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ADOPTING FINDINGS, INCLUDING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY ACT, FOR A PERMIT TO ALTER FOR PROPOSED WORK DETERMINED TO BE
APPROPRIATE FOR AND CONSISTENT WITH THE PURPOSES OF ARTICLE 11, TO MEET THE
STANDARDS OF ARTICLE 11 AND TO MEET THE SECRETARY OF INTERIOR’S STANDARDS
FOR REHABILITATION, FOR THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT 706 MISSION STREET (ASSESSOR'S
BLOCK 3706, LOTS 093, 275, AND PORTIONS OF LOT 277), WITHIN THE C-3-R (DOWNTOWN
OFFICE) DISTRICT AND THE 400-1 HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.

PREAMBLE

WHEREAS, on October 24, 2012, Margo Bradish, Cox Castle & Nicholson LLP on behalf of the property
owner, 706 Mission Street Co LLC, a Delaware limited liability company (“Applicant”) filed an
application with the San Francisco Planning Department (“Department”) for a Permit to Alter for an
interior and exterior rehabilitation, as well as seismic upgrade of the Aronson Building and new related
construction of a 47-story, 550’-tall tower with up to 215 residential units and a museum (the future home
of The Mexican Museum) adjacent to the Aronson Building and located partially within the new
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Montgomery-Mission-Second Street Conservation District. The project would also reconfigure portions of
the existing Jessie Square Garage to increase the number of parking spaces from 442 spaces to 470 spaces,
add loading and service vehicle spaces, and would allocate up to 215 parking spaces within the garage to
serve the proposed residential uses.

On June 27, 2012, the Department published a draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for public review.
The draft EIR was available for public comment until August 13, 2012. On August 2, 2012, the Planning
Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to solicit
comments regarding the draft EIR. On March 7, 2013, the Department published a Comments and
Responses document, responding to comments made regarding the draft EIR prepared for the Project.
The DEIR, together with the Responses to Comments constitute the Final EIR.

On March 21, 2013, the Planning Commission, by Motion No. 18829, certified the Final EIR, finding that
the contents of said report and the procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and
reviewed complied with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code
Sections 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), 14 California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq. ("the CEQA
Guidelines"), and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31").

The certification of the FEIR was appealed to the Board of Supervisors. On May 7, 2013, the Board of
Supervisors rejected the appeal and affirmed the certification of the FEIR.

The Planning Department is the custodian of records, located in the File for Case No. 2008.1084E, at 1650
Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California.

Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP"), which material
was made available to the public and this Commission for this Commission’s review, consideration and
action. The mitigation measures described in the Final EIR are set forth in their entirety in the MMRP
attached to this Motion as Exhibit 2.

WHEREAS, on May 15, 2013, the Historic Preservation Commission conducted a duly noticed public
hearing on the Permit to Alter project, Case No. 2008.1084H (“Project”) to consider its compliance with
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Article 11 of the Planning Code.

WHEREAS, in reviewing the Application, the Historic Preservation Commission has had available for its
review and consideration case reports, plans, and other materials pertaining to the Project contained in
the Department's case files, including the FEIR, has reviewed and heard testimony and received materials
from interested parties during the public hearing on the Project.

MOVED, that the Historic Preservation Commission hereby adopts findings under the California
Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code §§21000 et seq. (CEQA), the CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal.
Code. Regs. §§15000 et seq., and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, including a
statement of overriding considerations (attached hereto as Exhibit 1); adopts the MMRP for the proposed
project (attached hereto as Exhibit 2); and grants the Permit to Alter, in conformance with the
architectural plans labeled Exhibit H on file in the docket for Case No. 2008.1084H and the listed
conditions based on the following findings:
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Storefront
(1) Construction details of the proposed storefront and entrance doors that indicate all exterior
profiles and dimensions shall be based on historic photograph documentation and shall be
subject to review and approval by Department Preservation Staff prior to the approval of the
architectural addendum.

(2) All storefront finishes shall have a non-metallic powder coated or painted finish. All color and
finish samples for storefronts shall be submitted to Department Preservation Staff for review and
approval as part of the architectural addendum.

Entryway

(3) The final design incorporating any historic fabric if discovered and, including shop drawings for
the new contemporary arched opening proposed along the Mission Street facade shall be based
on photographic or physical evidence and shall be included in the architectural addendum for
review and approval by Department Preservation Staff.

(4) All exterior materials and finish samples shall be reviewed and approved by Department
Preservation Staff prior to fabrication and prior to the approval of site permit or
architectural addendum.

Canopy

(5) Final design, including finish and materials to match proposed storefronts, and shop drawings
for the attachment details of the canopies at the Third Street entry and north facade shall be
reviewed and approved by Department Preservation Staff prior to fabrication and prior to the
architectural addendum.

(6) Attachment details of the proposed canopies indicating that the canopies will be attached in a
manner that will avoid damage to the historic fabric shall be submitted for review and approval
by Department Preservation Staff prior to approval of the architectural addendum.

Signage

(7) The sign program for the Aronson Building, including lighting proposed, shall be submitted for
review and approval by staff under a new (Minor) Permit to Alter at a later date.

Existing Windows

(8) The replacement windows for the non-historic windows on the Third and Mission Street
elevations shall be wood windows that closely match the configuration, material, and all exterior
profiles and dimensions of the historic windows based on historic photographic evidence.

Exterior Repairs

(9) Documentation indicating the results of a thorough facade inspection shall be submitted for
review and approval by Department Preservation Staff. The fagade inspection document shall
clearly identify the extent of damage and the parts that will be repaired, replaced in kind or those
that are damaged beyond repair, requiring replacement with substitute materials.
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Colusa Sandstone

(10)Cleaning of the Colusa sandstone shall be conducted consistent with the masonry cleaning
practice outlined in Preservation Brief 1 — Cleaning and Water-Repellent Treatments for Historic
Masonry Buildings. The coating or paint type, color, and layering on the Colusa sandstone shall
be researched before attempting its removal. Analysis of the nature of any unsound materials or
paint to be removed from the sandstone shall be submitted to Department Preservation Staff for
review and approval. In addition, initial testing shall be done on a small obscure location on the
facade. All existing coatings shall be removed from the sandstone by gentlest means possible. A
mock-up of proposed coating shall be conducted prior to selection of a product to ensure that
coating shall not alter the natural finish, color or texture of the stone.

Terra Cotta

(11)Cleaning of the terra cotta shall be conducted consistent with the masonry cleaning practice
outlined in Preservation Brief 1 — Cleaning and Water-Repellent Treatments for Historic Masonry
Buildings, which include but are not limited to, exercising extreme care in the cleaning of brick
and conducting mock-ups to ensure no damage will occur as a result of cleaning. In addition,
cleaning of the terra cotta shall proceed with the gentlest means, which may require several
mock-ups prior to selection of the proper techniques as determined by a qualified preservation
architect.

Architectural Cast Iron

(12) All proposed replacement of missing elements within the architectural features shall be in kind.
Only in instances where entire features are missing (e.g. scroll capitals along Third Street) shall be
replaced with substitute material after review and approval by Department Preservation Staff.

