equipment is 

applicable to the proposed project. Compliance with project Mitigation Measure 1 - Construction 
Emissions Minimization measures would reduce to a less-than-significant level impacts from 

construction vehicles and equipment. In accordance with the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR requirements, 

the project sponsor has agreed to implement Project Mitigation Measure 1. 

13 The BAAQMD considers sensitive receptors as: children, adults or seniors occupying or residing in: 1) Residential dwellings, 

including apartments, houses, condominiums, 2) schools, colleges, and universities, 3) daycares, 4) hospitals, and 5) senior 
care facilities. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local 

Risks and Hazards, May 2011, page 12. 

SAN FRANCISCO 	 30 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



Exemption from Environmental Review 	 CASE NO. 2005.0408E 
2290-2298 Third Street Project 

Project Mitigation Measure 1 - Construction Emissions Minimization (Mitigation Measure G-
1 of the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR). 

The project sponsor and/or there contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment 
so as to minimize exhaust emissions of particulates and other pollutants, by such means as a 
prohibition on idling motors when equipment is not in use or when trucks are waiting in queues, 
and implementation of a specific maintenance program to reduce emissions from equipment that 
would be in frequent use for much of the construction period. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Final EJR identified a significant impact related to air quality for sensitive 
land uses and determined that Mitigation Measure G-2: Air Quality for Sensitive Land Uses would reduce 
effects to a less-than-significant level. In response to this concern, Article 38 of the San Francisco Health 
Code was amended to require that all newly constructed buildings containing ten or more units within 
the Potential Roadway Exposure Zone perform an Air Quality Assessment to determine whether the 
PM2.5 14  concentration at the project site is greater than 0.2 micrograms per cubic meter (0.2 .ig/m3). 15  
Sponsors of projects on sites where the PM25 concentration exceeds the 0.2 tg/m3 threshold are required 
to install ventilation systems or otherwise redesign the project to reduce indoor PM25 concentrations in 
habitable areas of the dwelling units by 80% of outdoor levels. Since the 2290-2298 Third Street project 
proposes to locate sensitive residential receptors within an area identified by the Department of Public 
Health (DPH) as potentially exceeding roadway particulate matter thresholds, an analysis of annual 
exposure to roadway related particulate matter was conducted. Results of the air quality modeling 
indicate that the maximum average annual exposure for sensitive receptors at the 2290-2298 Third Street 
project site would exceed the action level of 0.2 micrograms per cubic meter annual exposure. 16  Therefore, 
the proposed project would be required to install air filtration systems capable of removing 80% of 
outdoor PM2.5 concentration indoors for all residential dwelling units. Compliance with Article 38 would 
ensure that the proposed project sensitive land uses would not be substantially effected by existing air 
pollution. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR identified a significant impact related to siting of uses that emit 
diesel particulate matter (DPM) and determined that Mitigation Measure G-3: Siting of Uses that Emit DPM 
would reduce these effects to a less-than-significant level. As stated in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan 
EIR, to minimize potential exposure of sensitive receptors to DPM, for new development including 
warehousing and distribution centers, commercial, industrial, or other uses that would be expected to be 
served by at least 100 trucks per day or 45 refrigerated trucks per day, the Planning Department shall 
require that such uses be located no less than 1,000 feet from residential units and other sensitive 
receptors. The proposed project would not be expected to be served by at least 100 trucks per day or 45 
refrigerator trucks per day; therefore, Mitigation Measure G-3 is not applicable. 

14 	PMs 5 is a measure of smaller particles in the air. PMio has been the pollutant particulate level standard against which 
EPA has been measuring Clean Air Act compliance. On the basis of newer scientific findings, the Agency is 
considering regulations that will make PM2 s the new ’standard’. 

15 	See Board of Supervisors Ordinance No. 281-08, effective January 5, 2009. 

16  San Francisco Department of Public Health, Memorandum to During Associates, 2290 third Street Air Quality 
Assessment, December 11, 2009. This document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning 
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2005.0408E. 
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The Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR identified a significant impact related to siting of uses that emit 
TACs as part of everyday operations and determined that Mitigation Measure G-4: Siting of Uses that Emit 
Other TACs would reduce these effects to a less-than-significant level. The proposed project (construction 
of 71 residential units and 1,861 sf of retail with 42-46 off-street parking spaces) does not include uses that 
would emit a substantial amount of TACs; therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to this 
significant impact and Mitigation Measure G-4 is not applicable. 

As discussed above, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant project-specific air quality 
impact. 

Cumulative Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR did not identify a significant unavoidable air quality impact. Other 
development in the vicinity would be subject to Mitigation Measure G-1, G-2, G-3, and/or G-4. Therefore, 
the proposed project would result in a less than significant impact since the project’s contribution would 
not be cumulatively considerable. 

Shadow 

Project Impact 

Planning Code Section 295 generally prohibits new buildings that would cast new shadow on open space 
that is under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission between one hour 
after sunrise and one hour before sunset, at any time of the year, unless that shadow would not result in a 
significant adverse effect on the use of the open space. To determine whether the proposed project would 
conform to Section 295, a preliminary shadow fan analysis was prepared by Planning Department staff. 
This analysis determined that the proposed project would have the potential to cast new shadow on 
Esprit Park, which is under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department. However, the 
preliminary shadow fan analysis does not take into consideration local topography and intervening 
buildings. Therefore, a more detailed analysis was undertaken. This analysis determined that the 
proposed project’s shadow would not reach Esprit Park throughout the year, and therefore there would 
be no net new project-related shadow on Esprit Park. 17  The proposed project would shade portions of 
nearby streets and sidewalks at times within the project block. These new shadows would not exceed 
levels commonly expected in urban areas, and would be considered a less-than-significant effect under 
CEQA. In light of the above, the project would not result in a significant effect with regard to shadow, nor 
would the project contribute to any potential cumulative shading impacts. 

.......LLflLLLIaLJ.v C JLSLfFU…L 

The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR identified a significant unavoidable shadow impact for potential future 
development in the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning area. However, the proposed project would not 
generate a shadow impact peculiar to the project that is not anticipated in the Eastern Neighborhoods 

17 CADP, 2290 Third Street Shadow Analysis, July 29, 2013. This document is available for public review at the San 

Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2005.0408E. 
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FIR. Therefore, the proposed project’s contribution to any potential cumulative shadow impact was 

anticipated in the Eastern Neighborhoods Elk, and the project would not have any peculiar project-

specific contribution to cumulative shadow conditions. 

Hazardous Materials 

Project Impact 

The project site is currently occupied by a vacant bank building. An independent consultant prepared a 

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment for the project site) 8  An ESA assesses potential environmental 

concerns related to on-site or nearby chemical use, storage, handling, spillage, or on-site disposal, with 

particular focus on potential degradation of soil or groundwater quality. Various other businesses have 

occupied the site since it was constructed: saloon, restaurant, and retail. No underground storage tanks 

(UST) exist on the project site. The ESA did not identify substantial evidence indicating subsurface 

groundwater and soil contamination of the project site from contaminants originating on other nearby, 

agency-listed sites where chemicals are used, stored, or have been released, and no further investigation 

is required. Based on the Phase I report’s findings, the proposed project’s hazardous groundwater and 

soils impacts would be less than significant and mitigation measures would not be required. 

Results of subsurface investigation for a development project at 2225-2235 Third Street indicate that soils 

in the area are underlain by weathered serpentine bedrock. The proposed project would involve 

construction throughout the project site, potentially releasing serpentinite into the atmosphere. 

Serpentinite commonly contains naturally occurring chrysotile asbestos (NOA) or tremolite-actinolite, a 

fibrous mineral that can be hazardous to human health if airborne emissions are inhaled. In the absence 

of proper controls, NOA could become airborne during excavation and handling of excavated materials. 

On-site workers and the public could be exposed to airborne asbestos unless appropriate control 

measures are implemented. Although the California Air Resources Board (ARB) has not identified a safe 

exposure level for asbestos in residential areas, exposure to low levels of asbestos for short periods of 

time poses minimal risk. 19  To address health concerns from exposure to NOA, ARB enacted an Asbestos 

Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining 

Operations in July 2001. The requirements established by the Asbestos ATCM are contained in California 

Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 17, Section 93105,20  and are enforced by the Bay Area Air Quality 

Management District (BAAQMD). 

The Asbestos ATCM requires construction activities in areas where NOA is likely to be found to employ 

best available dust control measures. Additionally, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved the 

Construction Dust Control Ordinance in 2008 to reduce fugitive dust generated during construction 

activities. The requirements for dust control as identified in the Construction Dust Control Ordinance are 

PIERS Environmental Services, Inc., Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report, 2290 2298 Third Street, San 
Francisco, California, November 23, 2004. This document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning 
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2005.0408E. 

19  California Air Resources Board, Fact Sheet #1 Health Information on Asbestos, 2002. Available online at: 
http:I/www.arh.ca.gov/toxics/Ashestosll  health.pdf. Accessed April 15, 2013. 

20  California Air Resources Board, Regulatory Advisory, Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Construction, 
Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations, July 29, 2002. 
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as effective as the dust control measures identified in the Asbestos ATCM. Thus, the measures required in 
compliance with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance would protect the workers themselves as well 
as the public from fugitive dust that may also contain asbestos. The project sponsor would be required to 
comply with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, which would ensure that significant exposure to 
NOA would not occur. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a hazard to the public or 
environment from exposure to NOA. 

The project site is within the San Francisco Health Code, Article 22A (Maher Area). Any time 50 cubic 
yards or more of soil is disturbed on the site, such as under the proposed project, the project proponent 
shall comply with Article 22A prior to applying or gaining a building permit from the City and County of 
San Francisco Department of Building Inspections. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods identified a significant impact related to Hazardous Building Materials and 
determined that Mitigation Measure L-Tl: Hazardous Building Materials, which would require project 
proponents properly dispose of equipment containing PCBs and DEPH, would reduce effects to a less-
than-significant level. Since there is an existing building at the project site, Mitigation Measure L-1 would 
apply to the project. 

Project Mitigation Measure 2 - Hazardous Materials (Eastern Neighborhoods Mitigation 
Measure L-i- Hazardous Building Materials in the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area 
Plans Final EIR) 

The City shall condition future development approvals to require that the subsequent project 
sponsors ensure that any equipment containing PCBs or DEPH, such as fluorescent light ballasts, 
are removed and properly disposed of according to applicable federal, state, and local laws prior 
to the start of renovation, and that any fluorescent light tubes, which could contain mercury, are 
similarly removed and properly disposed of. Any other hazardous materials identified, either 
before or during work, shall be abated according to applicable federal, state, and local laws. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure L-1 would reduce project impacts related to hazardous building 
materials to a less-than-significant level. 

Cumulative Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR did not identify a significant unavoidable cumulative hazardous 
materials impact. Any other development anticipated under Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning would be 
subject to Mitigation Measure K-i, which would reduce its potential hazardous materials impact to a less-
than-significant level. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant cumulative 
hazardous materials impact. 
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MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

Mitigation Measures 

The project sponsor has agreed to implement the following mitigation measures. 

Project Mitigation Measure 1 Construction Emissions Minimization (Mitigation Measure G-1 of the 
Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final FIR) 

The City would also condition project approval such that each subsequent project sponsor would require 

the contractor(s) to maintain and operate construction equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions of 

particulates and other pollutants, by such means as a prohibition on idling motors when equipment is not 

in use or when trucks are waiting in queues, and implementation of specific maintenance programs to 

reduce emissions for equipment that would be in frequent use for much of the construction period. 

Project Mitigation Measure 2 - Hazardous Materials (Eastern Neighborhoods Mitigation Measure L-1-
Hazardous Building Materials in the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final FIR) 

The City shall condition future development approvals to require that the subsequent project sponsors 

ensure that any equipment containing PCBs or DEPH, such as fluorescent light ballasts, are removed and 

properly disposed of according to applicable federal, state, and local laws prior to the start of renovation, 

and that any fluorescent light tubes, which could contain mercury, are similarly removed and properly 

disposed of. Any other hazardous materials identified, either before or during work, shall be abated 
according to applicable federal, state, and local laws. 

Improvement Measures 

The project sponsor has agreed to implement the following Improvement Measures: 

Project Improvement Measure 1: Timing of Proposed On-Street Commercial Loading Spaces 

As an improvement measure to ensure that SFMTA’s approval and legislation phase for conversion of 

three unrestricted on-street parking spaces to commercial loading spaces is completed and new curb 

regulations implemented prior to the Proposed project’s opening, the project sponsor should apply for 

the commercial vehicle loading zone on 20th Street at the start of construction. The project sponsor would 

need to apply through the SFMTA’s Parking and Traffic Color Curb Program. 

Project Improvement Measure 2: Installation of Eyebolts 

As an improvement measure to reduce pole clutter, the project sponsor could review with SFMTA 

whether it would be appropriate to install eyebolts in the renovated building to support Muni’s overhead 

wire system on 20th Street and/or Third Street would be appropriate. 
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Project Improvement Measure 3: Installation of Bicycle Racks on the Adjacent Sidewalk 

As an improvement measure to accommodate retail visitors arriving by bicycle, the project sponsor 
would request that SFMTA install bicycle rack(s) on the sidewalks adjacent to the project site on 20th 
Street and/or Third Street. The project sponsor would work with SFMTA as to the final number and 
location of the bicycle racks. 

Project Improvement Measure 4: Coordination of Move-In/Move-Out Activities and Large Deliveries 

As an improvement measure to reduce the potential for parking of delivery vehicles within the travel 
lane adjacent to the curb lane on Third Street or within the Muni bus layover on 20th Street, residential 
move-in and move-out activities should be scheduled. Moving trucks should be parked on the south side 
of 20th Street within the proposed commercial loading zone, and curb parking should be reserved 
through SFMTA. In addition, larger deliveries should be scheduled and coordinated through building 
management. 

PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 

A "Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review" was mailed on July 29, 2011 to adjacent 
occupants and owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site regarding the previously proposed 
project that included demolition of the existing vacant, 4,125-sf building and surface parking lot and 
construction of 57,000 square feet of residential uses with up to 62 residential units and up to 60 parking 
spaces, with up to 13,000 sf of ground-floor commercial. 

Since issuance of the "Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review" and as discussed in this 
Certificate of Determination, the project proposal has been revised to consist of demolition of the existing 
building and parking lot and construction of up to 71 residential units, 1,783 sf of ground-floor 
commercial, and 30 to 48 off-street parking spaces, and 71 bicycle parking spaces. The concerns expressed 
by the public regarding the previously proposed project were also addressed in the Certificate of 
Determination above. 

CONCLUSION 

The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR incorporated and adequately addressed all potential impacts of the 
proposed 2290-2298 Third Street project. As described above, the 2290-2298 Third Street project would 
not have any additional or peculiar significant adverse effects not examined in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods EIR, nor has any new or additional information come to light that would alter the 
conclusions of the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR. Thus, the proposed 2290-2298 Third Street project would 
not have any new significant or peculiar effects on the environment not previously identified in the Final 
FT1? fnr 1-hp F21-ern NTeicvhhnrhnndc Tp7nnino nntl Aron PInne ni-iv Wn]]M AnAT pnrirnnmpnl-cl imn A rte h 

substantially greater than described in the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR. No mitigation measures 
previously found infeasible have been determined to be feasible, nor have any new mitigation measures 
or alternatives been identified but rejected by the project sponsor. Therefore, the proposed project is 
exempt from environmental review under Section 15183 and Section 21083.3 of the California Public 
Resources Code. 
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Attachment A 
Community Plan Exemption Checklist 

Case No.: 2005.0408E 

Project Title: 2290-2298 Third Street Residential-Retail Project 

Zoning: Urban Mixed Use (UMU) District 
68-X Height and Bulk District 

Block/Lot: 4059/009 

Lot Size: 14,050 square feet 

Plan Area: Central Waterfront Area Plan 
Subarea of Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan 

Staff Contact: Brett Bollinger� (415) 575-9024 
brett.bollinger@sfgov.org  

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

The project site is located in the Central Waterfront Area adjacent to the Dogpatch neighborhood on the 
northwest corner of the intersection of Third and 20th Streets. The project block’s boundaries are 
Nineteenth Street (north), Third Street (east), 20th Street (south), and Tennessee Street (west). The project 

sponsor proposes to demolish a vacant 4,125-square-foot (sO, one-story, 21-foot-tall commercial building, 

remove a 24-space surface parking lot, and construct a 68-foot-tall, six-story, 59,682-sf residential mixed-
use building with up to 71 residential units and approximately 1,783-sf of ground-floor neighborhood-
serving retail, and a 7,910-sf, ground-floor parking garage, including up to six ground-floor townhome-
style residential units. Approximately 8,767 sf of common usable open space would be provided by a 

podium-level rear yard and several interconnected roof decks. 

There would be about 20 studio units (419-sf average), 22 one-bedroom units (633-sf average), 25 two-
bedroom units (902-sf average), and 4 three-bedroom units (954-sf average). The parking garage would 
contain between 30 to 48 residential spaces arranged on automated stackers and one car-share space. The 
garage would not include an off-street loading space; however, the garage would accommodate a 20-foot 
service van. The project would also include an approximately 2,670-sf semi-subterranean basement 
containing about 71 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and assorted building services and storage. 

The existing building located on the project site, constructed in 1917, has a National Register of Historic 
Places Status Code of 4D2, indicating that it has potential historical value as a contributor to a fully 

documented historic district that may become eligible for listing. 

B. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

This Community Plan Exemption Checklist examines the potential environmental impacts that would 
result from implementation of the proposed project and indicates whether any such impacts are 
addressed in the applicable Programmatic Final EIR ("FEIR") for the plan area. Items checked ’Sig. 
Impact Identified in FEIR" identify topics for which a significant impact is identified in the FEIR. In such 
cases, the analysis considers whether the proposed project would result in impacts that would contribute 

to the impact identified in the FEIR. If the analysis concludes that the proposed project would contribute 
to a significant impact identified in the FEIR, the item is checked ’Project Contributes to Sig. Impact 
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Identified in FEIR.’ Mitigation measures identified in the FEIR applicable to the proposed project are 
identified in the text of the Certificate of Determination for each topic area. 

Items checked Project Has Sig. Peculiar Impact’ identify topics for which the proposed project would 
result in a significant impact that is peculiar to the project, i.e., the impact is not identified as significant in 
the FEW. Any impacts not identified in the FEIR will be addressed in a separate Focused Initial Study or 
EIR. 

Any item that was not addressed in the FEW is discussed in the Checklist. For any topic that was found 
in the FEIR and for the proposed project to be less than significant (LTS) or would have no impacts, the 
topic is marked LTS/ No Impact and is discussed in the Checklist below. 

Project 
Contributes to 

Sig. Impact Sig. Impact Project Has 
Identified in Identified in Sig. Peculiar LTS/No 

Topics: FOR FOR Impact Impact 

1. 	LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING� 
Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community? Li n Li 

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or El El El N 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 

environmental effect? 

c) Have a substantial impact upon the existing character of El Li 
the vicinity? 

Please see Certificate of Determination for discussion of this topic. 

Project 
Contributes to 

Sig. Impact Sig. Impact Project Has 
Identified in Identified in Sig. Peculiar LTS/No 

Topics: FEIR FOR Impact Impact 

2. 	AESTHETICS�Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? o Li 0 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not El Li  El N 
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and other features of 
the built or natural environment which contribute to a 

scenic public setting? 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or El 0 0 
quality of the site and its surroundings? 
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Topics: 

Project 
Contributes to 

Sig. Impact Sig. Impact 
Identified in Identified in 

FOR FOR 

Project Has 
Sig. Peculiar 	LTS/No 

Impact 	 Impact 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which 

would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area 

or which would substantially impact other people or 

properties? 

Project Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final EIR ("Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR") 
evaluated three land use options. The Eastern Neighborhoods FE1R states that under each of these 
options it was not anticipated that the proposed project would substantially damage scenic resources that 

contribute to a scenic public setting. As a proposed rezoning and planning process, the project would not 
directly result in any physical changes. Rather, any changes in urban form and visual quality would be 
the secondary result of individual development projects that would occur subsequent to the adoption of 

changes in zoning and community plans. 

With respect to views, the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR found that while development pursuant to the 
Plan would result in height increases and use district changes, the rezoning would not substantially 
degrade the views and new development up to the proposed height limits may even help define the 
street edge and better frame urban views. The Plan would not be considered to result in a significant 
adverse impact with regard to views. In addition, the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR concluded that light 
and glare impacts would be less than significant because new construction in the project area could 
generate additional night lighting, but not in amounts unusual for a developed urban area. Furthermore, 
additional glare from new buildings would not result in a substantial change as use of reflective glass 

would be restricted by Planning Commission Resolution 9212. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEW also noted that new development anticipated by the Central Waterfront 
Area Plan would be required to comply with the design guidelines and standards of the Central 
Waterfront Neighborhood Plan. The guidelines promote pedestrian-oriented development, like the 
proposed project, along prominent streets such as Third Street. The guidelines also address building 
massing and façade articulation and detailing, thus further assuring new buildings would be compatible 

with existing development and provide visual interest. 

The proposed project would replace a vacant 21-foot-tall, single-story, 4,125-sf commercial structure, 
formerly used as a bank, with a 68-foot-tall, six-story, 59,682-sf residential mixed-use building. While the 
new building would change the visual appearance of the site, it would not substantially degrade its 
visual character or quality. In addition, projects involving demolition of existing structures and 
construction of new structures were foreseen in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. Furthermore, the 
proposed building would not be substantially taller than some of the taller existing development in the 
project vicinity, and therefore would not obstruct longer-range views from various locations in the Plan 

Area and the City as a whole. 

In light of the above, the project’s impacts with respect to visual character, scenic view, and light and 

glare would be less than significant. 
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Design and aesthetics are by definition subjective, and open to interpretation by decision-makers and 
members of the public. A proposed project would, therefore, be considered to have a significant adverse 
effect on visual quality only if it would cause a substantial and demonstrable negative change. The 
proposed project would not result in such a change. As described in the Certificate of Determination, the 
proposed building envelope meets Planning Code requirements for the UMU zoning district. 

The proposed project would be visible from some residential and commercial buildings within the project 
site vicinity. Some reduced private views on private property would be an unavoidable consequence of 
the proposed project and would be an undesirable change for those individuals affected. Nonetheless, the 
change in views would not exceed that commonly expected in an urban setting, and the loss of those 
private views would not constitute a significant impact under CEQA. 

Cumulative Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR did not identify a significant unavoidable aesthetic impact. Therefore, 

the proposed project would not contribute to a significant cumulative aesthetic impact. 

Topics: 

Project 
Contributes to 

0;... ,....._.,, 	Oh. I........... 
-.. .... I.-...  

Identified in 	Identified in 
FOR 	 FOR 

Sig. Peculiar 	LTS/No 
Impact 	 Impact 

3. POPULATION AND HOUSING�
Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either 	 o 	D 	El 	N 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension 
of roads or other infrastructure)? 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing units or 	o 	o 	D 
create demand for additional housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing? 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 	ci 	o 	D 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

Project Impact 

One of the objectives of the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR was to identify appropriate locations for 
housing in the City’s industrially zoned land to meet a citywide need for more housing. The FEIR 
concluded that the rezoning would not create a substantial demand for additional housing in San 
Francisco, or substantially reduce the housing supply because the increase in population that would be 
expected to occur as a secondary effect of the proposed rezoning and adoption of the proposed area plans 
would not, in itself, result in adverse physical effects. 

The proposed project would increase the population on site by constructing up to 71 new dwelling units 
and approximately 1,783 sf of ground-floor commercial uses. This increase in population would not be 
expected to have an adverse physical environmental impact. The proposed project is not anticipated to 
create a substantial demand for increased housing because the housing provided would more than offset 
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the amount of new commercial jobs generated by the 1,783 sf of commercial uses, which would generate 

an estimated five or six new jobs. 

Additionally, the proposed project would not displace any residents because the project site contains no 

residence. As such, construction of replacement housing would not be necessary. 

The proposed new mixed-use residential building is consistent with the density and scale of development 
considered in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR, and there would be no significant environment effects 
with respect to population and housing peculiar to the project or its site. No mitigation measure was 
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR, and none would be required for the proposed project. 

Cumulative Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR did not identify a significant and unavoidable cumulative population 
and housing impact. Therefore, the proposed project could not contribute to such an impact. 

Project 
Contributes to 

Sly. Impact 
	

Sig. Impact 
	

Project Has 
Identified in 
	

Identified in 
	

Sig. Peculiar 	LTS/No 
Topics: 
	

FOR 
	

FOR 
	

Impact 	 Impact 

4. 	CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES�Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
a historical resource as defined in §150645, including 
those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San 
Francisco Planning Code? 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of o 
an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological o 0 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 0 0 0 
outside of formal cemeteries? 

Please see Certificate of Determination for discussion of this topic. 
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Topics: 

5. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION�
Would the project: 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system, taking into account 
all modes of transportation including mass transit and 
non-motorized travel and relevant components of the 
circulation system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian 
and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management 
program, including but not limited to level of service 
standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways? 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either 
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location, that 
results in substantial safety risks? 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, 
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 

facilities? 

Project 
Contributes to 

Sig. Impact Sig. Impact Project Has 
Identified in Identified in Sig. Peculiar 	L TS/No 

FOR FEIR Impact 	 Impact 

El EJ 

El 	El 

El 	El El 

[] 	[I] El 

El 	El 0 

El 	El El 

Please see Certificate of Determination for discussion of this topic. 

Topics 

6. NOISE�Would the project: 

a) Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise 
levels in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
UI other a5t,I Lt.lCI 

b) Result in exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels? 

Project 
Contributes to 

Sig. Impact Sig. Impact Project Has 
Identified in Identified in Sig. Peculiar LTS/No 

FOR FEIR Impact Impact 

El El 

El 	El 
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Topics: 

c) Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient 

noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 

without the project? 

d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in 

ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 

existing without the project? 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan area, 

or, where such a plan has not been adopted, in an area 

within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 

would the project expose people residing or working in 

the area to excessive noise levels? 

0 	For a project located in the vicinity of a private airstrip, 

would the project expose people residing or working in 

the project area to excessive noise levels? 

g) 	Be substantially affected by existing noise levels? 

Project 
Contributes to 

Sig. Impact Sig. Impact Project Has 
Identified in Identified in Sig. Peculiar LTS/No 

FOR FOR Impact Impact 

N El El N 

N El El N 

El El El N 

El 	0 El 	N 

N 	El 0 	N 

Please see Certificate of Determination for discussion of this topic. 

Topics: 

7. AIR QUALITY�Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable 

air quality plan? 

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 

substantially to an existing or projected air quality 

violation? 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 

criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-

attainment under an applicable federal, state, or regional 

ambient air quality standard (including releasing 

emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 

precursors)? 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations? 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number 

of people? 

Project 
Contributes to 

Sig. Impact Sig. Impact Project Has 
Identified in Identified in Sig. Peculiar L TS/No 

FOR FOR Impact Impact 

El 0 0 N 

N 0 El N 

El 0 0 N 

N 	0 	0 	N 

0 	D 	0 	N 

Please see Certificate of Determination for discussion of this topic. 
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Topics: 

Project 
Contributes to 

Sig. Impact 	Sig. Impact 
Identified in 	Identified in 

FOR 	 FEIR 

Project Has 
Sig. Peculiar 	LTS/No 

Impact 	 Impact 

8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS�
Would the project: 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 	 El 	LII 	El 	0 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation 	 El 	[] 	[II] 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

Project Impact 

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are referred to as greenhouse gases (GHG5) because they capture 
heat radiated from the sun as it is reflected back into the atmosphere, much like a greenhouse does. The 
accumulation of GHG’s has been implicated as the driving force for global climate change. The primary 
GHGs are carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, ozone, and water vapor. 

While the presence of the primary GHGs in the atmosphere are naturally occurring, carbon dioxide 
(CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N20) are largely emitted from human activities, accelerating 
the rate at which these compounds occur within earth’s atmosphere. Emissions of carbon dioxide are 
largely by-products of fossil fuel combustion, whereas methane results from off-gassing associated with 
agricultural practices and landfills. Other GHGs include hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and 
sulfur hexafluoride, and are generated in certain industrial processes. Greenhouse gases are typically 
reported in "carbon dioxide-equivalent" measures (CO2E). 1  

There is international scientific consensus that human-caused increases in GHGs have and will continue 
to contribute to global warming. Potential global warming impacts in California may include, but are not 
limited to, loss in snow pack, sea level rise, more extreme heat days per year, more high ozone days, more 

large forest fires, and more drought years. Secondary effects are likely to include a global rise in sea level, 
impacts to agriculture, changes in disease vectors, and changes in habitat and biodiversity. 2  

The Air Resources Board (ARB) estimated that in 2006 California produced about 484 million gross metric 
tons of CO2E (MMTCO2E), or about 535 million U.S. tons. 3  The ARB found that transportation is the 
source of 38 percent of the State’s GHG emissions, followed by electricity generation (both in-state and 
niif_nf_c+,+o) n+ 	
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Because of the differential heat absorption potential of various GHGs, GHG emissions are frequently measured in 
"carbon dioxide-equivalents," which present a weighted average based on each gas’s heat absorption (or "global 

warming") potential. 

2 	California Climate Change Portal, Frequently Asked Questions About Global Climate Change. Available online at: 
http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/publications/fags.html . Accessed November 8, 2010. 

California Air Resources Board (ARB), "California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2006� by Category as Defined 
in the Scoping Plan." http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventorv/data/tables/ghc  inventory scopingplan 2009-03-13.12df. 
Accessed March 2, 2010. 
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(primarily for heating) accounted for 9 percent of GHG emissions. 4  In the Bay Area, fossil fuel 

consumption in the transportation sector (on-road motor vehicles, off-highway mobile sources, and 
aircraft) and the industrial and commercial sectors are the two largest sources of GHG emissions, each 
accounting for approximately 36% of the Bay Area’s 95.8 MMTCO2E emitted in 2007. 5  Electricity 

generation accounts for approximately 16% of the Bay Area’s GHG emissions followed by residential fuel 
usage at 7%, off-road equipment at 3% and agriculture at 1%.6 

Regulatory Setting 

In 2006, the California legislature passed Assembly Bill No. 32 (California Health and Safety Code 
Division 25.5, Sections 38500, et seq., or AB 32), also known as the Global Warming Solutions Act. AB 32 
requires ARB to design and implement emission limits, regulations, and other measures, such that 
feasible and cost-effective statewide GHG emissions are reduced to 1990 levels by 2020 (representing a 25 

percent reduction in emissions). 

Pursuant to AB 32, ARB adopted a Scoping Plan in December 2008, outlining measures to meet the 2020 
GHG reduction limits. In order to meet these goals, California must reduce its GHG emissions by 30 
percent below projected 2020 business as usual emissions levels, or about 15 percent from today’s levels. 
The Scoping Plan estimates a reduction of 174 million metric tons of CO2E (MMTCO2E) (about 191 
million U.S. tons) from the transportation, energy, agriculture, forestry, and high global warming 
potential sectors, see Table 3, below. ARB has identified an implementation timeline for the GHG 

reduction strategies in the Scoping Plan. 8  Some measures may require new legislation to implement, 
some will require subsidies, some have already been developed, and some will require additional effort 
to evaluate and quantify. Additionally, some emissions reductions strategies may require their own 
environmental review under CEQA or the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

ibid. 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Source Inventory of Bay Area Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Base Year 2007, 

Updated: February 2010. Available online at: 
http://www.baagmd.gov/-/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/Emission%20hiven  tory/regionalinven tory2007 

2 10.ashx. Accessed March 2, 2010. 

6 	Ibid. 

California Air Resources Board, California’s Climate Plan: Fact Sheet. Available online at: 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/facts/scoping  plan fs.pdf. Accessed March 4, 2010. 

8 	California Air Resources Board. AB 32 Scoping Plan. Available Online at: 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/sp  measures implementation timcline.pdf. Accessed March 2, 2010. 
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Table 3. GHG Reductions from the AB 32 ScoDinci Plan Sectors 9  
- 

GHG Reductaon& 	By Sector jsres 
GHG Reductions (MMT li CO2E) 

Transportation Sector 62.3 
Electricity and Natural Gas 49.7 
Industry 1.4 
Landfill Methane Control Measure (Discrete Early 

1 
Action) 
Forestry 5 
High Global Warming Potential GHG5 20.2 
Additional Reductions Needed to Achieve the GHG 34.4 
Cap 

Total 174 

ecoiended MeasureiJiiIJjL a 
Government Operations 1-2 
Agriculture- Methane Capture at Large Dairies 1 
Methane Capture at Large Dairies 1 
Additional GHG Reduction Measures 
Water 4.8 
Green Buildings 26 
High Recycling/ Zero Waste 

� 	Commercial Recycling 
� 	Composting 

9 � 	Anaerobic Digestion 
� 	Extended Producer Responsibility 
� 	Environmentally Preferable Purchasing 

ae 	�l5s 	 . 
LOt 	 . 	:_ 

AB 32 also anticipates that local government actions will result in reduced GHG emissions. ARB has 
identified a GHG reduction target of 15 percent from current levels for local governments themselves and 
notes that successful implementation of the plan relies on local governments’ land use planning and 
urban growth decisions because local governments have primary authority to plan, zone, approve, and 
permit land development to accommodate population growth and the changing needs of their 

jurisdictions. 

The Scoping Plan relies on the requirements of Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) to implement the carbon emission 
reductions anticipated from land use decisions. SB 375 was enacted to align local land use and 
transportation planning to further achieve the State’s GHG reduction goals. SB 375 requires regional 
transportation plans, developed by Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs), to incorporate a 
"sustainable communities strategy" in their regional transportation plans (RTPs) that would achieve 
GHG emission reduction targets set by ARB. SB  375 also includes provisions for streamlined CEQA 
review for some infill projects such as transit-oriented development. SB 375 would be implemented over 
the next several years and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s 2013 RTP would be its first 

plan subject to SB 375. 

Senate Bill 97 (SB 97) required the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to amend the state CEQA 
guidelines to address the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHGs. In response, OPR 
amended the CEQA guidelines to provide guidance for analyzing GHG emissions. Among other changes 
to the CEQA Guidelines, the amendments add a new section to the CEQA Checklist (CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix C) to address questions regarding the project’s potential to emit GHGs. 

Ibid. 
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The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is the primary agency responsible for air 
quality regulation in the nine county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB). As part of their role in 
air quality regulation, BAAQMD has prepared the CEQA air quality guidelines to assist lead agencies in 
evaluating air quality impacts of projects and plans proposed in the SFBAAB. The guidelines provide 
procedures for evaluating potential air quality impacts during the environmental review process 
consistent with CEQA requirements. On June 2, 2010, the BAAQMD adopted new and revised CEQA air 
quality thresholds of significance and issued revised guidelines that supersede the 1999 air quality 
guidelines. The 2010 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines provide for the first time CEQA thresholds of 

significance for greenhouse gas emissions. OPR’s amendments to the CEQA Guidelines as well as 
BAAQMD’s 2010 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines and thresholds of significance have been incorporated 

into this analysis accordingly. 

The most common GHGs resulting from human activity are CO2, CH4, and N20. 111  State law defines 

GIIGs to also include hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexafluoride. These latter GHG 
compounds are usually emitted in industrial processes, and therefore not applicable to the proposed 
project. Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by directly or indirectly 
emitting Gl-lGs during construction and operational phases. Direct operational emissions include GHG 
emissions from new vehicle trips and area sources (natural gas combustion). Indirect emissions include 

emissions from electricity providers, energy required to pump, treat, and convey water, and emissions 

associated with landfill operations. 

Project Impact 

The proposed project would increase the activity by replacing a vacant lot with a mixed-use development 
that would result in additional vehicle trips and an increase in energy use. The development could also 
result in an increase in overall water usage which generates indirect emissions from the energy required 
to pump, treat and convey water. The development could also result in an increase in discarded landfill 
materials. Therefore, the proposed project would contribute to annual long-term increases in GHGs as a 
result of increased vehicle trips (mobile sources) and operations associated with energy use, water use 

and wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal. 

As discussed above, the BAAQMD has adopted CEQA thresholds of significance for projects that emit 

GHGs, one of which is a determination of whether the proposed project is consistent with a Qualified 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy, as defined in the 2010 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. On August 12, 
2010, the San Francisco Planning Department submitted a draft of the City and County of San Francisco’s 
Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions to the BAAQMD.11 This document presents a 
comprehensive assessment of policies, programs and ordinances that collectively represent San 
Francisco’s Qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy in compliance with the BAAQMD’s 2010 

CEQA Air Quality Guidelines and thresholds of significance. 

San Francisco’s GHG reduction strategy identifies a number of mandatory requirements and incentives 
that have measurably reduced greenhouse gas emissions including, but not limited to, increasing the 

10 	Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. Technical Advisory- CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change 

through California Environmental Qualify Act (CEQA) Review. June 19, 2008. Available at the Office of Planning and 

Research’s website at: http://www.opr.ca.gov/cega/12dfs/iuneO8 -cega.pdf . Accessed March 3, 2010. 

’ 

	

	San Francisco Planning Department. Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions no San Francisco. 2010. The final 

document is available online at: http://www.sfplanning.org/index.aspx?pagevl57O.  
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energy efficiency of new and existing buildings, installation of solar panels on building roofs, 
implementation of a green building strategy, adoption of a zero waste strategy, a construction and 
demolition debris recovery ordinance, a solar energy generation subsidy, incorporation of alternative fuel 
vehicles in the City’s transportation fleet (including buses and taxis), and a mandatory composting 
ordinance. The strategy also identifies 42 specific regulations for new development that would reduce a 
project’s GHG emissions. 

San Francisco’s climate change goals as are identified in the 2008 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Ordinance 
as follows: 

� By 2008, determine the City’s 1990 GHG emissions, the baseline level with reference to which 
target reductions are set; 

� Reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels by 2017; 

� Reduce GHG emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2025; and 

� Reduce GHG emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. 