Exterior Paint

(13)Prior to application of the exterior paint finish on the cast iron, a paint analysis shall be
performed on representative samples after proper cleaning of the existing materials for review
and approval by Department Preservation Staff.

Sheet Metal

(14) Substitute materials shall not be used to repair the existing cornice or replace missing cornice
details and instead shall be replaced in-kind.

Substitute Materials

(15)A mock-up of any replacement material proposed shall be reviewed and approved by
Department Preservation Staff prior to installation.

(16) Specifications and shop drawings for all replacement of the exterior materials on the Aronson
Building shall be included in the architectural addendum for review and approval by
Department Preservation Staff.

(17) The replacement material shall closely match the characteristics of the historic material. The shop
drawings for any replacement material proposed shall be included in the architectural addendum
and are subject to review and approval by Department Preservation Staff to ensure that the
replacement features, if applicable, closely match all exterior profiles, dimensions, and detailing
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of the historic features as well as match the color, tone, and texture from a representative range of
cleaned samples from the building

(18) Prior to the production of the building features proposed to be replaced with substitute materials
and the approval of the architectural addendum, Department Preservation Staff shall review site
mock-ups of the replacement materials, including a mock-up of all exterior finish.

New Window Openings

(19) The frames and finishes of the new windows proposed on the upper floors of the north facade
shall match those proposed for the storefronts along the Third and Mission Street facades as well
as the storefronts on the north fagade.

Rooftop Addition

(20) Final design, including details and finish material samples of the proposed solarium and glass
railing/windscreen on the roof shall be reviewed and approved by Department Preservation Staff.

Tower Height and Massing

(21) Any reduction of the overall height and massing of the proposed tower adjacent to the Aronson
Building shall be reviewed and approved by Department Preservation staff provided that all
other conditions of approval outlined in this motion are met.

(22) The Project Sponsor shall continue to work with Department Preservation staff on the design of
the tower base in order to ensure compatibility with the adjacent Aronson Building, the New
Montgomery-Mission-Second Street Conservation District and surrounding context. Specifically,
the materials, finishes, character and massing of the base of the tower shall be further refined to
be of pedestrian scale. This final design of the tower base shall return to the Architectural Review
Committee of the Historic Preservation Commission for review and comment to confirm that
these issues have been addressed prior to approval of the architectural addendum.

FINDINGS

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

The above recitals are accurate and also constitute findings of the Commission.
Findings pursuant to Article 11:

The Historic Preservation Commission has determined that the proposed work is compatible with the
exterior character-defining features of the subject building and meets the requirements of Article 11 of the
Planning Code:

e That the proposed additions and alterations respect the character-defining features of the subject building;

e That the architectural character of the subject building will be maintained and those features that affect
the building’s overall appearance that are removed or repaired shall be done so in-kind;

e All architectural elements and cladding will repaired where possible in order to retain as much historic fabric
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as possible;

¢ That the proposal calls for retaining sound historic materials and replacing in-kind or with salvaged materials
when necessary;

¢ That the integrity of distinctive stylistic features and examples of skilled craftsmanship that characterize the
Aronson Building will be preserved;

¢ That the new addition on the rooftop will have a contemporary design that is compatible with the size, scale,
color, material, and character of the Aronson Building and surroundings, and will not destroy
significant features of the building;

e That the new addition on the rooftop will be minimally visible from the public right-of-way as it will be one-
story in height over the roof level, setback approximately 23" setback from the Third Street fagade and 27
setback from the Mission Street facade, and cover less than 75% of the roof area;

e That the installation of the proposed new elements, such as the rooftop solarium, railings on the rooftop,
windows on the north elevation, and storefronts on the two primary elevations, the north (secondary)
elevation as well as the proposed adjacent tower, will be undertaken in such a manner that, if removed in the
future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired;

e That the proposed work will not cause the removal, alteration, or obstruction of any character-defining
features of the Aronson Building. The portions of the wall proposed to be removed for the creation of
window openings on the north elevation will not remove more than 30% of the wall area, will not remove any
distinctive materials or significantly alter the historic character of the Aronson Building. In addition, all
structural, mechanical, electrical, plumbing installations will be designed in a manner which does not affect
any character-defining features of the buildings and will occur in areas that are not visible from the street;

e That the proposed alterations and related adjacent construction will be carefully differentiated from the
existing historic Aronson Building and will be compatible with the character of the property and district,
including the proposed glass railings/windscreens, windows and doors, storefronts, rooftop addition and
adjacent tower;

e That any chemical or physical treatments will be undertaken using the gentlest means possible and under the
supervision of a historic architect or conservator;

e That Mitigation Measure M-NO-2c: Vibration Monitoring and Management Plan, of the Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program for the 706 Mission Street — Mexican Museum Project Environmental Impact Report
pertaining to the potential for direct physical damage to the Aronson Building resulting from vibration
during construction of the proposed project tower will ensure the protection of the Aronson Building.

e That the proposed project meets the following Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation:

Standard 1:
A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires minimal
change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment.

The project will retain commercial uses, or introduce new uses that will be compatible with the Aronson
Building. With the exception of the Aronson Building structural system and window frames at upper
floors, there are no character-defining features on the interior. The window frames and the structural
system will be retained and the new interior layout and features, including partition walls, stairs and other
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major building elements will be designed in a manner that will not obscure the fenestration of the
rehabilitated Third and Mission Street facades. Therefore, the proposed alteration of the interior to
accommodate the new use will not impact historic fabric or features that characterize the Aronson Building.

Standard 2:
The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic
materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided.

The existing Aronson Building will be maintained and protected prior to and during construction to
prevent deterioration and/or damage, and ensure preservation of historic fabric. In addition, the proposed
exterior alterations to the Aronson Building such as the new windows, storefront systems, and canopy on
the north elevation occur on secondary elevations. Furthermore, the proposed one-story solarium addition
on the rooftop will be substantially setback from the edges of the Aronson Building (23" from the Third
Street facade, 27’ from the Mission Street facade and 21" from the north facade) and will be minimally
visible from the street. The proposed glass rail/windscreen along the primary facades will not be visible from
the streets given its 3’ 6” height and 1’ 6” setback from the parapet wall. As conditioned, the 10" high
portion of the glass railing/windscreen along the north fagade will be setback at least 5° from the parapet
wall, ensuring minimal visibility from across Third Street. The proposed new tower construction will also
be located on a tertiary, previously altered elevation and will not result in the loss of any historic materials
or features.

Standard 3:

Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place and use. Changes that
create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or architectural
elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken.

The introduction of new storefronts and windows on the primary elevations are based on photographic
documentation on the primary elevations is compatible with the adjoining historic fabric and are consistent
with the original design of the Aronson Building in terms of proportions, profiles and configurations. The
new punched windows on the north elevation will be clearly differentiated but compatible with the
character of the Aronson Building. As conditioned, the replacement windows on the primary facades will be
wood framed single light windows and as such will be compatible with the existing Aronson Building as
they are based on physical and photographic documentation.