The City’s 2017 and 2025 GHG reduction goals are more aggressive than the State’s GHG reduction goals 
as outlined in AB 32, and consistent with the State’s long-term (2050) GHG reduction goals. San 
Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions identifies the City’s actions to pursue 
cieiier energy, eiiergy colLservdlluIl, aiwriiaiive L[d11SO11dL1U1L dELU SOIIU WdSLC pU11CICS, dilU C011(iLES 

that San Francisco’s policies have resulted in a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions below 1990 levels, 
meeting statewide AB 32 GHG reduction goals. As reported, San Francisco’s 1990 GHG emissions were 
approximately 8.26 million metric tons (MW) CO2E and 2005 GHG emissions are estimated at 7.82 
MMTCO2E, representing an approximately 5.3 percent reduction in GHG emissions below 1990 levels. 

The BAAQMD reviewed San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions and concluded 
that the strategy meets the criteria for a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy as outlined in BAAQMD’s 
CEQA Guidelines (2010) and stated that San Francisco’s "aggressive GHG reduction targets and 
comprehensive strategies help the Bay Area move toward reaching the State’s AB 32 goals, and also serve 
as a model from which other communities can learn." 12 

Based on the BAAQMD’s 2010 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, projects that are consistent with San 
Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions would result in a less than significant 
impact with respect to GHG emissions. Furthermore, because San Francisco’s strategy is consistent with 
AB 32 goals, projects that are consistent with San Francisco’s strategy would also not conflict with the 
State’s plan for reducing GHG emissions. As discussed in San Francisco’s Strategies to Address 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, new development and renovations/alterations for private projects and 
municipal projects are required to comply with San Francisco’s ordinances that reduce greenhouse gas 

A 
CII LI)OIJI LO. rxffJnLaL)Ic  I CLf 1211 CII ICI LCD CLI = DI LU WV IL L/CIU VV ILL 1 UL’IC t. 

12 Letter from Jean Roggenkamp, BAAQMD, to Bill Wycko, San Francisco Planning Department. October 28, 2010. This 
letter is available online at: httl2://www.sfi2lanninE..org/index.as2x?12age=4570. Accessed November 12, 2010. 
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Table 4. Reaulations Apłlicable to the Proposed Project 

Regulation Requirements Project Compliance Discussion 

Transportation Sector 

Commuter Benefits All employers of 20 or more employees must D Project Complies Using a rate of one employee per 350 square feet 

Ordinance (San provide at least one of the following benefit Z Not Applicable of retail, the proposed projects 1,861 sf of retail 

Francisco Environment programs. D Project Does Not 
space would be expected to employ up to 6 

Code, Section 421) 1 	A Pre-Tax Election consistent with 26 U.S C. Comply 
people. Any employer of more than 20 employees 

§ 132(f), allowing employees to elect to exclude would be subject to this ordinance; therefore, 

from taxable wages and compensation, Section 421 of the Environment Code would not 

employee commuting costs incurred for transit be applicable to the proposed project If the "flex" 

passes or vanpool charges, or units were used for retail, none would be 

(2) Employer Paid Benefit whereby the employer 
expected to employ more than 2-3 people; 

supplies a transit pass for the public transit 
therefore, Section 421 would not be applicable. 

system requested by each Covered Employee or 
reimbursement for equivalent vanpool charges 
at least equal in value to the purchase price of 

the appropriate benefit, or 

(3) Employer Provided Transit furnished by the 

employer at no cost to the employee in a 
vanpool or bus, or similar multi-passenger 
vehicle operated by or for the employer.  

Emergency Ride Home All persons employed in San Francisco are Project Complies Retail leaseholders of the project would comply 

Program eligible for the emergency ride home program 0 Not Applicable with the Emergency Ride Home Program by 

0 Project Does Not 
enrolling in the program, and complying with its 

Comply 
provisions, either by paying travel expenses for 
employee emergencies, which would be 
reimbursable by the City, or by notifying 
employees of the program. 

Transportation Requires new buildings or additions over a 0 Project Complies Section 163 applies to new office development of 

Management Programs specified size (buildings >25,000 sf or 100,000sf Not Applicable between 25,000 and 100,000 sf, depending on 

(San Francisco Planning depending on the use and zoning district) within 0 Project Does Not 
the district in which the development is located. 

Code, Section 163) certain zoning districts (including downtown and Comply 
The project does not include office uses and 

mixed-use districts in the City’s eastern therefore Section 163 does not apply. 

neighborhoods and south of market) to 
implement a Transportation Management 
Program and provide on-site transportation 
management brokerage services for the life of 

the building.  

Transit Impact Establishes the following fees for all commercial Project Complies Planning Code Section 411.3(e) identifies the 

Development Fee (San developments. Fees are paid to DBI and 0 Not Applicable City’s Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF) 

Francisco Planning Code, provided to SFMTA to improve local transit 0 Project Does Not 
schedule, which levies retail space at $10 00/sf. 

Section 411) services. Comply 
The proposed project would be subject to the 

Review Planning Code Section 411.3(a) for TIDE, and the project sponsor would be required 

applicability, to pay $10 per sf for the proposed retail space. 

Jobs-Housing Linkage The Jobs-Housing Program found that new large 0 Project Complies Section 413 is applicable to projects that increase 

Program (San Francisco scale developments attract new employees to N Not Applicable some commercial uses, including retail, by 25,000 

Planning Code Section the City who require housing. The program is 0 Project Does Not 
net new square feet. The proposed project, With 

413) designed to provide housing for those new uses Comply 
1,861 sf of retail, would not be subject to Section 

within San Francisco, thereby allowing 413. 

employees to live close to their place of 

employment. 

The program requires a developer to pay a fee 
or contribute land suitable for housing to a 
housing developer or pay an in-lieu fee. 

Bicycle Parking in New Professional Services 0 Project Complies The proposed project does not include any 

and Renovated (A) Where the gross square footage of the floor Not Applicable professional services, and would include 1,861 sf 

Commercial Buildings area is between 10,000-20,000 feet, 3 bicycle 0 Project Does Not 
of retail use, less than the 25,000-sf threshold for 

(San Francisco Planning spaces are required Comply 
retail use. Section 155,4 would not apply to the 

Code, Section 155.4) 
(B) Where the gross square footage of the floor 

proposed project 

area is between 20,000-50,000 feet, 6 bicycle 

spaces are required 

(3)Where the gross square footage of the floor  
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area exceeds 50,000 square feet, 12 bicycle 
spaces are required. 

Retail Services: 

(A) Where the gross square footage of the floor 
area is between 25,000 square feet - 50,000 
feet, 3 bicycle spaces are required. 

(2) Where the gross square footage of the floor 
area is between 50,000 square feet- 100,000 
feet, 6 bicycle spaces are required. 

(3) Where the gross square footage of the floor 
area exceeds 100,000 square feet, 12 bicycle 
spaces are required. 

Bicycle parking in parking (C) Garages with more than 500 automobile 0 Project Complies The proposed project would include parking 
garages (San Francisco spaces shall provide 25 spaces plus one 0 Not Applicable ancillary to the residential and retail uses�it 
Planning Code, Section additional space for every 40 automobile spaces El Project Does Not 

would not be considered a privately owned 
155.2) over 500 spaces, up to a maximum of 50 bicycle Comply parking garage subject to Section 155.2. This 

parking spaces. requirement would not apply to the proposed 
project. 

Bicycle parking in (A)For projects up to 50 dwelling units, one 23 Project Complies The proposed project, with 71 residential units, 
Residential Buildings Class 1 space for every 2 dwelling units. U Not Applicable would be required to include 30 bicycle parking 
(San Francisco Planning (B) For projects over 50 dwelling units, 25 Class El Project Does Not spaces. It would include 71 bicycle spaces, 
Code, Section 155.5) 1 spaces plus one Class 1 space for every 4 Comply thereby complying with this requirement. 

dwelling units over 50. 

San Francisco Green Requires New Large Commercial projects, New 0 Project Complies The proposed project, at 6 stories, would not be 
Rtulrtinn Rpniiirnmnnts Hinh-rici 	Psidnth’iI nrnipr.ts and (nmmprr.iI nnnirlprPO n hinh-risp nrnier.t and thp.sn 

(San Francisco Building Interior projects to provide designated parking Project Does Not 
requirements would not apply. 

Code, Chapter 13C.106.5 for low-emithng, fuel efficient, and carpool/van Comply  p y 
and 13C.5.106.5) pool vehicles. Mark 8% of parking stalls for such 

vehicles. 

Car Sharing New residential projects or renovation of Project Complies With no commercial parking spaces provided by 
Requirements (San buildings being converted to residential uses 0 Not Applicable the proposed project, Table 166 of Section 166 
Francisco Planning Code, within most of the City’s mixed-use and transit- Li Project Does Not 

does not require any car share spaces for the 
Section 166) oriented residential districts are required to 

Comply 
retail use. With 71 residential units, Section 166, 

provide car share parking spaces. Table 166 requires 1 car share space. The 
proposed project would provide 1 car share 
space, thereby complying with this requirement. 

Parking requirements for The Planning Code has established parking N Project Complies Planning Code Section 151.1, Table 151.1, 
San Francisco’s Mixed- maximums for many of San Francisco’s Mixed- 0 Not Applicable principally permits 0.75 parking spaces for 
Use zoning districts (San Use districts. 0 Project Does Not residential units (!9 2BR and 1,000 sf) in UMU 
Francisco Planning Code 

y Cornp I 
districts; therefore 53 spaces for the proposed 

Section 151.1) project. With 42-46 residential parking spaces, 
would comply with this requirement. 

Planning Code Section 151.1, Table 151.1, 
permits one retail parking space for retail uses of 
1,500sf; the proposed project’s 1,861 of of retail 
use would therefore be permitted one retail 
parking space. With no retail parking spaces 
proposed, the 2290-2298 project would comply 
with this requirement. 

it  ik a 54M.  I 	I 1eyEffiencySe  

San Francisco Green New construction of non-residential buildings Project Complies The proposed project would comply with the 
Building Requirements for requires the demonstration of a 15% energy 0 Not Applicable Green Building Requirements for Energy 
Energy Efficiency (San reduction compared to 2008 California Energy El Project Does Not 

Efficiency; enforceable through the building 
Francisco Building Code, Code, Title 24, Part 6. 

Cn,nlv 
permit process. 

Chapter 13C.5.201.1.1) 

San Francisco Green For New Large Commercial Buildings - Requires Project Complies The proposed project would comply with the 
Building Requirements for Enhanced Commissioning of Building Energy 0 Not Applicable Green Building Requirements for Energy 
Energy Efficiency (LEED Systems 0 Project Does Not 

Efficiency; enforceable through the building 
EA3, San Francisco For new large buildings greater than 10,000 Comply permit process. 
Building Code, Chapter square feet, commissioning shall be included in 
13C.5.410.2) the design and construction to verify that the 

components meet the owner’s or owner 
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Regulation Requirements Project Compliance Discussion 

representative’s project requirements.  

Commissioning of Requires Fundamental Commissioning for New D Project Complies The proposed project, at 6 stones, would not be 

Building Energy Systems High-nse Residential, Commercial Interior, Not Applicable considered a high-nse project, and these 

(LEED prerequisite, Commercial and Residential Alteration projects D Project Does Not 
requirements would not apply.  

EApI) Comply  

San Francisco Green Commercial buildings greater than 5,000 st will Project Complies The proposed project would comply with the 

Building Requirements for be required to be a minimum of 14% more El Not Applicable Green Building Requirements for Energy 

Energy Efficiency (San energy efficient than Title 24 energy efficiency o Project Does Not 
Efficiency; enforceable through the building 

Francisco Building Code, requirements As of 2008 large commercial Comply p 
permit process. 

Chapter 13C) buildings are required to have their energy 
systems commissioned, and as of 2010, these 
large buildings are required to provide enhanced 
commissioning in compliance with LEEDfi 
Energy and Atmosphere Credit 3. Mid-sized 
commercial buildings are required to have their 

systems commissioned by 2009, with enhanced 
commissioning as of 2011 

San Francisco Green Under the Green Point Rated system and in E Project Complies The proposed project would comply with the 

Building Requirements for compliance with the Green Building Ordinance, U Not Applicable Green Building Requirements for Energy 

Energy Efficiency (San all new residential buildings will be required to 0 Project Does Not 
Efficiency; enforceable through the building 

Francisco Building Code, be at a minimum 15% more energy efficient than Comply 
permit process. 

Chapter 13C) Title 24 energy efficiency requirements.  

San Francisco Green Requires all new development or redevelopment E Project Complies The proposed project would be subject to the 

Building Requirements for disturbing more than 5,000 square feet of 0 Not Applicable City’s Stormwater ordinance and storrnwater 

Stormwater Management ground surface to manage stormwater on-site 0 Project Does Not 
design guidelines; enforceable through the 

(San Francisco Building using low impact design. Projects subject to the Comply y 
uilding permit process. 

Code, Chapter 13C) Green Building Ordinance Requirements must 

Or comply with either LEEDfi Sustainable Sites 

San Francisco 
Credits 6.1 and 6.2, or with the City’s 

Stormwater Management 
Stormwater Management Ordinance and 

Ordinance (Public Woks 
stormwater design guidelines 

Code Article 4.2)  

San Francisco Green All new commercial buildings greater than 5,000 0 Project Complies The proposed project would include 

Building Requirements for square feet are required to reduce the amount of M Not Applicable approximately 1,861 sf of retail space, therefore 

water efficient potable water used for landscaping by 50%. 0 Project Does Not 
these requirements would not be applicable. 

landscaping (San Comply  y 
Francisco Building Code, 
Chapter 13C)  

San Francisco Green All new commercial buildings greater than 5,000 0 Project Complies The proposed project would include 

Building Requirements for sf are required to reduce the amount of potable M Not Applicable approximately 1,861 sf of retail space, therefore 

water use reduction (San water used by 20%. 0 Project Does Not 
these requirements would not be applicable. 

Francisco Building Code, Comply  py 
Chapter 13C) 

Indoor Water Efficiency If meeting a LEED Standard; Z Project Complies The proposed project would comply with Indoor 

(San Francisco Building Reduce overall use of potable water within the 0 Not Applicable Water Efficiency requirements, enforceable 

Code, Chapter 13C building by a specified percentage - for 0 Project Does Not 
through the building permit process. 

sections 13C.5.103.1.2, showerheads, lavatories, kitchen faucets, wash Comply 
1 3C.4. 103.2.2,1 3C.303.2. fountains, water closets and unnals. 

New large commercial and New high rise 
residential buildings must achieve a 30% 

reduction. 

Commercial interior, commercial alternation and 

residential alteration should achieve a 20% 
reduction below UPC/IPC 2006, et al. 

If meeting a GreenPoint Rated Standard: 

Reduce overall use of potable water within the 
building by 20% for showerheads, lavatones, 
kitchen faucets, wash fountains, water closets 

and unnals. 

San Francisco Water Projects that include 1,000 square feet (sO or X Project Complies The proposed project, with a 2,955-sf rear yard at 

Efficient Irrigation more of new or modified landscape are subject 0 Not Applicable the podium level, would be required to comply 

to this ordinance, which requires that landscape I with the Tier 2 of the Wafer Efficient Irrigation 
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Ordinance projects be installed, constructed, operated, and El Project Does Not ordinance; enforceable through the building 
maintained in accordance with rules adopted by Comply permit process. 
the SFPUC that establish a water budget for 
outdoor water consumption. 

Tier 1: 1,000 sf <= project landscape < 2,500 sf 

Tier 2: Project landscape area is greater than or 
equal to 2,500 xi. Note; Tier 2 compliance 
requires the services of landscape professionals. 

See the SFPUC Web site for information 
regarding exemptions to this requirement. 

www.sfwater.org/landscape  

Commercial Water Requires all existing commercial properties 0 Project Complies The existing building would be demolished and 
Conservation Ordinance undergoing tenant improvements to achieve the 0 Not Applicable would not include tenant improvements. This 
(San Francisco Building following minimum standards: El Project Does Not 

requirement would not apply. 
Code, Chapter 13A) 1. All showerheads have a maximum flow of 2.5 Comply 

gallons per minute (gpm) 
2. All showers have no more than one 
showerhead per valve 
3. All faucets and faucet aerators have a 
maximum flow rate of 2.2 gpm 
4. All Water Closets (toilets) have a maximum 
rated water consumption of 1.6 gallons per flush 
(gpfl 
5. All urinals have a maximum flow rate of 1.0 
gpf 
A 	511 --ter  ! 

Residential Water Requires all residential properties (existing and ED Project Complies The proposed project would comply with the 
Conservation Ordinance new), prior to sale, to upgrade to the following 0 Not Applicable residential water conservation ordinance; 
(San Francisco Building minimum standards: LI Project Does Not enforceable through the building permit process. 
Code, Housing Code, 1. All showerheads have a maximum flow of 2.5 Comply 
Chapter 12A) gallons per minute (gpm) 

2. All showers have no more than one 
showerhead per valve 
3. All faucets and faucet aerators have a 
maximum flow rate of 2.2 gpm 
4. All Water Closets (toilets) have a maximum 
rated water consumption of 1.6 gallons per flush 
(gpf) 
5. All urinals have a maximum flow rate of 1.0 
gpf 
6. All water leaks have been repaired. 

Although these requirements apply to existing 
buildings, compliance must be completed 
through the Department of Building Inspection, 
for which a discretionary permit (subject to 
CEQA) would be issued. 

Residential Energy Requires all residential properties to provide, Project Complies The proposed project would comply with the 
Conservation Ordinance prior to sale of property, certain energy and 0 Not Applicable residential energy conservation ordinance. 
(San Francisco Building water conservation measures for their buildings: 0 Project Does Not 
Code, San Francisco attic insulation; weather-stripping all doors Comply  
Housing Code, Chapter leading from heated to unheated areas; 
12) insulating hot water heaters and insulatinq hot 

water pipes; installing low-flow showerheads; 
caulking and sealing any openings or cracks in 
the building’s exterior; insulating accessible 
heating and cooling  ducts; installing low-flow 
water-tap aerators; and installing or retrofitting 
toilets to make them low-flush. Apartment 
buildings and hotels are also required to insulate 
steam and hot water pipes and tanks, clean and 
tune their boilers, repair boiler leaks, and install 
a time-clock on the burner. 

Although these requirements apply to existing 
buildings,compliancemustbecompleted  
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Regulation Requirements Project Compliance Discussion 

through the Department of Building Inspection, 
for which a discretionary permit (subject to 
CEQA) would be issued. 

Renewable Energy Sector 

San Francisco Green As 012012, all new large commercial buildings 0 Project Complies The proposed project would comply with the 

Building Requirements for are required to either generate 1% of energy on- LI Not Applicable Green Building Requirements for Renewable 

renewable energy (San site with renewables, or purchase renewable LI Project Does Not 
Energy enforceable through the building permit 

Francisco Building Code, energy credits pursuant to LEEDfi Energy and Comply 
process 

Chapter 13C) Atmosphere Credits 2 or 6, or achieve an 
additional 10% beyond Title 24 2008. 

Credit 2 requires providing at least 2.5% of the 
buildings energy use from on-site renewable 
sources. Credit 6 requires providing at least 35% 
of the building’s electricity from renewable 
energy contracts. 

Waste Reduction Sector 

Mandatory Recycling and All persons in San Francisco are required to M Project Complies The proposed project would be required to 

Composting Ordinance separate their refuse into recyclables, LI Not Applicable comply. Enforceable through the building permit 

(San Francisco compostables and trash, and place each type of LI Project Does Not 
process. 

Environment Code, refuse in a separate container designated for Comply  p y 
Chapter 19) and San disposal of that type of refuse. 
Francisco Green Building Pursuant to Section 1304C.0 4 of the Green 
Requirements for solid Building Ordinance, all new construction, 
waste (San Francisco renovation and alterations Subject to the 
Building Code, Chapter ordinance are required to provide recycling, 
13C) composting and trash storage, collection, and 

loading that is convenient for all users of the 
building.  

San Francisco Green Projects proposing demolition are required to Project Complies The proposed project would be required to 

Building Requirements for divert at least 75% of the project’s construction LI Not Applicable comply. Enforceable through the building permit 

construction and and demolition debris to recycling. El Project Does Not 
process 

demolition debris Comply  p y 
recycling (San Francisco 
Building Code, Chapter 
13C)  

San Francisco Requires that a person conducting full demolition Project Complies The proposed project would be required to 

Construction and of an existing structure to submit a waste 0 Not Applicable comply. Enforceable through the building permit 

Demolition Debris diversion plan to the Director of the Environment 0 Project Does Not 
process. 

Recovery Ordinance (San which provides for a minimum of 65% diversion Comply  p y 
Francisco Environment from landfill of construction and demolition 
Code, Chapter 14) debris, including materials source separated for 

reuse or recycling.  

Environment/Conservation Sector 

Street Tree Planting Planning Code Section 138.1 requires new 0 Project Complies The proposed project would include street trees 

Requirements for New construction, significant alterations or relocation 0 Not Applicable planted in accordance with Planning Code 
Construction (San of buildings within many of San Francisco’s LI Project Does Not 

Section 428. 

Francisco Planning Code zoning districts to plant on 24-inch box tree for Comply 
Section 138.1) every 20 feet along the property street frontage.  

Light Pollution Reduction For nonresidential projects, comply with lighting Project Complies The proposed project would be required to 

(San Francisco Building power requirements in CA Energy Code, CCR 0 Not Applicable comply. Enforceable through the building permit 

Code, Chapter Part 6. Requires that lighting be contained within LI Project Does Not 
process. 

13C5.106.8) each source. No more than .01 horizontal lumen Comply  
footcandles 15 feet beyond site, or meet LEED 
credit SSc8. 

Construction Site Runoff Construction Site Runoff Pollution Prevention Project Complies The proposed project would be required to 

Pollution Prevention for requirements depend upon project size, LI Not Applicable comply. Enforceable through the building permit 

New Construction occupancy, and the location in areas served by Project Does Not 
process. 

combined or separate sewer systems. Comply  
(San Francisco Building Projects meeting a LEEDfi standard must 
Code, Chapter 13C) prepare an erosion and sediment control plan 

(LEEDfi prerequisite SSP1).  
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Other local requirements may apply regardless 
of whether or not LEEDfi is applied such as a 
stormwater soil loss prevention plan or a 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 

See the SFPUC Web site for more information: 
www.sfwater.org/CleanWater  

Enhanced Refrigerant All new large commercial buildings must not Project Complies The proposed project would be in compliance 
Management (San install equipment that contains 0 Not Applicable with the Enhanced Refrigerant Management 
Francisco Building Code, chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) or halons. 0 Project Does Not 

requirements. 
Chapter 13C.5.508.1.2) Comply  

Low-emitting Adhesives, If meeting a LEED Standard: 0 Project Complies The proposed project would be required to 
Sealants, and Caulks Adhesives and sealants (VOCs) must meet 0 Not Applicable comply. Enforceable through the building permit 
(San Francisco Building SCAQMD Rule 1168 and aerosol adhesives o Project Does Not 

process. 
Code, Chapters must meet Green Seal standard GS-36. Comply 

(Not applicable for New High Rise residential) 

13C.5.103.3.2, If meeting a GreenPoint Rated Standard: 

13C.5.103.2.2,  
13C.504.2.1) Adhesives and sealants (V005) must meet 

SCAQMD Rule 1168. 

Low-emitting materials For Small and Medium-sized Residential Project Complies The proposed project would be required to 
(San Francisco Building Buildings - Effective January 1, 2011 meet 0 Not Applicable comply. Enforceable through the building permit 
Code, Chapters 13C.4. GreenPoint Rated designation with a minimum El Project Does Not process. 
103.2.2, of 75 points. Comply 

For New High-Rise Residential Buildings - 
Effective January 1, 2011 meet LEEL Silver 
Rating or GreenPoint Rated designation with a 
minimum of 75 points. 

For Alterations to residential buildings submit 
documentation regarding the use of low-emitting 
materials. 

If meeting a LEED Standard: 

For adhesives and sealants (LEED credit 
EQ4.1), paints and coatings (LEED credit 
EQ4.2), and carpet systems (LEED credit 
EQ4.3), where applicable. 

If meeting a GreenPoint Rated Standard: 

Meet the GreenPoint Rated Multifamily New 
Home Measures for low-emitting adhesives and 
sealants, paints and coatings, and carpet 
Systems, 

Low-emitting Paints and If meeting a LEED Standard: Project Complies The proposed project would be required to 
Coatings (San Francisco Architectural paints and coatings must meet 0 Not Applicable comply. Enforceable through the building permit 
Building Code, Chapters Green Seal standard GS-1 1, anti-corrosive 0 Project Does Not process. 
13C.5.103.1.9, paints meet GC-03, and other coatings meet Comply 
13C.5.103.4.2, SCAQMD Rule 1113. 

(Not applicable for New High Rise residential) 

13C.504.2.2 through 24) If meeting a GreenPoint Rated Standard: 

Interior wall and ceiling paints must meet <50 
grams per liter V005 regardless of sheen. VOC 
Coatings .,,,,,_,,.,.. * er’*ni.n Di,, 141 
..uacIII 	 IIIUL IliceL %J..#fli4IVILJ flUic 	 I 	 lU 

Low-emitting Flooring, If meeting a LEED Standard: Project Complies The proposed project would be required to 
including carpet (San Hard surface flooring (vinyl, linoleum, laminate, U Not Applicable comply. Enforceable through the building permit 
Francisco Buildinci Code. cnnil 	r,r,ii,- 	i*n,lInr riihhcr\ r,,if ha Pdiicrif r--I 	 .,..... 	... 	-, 	-- 	., 

Li 	IUJIA 	 I’IUL 
process. 

Chapters 13C.5.103.1.9, Floor Covering Institute FloorScore certified; Comply 
13C.5.103.4.2, carpet must meet the Carpet and Rug Institute 
13C.5.103.3.2, (CR1) Green Label Plus; Carpet cushion must 
13C.5.103.2.2, meet CR1 Green Label; carpet adhesive must 
13C.504.3 and meet LEED EQc4.1. 
13C.4.504.4) (Not applicable for New High Rise residential) 

If meeting a GreenPoint Rated Standard: 

Carpet systems, carpet cushions, carpet  
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Regulation Requirements [ 	Project Compliance 	1 Discussion 

adhesives, and at least 50% of resilient flooring 
must be low-emitting  

Low-emitting Composite It meeting a LEED Standard: M Project Complies The proposed protect would be required to 

Wood (San Francisco Composite wood and agnfiber must not contain 0 Not Applicable comply. Enforceable through the building permit 

Building Code, Chapters added urea-formaldehyde resins and must meet J Project Does Not process. 

13C.5.103 1.9, applicable CARB Air Toxics Control Measure. Comply 
13C.5.103 42, Ifmeeting a GreenPoint Rated Standard: 
13C.5.103.3.2,  Must meet applicable CARB Air Toxics Control 
13C 5.103 2.2 and Measure formaldehyde limits for composite 
13C.4.504.5) wood.  

Wood Burning Fireplace Bans the installation of wood burning fire places Eli Project Complies 

Ordinance (San except for the following 0 Not Applicable 
Francisco Building Code, � 	Pellet-fueled wood heater 0 Project Does Not 
Chapter 31, Section 

EPA approved wood heater Comply 
31028) 

Wood heater approved by the 
Northern Sonoma Air Pollution 
Control District  

Regulation of Diesel Requires (among other things) Project Complies The proposed project would be required to 

Backup Generators (San � 	All diesel generators to be registered with 0 Not Applicable comply with Article 30 of the San Francisco 

Francisco Health Code, the Department of Public Health 0 Project Does Not 
Health Code. 

Article 30) � 	All new diesel generators must be equipped Comply 

with the best available air emissions control 
technology.  

Depending on a proposed project’s size, use, and location, a variety of controls are in place to ensure that 

a proposed project would not impair the State’s ability to meet statewide GHG reduction targets outlined 
in AB 32, nor impact the City’s ability to meet San Francisco’s local GHG reduction targets. Given that: (1) 
San Francisco has implemented regulations to reduce greenhouse gas emissions specific to new 
construction and renovations of private developments and municipal projects; (2) San Francisco’s 
sustainable policies have resulted in the measured success of reduced greenhouse gas emissions levels; 
(3) San Francisco has met and exceeded AB 32 greenhouse gas reduction goals for the year 2020; (4) 
current and probable future state and local greenhouse gas reduction measures will continue to reduce a 
project’s contribution to climate change; and (5) San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions meet BAAQMD’s requirements for a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy, projects that are 
consistent with San Francisco’s regulations would not contribute significantly to global climate change. 
The proposed project would be required to comply with these requirements, and was determined to be 

consistent with San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 13 

In addition, the project site is located within the Central Waterfront Area Plan analyzed under the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Rezoning EIR. The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning EIR assessed the GHG emissions 
that could result from rezoning of the Central Waterfront Area Plan under the three rezoning options. 
The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning Options A, B and C are anticipated to result in GHG emissions on 

the order of 4.2, 4.3 and 4.5 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2E) 14  per service population 5, 

Morgan Gillespie, During Associates, Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist for 2290-2298 Third Street, June 

12, 2013. This document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 

Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2005.0408E. 

4 	Greenhouse gas emissions are typically measured in CO2E, or carbon dioxide equivalents. This common metric allows 

for the inclusion of the global warming potential of other greenhouse gases. Land use project’s, such as this, may also 

include emissions from methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide (N70), therefore greenhouse gas emissions are typically 

reported at CO2E. 
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respectively. 16  The Eastern Neighborhoods FIR concluded that the resulting GHG emissions from the 
three options analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans would be less than significant. The 
Eastern Neighborhoods EIR adequately addressed greenhouse gas emissions and the resulting emissions 
were determined to be less than significant. Therefore, the project would not result in any significant 
impacts related to GHG emissions. 

As such, the proposed project would result in a less than significant impact with respect to GHG 
emissions. 

Cumulative Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR did not identify a significant unavoidable cumulative GHG impact. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to such an impact. 

Project 
Contributes to 

Sig. Impact Sig. Impact Project Has 
Identified in Identified in Sig. Peculiar LTSINo 

FOR FOR impact impact 

9. 	WIND AND SHADOW�Would the project: 

a) Alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public El El El 
areas? 

b) Create new shadow in a manner that substantially affects 0 0 
outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas? 

Wind 

Project Impact 

No significant impacts related to wind were anticipated to result from the implementation of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans. Specific projects within Eastern Neighborhoods require 
analysis of wind impacts where deemed necessary. Thus, wind impacts were determined not to be 
significant in the Eastern Neighborhoods Initial Study and were not analyzed in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods FEW. No mitigation measures relative to wind impacts were identified in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods FEIR. 

Based on the height and location of the proposed 68-foot-tall building, the proposed project does not have 
the potential to cause significant changes to the wind environment in pedestrian areas adjacent or near 

15 SP= Service Population. Service population is the equivalent of total number of residents + employees. 

16 Greenhouse Gas Analyses for Community Plan Exemptions in Eastern Neighborhoods. April 20, 2010. Memorandum from 

Jessica Range, MEA to MEA staff. This memorandum provides an overview of the GHG analysis conducted for the 

Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning EIR and provides an analysis of the emissions using a service population metric. 
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the project site. As a result, the proposed project would not have any significant wind impacts, either 

individually or cumulatively. 

Cumulative Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR did not identify a significant unavoidable cumulative wind impact. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to such an impact. 

Shadow 

Please see Certificate of Determination for discussion of this topic. 

Project 
Contributes to 

Sig. Impact 	Sig. Impact 	Project Has 
Identified in 	Identified in 	Sig. Peculiar 

	
L TS,flo 

Topics: 
	

FOR 	 FEIR 	 Impact 
	

Impact 

10. RECREATION�Would the project: 

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 	 El 	 o 	El 	M 
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial 

physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or be 

accelerated? 

h) 	Include recreational facilities or require the construction 	 El 	El 	El 	0 
or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an 

adverse physical effect on the environment? 

c) 	Physically degrade existing recreational resources? 	 El 	0 	 o 

Project Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR concluded that the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans 
would not result in substantial or accelerated deterioration of existing recreational resources or require 
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that may have an adverse effect on the 
environment. No mitigation measures related to recreational resources were identified in the Eastern 

Neighborhoods FEIR. 

The proposed project would provide approximately 8,767 sf of on-site open space for passive recreational 
use for project residents through a combination of a podium-level rear yard and several interconnected 
roof decks. The project location is served by the following existing parks/open spaces: Esprit Park (about 
0.1 miles away); Woods Yard Park (about 0.2 miles away); Pennsylvania Garden (about 0.3 miles away); 
Agua Vista Park (about 0.3 miles away); Progress Park (about 0.5 miles away); and Warm Water Cove 

Park (about 0.6 miles away). 

With the proposed addition of 71 dwelling units, the proposed project would he expected to generate 
minimal additional demand for recreational facilities. The increase in demand would be to some extent 
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offset by the proposed on-site open space, and would not be in excess of amounts expected and provided 
for in the area and the City as a whole. The additional use of the recreational facilities would be relatively 
minor compared with the existing use, and therefore the proposed project would not result in substantial 
physical deterioration of existing recreational resources. Thus, the proposed project would not result in 
significant impacts, either individually or cumulatively, in regard to recreation facilities, nor require the 
construction or expansion of public recreation facilities. 

Cumulative Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Effi did not identify a significant unavoidable cumulative recreation impact. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to such an impact. 

Topics: 

Project 
Contributes to 

Sig. Impact 	Sig. Impact 
Identified in 	Identified in 

FOR 	 FOR 

Project Has 
Sig. Peculiar 	LTS/No 

Impact 	 Impact 

11. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS- 
Wouid the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 0 0 El 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 0 0 El 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 

facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water 0 0 El 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 

construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

d) Have sufficient water supply available to serve the project El 0 El 
from existing entitlements and resources, or require new 

or expanded water supply resources or entitlements? 

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment o 0 El 
provider that would serve the project that it has 
inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 

demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity El El El 
to ncrnmmndM-p the prnJPrI-’c colid wncl-o disposal needs? 

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and El El El 
regulations related to solid waste? 

Project Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Initial Study analyzed growth projections and determined that the 
programmatic impacts on the provision of water, wastewater collection, and treatment, and solid waste 
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collection and disposal would not be significant. No mitigation measures with respect to utilities and 
service systems were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. The proposed project would not 
exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and 
would not require the construction of new wastewater/storm water treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing ones. The proposed project would have sufficient water supply available from existing 
entitlement, and solid waste generated by project construction and operation would not result in the 
landfill exceeding its permitted capacity, and the project would not result in a significant solid waste 
generation impact. Utilities and service systems would not be adversely affected by the project, 

individually or cumulatively, and no significant impact would ensue. 

The project would be subject to the City’s Stormwater Management Ordinance, which requires the project 
to maintain or reduce the existing volume and rate of stormwater runoff discharged from the site. To 
achieve this, the project would implement and install appropriate stormwater management systems that 
retain runoff on site, promote stormwater reuse, and limit site discharges entering the combined sewer 
collection system. This, in him, would limit the incremental demand on both the collection system and 
wastewater facilities resulting from stormwater discharges, and minimize the potential need for 
expanding or construction new facilities. Thus, the project would not require or result in the construction 
of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which would 

cause significant environmental effects. 

The proposed project would not result in new, peculiar environmental effects, or effects of greater 

severity than were already considered in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

Cumulative Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR did not identify a significant unavoidable utilities and service systems 

impact. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to such an impact. 

Topics: 

12. PUBLIC SERVICES� Would the project: 

a) 	Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 

with the provision of, or the need for, new or physically 

altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 

could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 

maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or 

other performance objectives for any public services such 

as fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, or 

other services? 

Project 
Contributes to 

Sig. Impact 	Sig. Impact 
Identified in 	Identified in 

FEIR 	 FOR 

El 	0 

Project Has 
Sig. Peculiar 	L TS/No 

Impact 	 Impact 

0 
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Project Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Initial Study analyzed growth projections and determined that the 
programmatic impacts on public services such as fire protection, police protection, and public schools 
would not be significant. No mitigation measures related to public services were identified in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods FEIR. Impacts on parks are discussed under Topics 9 (Wind and Shadow) and 10 
(Recreation). 

The proposed project would not substantially increase demand for police or fire protection services and 
would not necessitate new school facilities in San Francisco. The proposed project would not result in a 
significant impact to public services. The proposed project would not result in new, peculiar 
environmental effects, or effects of greater severity than were already considered in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods FEIR with respect to public services. 

Cumulative Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR did not identify a significant unavoidable public services impact. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to such an impact. 

Project 
Contributes to 

Sig. Impact Sig. Impact 	Project Has 
Identified in Identified in 	Sig. Peculiar LTSJNo 

Topics: FOR FOR 	 Impact Impact 

13. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES� 
Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or El 0 	0 
through habitat modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 

California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat 0 0 	0 
or other sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 

Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service? 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected o o 	o 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, 
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 

interruption, or other means? 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 0 0 	0 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 

established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 

sites? 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 0 0 	0 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 

ordinance? 
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Project 
Contributes to 

Sig. Impact Sig. Impact Project Has 
Identified in identified in Sig. Peculiar 	LTS/No 

Topics: FOR FEIP Impact 	 Impact 

1) 	Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat El El 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 

Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 

conservation plan? 

Project Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR found that there would be no significant impact on biological 
resources. The project site, containing a vacant formerly commercial structure, is located in a developed 
urban area which does not support or provide habitat for any known rare or endangered wildlife species, 
animal, or plant life or habitat, and would not interfere with any resident or migratory species. The 
project site is almost entirely covered with impervious surfaces. There are a total of four "non-protected" 
trees and other vegetation along the rear lot line near the northwest corner of the project site, all which 
would he removed as part of the project. There are two protected street trees along Third Street adjacent 

to the project site that would either be protected or replaced as part of the proposed project. 

The proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts on sensitive species, special status 
species, native or migratory fish species, or wildlife species. The San Francisco Planning Department, 
Department of Building Inspection (DBI), and Department of Public Works (DPW) have established 
guidelines to ensure that legislation adopted by the Board of Supervisors governing the protection of 
trees is implemented. The DPW Code Section 8.02-8.11 requires disclosure and protection of Landmark, 
Significant, and Street trees, collectively referred to as "protected trees," located on private and public 
property. Landmark Trees, having the highest level of protection, are trees that meet certain criteria for 
age, size, shape, species, location, historical association, visual quality, or other contribution to the city’s 
character and that have been found worthy of Landmark status after public hearings at both the Urban 
Forestry Council and the Board of Supervisors. Significant trees are trees either on property under the 
jurisdiction of the DPW, or on privately owned land within 10 feet of the public-right-of-way, which are 
greater than 20 feet in height or which meet other criteria. DPW requires adjacent street trees be protected 
during construction, replaced if damaged, and additional street trees be added as feasible. The final 

number and placement requirements of additional street trees and required street tree protection during 
construction would be subject to review and approval by DPW. The four "non-protected" trees on the 
project site would be removed; however they are not within 10 feet of the public right-of-way and are not 
subject to Sections 802-8.11. The proposed project would comply with Sections 8.02-8.11 and DPW 

requirements. 

The project would include protection or replacement of the existing street trees and new street trees along 
Third and 20th Streets in compliance with Planning Code Section 138.1, which addresses requirements for 
improvements of the public right-of-way associated with development projects. As a result, the project 
would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting trees and would not result in 

significant impacts on migratory birds. 
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The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, Planning Code 

Section 139, on July 14, 2011. 17  The Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings include guidelines for use and types 
of glass and façade treatments, wind generators and grates, and lighting treatments. The standards 
impose requirements for both location-related hazards and feature related hazards. The proposed project 
would be subject to the Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, and therefore it would not result in significant 

impacts on birds. 

In light of the above, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts with respect to 

biological resources. 

Cumulative Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods HR did not identify a significant unavoidable biological resources impact. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to such an impact. 

Project 
Contributes to 

Sig. Impact Sig. Impact Project Has 
Identified in Identified in Sig. Peculiar 

FOR FEIR Impact 

E] El 0 

E] 	 o 

0 	0 

:3 	0 

:3 	0 0 

D 	0 [1 

:3 	 o n 

0 	0 :3 

Topics: 

14. GEOLOGY AND SOILS� 
Would the project: 

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 

involving: 

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the 

area or based on other substantial evidence of a 
known fault? (Refer to Division of Mines and 

Geology Special Publication 42.) 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

iv) Landslides? 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that 
would become unstable as a result of the project, and 

potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of 
the Uniform Building Code, creating substantial risks to 

life or property? 

L TS/No 
Impact 

’ San Francisco Planning Department. Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, Adopted on July 14, 2011. Available online at: 

http://www.sf’-121anning.org/i7idex.aspx?page=2506. Accessed June 26, 2013. 
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Project 
Contributes to 

Sig. Impact 	Sig. Impact 	Project Has 
Identified in 	Identified in 	Sig. Peculiar 	L TSIN0 

Topics: 	 FOR 	 FEIP 	 Impact 	 Impact 

e) 	l-lave soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 	fl 	 El 	 El 	 0 
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems 

where sewers are not available for the disposal of 

wastewater? 

I) 	Change substantially the topography or any unique 	 D 	 El 	 0 
geologic or physical features of the site? 

Project Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FIR Initial Study concluded that the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning Plan 
would indirectly increase the population that would be subject to an earthquake, including seismically 
induced groundshaking, liquefaction, and landslides. The Initial Study also noted that new development 
is generally safer than comparable older development due to improvements in building codes and 
construction techniques. Compliance with applicable codes and recommendations made in project-
specific geotechriical analyses would not eliminate earthquake risks, but would reduce them to an 
acceptable level, given the seismically active characteristics of the Bay Area. Thus, the Initial Study 
concluded that the program would not result in significant impacts with regard to geology, and no 

mitigation measures were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

The project would involve excavation to a maximum depth of approximately 11 feet 10 inches over a 
portion of the site and excavation of approximately for the mechanical parking stackers and excavation of 
approximately to 3,598 cubic yards of soil. The completed project would not alter the overall topography 
of the site. The final building plans would be reviewed by the Department of Building Inspection (DBI). 
During DBI’s review of building permits for the project site, they would require the preparation of a 
geotechnical report pursuant to the State Seismic Hazards Mapping Act. In addition, DBI could require 
that additional site-specific soils report(s) be prepared in conjunction with permit applications, as needed. 
In reviewing building plans, the DBI refers to a variety of information sources to determine existing 

hazards and assess requirements for project mitigation measures. Sources reviewed include maps of 
Special Geologic Study Areas and known landslide areas in San Francisco as well as the building 
inspectors’ working knowledge of areas of special geologic concern. Potential geologic hazards would be 
mitigated during the permit review process through these measures. To ensure compliance with all 
Building Code provisions regarding structure safety, when DBI reviews the geotechnical report and 
building plans for a proposed project, they will determine the adequacy of necessary engineering and 
design features. Therefore, potential damage to structures from geologic hazards on the project site 
would be avoided through the DBI requirement for a geotechnical report and review of the building 
permit application pursuant to DBI implementation of the Building Code. 

The proposed project would not result in a significant effect related to geology. 

Cumulative Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FIR did not identify a significant unavoidable geology and soils impact. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to such an impact. 
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Topics: 

15. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY�
Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of 
the local groundwater table level (eg., the production rate 

of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for 

which permits have been granted)? 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 

or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner that would result in 

substantial erosion of siltation on- or off-site? 

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 

or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount 
of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding 

on- or off-site? 

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 

systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other authoritative flood hazard 

delineation map? 

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that 
would impede or redirect flood flows? 

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as 

a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

j) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, 
or mudflow? 

Project 
Contributes to 

Sig. Impact Sig. Impact Project Has 
Identified in Identified in Sig. Peculiar L TS/No 

FEIR FOR Impact Impact 

El 0 El 

El 0 El 

El 	 0 	El 

0 	 El 	El 

El 	 o 	El 

El 	 0 	 El 

El 	0 	0 

0 	 El 	El 

El 	El 	El 

0 	 0 	 El 

Project Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Initial Study evaluated population increases on the combined sewer system 
and the potential for combined sewer outflows, and concluded that programmatic effects related to 
hydrology and water quality would not be significant. No mitigation measures relative to hydrology and 
water quality were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEW. 
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In 2007, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) issued preliminary Flood Insurance Rate 
Maps (FIRMs) for review and comment by the City. 15  The preliminary FIRMs identify: 1) Special Flood 
Hazard Areas (SFHA5), areas that are subject to inundation during a flood having a one-percent chance of 
occurrence in a given year (also known as a "base flood" or "100-year flood"); 2) Zone A (areas of coastal 
flooding with no wave hazard; or waves less than three feet in height); and 3) Zone V (areas of coastal 
flooding subject to the additional hazards associated with wave action). 19  The project site is not located 
within a SFHA, Zone A, or Zone V. 2021  As a result, the project would not result in a significant impact 
with respect to flooding including coastal flooding. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR also concluded that with the implementation of requirements in the 
City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance, the impacts to groundwater would be less than significant. In the 
event that project excavation encounters groundwater, the project would be subject to the City’s 
Industrial Waste Ordinance, which requires that groundwater meet specified water quality standards 
before it is discharged into the sewer system. Therefore, the project’s impacts to groundwater would be 
less than significant. 

Effects related to water resources would not be significant. The project would be subject to the 
Stormwater Management Ordinance, which became effective May 22, 2010. As addressed in Public 
Works Code Section 147.2, stormwater design guidelines have been instituted to minimize the disruption 
of natural hydrology. In compliance with the Stormwater Management Ordinance, the project would 
maintain or reduce the existing volume and rate of stormwater runoff discharged from the site by 
implementing and installing appropriate stormwater management systems that retain runoff onsite, 
promote stormwater reuse, and limit site discharges before they enter the combined sewer collection 
system. In addition, the stormwater management system would capture and treat stormwater runoff and 
mitigate stormwater quality effects by promoting treatment or infiltration of stormwater runoff prior to 
discharging to the separate sewer system and entering the bay or ocean. Compliance with the Stormwater 
Management Ordinance would ensure that the project’s impact on runoff and drainage would be less 
than significant. 

Therefore, the project’s effects related to hydrology and water quality would not be significant, either 
individually or cumulatively. 

Cumulative Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR did not identify a significant unavoidable utilities and service systems 
impact. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to such an impact. 

18 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Preliminary Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), City and County of San 

Francisco, California, Panel 120 of 260, Map Number 0675C0120A, September 21, 2007. Available online at: 

l7ttp://sfgsa.orc’/Modules/Slio7t)Imace.aspx?imac’eid=2672. Accessed February 11, 2013. 

19 	City and County of San Francisco, Office of the City Administrator. National Flood Insurance Program Flood Sheet, January 

25, 2012. Available online at: JiLt //sfgsa.ory/Modules/ShowDocument .aspx ?docun,entid=7520. Accessed February 11, 2013. 

20  Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Preliminary Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), City and County of San 

Francisco, California, Panel 120 of 260, Map Number 06075C0120A, September 21, 2007. Available online at: 

http:/Isf,çsa.ory/Modules/ShowIniace.aspx?imaoeid=2672. Accessed February 11, 2013. 

21 	City and County of San Francisco, Office of the City Administrator. Final Draft San Francisco Interim Floodplain Map, 

Citywide, July, 2008. Available online at: hftp:I/sfosa.ors’/Ml’dules/ShowDocunu’nt.aspx ?docun,entid=1761. Accessed June 26, 

2013. 
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Topics: 

16. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS�
Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 

accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-

quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would 

it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 

where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles 
of a public airport or public use airport, would the project 
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area? 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 

would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency 

evacuation plan? 

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving fires? 

Project 
Contributes to 

Sig. Impact Sig. Impact Project Has 
Identified in Identified in Sig. Peculiar L TS/No 

FOR FOR Impact Impact 

LI LI LI 

0 LI LI 

[] 	El LI 

LI 	LI LI 

LI 	0 0 

0 	0 LI 	ED 

LI 	LI LI 

LI 	LI 0 

Please see Certificate of Determination for discussion of this topic. 
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Topics: 

Project 
Contributes to 

Sig. Impact Sig. Impact 
Identified in Identified in 

FEIR FOR 

Project Has 
Sig. Peculiar 	LTS/No 

Impact 	 Impact 

17. MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES�Would the 
project: 

a) 	Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 

resource that would be of value to the region and the 

residents of the state? 

h) 	Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 

mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 

general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

c) 	Encourage activities which result in the use of large 

amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a 

wasteful manner? 

Project Impact 

LI 	LI LI 

III 	U 0 

0 	0 0 	Z 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR concluded that the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans 
would not result in significant impacts with respect to mineral and energy resources as there are no 
operational mineral resource recovery sites in the project area whose operations or accessibility would be 
affected by the construction or operation of the proposed project. As a result, no mitigation measures 

relative to mineral and energy resources were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

The proposed project would not result in use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy in the context of 
energy use throughout the City and region. The energy demand for the proposed building would be 
typical for such projects and would meet, or exceed, current state and local codes and standards 
concerning energy consumption, including Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations enforced by the 
San Francisco Department of Building Inspection (DBI). The project area does not include any natural 
resources routinely extracted, and the proposed project does not result in any natural resource extraction 

program. 

In light of the above, the proposed project would not result in a significant physical environmental 

impact with respect to mineral and energy resources. 

Cumulative Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FIR did not identify a significant unavoidable mineral and energy resources 

impact. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to such an impact. 
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Topics: 

Project 
Contributes to 

Sig. Impact 	Sig. Impact 
Identified in 	Identified in 

FOR 	 FEIR 

Project Has 
Sig. Peculiar 	LTS/No 

Impact 	 Impact 

18. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) 

prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In 
determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may 

refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of 
forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon 

measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. 
�Would the project 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland El o 0 
of Statewide Importance, as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non- 

agricultural use? 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a El o D 	IR 
Williamson Act contract? 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, El o o 
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code Section 
12220(g)) or timberland (as defined by Public Resources 

Code Section 4526)? 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest El iii o 
land to non-forest use? 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, El 0 o 
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion 
of Farmland to non-agricultural use or forest land to non- 

forest use? 

Project Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR concluded that no agricultural resources are located in the project area, 
and the project would have no effect on agricultural resources. The project site does not contain 
agricultural uses and is not zoned for such uses. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any 
significant impacts related to agricultural resources. 

Cumulative Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods HR did not identify a significant unavoidable agriculture and forest 
resources impact. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to such an impact. 
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Project 
Contributes to 

Sig. Impact 	Sig. Impact 	Project Has 
Identified in 	Identified in 	Sig. Peculiar 	L TS/No 

Topics: 	 FEIR 	 FEIR 	 Impact 	 Impact 

19. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE�Would 
the project: 

a) 	I lave the potential to degrade the quality of the 	 El 	El 	0 	0 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 

wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to 

drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 

plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict 

the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or 

eliminate important examples of the major periods of 

California history or prehistory? 

h) Have impacts that would he individually limited, but 	 El 	0 	0 
cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" 

means that the incremental effects of a project are 

considerable when viewed in connection with the effects 

of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and 

the effects of probable future projects.) 

c) Have environmental effects that would cause substantial 	o 	0 	0 
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 

indirectly? 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR identified significant impacts related to land use, transportation, 
cultural resources, shadow, noise, air quality, and hazardous materials. Mitigation measures reduced all 
impacts to less than significant, with the exception of those related to land use (cumulative impacts on 
PDR use), transportation (traffic impacts at nine intersections, and transit impacts), cultural (demolition 
of historical resources), and shadow (impacts on parks). 

The proposed project would involve: 1) demolition of a vacant 21-foot-tall, single-story, 4,125-sf formerly 
commercial structure; and 2) construction of a 68-foot-tall, six-story, 59,682-sf residential mixed-use 
building consisting of up to 71 residential units and 1,783 sf of ground-floor neighborhood-serving retail. 
The project would include approximately 8,767 sf of common usable open space provided by a podium-
level rear yard and several interconnected roof decks. As discussed in this document and the CPE 
Certificate of Determination, the proposed project would not result in new, peculiar environmental 
effects, or effects of greater severity than were already analyzed and considered in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods FEIR. 
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C. 	DETERMINATION 

On the basis of this Initial Study: 

The proposed project qualifies for consideration of a Community Plan exemption based on the 
applicable General Plan and zoning requirements; AND 

All potentially significant individual or cumulative impacts of the proposed project were 
identified in the applicable programmatic EIR (FEIR) for the Plan Area. And all applicable 
mitigation measures have been incorporated into the proposed project or will be required in 
approval of the project. 

III The proposed project may have a potentially significant impact not identified in the FEW for 

the topic area(s) identified above, but that this impact can be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level in this case because revisions in the project have been made or agreed to by the project 
proponent. A focused Initial Study and MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION is required, 
analyzing the effects that remain to be addressed. 

El The proposed project may have a potentially significant impact not identified in the FEIR for 
the topic area(s) identified above. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, 
analyzing the effects that remain to be addressed. 

Sarah B. Jones, Acting Environmental Review Officer 
for 

John Rahairn, Director of Planning 
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Residential Pipeline 
ENTITLED HOUSING UNITS 2007 TO Q1 2012 

 

State law requires each city and county to adopt a Housing Element as a part of its general plan. The 

State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) determines a Regional Housing 

Need Allocation (RHNA) that the Housing Element must address. The need is the minimum number 

of housing units that a region must plan for in each RHNA period.  

This table represents all development projects adding residential units that have been entitled since 

January  2007.  The  total  number  of  entitled  units  is  tracked  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning 

Department, and is updated quarterly in coordination with the Pipeline Report. Subsidized housing 

units, including moderate and low income units, are tracked by the Mayor’s Office of Housing, and 

are also updated quarterly. 

 

2012 – QUARTER 1 RHNA Allocation 
2007-2014 

Units Entitled  
To Date 

Percent  
Entitled  

Total Units Entitled1  31,193  11,130  35.7% 

Above Moderate (> 120% AMI)  12,315  7,457  60.6% 

Moderate Income ( 80‐120% AMI)  6,754  360  5.3% 

Low Income (< 80% AMI)  12,124  3,313  27.3% 

 

                                                           

1 Total does not  include  entitled major development projects  such as Treasure  Island,, Candlestick, and Park 

Merced. While  entitled,  these projects  are not projected  to be  completed within  the  current RHNA  reporting 

period (through June 2014).  
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Subject to: (Select only if applicable) 

  Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) 

  Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) 

  Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) 

 

  First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 

  Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414) 

  Other (EN – Sec. 423) 

 
 

Planning Commission Draft Motion 
HEARING DATE: AUGUST 8, 2013 

 
Date: August 1, 2013 
Case No.: 2005.0408 X 
Project Address: 2290 3rd St 
Zoning: UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District 
 Life Science and Medical Special Use District 
 68-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 4059/009 
Project Sponsor: Pier Point, LLC 
 425 Divisadero St #303 
 San Francisco CA, 94117 
Staff Contact: Corey Teague – (415) 575-9081 
 corey.teague@sfgov.org  

 
 
ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF LARGE PROJECT AUTHORIZATION 
PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 134(F) AND 329 TO ALLOW THE DEMOLITION OF 
THE EXISTING COMMERCIAL BUILDING AND PARKING LOT AND THE CONSTRUCTION OF 
A 6-STORY, 68-FOOT TALL MIXED USE BUILDING CONTAINING 71 DWELLING UNITS, 
APPROXIMATELY 1,700 SQUARE FEET OF GROUND FLOOR RETAIL SPACE, AND UP TO 48 
GROUND FLOOR RESIDENTIAL PARKING SPACES, AND REQUESTING A MODIFICATION TO 
THE REAR YARD REQUIREMENT OF SECTION 134, WITHIN A UMU (URBAN MIXED USE) 
ZONING DISTRICT, THE LIFE SCIENCE AND MEDICAL SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, AND 68-X 
HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT. 
 
PREAMBLE 
On September 6, 2011, Stephen Antonaros, on behalf of Pier Point, LLC (hereinafter “Project Sponsor”), 
filed an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for a Large Project 
Authorization under Planning Code Sections 134(f) and 329. The application was subsequently revised by 
Michael Yarne, on behalf of the project Sponsor, to allow the demolition of the existing commercial 
building and parking lot and the construction of a 6-story, 68-foot tall mixed use building containing 71 
dwelling units, approximately 1,700 square feet of ground floor retail space, and up to 48 ground floor 

mailto:corey.teague@sfgov.org
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residential parking spaces within a UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District, the Life Science and 
Medical Special Use District, and 68-X Height and Bulk District.  
 