Standard 4:
Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance in their
own right shall be retained and preserved.

There are no identified changes to the Aronson Building that have acquired historic significance in their
own right. Other existing incompatible and non-historic 1978 additions on the north and west elevations,
and storefront infill will be removed as part of the proposed rehabilitation.
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Standard 5:
Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that
characterize a property shall be preserved.

The proposed project will retain and restore all distinctive materials, features, and finishes as well as
construction techniques and examples of craftsmanship. Specifically the proposed project will rehabilitate
all of the character-defining features of the Aronson Building, such as the exterior cladding in buff-colored
glazed brick, the terra cotta and sandstone ornament, including sandstone entablatures and piers, brick
pilasters, capitals, frieze, spandrel panels and window sills, cast iron pilasters between ground-floor
storefronts, galvanized sheet metal cornice with paired scrolled brackets and block modillions historic
entrance locations on Third and Mission Street facades, as well as the wood flagpole on the roof . The
original Aronson Building entrance including the bronze door frame and arched transom frame at the
Third Street entrance will be retained, cleaned and rehabilitated. As part of the proposed project, any extant
material associated with the Mission Street historic entryway exposed during demolition will be retained,
cleaned and rehabilitated. As conditioned, Department Preservation Staff will review and approve the final
design, including materials and details for a new compatible contemporary arched opening that will be built
at the original location with new metal portal surround, side lights and new glass entry double doors,
matching those proposed for the Third Street facade, if no historic entryway is found after demolition.

Standard 6:

Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of
deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the old in
design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible, materials. Replacement of
missing features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence.

The proposed project will retain and restore all distinctive materials, features, and finishes, as well as
construction techniques and examples of craftsmanship that characterize the Aronson Building. The project
also proposes to replace elements deteriorated beyond repair or missing elements in kind. If the material is
no longer available, it will be replaced using a substitute material that matches the profile and
configuration of the original based on physical or photographic documentation and following the practice
outlined in Preservation Brief 16 - Use of Substitute Materials on Historic Building Exteriors. As
conditioned, site mock-up of any substitute material used will be reviewed and approved by Department
Preservation Staff prior to fabrication and prior to the approval of architectural addendum.

Standard 7:

Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic materials
shall not be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be undertaken using the
gentlest means possible.

The project will comply with Rehabilitation Standard 7, in such that the project will adhere to the
recommendations in the HSR and as conditioned, will following the masonry cleaning practice outlined in
Preservation Brief 1 — Cleaning and Water-Repellent Treatments for Historic Masonry Buildings, which
include but are not limited to, exercising extreme care in the cleaning of brick and conducting mock-ups to
ensure no damage will occur as a result of cleaning; cleaning of terra cotta proceed with the gentlest means,
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which may require several mock-ups prior to selection of the proper techniques and that the treatment
approaches for the various historic materials be determined by a qualified preservation architect.

Standard 8:
Significant archeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and preserved. If such
resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken.

Mitigation measures are identified in the EIR and incorporated in the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program, which require archaeological monitoring during construction of the adjacent tower to
ensure that the project will not result in a significant impact to archaeological resources.

Standard 9:

New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic
materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new work will be
differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale
and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its environment.

The proposed additions, exterior alterations and related new construction will not destroy historic
materials, features and spatial relationship that characterizes the Aronson Building in that most of the
related new construction is proposed on secondary facades. The one-story solarium will be added on the
rooftop and will be substantially setback form the primary facades of the Aronson Building (23" from the
Third Street facade, 27" from the Mission Street fagade and 21’ from the north fagade) minimizing the
perceived mass and visibility of the addition from the public right-of-way. The canopy, new storefront
system and new window openings along the north facade are also additions located on secondary elevations
and are designed in a manner to be compatible with and not destroy historic materials, features, and spatial
relationships that characterize the Aronson Building. In addition, the proposed tower construction will be
located on the previously altered west elevation that has no ornamental detail or historic fenestration. The
new storefronts on the primary facades will be designed to closely match the historic storefronts in
proportion, profiles and configuration based on physical and photographic evidence. As conditioned, the
replacement windows on upper floors of the primary facades will consist of wood window frames with
profiles, configuration, color and operation that will closely match the historic windows based on physical
and photographic evidence to ensure compatibility with the character of the Aronson Building.

All new work will be clearly differentiated from the old yet be compatible with the historic materials,
features, size, proportion, and massing. Specifically the proposed storefronts, new canopies, new windows
on the north facade, and solarium on the roof top will be clearly differentiated through the use of
contemporary detailing and materials. In addition, the adjacent tower will be differentiated in its modern,
contemporary design vocabulary, yet be compatible with the Aronson Building and the New Montgomery-
Mission-Second Street Conservation District as fully described in the attached memorandum (Exhibit L)
prepared by Page & Turnbull and dated May 3, 2013, the proposed tower is compatible with the
Conservation District. Specifically, the lower levels of the tower would align with their counterparts in the
Aronson Building, creating a relationship between the two structures that would be expressed on the
exterior of the proposed tower. Furthermore, the tower is designed consistent with Preservation Brief 14:
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"New Exterior Additions to Historic Buildings: Preservation Concerns” which calls for the design of
additions to historic resources in dense urban locations to read as an entirely separate building.

Although the proposed height of the tower is much taller than the Aronson Building, the proposed location
and articulation of the tower as a related but visually separate building from the Aronson Building
maintains a context that is similar to many buildings of varying heights within the district and the
immediate vicinity thereby retaining the spatial relationships that characterize the property within the
District. The proposed massing and articulation of the tower further differentiate it from the Aronson
Building, allowing each to maintain a related but distinct character and physical presence. Furthermore, as
conditioned, the proposed tower design will be revised including finishes and materials that are compatible
and consistent with the Aronson Building as well as the surrounding District.

Standard 10:

New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner
that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its
environment will not be impaired.

The proposed new tower construction and alterations to the Aronson Building will not remove significant historic
fabric, and have been designed to be unobtrusive to the architectural character of the Aronson Building and District
in conformance with Secretary’s Standards. While unlikely, if removed in the future, the proposed alterations at the
roof, the primary and secondary facades, and the new adjacent tower, would not have an impact on the physical
integrity or significance of the Aronson Building or the District in conformance with Standard 10 of the Secretary’s
Standards.

General Plan Compliance. The proposed Permit to Alter is, on balance, consistent with the following
Objectives and Policies of the General Plan:

I. URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT
THE URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT CONCERNS THE PHYSICAL CHARACTER AND ORDER OF THE CITY,
AND THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PEOPLE AND THEIR ENVIRONMENT

GOALS

The Urban Design Element is concerned both with development and with preservation. It is a concerted effort to recognize
the positive attributes of the city, to enhance and conserve those attributes, and to improve the living environment where it is
less than satisfactory. The Plan is a definition of quality, a definition based upon human needs.

OBJECTIVE 1
EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITS
NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF ORIENTATION.