The environmental effects of the project were determined by the San Francisco Planning Department to 
have been fully reviewed under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan Environmental Impact Report 
(hereinafter “EIR”). The EIR was prepared, circulated for public review and comment, and, at a public 
hearing on August 7, 2008, by Motion No. 17661, certified by the Commission as complying with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000 et seq., (hereinafter “CEQA”). 
The Commission has reviewed the Final EIR, which has been available for this Commission’s review as 
well as public review.  
 
The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR is a Program EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15168(c)(2), if the lead 
agency finds that no new effects could occur or no new mitigation measures would be required of a 
proposed project, the agency may approve the project as being within the scope of the project covered by 
the program EIR, and no additional or new environmental review is required. In approving the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Plan, the Commission adopted CEQA Findings in its Motion No. 17661 and hereby 
incorporates such Findings by reference.  
 
Additionally, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provides a streamlined environmental review for 
projects that are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, community plan 
or general plan policies for which an EIR was certified, except as might be necessary to examine whether  
there  are  project–specific effects  which are  peculiar  to the  project or  its  site. Section 15183 specifies 
that examination of environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that (a) are peculiar to the 
project or parcel on which the project would be located, (b) were not analyzed as significant effects in a 
prior EIR on the zoning action, general plan or community plan with which the project is consistent, (c) 
are potentially significant off–site and cumulative impacts which were not discussed in the underlying 
EIR, or(d) are previously identified in the EIR, but which are determined to have a more severe adverse 
impact than that discussed in the underlying EIR. Section 15183(c) specifies that if an impact is not 
peculiar to the parcel or to the proposed project, then an EIR need not be prepared for that project solely 
on the basis of that impact. 
 
On July 30, 2013 the Department determined that the proposed application did not require further 
environmental review under Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines and Public Resources Code Section 
21083.3. The project is consistent with the adopted zoning controls in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area 
Plan and was encompassed within the analysis contained in the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR. Since 
the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR was finalized, there have been no substantial changes to the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Area Plan and no substantial changes in circumstances that would require major 
revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or an increase 
in the severity of previously identified significant impacts, and there is no new information of substantial 
importance that would change the conclusions set forth in the Final EIR. The file for this project, 
including the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR and the Community Plan Exemption certificate, is 
available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San 
Francisco, California. 
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Planning Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) setting 
forth mitigation measures that were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR that are applicable 
to the project. These mitigation measures are set forth in their entirety in the MMRP attached to the draft 
Motion as Exhibit C. 
 
On August 8, 2013, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a 
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Large Project Authorization Application 
No. 2005.0408X. 
 
The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has 
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department 
staff, and other interested parties. 
 
MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Large Project Authorization requested in 
Application No. 2005.0408X, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on 
the following findings: 
 
FINDINGS 
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 
 

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

2. Site Description and Present Use. The approximately 14,050-square-foot project site is located on 
the northwest corner of the intersection of Third and 20th Streets within the Central Waterfront 
Area in the Dogpatch neighborhood, within the UMU (Urban Mixed-Use) Zoning District, and a 
68-X height and bulk district. The project site contains a vacant 4,125 square-foot, one-story, 21-
foot-tall commercial building and a 24-space surface parking lot. 

  
3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The proposed building fronts on the northwest 

corner of 3rd and 20th Streets, and is within a large cluster of UMU zoning that runs from Mission 
Bay to 22nd Street. The lot directly west of the project site is occupied by a single-story K-8 private 
school (d.b.a. La Scuola Internazionale di San Francisco) and an adjoining playground. The lot 
directly north of the project site is occupied by a two-story live/work building with two units. 
There is no street parking on the Third Street side of the project site and the 22 Fillmore bus route 
terminus is located on the 20th Street side of the project.  
 

The northeast border of the Dogpatch Historic District is located across the street at the southwest 
corner of 20th and 3rd Streets. More specifically, that southwestern corner site is occupied by the 
former Potrero Hill Police Station at 2300 3rd Street. While not located within the Dogpatch 
Historic District, the American Can Co. Building at 2301 3rd Street is located on the southeast 
corner of 20th and 3rd Streets. Esprit Park, an 80,000-square-foot rectangular grassy park, is also 
located two blocks west of the project site. 
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4. Project Description. The proposed project includes demolition of the existing 4,125 square-foot 
building and removal of a 24-space surface parking lot on the project site, and construction of a 
new 68-foot-tall, five-story-over-17-foot-tall-podium, 59,682 square-foot residential mixed-use 
building with up to 71 residential units and approximately 1,783 square feet of ground-floor 
neighborhood-serving retail, and a ground floor parking garage containing up to 48 residential 
spaces arranged on automated stackers and one car share space. The ground floor along 3rd Street 
includes six 17-foot-tall, townhome-style residential units. The project would also include an 
approximately 2,670-square-foot semi-subterranean basement containing about 71 Class 1 bicycle 
parking spaces and assorted building services and storage. Five Class 2 bicycle spaces would be 
located near the lobby and retail areas.  

 
5. Public Comment. The Department received 8 letters of support for the project, and no letters of 

opposition.  
 

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. Land Uses. Dwelling units and up to 3,999 square feet of retail space (per unit) are permitted 

as of right in the UMU Zoning District.  
 
The project includes 71 dwelling units and less than 3,999 square feet of ground floor retail space.  
 

B. Inclusionary 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, these requirements would apply to projects that consist of 10 or 
more units, where the first application (EE or BPA) was applied for on or after July 18, 2006. 
Pursuant to Planning Code Section 419 (Tier B), the Inclusionary Affordable Housing 
Program requirement for the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative is to provide 20% of the 
proposed dwelling units as affordable. Pursuant to San Francisco Charter Section 16.110 (g), 
adopted by the voters in November, 2012, beginning on January 1, 2013, the City shall reduce 
by 20% the on-site inclusionary housing obligation for all on-site projects subject to the 
Inclusionary Affordable Housing, but in no case below 12%. Thus, under Charter Section 
16.110 (g) all the on-site requirements here are reduced by 4% (20% of 20%) to 16%. 
 
In order for the project Sponsor to be eligible for the On-Site Affordable Housing Alternative, the 
project Sponsor must submit an ‘Affidavit of Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing 
Program: Planning Code Section 415,’ to the Planning Department stating that any affordable units 
designated as on-site units shall be sold as ownership units and will remain as ownership units for the 
life of the project. The project Sponsor submitted such Affidavit on July 15, 2013 that demonstrates it 
is eligible for the On-Site Affordable Housing Alternative under Planning Code Section 419. The EE 
application was submitted on April 26, 2005. Pursuant to San Francisco Charter Section 16.110 (g) 
the 20% on-site requirement stipulated in Planning Code Section 419 (Tier B), is reduced by 4% (20% 
of 20%) to 16%. Eleven units (1 three-bedroom, 4 two-bedroom, 3 one-bedroom, and 3 studios) of the 
71 units provided will be affordable units. If the project becomes ineligible to meet its Inclusionary 
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Affordable Housing Program obligation through the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative, it must 
pay the Affordable Housing Fee with interest, if applicable.  
 

C. Rear Yard. Planning Code Section 134 requires residential developments in the UMU Zoning 
District to provide a rear yard of at least 25 percent of the depth of the property at the lowest 
story containing a dwelling unit, and at each succeeding level or story of the building.  
 
The project provides at least 25 percent of the lot depth for the rear yard at the second story and above. 
However, Section 134 requires the rear yard to be provided at the first story containing a dwelling 
unit. The project includes ground floor dwelling units that front 3rd Street that are consistent with the 
Ground Floor Residential Design Guidelines. Therefore, the project requests a modification of the rear 
yard requirement of Section 134 to allow the rear yard to begin at the second story instead of the 
ground floor.  
 

D. Residential Open Space. Planning Code Section 135 requires at least 80 square feet of private 
and/or common open space for each dwelling unit in the UMU Zoning District.  
 
The project meets the minimum open space requirements by providing six private decks of at least 80 
square feet each in the rear yard, four private rooftop decks of at least 80 square feet each, and 4,880 
square foot common rooftop deck that provides at least 80 square feet of open space for the remaining 
61 dwelling units. All of the proposed open space meets the minimum requirements of Section 135.  
 

E. Dwelling Unit Exposure. Planning Code Section 140 requires dwelling units to front a public 
street, public alley at least 25 feet in width, side yard at least 25 feet in width, a code-
complying rear yard, or a sufficient open area. 
 
All of the dwelling units in the project front either on 3rd or 20th Street, or on the rear yard, which 
meets the dimensional requirements of Section 134.  
 

F. Commercial Open Space. Planning Code Section 135.1 requires commercial space in newly 
constructed buildings in Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts to provide a minimum 
amount of publicly accessible open space, or pay an associated in-lieu fee.  
 
The project will meet the requirements of Section 135.1 by paying the appropriate in-lieu fee, which 
calculation is based on the approved rates at the time of issuance of the first construction document. 
 

G. Dwelling Unit Mix. Planning Code Section 207.6 requires at least 40 percent of the total 
number of proposed dwelling units to contain two or more bedrooms. Any fraction resulting 
from this calculation shall be rounded to the nearest whole number of dwelling units. 
 
The project will provide 41 percent of the dwelling units as 2-bedroom units or larger (29 units). 
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H. Height Limit. Planning Code Section 260 requires that the height of buildings not exceed the 
limits specified in the Zoning Map and defines rules for the measurement of height. The 
project site is within a 68-foot Height District.  
 
The height of the roof is no higher than 68 feet measured from 3rd Street per Planning Code Section 
260. 
 

I. Streetscape Plan. Planning Code Section 138.1(c)(2) requires projects with a collective street 
frontage of more than 250 feet to provide a streetscape plan that meets the minimum 
requirements of the Better Streets Plan.  
 
The project includes a combined street frontage of 255 feet. A streetscape plan is included as part of the 
proposal and it includes the appropriate standard features required by the Better Streets Plan (i.e. 
street trees, planting strips, bicycle parking, etc.). Due to the unique characteristics of the location of 
the subject property (intersection of two significant MUNI routes – the T-Third Light Rail and the 22 
Fillmore bus route), no sidewalk widening or bulb-outs are required.  
 

J. Shadow. Planning Code Section 147 requires reduction of substantial shadow impacts on 
public plazas and other publicly accessible spaces other than those protected under Planning 
Code Section 295. Section 295 restricts new shadow, cast by structures exceeding a height of 
40 feet, upon property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission. 
 
The Shadow Analysis conducted for the project indicates that the project will not cast shadow upon 
Public, Publicly Accessible or Publicly Financed or Subsidized Open Space. 
 

K. Parking. Planning Section 151.1 does not require any parking for projects in the UMU Zoning 
District. However, up to .75 parking spaces may be provided per dwelling unit.  
 
The project includes 71 dwelling units, and therefore could include up to 53 off-street parking spaces. 
However, the project only includes up to 48 parking spaces, the majority of which will be located in 
stackers.  
 

L. Car Share. Planning Code Section 166 requires newly constructed buildings containing 
between 50 and 200 dwelling units to provide at least one car share space, at no cost, to a 
certified car-share organization for purposes of providing car-share services for its car-share 
service subscribers. 
 
The project includes one car share space as required in the ground floor parking garage.  
 

M. Bicycle parking. Planning Code Section 155.5 requires projects with up to 50 dwelling units 
to provide at least one Class 1 bicycle parking space for every two dwelling units, which 
would require this project to provide 36 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces. However, new 
bicycle parking legislation (Board File No. 130528) was adopted by the Board of Supervisors 
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on July 27th, 2013. Under that legislation, the project is required to provide 71 Class 1 bicycle 
parking spaces and 4 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. 
 
The provides 71 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces in the basement level and more than 4 Class 2 bicycle 
parking spaces on the sidewalk adjacent to the subject property.  
  

N. Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee. Planning Code Section 423 et seq. 
establishes specific impact fees that are required for new developments within the Central 
Waterfront Plan Area. 
 
The project is subject to the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee, which calculation is 
based on the approved rates at the time of issuance of the first construction document.  

 
7. General Compliance with the Large Project Authorization in Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed 

Use District Objectives. Planning Code Section 329(c) lists nine aspects of design review in 
which a project must comply; the Planning Commission finds that the project is compliant with 
these nine aspects as follows: 
 
A. Overall building massing and scale; 

The project conforms to the applicable height and bulk requirements. The neighborhood in the vicinity 
of the project is evolving with the recent approval of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans, and is of 
mixed character. Proximate parcels contain a variety of building scales and uses ranging from a one-
story school, two and three story mixed-use structures, the recently completed six-story Potrero 
Launch residential development, and the 72-foot tall American Can Building across Third Street. The 
project, with residential and commercial uses, will be consistent with the evolving character of the area.  

 

The project massing is proposed to be 68-feet tall as measured from its centerline along Third Street. Its 
frontage there is visually divided in half with an entry lobby and an outer court above. The façade is 
further modulated by 3-level high volumes that reference the lower building fabric along Third Street. 
The tallest portion of the façade marks the corner at 20th Street.  

 

The project improves the character of the neighborhood with a number of elements including 1) the 
provision of a double-height commercial space at the corner of 20th and Third Streets that augments the 
existing neighborhood commercial district along 20th Street, 2) the massing emphasizes the corner 
consistent with the Central Waterfront Area Plan, 3) complying with the Ground Floor Residential 
Design Guidelines. The 7-foot setback for the first two levels along Third Street improves the 
pedestrian experience there. 

 

A defining trend in the area has been the redevelopment and adaptive reuse of underutilized parcels to 
meet the increased demand for housing and service-based businesses. The project falls within this trend 
and will be compatible with its surroundings.  
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B. Architectural treatments, facade design and building materials; 
The 3-level high volumes that anchor the ends of the Third Street frontage and turn the corner onto 
20th Street are rendered in a warm color/material palette that references the lower existing masonry 
building fabric across Third and 20th Streets. The façade is further articulated by bay windows of varied 
heights that step up the façade with the tallest one marking the corner at 20th Street.  
 
The design proposes different architectural skins to accentuate the varied planes of the façade. Colored 
cement board and terra-cotta panels are complimented by dark metal set into recesses, and white bay 
windows that project out from the façade. These elements provide a rich articulation and a sense of 
scale using high-quality materials. 
 
The project’s articulation and material palette mediates between the expressions of the larger 
commercial warehouse buildings, the older historic masonry structures, the ground floor retail uses, 
and the fine-grain residential uses; all building languages characteristic of the immediate vicinity and 
district.  
 

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

The design of the lower floors and street frontages of the project are responsive to the needs of the 
neighborhood. Located on a corner lot at a transit heavy intersection (the T-Third Light Rail  and 22 
Fillmore bus lines stop at this intersection), the placement and accentuation of a double-height 
commercial space at the corner is  appropriate and desirable. The setback of this storefront from Third 
Street responds to the narrow sidewalk there while its long dimension held to the property line along 
20th Street responds to the wider sidewalk on that frontage, and visually draws activity up 20th Street. 
A wrapping canopy also accents the corner, providing shelter to business patrons and pedestrians. 

 

North of this commercial space, the Third Street frontage is activated by six townhouses that frame a 
building lobby and are set back 7-feet from the property line. This setback is consistent with the 
Ground Floor Residential Design Guidelines and the Central Waterfront Area Plan. It continues up 
two levels and improves the pedestrian experience along Third Street where the sidewalk is otherwise 
only 9 feet in width. The first two feet of this setback are given over to a planting buffer with a row of 
street trees opposite at the curb line. Behind this two-foot planting zone, low gates further protect the 
ground-floor residential uses while maintaining transparency. 

 

At the western edge of the 20th Street frontage is the Project’s parking garage access. This access will be 
set-back nearly 19 feet so that waiting cars won’t block the sidewalk or the bus loading zones along 20th 
street. Utilities are located to minimize their effect on active street frontages. A gas room is located 
along 20th Street and a basement access to other utilities is provided along Third Street. Electrical 
transformers are located in a sub-grade vault along 20th Street. 
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The project design places the rear yard setback at the western side of the site, providing a buffer to the 
adjacent school yard and beginning a pattern of mid-block open space on a block that currently 
contains none. This orientation also minimizes the size and exposure of windowless property line 
blind-walls. 

 
D. The provision of required open space, both on- and off-site. In the case of off-site publicly 

accessible open space, the design, location, access, size, and equivalence in quality with that 
otherwise required on-site; 

 The project provides adequate open space, all of which is on site. The open spaces are provided in the 
form of private decks and a large common roof deck.  

 
E. The provision of mid-block alleys and pathways on frontages as required by the criteria set 

forth in Section 270.1, and the design of mid-block alleys and pathways as required by and 
pursuant to the criteria set forth in Section 270.2; 

 
The project is not subject to the mid-block controls of Sections 270.1 and 270.2.  

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

lighting; 

 The project proposes the installation of street trees, planting strips, and Class 2 bicycle parking along 
both frontages in accordance with the Better Streets Plan.  

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

The existing curb cut on 3rd Street will be removed, and no new curb cuts are permitted on this portion 
of 3rd Street. The project will provide a single ingress/egress on 20th Street that was reviewed and 
approved by the MTA because of its adjacency to the existing terminus of the 22 Fillmore bus route. 
The garage is inset at the curb cut to allow a queuing space for entering vehicles to help minimize 
impacts on the bus route and traffic circulation in general.  

 
H. Bulk limits; 

 The project site is located in an “X” Bulk District, which provides no bulk restrictions. 
 
I. Other changes necessary to bring a project into conformance with any relevant design 

guidelines, Area Plan or Element of the General Plan. 
 

The project generally meets the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan and is compliant with the 
Central Waterfront Area Plan. 

 
9. Exceptions. Proposed Planning Code Section 329 allows exceptions for Large Projects in the 

Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts.  
 

A. Planning Code Section 134 requires a minimum rear yard equal to 25 percent of the total lot 
depth beginning at the lowest story containing a dwelling unit. Planning Code Section 329(d) 
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allows an exception for the rear yard requirement pursuant to requirements of Planning 
Code Section 134(f).  

1. Residential uses are included in the new or expanding development and a comparable 
amount of readily accessible usable open space is provided elsewhere on the lot: 

 

The project is primarily a residential building. The proposed rear yard meets the code requirement 
of 25 percent of the lot depth. However, the rear yard in the UMU Zoning District is required to 
be provided at the lowest story containing a dwelling unit. Ground floor dwelling units are 
proposed along 3rd Street, but the rear yard is provided at the second story and above. 
Additionally, the project otherwise meets the useable open space requirements of Section 135. 

  

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

 

The project will occupy the northwestern corner of the block and the tallest portions of the building 
will front 3rd Street, which is an approximately 100-foot right-of-way. The proposed structure 
steps down to two stories as it extends west toward the mid-block along 20th Street, which reduces 
the impact to light an air in the interior of the block. Additionally, the 20th Street right-of-way is 
approximately 65 feet. As a result, the project will have no significant impact on light and air to 
adjacent properties.  