POLICY 1.3
Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that characterizes the city and its districts.

OBJECTIVE 2
CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE A SENSE OF NATURE, CONTINUITY WITH THE PAST,
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AND FREEDOM FROM OVERCROWDING.

POLICY 2.4
Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural or aesthetic value, and promote the preservation of other
buildings and features that provide continuity with past development.

POLICY 2.5
Use care in remodeling of older buildings, in order to enhance rather than weaken the original character of such buildings.

POLICY 2.7
Recognize and protect outstanding and unique areas that contribute in an extraordinary degree to San Francisco’s visual
form and character.

The goal of a Permit to Alter is to provide additional oversight for buildings and districts that are architecturally or
culturally significant to the City in order to protect the qualities that are associated with that significance.

The proposed project qualifies for a Permit to Alter and therefore furthers these policies and objectives by maintaining and
preserving the character-defining features of the subject building for the future enjoyment and education of San Francisco
residents and visitors.

The proposed project is generally consistent with the eight General Plan priority policies set forth in Section 101.1
in that:

A) The existing neighborhood-serving retail uses will be preserved and enhanced and future opportunities for
resident employment in and ownership of such businesses will be enhanced:

The proposed project will not have any impact on neighborhood serving retail uses.

B) The existing housing and neighborhood character will be conserved and protected in order to preserve the
cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods:

The proposed project will strengthen neighborhood character by respecting the character-defining features of the
historic building in conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.

C) The City’s supply of affordable housing will be preserved and enhanced:
The project will not reduce the affordable housing supply.

D) The commuter traffic will not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood
parking:

The proposed project will not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI transit service or overburdening the
streets or neighborhood parking. It will provide sufficient off-street parking for the proposed uses.

E) A diverse economic base will be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from

SAN FRANCISCO 11
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Motion No. 0197 CASE NO 2008.1084H
Hearing Date: May 15, 2013 706 Mission Street

displacement due to commercial office development. And future opportunities for resident employment
and ownership in these sectors will be enhanced:
The proposal will retain its existing commercial use to contribute to the diverse economic base of downtown.

F) The City will achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an
earthquake.

Preparedness against injury and loss of life in an earthquake is improved by the proposed work. The work will
eliminate unsafe conditions at the site and all construction will be executed in compliance with all applicable
construction and safety measures.

G) That landmark and historic buildings will be preserved:

The proposed project is in conformance with Article 11 of the Planning Code and the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards.

H) Parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas will be protected from development:

The proposed project will not unduly impact the access to sunlight or vistas for the parks and open space.
For these reasons, the proposal overall, appears to meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation
and the provisions of Article 11 of the Planning Code regarding Major Alterations to Category I (Significant)

buildings.

California Environmental Quality Act Findings. This Commission hereby incorporates by reference as though
fully set forth and adopts the CEQA findings attached hereto as Exhibit 1.
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DECISION

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other interested
parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other written materials
submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby ADOPTS the MMRP (attached as Exhibit 2) and GRANTS a
Permit to Alter for the property located at Assessor’s Block 3706, Lot 093 for proposed work in conformance with
the renderings and architectural plans labeled Exhibit A on file in the docket for Case No. 2008.1084H.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: The Commission's decision on a Permit to Alter shall be
final unless appealed within thirty (30) days. Any appeal shall be made to the Board of Appeals, unless the
proposed project requires Board of Supervisors approval or is appealed to the Board of Supervisors as a
conditional use, in which case any appeal shall be made to the Board of Supervisors (see Charter Section
4.135).

THIS IS NOT A PERMIT TO COMMENCE ANY WORK OR CHANGE OF OCCUPANCY UNLESS NO
BUILDING PERMIT IS REQUIRED. PERMITS FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION
(and any other appropriate agencies) MUST BE SECURED BEFORE WORK IS STARTED OR OCCUPANCY
IS CHANGED.

I hereby certify that the Historical Preservation Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on
May 15, 2013.

Jonas P. Ionin

Acting Commission Secretary

AYES: Hyland, Johnck, Johns, Matsuda, Pearlman, Wolfram, Hasz

NAYS:

ABSENT:

ADOPTED: May 15, 2013
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Exhibit 1

706 MISSION STREET - THE MEXICAN MUSEUM AND RESIDENTIAL TOWER PROJECT
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT FINDINGS:
FINDINGS OF FACT, EVALUATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND
ALTERNATIVES, AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS
SAN FRANCISCO HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

In determining to approve a Major Permit to Alter for the 706 Mission Street — The Mexican Museum and
Residential Tower Project located at 706 Mission Street (Assessor’s Block 3706, Lots 093, 275, and 277
(portion)), described in Section I, Project Description below, ("Project"), the San Francisco Historic
Preservation Commission (“Commission”) makes and adopts the following findings of fact regarding the
Project and mitigation measures and alternatives, and adopts the statement of overriding considerations
and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, based on substantial evidence in the whole
record of this proceeding and pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, California Public
Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. (“CEQA”), particularly Section 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines
for Implementation of CEQA, 14 California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq. (“Guidelines”),
particularly Section 15091 through 15093 and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

This document is organized as follows:

Section I provides a description of the Project, the Project Objectives, the environmental review process
for the Project, the approval actions to be taken, and the location of records;

Section II identifies the impacts found not to be significant that do not require mitigation;

Section III identifies potentially significant impacts that are avoided or reduced to less-than-significant
levels through mitigation and describes the disposition of the mitigation measures;

Section IV identifies significant, unavoidable wind and shadow impacts (specifically cumulative shadow
impacts), of the Project that cannot be avoided or reduced to less-than-significant levels through
Mitigation Measures;

Section V evaluates the different project alternatives and the economic, legal, social, technological, and
other considerations that support approval of the Project as proposed and the rejection of these
alternatives; and

Section VI makes a Statement of Overriding Considerations setting forth the specific economic, legal,
social, technological, or other benefits of the Project that outweigh the significant and unavoidable
adverse environmental effects and support the rejection of the project alternatives.

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) for the mitigation measures that have
been proposed for adoption is attached with these findings as Exhibit 2. The MMRP is required by CEQA
Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. The MMRP provides a table setting forth each



mitigation measure listed in the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Project (“Final EIR”) that is
required to reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. The MMRP also specifies the agency responsible
for implementation of each measure and establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule. The
full text of the mitigation measures is set forth in the MMRP.

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Commission. The
references set forth in these findings to certain pages or sections of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (“Draft EIR” or “DEIR”) or the Responses to Comments (“RTC”), which together comprise the
Final EIR, are for ease of reference and are not intended to provide an exhaustive list of the evidence
relied upon for these findings.

MOVED, that the Commission has reviewed and considered the Final EIR and the record associated
therewith, including the comments and submissions made to this Commission, and based thereon hereby
adopts these findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including rejecting alternatives as
infeasible and adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and adopts the MMRP attached as
Exhibit 2 to Motion No. 0197 based on the following findings:

L Project Description

A. 706 Mission Street — The Mexican Museum and Residential Tower Project

The project site is on the northwest corner of Third and Mission Streets, at 706 Mission Street. It consists
of three lots: the entirety of Assessor’s Block 3706, Lots 093 and 275, and portions of Assessor’s Block
3706, Lot 277. Together, these lots cover an area of approximately 63,468 square feet or approximately
1.45 acres. The area of the project site includes the below-grade publically-owned Jessie Square Garage,
which would become private by conveyance to the project sponsor.

Lot 093, an approximately 15,460 square foot, rectangular parcel is currently developed with the 10-story,
154-foot-tall Aronson Building (a 144-foot-tall building with a 10-foot-tall mechanical penthouse). The
building was originally constructed in 1903, and two annexes were added in 1978. The Aronson Building
is rated “A” (highest importance) by the Foundation for San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage, and it is
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places and the California Register of Historical
Resources. The Aronson Building is also designated as a Category I Significant Building within the New
Montgomery-Mission-Second Street Conservation District. Including the annexes, the Aronson Building
contains a total of approximately 120,340 gross square feet (gsf), with approximately 13,700 gsf of storage
and utility space in the basement, an approximately 10,660-gsf retail space on the ground floor, which is
currently occupied by a Rochester Big & Tall retail clothing store, and approximately 95,980 gsf of office
space on the second through tenth floors. Including the annexes, the Aronson Building covers
approximately 74 percent of Lot 093.

Lot 275 is occupied by the existing ramp that provides vehicular access from Stevenson Street to the
subsurface Jessie Square Garage. This lot has an area of approximately 1,635 square feet.

A currently vacant approximately 9,780 square foot portion of Lot 277 is the future permanent home of
The Mexican Museum (Mexican Museum parcel). The subsurface Jessie Square Garage is the other



portion of Lot 277 that makes up the project site. The Jessie Square Garage contains 442 parking spaces
within a footprint of approximately 45,310 square feet. Currently, vehicles enter the Jessie Square Garage
from Stevenson Street and exit onto either Stevenson or Mission Streets.

The proposed project would include a 47-story, 520-foot-tall tower (with a 30-foot-tall
elevator/mechanical penthouse), with two floors below grade on The Mexican Museum parcel and the
western portion of the Aronson Building parcel. The new tower would be west of, adjacent to, and
physically connected to the existing Aronson Building. The overall project would contain space for The
Mexican Museum, a ground-floor retail/restaurant use, up to 215 residential units, seven floors of flex
space in the Aronson Building, which would remain as office use or be converted to residential use, and
associated building services.

In the proposed tower, there would be up to 43 floors of residential space, including mechanical areas,
and four floors of museum space. The Mexican Museum would occupy the ground through fourth floors,
and residential uses would occupy the fifth through forty-seventh floors. The fifth floor of the tower
would be occupied by residential or residential amenity space, unless the residential amenity space is on
the tenth floor of the Aronson Building as discussed below. Approximately 2,100 gsf on Basement Level
B2 would be allocated to The Mexican Museum for storage. About 15,900 gsf on Basement Levels B1 and
B2 would be occupied by the elevator core and building services.

As part of the proposed project, the historically important Aronson Building would be restored and
rehabilitated, and the existing mechanical penthouse on the roof of the Aronson Building would be
removed. The Aronson Building currently contains approximately 10,660 gsf of retail space on the
ground floor and approximately 95,980 gsf of office space on the second through tenth floors. With the
proposed project, the Aronson Building would have lobby space and retail/restaurant space on the
ground floor. The Mexican Museum would occupy the second and third floors and possibly some or all
of the ground floor of the Aronson Building. The fourth through tenth floors of the Aronson Building
have been designated as flex space for which two options are proposed. These are described in greater
detail below. In addition to being designated as flex space, the tenth floor of the Aronson Building could
be occupied by residential amenity space if the residential amenity is not provided on the fifth floor of the
proposed tower. Building services would occupy a small portion of each floor.

The flex space options for the Aronson Building are referred to as the “residential flex option” and the
“office flex option.” The seven floors of flex space are currently occupied by approximately 61,320 gsf of
office space, which could either be converted from office use to residential use or remain as office use
with the proposed project. Under the residential flex option, the seven floors would be converted into up
to 28 residential units. The proposed project would provide up to 215 residential units (including the
residential units in the Aronson Building) and no office space under the residential flex option. As
discussed above, the tenth floor of the Aronson Building could be used as residential amenity space.
Under the office flex option, the seven floors of existing office space would continue to be used as offices,
which would result in up to 191 residential units (no residential units in the Aronson Building) and
approximately 61,320 gsf of office space in the proposed project. If the tenth floor of the Aronson Building
were used as residential amenity space instead of office space under the office flex option, there would be
approximately 52,560 gsf of office space in the proposed project.



Under the residential flex option for the Aronson Building, the proposed project would contain a total of
approximately 710,525 gsf, with approximately 580,630 gsf of residential uses, approximately 22,200 gsf
of residential amenity space, approximately 52,285 gsf of museum space, approximately 4,800 gsf of
retail/restaurant space, approximately 8,505 gsf of storage space, approximately 41,720 gsf of building
core, mechanical, and service space, and approximately 385 gsf of space for the ramp that leads out of the
existing Jessie Square Garage to Mission Street.

Under the office flex option for the Aronson Building, the proposed project would contain a total of
approximately 710,525 gsf, with approximately 519,310 gsf of residential uses and approximately 61,320
gsf of office space. The approximate square footages of residential amenity space, museum space,
retail/restaurant space, storage space, building core, mechanical, and service space, and space for the
existing ramp that leads out of the Jessie Square Garage to Mission Street would be the same as they are
for the residential flex option described above.

The Jessie Square Garage would be reconfigured to include 470 spaces, 210 of which would be made
available to the general public. Under the proposed project, all non-project vehicles would continue to
enter the Jessie Square Garage from Stevenson Street. Project residents would have the option of parking
their own vehicles or using a valet service. Project residents who choose to park their own vehicles would
be required to enter the garage from Stevenson Street; they would not be allowed to access the project site
from Third Street using the car elevators to enter the garage. Project residents who choose to use the valet
service would drive onto the project site from Third Street using the existing curb cut and driveway. As
under current conditions, all loading trucks would exit the Jessie Square Garage onto Stevenson Street
only, but delivery vans, service vehicles, and all other vehicles would have the option of exiting the
garage onto either Stevenson or Mission Streets.

While several vehicular access variants to the proposed project were analyzed in the EIR, none of them
are being approved by this Commission or any other City decision maker. Because of this, these findings
do not address the significant and unavoidable impacts that the Final EIR identified would result if the
vehicular access variants were to be approved.

B. Successor Agency Project Objectives

The objectives of the Successor Agency are as follows:

e To complete the redevelopment of the Yerba Buena Center (YBC) Redevelopment Project Area
envisioned under the Yerba Buena Center Redevelopment Plan.

e To stimulate and attract private investment and generate sales taxes and other General Fund
revenues from new uses on the project site, thereby improving the City's overall economic health,
employment opportunities, tax base, and community economic development opportunities.

e To provide for the development of a museum facility and an endowment for The Mexican
Museum on Successor Agency-owned property located adjacent to Jessie Square, at the heart of
San Francisco’s cultural district location, in a manner that is consistent with General Plan Policy



C.