 

3. The proposed new or expanding structure will not adversely affect the interior block 
open space formed by the rear yards of adjacent properties: 
 
The existing block is primarily commercial and industrial, and there is no existing mid-block open 
space. Additionally, the project will provide a code-complying rear yard in terms of depth and size, 
and therefore will not adversely affect the existing block, nor any future pattern of mid-block open 
space.  

 
8. General Plan Compliance. The project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives 

and Policies of the General Plan: 
 

HOUSING 
Objectives and Policies 

 
OBJECTIVE 1: 
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE 
CITY’S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 
 
Policy 1.1: 



Draft Motion  
August 8, 2013 

 11 

CASE NO. 2005.0408 X 
2290 3rd Street 

Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, especially 
affordable housing. 
 
Policy 1.8: 
Promote mixed use development, and include housing, particularly permanently affordable 
housing, in new commercial, institutional or other single use development projects. 
 
The project will develop an underused parcel and provide much needed housing, including 11 on-site 
affordable housing units, and will further activate the corner of 3rd and 20th Streets. The area around the 
project site was recently rezoned to UMU as part of a long range planning goal to create a cohesive, higher 
density residential and mixed-use neighborhood. The project includes eleven on-site affordable housing 
units, which complies with the UMU Zoning District’s goal to provide a higher level of affordability. 
 

TRANSPORTATION 
Objectives and Policies 
 

OBJECTIVE 24: 
IMPROVE THE AMBIENCE OF THE PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT. 
 
Policy 24.2: 
Maintain and expand the planting of street trees and the infrastructure to support them.  
 
Policy 24.3: 
Install pedestrian-serving street furniture where appropriate. 
 
The project will install street trees at approximately 20 foot intervals along frontages on 3rd and 20th 
Streets. Other street features, including planting strips and Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, will be provided 
pursuant to the Better Streets Plan. Both frontages are designed with active spaces oriented at the 
pedestrian level. 
 
OBJECTIVE 28: 
PROVIDE SECURE AND CONVENIENT PARKING FACILITIES FOR BICYCLES. 
 
Policy 28.1: 
Provide secure bicycle parking in new governmental, commercial, and residential developments. 
 
Policy 28.3: 
Provide parking facilities which are safe, secure, and convenient. 
 
The project includes 71 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces in a secure basement. 
 
OBJECTIVE 34: 
RELATE THE AMOUNT OF PARKING IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS AND NEIGHBORHOOD  
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COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS TO THE CAPACITY OF THE CITY’S STREET SYSTEM AND LAND 
USE PATTERNS.  
 
Policy 34.1: 
Regulate off-street parking in new housing so as to guarantee needed spaces without requiring 
excesses and to encourage low auto ownership in neighborhoods that are well served by transit 
and are convenient to neighborhood shopping.  
 
Policy 34.3: 
Permit minimal or reduced off-street parking supply for new buildings in residential and 
commercial areas adjacent to transit centers and along transit preferential streets. 
 
Policy 34.5: 
Minimize the construction of new curb cuts in areas where on-street parking is in short supply 
and locate them in a manner such that they retain or minimally diminish the number of existing 
on-street parking spaces. 
 
The project has a parking to dwelling unit ratio of .67 space per unit, which is less than the permitted 
maximum of .75 space per unit. The project will remove the existing curb cut on 3rd Street and the new 
parking spaces will be accessed by one curb cut on 20th Street that was fully vetted by the MTA to ensure 
minimal impact on the adjacent terminus of the 22 Fillmore bus line. 
 

CENTRAL WATERFRONT AREA PLAN 
Objectives and Policies 
 
Land Use 
 

OBJECTIVE 1.1: 
ENCOURAGE THE TRANSITION OF PORTIONS OF THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT TO A 
MORE MIXED-USE CHARACTER, WHILE PROTECTING THE NEIGHBORHOOD’S CORE OF 
PDR USES AS WELL AS THE HISTORIC DOGPATCH NEIGHBORHOOD. 
 
Policy 1.1.1: 
Permit and encourage greater retail uses on the ground floor on parcels that front 3rd Street to 
take advantage of transit service and encourage more mixed uses, while protecting against the 
wholesale displacement of PDR uses.  
 
OBJECTIVE 1.2: 
IN AREAS OF THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT WHERE HOUSING AND MIXED-USE IS 
ENCOURAGED, MAXIMIZE DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL IN KEEPING WITH 
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER. 
 
Policy 1.2.1: 
Ensure that infill housing development is compatible with its surroundings.  
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The project responds to its surrounding context, continues the transition of the area into a mixed-use 
character, and provides neighborhood-serving retail space at the corner of 3rd and 20th Streets.  
 

Built Form 
 

OBJECTIVE 3.1: 
PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM THAT REINFORCES THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT’S 
DISTINCTIVE PLACE IN THE CITY’S LARGER FORM AND STRENGTHENS ITS PHYSICAL 
FABRIC AND CHARACTER. 
 
Policy 3.1.3: 
Relate the prevailing heights of buildings to street and alley width throughout the plan area.  
 
Policy 3.1.4: 
Heights should reflect the importance of key streets in the city’s overall urban pattern, while 
respecting the lower scale development of Dogpatch.  
 
Policy 3.1.6: 
New buildings should epitomize the best in contemporary architecture, but should do so with 
full awareness of, and respect for, the height, mass, articulation and materials of the best of the 
older buildings that surrounds them.  
 
OBJECTIVE 3.2: 
PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM AND ARCHITECTURAL CHARACTER THAT SUPPORTS 
WALKING AND SUSTAINS A DIVERSE, ACTIVE AND SAFE PUBLIC REALM. 
 
Policy 3.2.1: 
Require high quality design of street-facing building exteriors.  
 
Policy 3.2.2: 
Make ground floor retail and PDR uses as tall, roomy and permeable as possible.  
 
Policy 3.2.3: 
Minimize the visual impact of parking.  
 
Policy 3.2.4: 
Strengthen the relationship between a building and its fronting sidewalk.  
 
Policy 3.2.5: 
Building form should celebrate corner locations.  
 

Transportation 
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OBJECTIVE 4.3: 
ESTABLISH PARKING POLICIES THAT IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF NEIGHBORHOODS 
AND REDUCE CONGESTION AND PRIVATE VEHICLE TRIPS BY ENCOURAGING TRAVEL 
BY NON-AUTO MODES. 
 
Policy 3.1.3: 
Encourage, or require where appropriate, innovative parking arrangements that make efficient 
use of space, particularly where cars will not be used on a daily basis.  
 

9. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review 
of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project does comply with said 
policies in that:  

 
A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 

opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.  
 

The project will replace the approximately 4,000 square foot commercial building that includes little 
transparency with a mixed use building containing a 1,700 square foot corner commercial space that 
meet the street frontage and transparency requirements of the Planning Code and will provide a 
neighborhood-serving retail use.  

 
B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 

preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 
 

The subject property currently contains a 4,125 square-foot building and a 24-space surface parking 
lot. The proposed project will provide much needed housing, including 11 on-site affordable housing 
units, and ground floor neighborhood-serving retail space in a building of high quality modern design 
and materials that also relates to the surrounding context of the existing neighborhood.  

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

 
The subject property currently contains no housing. The project will include 71 dwelling units, 11 of 
which will be on-site affordable units.  

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

neighborhood parking.  
 

The Planning Code does not require parking or loading for the project, but it is providing 32-48 off-
street parking spaces, off-street loading for a 20-foot truck for resident move-in, and 71 Class 1 bicycle 
parking spaces. The area is well served by transit (Third T Light Rail, 22 and 48 MUNI bus lines), 
bike routes, and pedestrian facilities. The arrangement of parking garage ingress/egress was developed 
with the MTA to minimize obstruction to the 22 Fillmore bus line terminus. 
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E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors 
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for 
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

 
The project will not displace any service or industry establishment, and does not include any office 
space. Additionally, the new neighborhood-serving retail space will present an opportunity for resident 
employment and business ownership.  

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

life in an earthquake. 
 

The project will comply with all seismic requirements of the San Francisco Building Code.  
 

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.  
 

The subject building was determined to not be a historic resource by the Central Waterfront Historic 
Survey.  

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

development.  
 

The project will have no impact on existing parks and open spaces.  
 

10. The project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code 
provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the project would contribute to the character 
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.  

 
11. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Large Project Authorization would promote 

the health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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DECISION 

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Large Project 
Authorization Application No. 2005.0408X subject to the following conditions attached hereto as 
“EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with plans on file, dated August 1, 2013, and stamped “EXHIBIT 
B”, which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth. 
 
The Planning Commission hereby adopts the MMRP attached hereto as Exhibit C and incorporated 
herein as part of this Motion by this reference thereto. All required mitigation measures identified in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR and contained in the MMRP are included as conditions of approval. 
 
APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION:  Any aggrieved person may appeal this Large Project 
Authorization to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date of this Motion No. 
XXXXX. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 15-
day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Appeals if appealed to the Board 
of Appeals. For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd 
Floor (Room 304), San Francisco, CA 94103, or call 575-6880. 
 
 
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on August 8, 2013. 
 
 
Jonas P. Ionin 
Acting Commission Secretary 
 
 
 
AYES:   
 
NAYS:   
 
ABSENT:   
 
ADOPTED: August 8, 2013 
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EXHIBIT A 
AUTHORIZATION 
This authorization is for a Large Project Authorization to allow the demolition of the existing commercial 
building and parking lot and the construction of a 6-story, 68-foot tall mixed use building containing 71 
dwelling units, approximately 1,700 square feet of ground floor retail space, and 42 ground floor parking 
spaces located at 2290 3rd St, Block 4059, and Lot 009, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 134(f) and 329 
within the UMU District, Life Science and Medical Special Use District, and a 68-X Height and Bulk 
District; in general conformance with plans, dated August 1, 2013, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in 
the docket for Case No. 2005.0408X and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the 
Commission on August 8, 2013 under Motion No. XXXXXX. This authorization and the conditions 
contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator.  
 
RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the project the Zoning 
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder 
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is 
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Commission on August 8, 2013 under Motion No XXXXXX. 
 
PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 
The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXXX 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 Large Project 
Authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.  
 
SEVERABILITY 
The project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section 
or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not 
affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys 
no right to construct, or to receive a building permit. “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent 
responsible party. 
 
CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS   
Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator. 
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a 
new Large Project Authorization.  
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting 
PERFORMANCE 

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

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

3. Diligent pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence 
within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued 
diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider 
revoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was 
approved.  
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org. 
 

4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs 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 caused delay.  
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org. 
 

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

6. Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures described in the MMRP for the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Plan EIR (Case No. 2004.0160E) attached as Exhibit C are necessary to avoid 

http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
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potential significant effects of the proposed project and have been agreed to by the project 
sponsor.  
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org.  
 

7. Final Materials. The project Sponsor shall continue to work with Planning Department on the 
building design. Final materials, glazing, color, texture, landscaping, and detailing shall be 
subject to Department staff review and approval. The architectural addenda shall be reviewed 
and approved by the Planning Department prior to issuance.  
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org.  
 

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

PARKING AND TRAFFIC 
9. Parking for Affordable Units. All off-street parking spaces shall be made available to Project 

residents only as a separate “add-on” option for purchase or rent and shall not be bundled with 
any Project dwelling unit for the life of the dwelling units. The required parking spaces may be 
made available to residents within a quarter mile of the project. All affordable dwelling units 
pursuant to Planning Code Section 415 shall have equal access to use of the parking as the market 
rate units, with parking spaces priced commensurate with the affordability of the dwelling unit. 
Each unit within the project shall have the first right of refusal to rent or purchase a parking space 
until the number of residential parking spaces are no longer available. No conditions may be 
placed on the purchase or rental of dwelling units, nor may homeowner’s rules be established, 
which prevent or preclude the separation of parking spaces from dwelling units.  
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org.  

 
10. Car Share. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 166, no fewer than one (1) car share space shall be 

made available, at no cost, to a certified car share organization for the purposes of providing car 
share services for its service subscribers.  
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org.  

 

http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
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11. Bicycle Parking. The project shall provide no fewer than 71 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and 4 
Class 2 bicycle parking spaces as required by Planning Code Sections 155.1 and 155.5, as 
currently proposed for amendment by Board File No. 130528.  
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org.  
 

12. Parking Maximum. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151.1, the project shall provide no more 
than fifty-three (53) off-street parking spaces.  
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org.  
 

PROVISIONS 
13. 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 
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 compliance, contact the First Source Hiring Manager at 415-581-2335, 
www.onestopSF.org.  
 

Affordable Units 
14. Number of Required Units. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 419 (Tier B), the project is 

required to provide 20% of the proposed dwelling units as affordable to qualifying households. 
Pursuant San Francisco Charter Section 16.110 (g) the 20% on-site requirement stipulated in 
Planning Code Section 419 (Tier B) is reduced by 4% (20% of 20%) to 16%. The project contains 71 
units; therefore, 11 affordable units are required. The project Sponsor will fulfill this requirement 
by providing the 11 affordable units on-site. If the number of market-rate units change, the 
number of required affordable units shall be modified accordingly with written approval from 
Planning Department staff in consultation with the Mayor's Office of Housing (“MOH”).  
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing at 415-701-5500, www.sf-moh.org. 

 
15. Unit Mix. The project contains 20 studios, 22 one-bedroom, 25 two-bedroom, and 4 three-

bedroom units; therefore, the required affordable unit mix is 3 studios, 3 one-bedroom, 4 two-
bedroom, and 1 three-bedroom units. If the market-rate unit mix changes, the affordable unit mix 
will be modified accordingly with written approval from Planning Department staff in 
consultation with MOH.  
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing at 415-701-5500, www.sf-moh.org. 

 
16. Unit Location. The affordable units shall be designated on a reduced set of plans recorded as a 

Notice of Special Restrictions on the property prior to the issuance of the first construction 
permit. 

http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.onestopsf.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://sf-moh.org/index.aspx?page=321
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://sf-moh.org/index.aspx?page=321
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For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing at 415-701-5500, www.sf-moh.org. 

 
17. Phasing. If any building permit is issued for partial phasing of the Project, the project Sponsor 

shall have designated not less than sixteen percent (16%) of the each phase's total number of 
dwelling units as on-site affordable units. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing at 415-701-5500, www.sf-moh.org. 

 
18. Duration. Under Planning Code Section 415.8, all units constructed pursuant to Section 415.6, 

must remain affordable to qualifying households for the life of the project. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing at 415-701-5500, www.sf-moh.org. 

 
19. Other Conditions. The project is subject to the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable 

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

first construction permit by the Department of Building Inspection (“DBI”). The affordable 
unit(s) shall (1) reflect the unit size mix in number of bedrooms of the market rate units, (2) 
be constructed, completed, ready for occupancy and marketed no later than the market rate 
units, and (3) be evenly distributed throughout the building; and (4) be of comparable overall 
quality, construction and exterior appearance as the market rate units in the principal project. 
The interior features in affordable units should be generally the same as those of the market 
units in the principal project, but need not be the same make, model or type of such item as 
long they are of good and new quality and are consistent with then-current standards for 
new housing. Other specific standards for on-site units are outlined in the Procedures 
Manual. 

 
b. If the units in the building are offered for sale, the affordable unit(s) shall be sold to first-time 

home buyer households, as defined in the Procedures Manual. The units shall be priced to be 
affordable to households whose gross annual income, adjusted for household size, does not 

http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://sf-moh.org/index.aspx?page=321
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://sf-moh.org/index.aspx?page=321
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://sf-moh.org/index.aspx?page=321
http://sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4451
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://sf-moh.org/index.aspx?page=321
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exceed ninety (90) percent of Area Median Income under the income table called “Maximum 
Income by Household Size derived from the Unadjusted Area Median Income for HUD 
Metro Fair Market Rent Area that contains San Francisco.”  The initial sales price of such 
units shall be calculated according to the Procedures Manual. Limitations on (i) reselling; (ii) 
renting; (iii) recouping capital improvements; (iv) refinancing; and (v) procedures for 
inheritance apply and are set forth in the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the 
Procedures Manual.  

 
c. The project Sponsor is responsible for following the marketing, reporting, and monitoring 

requirements and procedures as set forth in the Procedures Manual. MOH shall be 
responsible for overseeing and monitoring the marketing of affordable units. The project 
Sponsor must contact MOH at least six months prior to the beginning of marketing for any 
unit in the building. 

 
d. Required parking spaces shall be made available to initial buyers or renters of affordable 

units according to the Procedures Manual.  
 
e. Prior to the issuance of the first construction permit by DBI for the Project, the project 

Sponsor shall record a Notice of Special Restriction on the property that contains these 
conditions of approval and a reduced set of plans that identify the affordable units satisfying 
the requirements of this approval. The project Sponsor shall promptly provide a copy of the 
recorded Notice of Special Restriction to the Department and to MOH or its successor. 

 
f. The project Sponsor has demonstrated that it is eligible for the On-site Affordable Housing 

Alternative under Planning Code Section 415.6 instead of payment of the Affordable Housing 
Fee, and has submitted the Affidavit of Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing 
Program:  Planning Code Section 415 to the Planning Department stating that any affordable 
units designated as on-site units shall be sold as ownership units and will remain as 
ownership units for the life of the Project. 

 
g. If the project Sponsor fails to comply with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program 

requirement, the Director of DBI shall deny any and all site or building permits or certificates 
of occupancy for the development project until the Planning Department notifies the Director 
of compliance. A Project Sponsor’s failure to comply with the requirements of Planning Code 
Section 415 et seq. shall constitute cause for the City to record a lien against the development 
project and to pursue any and all available remedies at law. 

 
If the project becomes ineligible at any time for the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative, the 
project Sponsor or its successor shall pay the Affordable Housing Fee prior to issuance of the first 
construction permit. If the project becomes ineligible after issuance of its first construction 
permit, the project Sponsor shall notify the Department and MOH and pay interest on the 
Affordable Housing Fee at a rate equal to the Development Fee Deferral Surcharge Rate in 
Section 107A.13.3.2 of the San Francisco Building Code and penalties, if applicable. 
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20. Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 423 
(formerly 327), the project Sponsor shall comply with the Eastern Neighborhoods Public Benefit 
Fund provisions through payment of an Impact Fee pursuant to Article 4. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org.  
 

MONITORING 
21. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in 

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

22. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in 
complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not 
resolved by the project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the 
specific conditions of approval for the project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning 
Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public 
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org.  

 
OPERATION 

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

24. 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 officer to 
deal with the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The project 
Sponsor shall provide the Zoning Administrator with written notice of the name, business 
address, and telephone number of the community liaison. Should the contact information change, 
the Zoning Administrator shall be made aware of such change. The community liaison shall 
report to the Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and what 
issues have not been resolved by the project Sponsor.  
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org.  
 
 

 

http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://sfdpw.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
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EXHIBIT C: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  
(includes text of improvement measures as well) 

 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Responsibility 
for 

Implementation 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Mitigation  
Action 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 

Responsibility 
Monitoring 

Schedule 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
 

     

AIR QUALITY 
Mitigation Measure 1 – Construction Air Quality 
The City would also condition project approval such that each 
subsequent project sponsor would require the contractor(s) to 
maintain and operate construction equipment so as to minimize 
exhaust emissions of particulates and other pollutants, by such 
means as a prohibition on idling motors when equipment is not in 
use or when trucks are waiting in queues, and implementation of 
specific maintenance programs to reduce emissions for equipment 
that would be in frequent use for much of the construction period. 
. 