VI-1.9, to “create opportunities for private developers to include arts spaces in private
developments city-wide.”

To ensure construction of a preeminent building with a superior level of design for this important
site across from Yerba Buena Gardens and adjacent to Jessie Square in a manner that
complements the landscaping and design of Jessie Square.

To provide housing in an urban infill location to help alleviate the effects of suburban sprawl.

To provide temporary and permanent employment and contracting opportunities for minorities,
women, qualified economically disadvantaged individuals, and other residents both in the South
of Market area and in the City generally, in a manner consistent with the City’s current and
future equal opportunity programs.

To create a development that is financially feasible and that can fund the project’s capital costs
and ongoing operation and maintenance costs related to the redevelopment and long-term
operation of the Mexican Museum parcel without reliance on public funds.

To maximize the quality of the pedestrian experience along Mission Street and Third Street, while
maintaining accessibility to the project site for automobiles and loading.

To transfer ownership of the Jessie Square Garage to a private entity, while providing adequate
parking in the Jessie Square Garage for the Contemporary Jewish Museum, St. Patrick’s Church,
The Mexican Museum, and the public.

To provide for rehabilitation of the historically important Aronson Building.

To secure funding for new and affordable below-market rate units beyond the amount currently
required by City ordinances.

To secure additional funding for operations, management, and security of Yerba Buena Gardens.

Project Sponsor Objectives

The objectives of the project sponsor, 706 Mission Street Co., LLC, are as follows:

To construct a residential building of superior quality and design that complements and is
generally consistent with the downtown area, furthering the objectives of the General Plan’s
Urban Design Element and the Yerba Buena Center Redevelopment Plan.

To redevelop the project site with a high-quality residential development that includes a ground-
floor retail or restaurant use.



¢ To provide housing in downtown San Francisco that is accessible to local and regional transit, as
well as cultural amenities and attractions, such as performing art centers, and art museums and
exhibitions.

¢ To rehabilitate the historically important Aronson Building.

e To design and construct the project to a minimum of Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design (LEED) Silver standards (or such higher and additional requirements as adopted by the
City and County of San Francisco), thereby reducing the project’s carbon footprint and
maximizing the energy efficiency of the building.

e Todevelop a project that is financially feasible and financeable, and to create a level of
development sufficient to support the costs of providing the public benefits delivered by the
project, including space and funding for The Mexican Museum; rehabilitation of the historically
important Aronson Building; funding of affordable, below-market-rate housing; and funding for
the maintenance of Yerba Buena Gardens, and that can fund project costs.

e To provide adequate parking and vehicular access to serve the needs of project residents and
their visitors.

D. Planning and Environmental Review Process

The Project Sponsor submitted an Environmental Evaluation application for the project on June 30, 2008.
The Environmental Evaluation application was revised on December 7, 2009, and again on March 5, 2012,
to reflect design changes to the proposed project. The San Francisco Planning Department (the
“Department”) determined that an Environmental Impact Report was required and published and
distributed a Notice of Preparation of an EIR ("NOP ") on April 13, 2011. The NOP is Appendix A to the
Draft EIR. The public review period on the NOP began on April 14, 2011, and ended on May 13, 2011.

The Department published a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) on June 27, 2012. The
Commission held a public hearing to solicit testimony on the DEIR on July 27, 2013. The Department
received written comments on the DEIR from June 28, 2012, to August 13, 2012. The Department
published the Responses to Comments on March 7, 2013. The DEIR, together with the Responses to
Comments constitute the Final EIR. The FEIR was certified by Planning Commission on March 21, 2013,
by Motion No. 18829. Certification of the FEIR was appealed to the Board of Supervisors. On May 7, 2013,
the Board of Supervisors rejected the appeal and affirmed the certification of the FEIR.

E. Approval Actions

1. Actions by the Planning Commission
o Certification of the Final EIR on March 21, 2013, by Planning Commission Motion No. 18829;

e General Plan referral to determine project consistency with the General Plan and the Priority
Policies.



¢ Recommend approval to the Board of Supervisors of a Zoning Map amendment to reclassify
the existing 400-foot height limit for the project site, shown on Zoning Map Sheet HT01, and to
amend Zoning Map Sheet SU01 to show the Special Use District.

¢ Recommend approval to the Board of Supervisors of a Special Use District to address Floor
Area Ratio, height, and other land use controls for the project site, which may include additional
provisions regarding permitted uses, the provision of cultural/museum use within the SUD, floor
area ratio limitations, dwelling unit exposure, height of rooftop equipment, bulk limitations, and
curb cut locations.

e Approval of a Section 309 Determination of Compliance and Request for Exceptions for the
construction of a new building in a C-3 District.

e Approval of amendment of the quantitative shadow standard for Union Square that was
established on February 7, 1989, pursuant to Planning Commission Resolution No. 11595; and
Section 295 shadow significance determination and allocation to project.

Action by this Historic Preservation Commission

e Approval of a Major Permit to Alter pursuant to Article 11 of the Planning Code.
Actions by the Board of Supervisors

e The Planning Commission’s certification of the Final EIR was appealed to the Board of
Supervisors, and on May 7, 2013, the Board of Supervisors upheld the certification of the Final
EIR.

e Adoption of a Zoning Map amendment to reclassify the existing 400-foot height limit for the
project site, shown on Zoning Map Sheet HT01, and to amend Zoning Map Sheet SU01 to show
the Special Use District.

e Adoption of a Special Use District to address Floor Area Ratio, height, and other land use
controls for the project site, which may include additional provisions regarding permitted uses,
the provision of cultural/museum use within the SUD, floor area ratio limitations, dwelling unit
exposure, height of rooftop equipment, bulk limitations, and curb cut locations.

Actions by the Recreation and Park Commission

e Approval of amendment of the quantitative shadow standard for Union Square that was
established on February 7, 1989, pursuant to Planning Commission Resolution No. 11595;

e Recommendation to the Planning Commission regarding the Section 295 shadow significance
determination and allocation to project.



5. Actions by the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency, and the Oversight Board of the
Successor Agency

e Approval of the Agreement of Purchase and Sale for the Mexican Museum parcel and the
Jessie Square Garage.

e Approval of parking structure bond purchase/defeasance documents.

6. Actions by the Department of Public Works
e Approval of the tentative map

7. Actions by the Department of Public Works and the SFMTA Board of Directors
e Approval of a street improvement permit and/or encroachment permit to (1) extend the
existing Jessie Square passenger loading/unloading zone on Mission Street by approximately 83
feet, 6 inches to the east, resulting in a 154-foot-long passenger loading/unloading zone; and (2)
designate the curb along Third Street in front of the project site as a white zone for passenger
loading/unloading.

8. Actions by the Department of Building Inspection
e Approval of the site permit
e Approval of demolition, grading, and building permits

9. Actions by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

e Approval of compliance with requirements of the Stormwater Management Ordinance for
projects with over 5,000 square feet of disturbed ground area.

E. Location and Custodian of Records

The public hearing transcript, a copy of the letters regarding the Draft EIR received during the public
review period, the administrative record, and background documentation for the FEIR are located at the
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco. The Commission Secretary is the custodian of
records for the Planning Department and the Commission.

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Commission.

IL Impacts Found Not to Be Significant And Thus Do Not Require Mitigation

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant (Pub. Res.
Code, § 21002; CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091). As more fully described in the Final EIR
and based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the Commission hereby finds



that implementation of the Project would not result in any significant impacts in the following areas and
that these impact areas therefore do not require mitigation.

Land Use and Land Use Planning

e Impact LU-1: The proposed project would not physically divide an established community.

e Impact LU-2: The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy,
or 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.

e Impact LU-3: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse impact on the character
of the vicinity.

e Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, or reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to
significant adverse cumulative land use impacts related to a physical division of an established
community; to conflicts with applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to, a general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect; and to the existing character of the vicinity.

Aesthetics

e Impact AE-1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.

e Impact AE-2: The proposed project tower would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
resource.

e Impact AE-3: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on the visual
character or quality of the site and its surroundings.

e Impact AE-4: The proposed project would not 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.

e Impact C-AE-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would not make a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant impact related to aesthetics.

Population and Housing

e Impact PH-1: The proposed project would not induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly or indirectly.

e Impact PH-2: The proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing
units or create demand for additional housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere.

e Impact PH-3: The proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

e Impact C-PH-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to
significant adverse cumulative impacts related to population growth, housing, and employment,
either directly or indirectly.



Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Impact CP-5: The proposed rehabilitation, repair and reuse of the Aronson Building under the
proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of the Aronson
Building as a historical resource under CEQA.

Impact CP-6: The proposed project tower would not cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of the Aronson Building historical resource.

Impact CP-7: The proposed project tower would not cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of nearby historical resources.

Impact C-CP-2: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would not have a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant impact on historic architectural resources.

Transportation and Circulation

Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not cause a substantial increase in traffic that would
cause the level of service to decline from LOS D or better to LOS E or F, or from LOS E to F at
seven intersections studied in the project vicinity.

Impact TR-2: The proposed project would not cause a substantial increase in transit demand that
could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity; nor would it cause a substantial increase
in delays or costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could occur.
Impact TR-3: The proposed project would not result in substantial overcrowding on public
sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere
with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas.

Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for
bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining
areas.

Impact TR-5: The loading demand of the proposed project during the peak hour of loading
activities would be accommodated within the proposed on-site loading facilities or within
convenient on-street loading zones, and would not create potentially hazardous traffic conditions
or significant delays involving traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians.

Impact TR-6: Construction and operation of the proposed project would not result in inadequate
emergency access.

Impact TR-7: Construction-related impacts of the proposed project would not be considered
significant due to their temporary and limited duration.

Impact C-TR-1: The proposed project would not contribute considerably to future cumulative
traffic increases that would cause levels of service to deteriorate to unacceptable levels at seven
intersections.

Impact C-TR-2: The proposed project would not contribute considerably to cumulative increases
in transit ridership that would cause the levels of service to deteriorate to unacceptable levels.
Impact C-TR-3: The construction impacts of the proposed project would not result in a
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact when combined with other nearby
proposed projects due to the temporary and limited duration of the construction of the proposed
project and nearby projects.
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Noise

Impact NO-4: The proposed project’s new residences and cultural uses would not be
substantially affected by existing noise levels.

Impact C-NO-1: Construction of the proposed project, in combination with other past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would not result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to significant temporary or periodic increases in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the proposed project.

Impact C-NO-3: Operation of the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to significant permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project.

Impact C-NO-4: Noise from traffic increases generated by the proposed project, when combined
with noise from reasonably foreseeable traffic growth forecast to the year 2030, would not
contribute considerably to significant cumulative traffic noise impacts.

Air Quality

Impact AQ-1: Construction of the proposed project would not violate an air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation; nor would it result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria air pollutants, for which the project region is in
nonattainment under an applicable ambient air quality standard.

Impact AQ-2: Construction of the proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations of fugitive dust.

Impact AQ-4: Operation of the proposed project would not violate an air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation; nor would it result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria air pollutant for which the project region is
in nonattainment under an applicable ambient air quality standard.

Impact AQ-5: Operation of the proposed project would not generate emissions of PM2.5 and
toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, at levels that would expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

Impact AQ-6: Operation of the proposed project would not expose new on-site sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

Impact AQ-7: Construction and operation of the proposed project would not conflict with or
obstruct implementation of the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan (CAP), the applicable air quality
plan.

Impact AQ-8: Construction and operation of the proposed project would not expose a
substantial number of people to objectionable odors.

Impact C-AQ-1: Construction and operation of the proposed project, in combination with other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to exposure of sensitive receptors to significant cumulative substantial
pollutant concentrations.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Impact C-GG-1: The proposed project would be consistent with the City’s GHG Reduction Plan
and the AB 32 Scoping Plan, and would, therefore, not result in a cumulatively considerable
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contribution to significant cumulative GHG emissions or conflict with any policy, plan, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.

Wind and Shadow
Impact WS-1: The proposed project would not alter wind in a manner that substantially affects

public areas.

Impact C-WS-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would not make a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative wind impact.

Impact WS-2: The proposed project would not create new shadow in a manner that substantially
affects outdoor recreation facilities and other public areas.

Recreation

Impact RE-1: The proposed project would not increase the use of existing park and recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of facilities would occur or be accelerated.
Impact RE-2: The proposed project would not require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.

Impact RE-3: The proposed project would not physically degrade existing recreational resources.
Impact C-RE-1: Construction of the proposed project, in combination with past, present and
reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to significant adverse cumulative impacts on recreational facilities.

Utilities and Service Systems

Impact UT-1: The proposed project would not exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of
the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

Impact UT-2: The proposed project would not require or result in the construction of new or the
expansion of existing water or wastewater treatment facilities, or stormwater drainage facilities,
the construction of which could have significant environmental effects.

Impact UT-3: The proposed project would not result in a determination that there is insufficient
capacity in the wastewater treatment system to serve the proposed project’s estimated demand in
addition to its existing demand.

Impact C-UT-1: Construction of the proposed project, in combination with other past, present
and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant adverse cumulative impact regarding the treatment of stormwater
runoff or capacity of wastewater treatment facilities or stormwater drainage facilities.

Impact UT-4: The proposed project would be adequately served by existing water entitlements
and water supply resources, and would not require new or expanded water supply resources or
entitlements.

Impact C-UT-2: Construction of the proposed project, in combination with other past, present
and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant adverse cumulative impact on water supply.