Project sponsor, 
contractor(s) 

During 
construction 

Ensure 
construction 
equipment is 
properly 
maintained 
and operated 
to minimize 
exhaust 
emissions 

Project sponsor, 
contractor(s) to 
provide Planning 
Department with 
monthly reports 
during 
construction 
period 

Considered 
complete when 
upon receipt of 
final monitoring 
report at 
completion of 
construction 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS      

Mitigation Measure 2 – Hazardous Building Materials      
 

The City shall condition future development approvals to 
require that the subsequent project sponsors ensure that any 
equipment containing PCBs or DEHP, such as fluorescent light 
ballasts, are removed and properly disposed of according to 
applicable federal, state, and local laws prior to the start of 
renovation, and that any fluorescent light tubes, which could 
contain mercury, are similarly removed and properly disposed 
of.  Any other hazardous materials identified, either before or 
during work, shall be abated according to the applicable federal, 
state, and local laws.   
 
 

Project sponsor, 
contractor(s) 

Prior to demolition 
of structures 

Ensure 
equipment 
containing 
PCBs or DEHP 
and other 
hazardous 
materials is 
properly 
disposed 

Project sponsor, 
contractor(s), 
DPH, various 
federal and state 
agencies 

Considered 
complete when 
equipment 
containing PCBs 
or DEHP or other 
hazardous 
materials is 
properly disposed 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Responsibility 
for 

Implementation 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Mitigation  
Action 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 

Responsibility 
Monitoring 

Schedule 

IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 
TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
Improvement Measures 1: Timing of Proposed On-Street Commercial 
Loading Spaces 
As an improvement measure to ensure that SFMTA’s approval 
and legislation phase for conversion of three unrestricted on-street 
parking spaces to commercial loading spaces is completed and 
new curb regulations implemented prior to the Proposed project’s 
opening, the project sponsor should apply for the commercial 
vehicle loading zone on 20th Street at the start of construction. The 
project sponsor would need to apply through the SFMTA’s 
Parking and Traffic Color Curb Program.  

Improvement Measure 2: Installation of Eyebolts  
As an improvement measure to reduce pole clutter, the project 
sponsor could review with SFMTA whether it would be 
appropriate to install eyebolts in the renovated building to support 
Muni’s overhead wire system on 20th Street and/or Third Street 
would be appropriate.  
 
Improvement Measure 3: Installation of Bicycle Racks on the Adjacent 
Sidewalk 
As an improvement measure to accommodate retail visitors 
arriving by bicycle, the project sponsor would request that SFMTA 
install bicycle rack(s) on the sidewalks adjacent to the project site 
on 20th Street and/or Third Street. The project sponsor would 
work with SFMTA as to the final number and location of the 
bicycle racks. 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Responsibility 
for 

Implementation 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Mitigation  
Action 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 

Responsibility 
Monitoring 

Schedule 

Improvement Measure 4: Coordination of Move-In/Move-Out Activities 
and Large Deliveries 
As an improvement measure to reduce the potential for parking of 
delivery vehicles within the travel lane adjacent to the curb lane on 
Third Street or within the Muni bus layover on 20th Street, 
residential move-in and move-out activities should be scheduled. 
Moving trucks should be parked on the south side of 20th Street 
within the proposed commercial loading zone, and curb parking 
should be reserved through SFMTA. In addition, larger deliveries 
should be scheduled and coordinated through building 
management. 
 
      

 









Teague, Corey 

From: 	 Joe Wadcan <joe@wadcan.com > 
Sent: 	 Wednesday, July 31, 2013 12:48 PM 
To: 	 league, Corey 

Cc: 	 planning@rodneyfong.com ; cwu.planning@gmail.com ; wordweaver21@aol.com ; 
plangsf@gmail.com ; rich hillissf@yahoo.com; mooreurban@aol.com ; 
hs.commish@yahoo.com  

Subject: 	 2290 Third Street Project - Letter of support 

Mr. Teague, 

As a resident and Dogpatch Neighborhood Association (DNA) member, I wanted to express my support for this 
housing project. While a few loud members of DNA are against any development, myself and many others are 
in support such a development. Our neighborhood is in dire need to basic services and bringing more housing is 
the way to do it, so long as it is responsibly done. I personally like the way this building uses space, as well as 
the exterior. It’s a good thing for Dogpatch and in a small way, SF as a whole. I hope it gets approved, 

Joe 
(Resident of 25th St) 



Teague, Corey 

From: 	 Michaela Hug-Nelsen <mhugnelsen@gmail.com > 
Sent: 	 Tuesday, July 30, 2013 4:58 PM 
To: 	 league, Corey 

Cc: 	 planning@rodneyfong.com ; cwu.planning@gmail.com ; wordweaver12@aol.com ; 
plangsf@gmail.com ; richhillissf@yahoo.com ; mooreurban@aol.com ; 
hs.commish@yahoo.com  

Subject: 	 2290 Third St. 

Dear Mr Teague and Planning Commissioners, 

As a resident of Dogpatch, I am writing to express my support for Build Inc’s residential project at 2290 Third Street. 

The Build Inc team has been forthcoming, inclusive and responsive to the local community. They have shared their 

concepts every step of the way, and have listened to the neighbors and incorporated many of our suggestions. The have 

consistently been open and responsive to us as a community, and I am confident that they will continue to do so, if they 
move forward with this project. 

This project will be a positive addition to our neighborhood, as it will uphold the standard for high-quality design that 

our neighborhood currently supports. We are an eclectic neighborhood, rich in art, creativity and design and I am 

confident that Build Inc has held that as a priority throughout their design process. Our neighborhood is definitely 

growing, and I think it is so very important that we carefully review any sizable additions to it. When this proposal is 

heard on August 8th, I hope that you will approve this project so that work may commence soon, and we may set a 

standard for other additions to the neighborhood. 

Thank you for all that you do for us as a community! 

Sincerely, 

Michaela Hug-Nelsen 

mhugnelsen@gmail.com  



Teague, Corey 

From: 	 Amy Kepler <amydkepler@gmail.com > 
Sent: 	 Tuesday, July 30, 2013 10:54 AM 
To: 	 Teague, Corey 
Cc: 	 planning@rodneyfong.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com; wordweaver21@aol.com ; 

plangsf@gmail.com ; rich hillissf@yahoo.com ; mooreurban@aol.com ; 
hs.commish@yahoo.com  

Subject: 	 Support for Plans for 2290 Third Street (Dogpatch) 

Dear Mr. Teague and Planning Commissioners, 

As a resident of the Dogpatch, I am writing to express my enthusiastic support for Build Inc’s proposed 
residential project at 2290 Third Street that will be heard at Planning Commission on August 8. 

I have attended the Dogpatch Neighborhood Association meetings when Build Inc has presented the 2290 Third 
Street project, and have appreciated the extraordinary patience and dedication Build has demonstrated in 
hearing neighbors’ questions and concerns. 

The development team has been forthcoming, inclusive and responsive to the local community, from sharing 
their initial concepts to incorporating specific suggestions from the neighbors. They have consistently been 
responsive and creative as they develop and refine their plans 

I am in enthusiastic support of the project for a variety of reasons: 

It’s an example of smart, sustainable urban development. Many Dogpatch residents have adopted a 
NIMBY attitude to any development and don’t want to be part of the solution to San Francisco’s 
housing shortage. I am, in fact, excited to have this project in my backyard! 
More people = a safer Dogpatch. As a woman who commutes on Caltrain and needs to walk around my 
neighborhood after dark, I would love to feel as confident walking down 3rd  street at 9 pm as I do on 
Valencia or Fillmore. Let’s work to make our neighborhood more activated! 
The design contributes to the architectural diversity and interest of the Dogpatch. 

I hope that you will approve this project so that work may commence as soon as possible! 

Thank you for your support for a positive addition to our neighborhood. 

Sincerely, 

Amy Kepler 
895 Indiana St. 
San Francisco, CA 94107 
phone: 802-233-7226 



Teague, Corey 

From: 	 Julie Hamilton <juliebethhamilton@gmail.com > 
Sent: 	 Tuesday, July 30, 2013 11:13 AM 
To: 	 Teague, Corey 

Cc: 	 planning@rodneyfong.com ; wordweaver21@aol.com ; richhillissf@yahoo.com ; 
hs.commish@yahoo.com ; cwu.planning@gmail.com ; plangsf@gmail.com ; 
mooreurban@aol.com  

Subject: 	 2290 Third St. - Build Inc. 

Dear Mr. Teague and Planning Commissioners, 

As a resident in Dogpatch, I am writing to express my support for Build Incs proposed residential project at 
2290 Third Street that will be heard at Planning Commission on August 8. 

This project will be a positive addition to our neighborhood and help set a standard for high-quality design 
along the 3rd Street transit corridor. Dogpatch is a great neighborhood and we love living there. I would feel 
much safer and enjoy the neighborhood even more without the abandoned and/or rundown buildings that I pass 
on my walk home from the T stop at this corner. This is a great step forward. I hope that you will approve this 
project so that work may commence as soon as possible! 

Thanks very much for your support for a positive addition to our neighborhood. 

Sincerely, 

Julie Hamilton 

968 Minnesota Street 



Teague, Corey 

From: 	 Dianne Riccomini <diannericcomini@gmail.com > 

Sent: 	 Monday, July 29, 2013 2:32 PM 
To: 	 planning@rodneyfong.com  
Cc: 	 Teague, Corey; cwu.planning@gmail.com ; wordweaver21@aol.com ; 

plangsf@gmail.com ; richhillissf@yahoo.com ; mooreurban@aol.com ; 

hs.commish@yahoo.com  
Subject: 	 2290 Third Street residential project 

Dear President Fong, Commissioners Wu, Antonini, Borden, Hillis, Moore, and Sugaya, and Mr. Teague: 

We are co-owners of commercial and residential property in Dogpatch. We write in connection with the 
proposal by Build, Inc. for a residential project at 2290 Third Street. This proposal will be heard by the 
Commission on August 8, 2013. 

Build, Inc. has substantial roots in the Dogpatch District, as do we. Build, Inc. has been forthcoming in its 
outreach to the community and has been responsive to comments, questions, and concerns expressed during the 
refinement of its project. 

We are confident that the project will be a positive enhancement to the District and will inspire other developers 
to match its high quality. We thus strongly support this project, and we urge the staff to recommend approval 
and the Commission to approve the project. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Dianne Riccomini 
diaimericcomini(ä)gmail.com  

Silvano Marchesi 
silvano.basson(gmail.com  



Teague, Corey 

From: 	 Sher Rogat <sher@piccinocafe.com > 
Sent: 	 Thursday, July 18, 2013 6:42 PM 
To: 	 Teague, Corey 
Cc: 	 planning@rodneyfong.com ; cwu.planning@gmail.com ; wordweaver21@aol.com ; 

plangsf@gmail.com ; richhillissf@yahoo.com ; mooreurban@aol.com ; 

hs.commish@yahoo.com  
Subject: 	 2290 Third Street 

Dear Mr. league and Planning Commissioners, 

As a Dogpatch business owner, I’m writing to express my support for Build Inc’s proposed residential project at 
2290 Third Street that will be heard at Planning Commission on August 5 

The Build inc team has been completely forthcoming and responsive to the local community, from sharing their 
initial concepts to incorporating specific suggestions from the neighbors. They have consistently been 
responsive to the neighborhood as they develop and refine their plans. 

This project will be a wonderful addition to our neighborhood and help set a standard for high-quality design 
along the 3rd Street transit corridor. I hope that you will approve this project so that work may commence as 
soon as possible! 

Thanks very much for your support for a positive addition to our neighborhood. 

Sincerely, 

Sheryl Rogat 

Piccino 
100 iMinnesota 
SF, CA. 94107 
415.824.4224xt 11 



Teague, Corey 

From: 	 Margherita Sagan <margherita@piccinocafe.com > 
Sent: 	 Thursday, July 18, 2013 4:37 PM 
To: 	 Teague, Corey 
Subject: 	 2290 Third Street Project 

Dear Mr. Teague and Planning Commissioners, 

As a business owner in Dogpatch, I am writing to express my support for Build Inc.’s 
proposed residential project at 2290 Third Street that will be heard at Planning 
Commission on August 8. 

The Build Inc. team has been forthcoming, inclusive and responsive to the local 
community, from sharing their initial concepts to incorporating specific suggestions from 
the neighbors. Over several years they have developed understanding and appreciation 
for the unique character of this neighborhood. 

This project will be a positive addition to our neighborhood and help set a standard for 
high-quality design along the 3rd Street transit corridor. I hope that you will approve this 
project so that work may commence as soon as possible! 

Thanks very much for supporting a positive addition to our neighborhood. 

Sincerely, 

Margherita Stewart Sagan 
Co-Owner 
Piccino 

Margher–ta Stewart 
P–cc–no 
1001 Minnesota Street 
San Francisco, CA 94107 
415.824.4224 ext. 12 
www . piccinocafe . corn 



Teague, Corey 

From: 	 Wayne Garcia <wayne@digwinesf.com > 
Sent: 	 Thursday, July 18, 2013 1:31 PM 
To: 	 Teague, Corey 

Cc: 	 planning@rodneyfong.com ; cwu.planning@gmail.com; wordweaver21@aol.com ; 
plangsf@gmail.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; mooreurban@aol.com ; 
hs.commish@yahoo.com  

Subject: 	 2290 Third Street 
Attachments: 	 Dig_card_final.pdf 

Dear Mr. Teague and Planning Commissioners, 

As a Dogpatch business owner, I’m writing to express my support for Build Inc’s proposed residential project at 2290 Third Street that 
will be heard at Planning Commission on August 8. 

The Build Inc team has been forthcoming, inclusive and responsive to the local community, from sharing their initial concepts to 
incorporating specific suggestions from the neighbors. They have consistently been responsive and creative as they develop and refine 
their plans. 

This project will be a positive addition to our neighborhood and help set a standard for high-quality design along the 3rd Street transit 
corridor. I hope that you will approve this project so that work may commence as soon as possible! 

Thanks very much for your support for a positive addition to our neighborhood. 

Sincerely, 
Wayne Garcia 
DIG Wine SF 
1005 Minnesota Street 
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2290 THIRD STREET 
SAN FRANCSICO, CALIFORNIA 
 

PROJECT DATA SUMMARY SHEET 

 

Parcel: Block/Lot    4059/009 
 
Parcel Dimensions / Area   81’ x 170’ / 14,050 sq.ft. 
 
Zoning: Use District    UMU;  

Life Science and Medical Special Use District 

Zoning: Height/Bulk District   68-X 
 
 
 
Gross Building Area: approximate  59,682 sq.ft. 
 
Residential Floor Area:    66,841 sq.ft. 
 
Commercial Floor Area:    1,517 sq.ft. 
 
Residential Dwelling Units:   71 total 
   3 bedroom units    4  6% of total 
 2 bedroom units    25  35% of total 
 1 bedroom units    22  31% of total 
 Studio units    20  28% of total 
 
Residential Useable Open Space 
 Private Useable Open Space  800 sq.ft. 
 Common Useable Open Space  4,880 sq.ft. 
 
 
Building Height / Stories    68’ / 6 stories not including parapets, access or 
      mechanical penthouses. 
 
Occupancy Class / Construction Type  R-2,B,S   / Type III-A  Sprinkered   
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2290 THIRD STREET 
SAN FRANCSICO, CALIFORNIA 
 
DESIGN NARRATIVE  

 

 

Introduction 

The history of Dogpatch is a story of transformations.  Serpentine ridges were flattened to fill 
meandering coves; the hillside communities of Potrero Point and Irish Hill sprouted and then 
dispersed to make way for burgeoning maritime industries at Pier 70.  With the rise of the 
automobile and the City’s southward expansion, Kentucky Street became Third Street and was 
widened by 20-feet, stripping its western frontage (including the Project site), of its previous 
character.  By the 1990’s new developments began filling in gaps along the 3rd Street corridor with 
unremarkable, repetitive structures. 
 
Dogpatch is transforming again.   With the passage of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan in 2008, the 
planned transition of the slow and circuitous T-light rail into the more timely, direct and frequent 
Central Subway line, the future re-development of Pier-70, our proposed development site, located 
at the corner of 20th and Third Streets immediately adjacent to a light rail stop and the terminus of 
the 22-Fillmore trolley bus, is now an important transit and pedestrian gateway: a cross-roads linking 
the Dogpatch Historic District and Pier-70 to Mission Bay and Downtown San Francisco.  The 
design of 2290 3rd Street gives expression to this important node along what has been to date, an 
unremarkable but crucial transit boulevard.   

 
 
Activating the Streets 
 
The design begins with the streets and a carefully calibrated response to them.  Wrapping the 
corner, a double-height commercial / retail space extends across the existing commercial district 
along 20th Street.  At the terminus of the 22 Fillmore trolley bus line and the future turnaround of the 
“T-short” Central Subway light-rail line, this retail location will become a nighttime beacon and 
neighborhood-gathering place.    
 
Along Third Street, the experience of the existing narrow sidewalk is visually broadened with a 
generous 7-foot garden setback fronting six double-height townhomes.  Each townhome is 
expressed on the street by individual gateway entrances through a 4’-tall wall and railing system 
providing a clear delineation between the public and private realm.  Car and loading access has 
been fine-tuned to have minimum impact on the street scape and transit operations. 
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Massing & Contextual Response 
 
65 additional homes are lifted above the 17’-tall podium of activated street frontage.  The massing 
along Third street is 68 feet tall and compliments the 72-foot tall American Can Building and the six 
story Potrero Launch development.  Along the Third street frontage, the building massing is split in 
half by a 15-foot wide verdant courtyard.  This court is planted with a specimen tree and framed by 
vertical gardens along its walls extending up to the roof.  This vertical landscape then spreads 
laterally across common roof decks and garden plots for residents. 
 
Anchoring the north and south ends of the Third Street frontage, three story volumes clad in warm-
hued terra cotta panels reflects the scale and height of the older masonry structures across Third 
and 20th streets.  At the corner, this volume wraps over the retail and along the 20th street frontage 
establishing a dialog with the adjacent school, the historic police station and the older warehouse 
building across 20th. 
 

Different Rhythms 
 
Far from a routine stack of identical apartments, the dwellings are varied and expressed in two, 
three, and four story bay windows and alcoves that push and pull from the face of the building.  
Each of the three planes –the bay, the alcove and the building face– is rendered in its own material 
palette: patinated zinc in the alcoves, crisp white framed bay windows, and polychromatic panels 
along the building’s property line face that pick-up hues from the surroundings.  Four of the bay 
windows, extend up past the 68’-roofline into roof access penthouses.  The tallest of these marks 
the corner of 3rd street and 20th street.  The overall effect is heterogeneous but ultimately unifying—
like the character of the neighborhood itself. 
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