Impact UT-5: The proposed project would increase the amount of solid waste generated on the
project site, but would be adequately served by the City’s landfill and would comply with
Federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.
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Impact C-UT-3: Construction of the proposed project, in combination with other past, present
and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant adverse cumulative impact on solid waste disposal facilities.

Public Services

Impact PS-1: The proposed project would not increase demand for public services to the extent
that new facilities would have to be constructed or existing facilities altered in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any public services
such as police protection, fire protection and emergency services, schools, or libraries.

Impact C-PS-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to
significant adverse cumulative impacts that would result in a need for construction of new or
physically altered facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives for any public services, including police protection, fire protection and
emergency services, schools, and libraries.

Biological Resources

Impact BI-1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFG or USFWS.

Impact BI-2: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on the movement
of native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, nor would it impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.

Impact BI-3: The proposed project would not conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources.

Impact C-BI-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would not make a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant adverse cumulative impact on biological resources.

Geology and Soils

Impact GE-1: The proposed project would not expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture, ground-
shaking, liquefaction, or landslides.

Impact GE-2: The proposed project would not result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil.
Impact GE-3: The proposed project would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or
offsite landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse.

Impact GE-4: The proposed project would not be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code, creating substantial risks to life or property.

Impact C-GE-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present and other
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to significant adverse cumulative impacts with respect to geology,
soils, or seismicity.
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Hydrology and Water Quality
Impact HY-1: The proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste

discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade water quality.

Impact HY-2: The proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere with groundwater recharge.

Impact HY-3: The proposed project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner
that would result in substantial erosion or siltation or substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on or off site.

Impact HY-4: Construction of the proposed project would not 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.

Impact HY-5: Operation of the proposed project would not 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.

Impact C-HY-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a
significant adverse cumulative impact on hydrology and water quality.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Impact HZ-1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on the public or

the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.

Impact HZ-3: The proposed project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school.

Impact HZ-4: The proposed project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.

Impact HZ-5: The proposed project would not expose people or structures to a risk of loss, injury
or death involving fires.

Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed project, when combined with other past, present and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a
significant adverse cumulative impact on hazards and hazardous materials.

Mineral and Energy Resources

Impact ME-1: The proposed project would not have a significant adverse impact on the
availability of a known mineral resource and/or a locally important mineral resource recovery
site.

Impact ME-2: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on the use of
fuel, water, or energy consumption, and would not encourage activities that could result in the
use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a wasteful manner.

Impact C-ME-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant adverse cumulative impact on mineral and energy resources.
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Agricultural and Forest Resources

e Impact AG-1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on the
conversion of farmland, would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or with a
Williamson Act contract, nor involve other changes that would result in conversion of farmland
to non-agricultural use.

e Impact AG-2: The proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land or timberland, nor would it result in the loss of forest land or the
conversion of forest land to non-forest use.

¢ Impact C-AG-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant adverse cumulative impact on agricultural resources or forest land or
timberland.

IIL. Potentially Significant Impacts That Are Avoided Or Reduced To A Less-Than-Significant
Level And Findings Regarding Mitigation Measures

The following Sections III and IV set forth the Commission's findings about the Final EIR’s
determinations regarding significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures proposed to
address them. These findings provide the written analysis and conclusions of the Commission regarding
the environmental impacts of the Project and the mitigation measures included as part of the Final EIR
and adopted by the Commission and other City decision makers as part of the Project. To avoid
duplication and redundancy, and because the Commission agrees with, and hereby adopts, the
conclusions in the Final EIR, these findings will not repeat the complete analysis and conclusions in the
Final EIR, but instead summarizes and incorporates them by reference herein and relies rely upon them
as substantial evidence supporting these findings.

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

As set forth below, the Commission adopts and incorporates all of the mitigation measures within its
jurisdiction set forth in the Final EIR and the attached MMRP to substantially lessen or avoid the
potentially significant and significant impacts of the Project. The Commission and other City decision
makers intend to adopt each of the mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIR. Accordingly, in the
event a mitigation measure recommended in the Final EIR has inadvertently been omitted in these
findings or the MMRP, such mitigation measure is hereby adopted and incorporated in the findings
below by reference. In addition, in the event the language describing a mitigation measure set forth in
these findings or the MMRP fails to accurately reflect the mitigation measures in the Final EIR due to a
clerical error, the language of the policies and implementation measures as set forth in the Final EIR shall
control. The impact numbers and mitigation measure numbers used in these findings reflect the
information contained in the Final EIR.
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The potentially significant impacts of the Project that will be mitigated through implementation of

mitigation measures are identified and summarized below along with the corresponding mitigation

measures.

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

¢ Impact CP-1: Construction activities for the proposed project would cause a substantial adverse

change in the significance of archaeological resources, if such resources are present within the

project site.

o

Ground-disturbing construction activity within the project site, particularly within
previously undisturbed soils, could adversely affect the significance of archaeological
resources by impairing the ability of such resources to convey important scientific and
historical information. This effect would be considered a substantial adverse change in
the significance of an historical resource and would therefore be a potentially significant
impact under CEQA.
The following mitigation measures, as more fully described in the Final EIR, are hereby
adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR and the attached MMRP and will be
implemented as provided herein, to mitigate the potentially significant impact of Impact
CP-1.

* Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a: Archaeological Test, Monitoring, Data Recovery

and Reporting

*= Mitigation Measure M-CP-1b: Interpretation
Based on the final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and
determined that implementing Mitigation Measures M-CP-1a and M-CP-1b would
reduce Impact CP-1 to a less-than significant level because Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a
would ensure that any potentially affected archaeological deposits would be identified,
evaluated, and, as appropriate, subject to data recovery and reporting by a qualified
archaeologist under the oversight of the Environmental Review Officer, and Mitigation
Measure M-CP-1b would ensure that a plan for the post-recovery interpretation of buried
or submerged archaeological resources is developed and implemented with the
assistance of qualified archaeologist and under the oversight of the Environmental
Review Officer.

e Impact CP-2: Construction activities for the proposed project would cause a substantial adverse

change in the significance of human remains, if such resources are present within the project

site.

o

Ground-disturbing construction activity within the project site, particularly within
previously undisturbed soils, could adversely affect the significance of human remains,
which would be a potentially significant impact under CEQA.

The following mitigation measure, as more fully described in the Final EIR, is hereby
adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR and the attached MMRP and will be
implemented as provided herein, to mitigate the potentially significant impact of Impact
CP-2.
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o

* Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a: Archaeological Test, Monitoring, Data Recovery
and Reporting

Based on the final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and
determined that implementing Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a would reduce Impact CP-2
to a less-than significant level because the mitigation measure would ensure that the
treatment of any human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects
discovered during soil disturbing activities complies with applicable state and federal
laws, including immediate notification of the Coroner of the City and County of San
Francisco and, in the event of the Coroner’s determination that the human remains are
Native American remains, notification of the NAHC, who would appoint an MLD.

e Impact CP-3: Construction activities for the proposed project would cause a substantial adverse

change in the significance of paleontological resources, if such resources are present within the

project site.

o

Paleontological resources could exist in the Franciscan, and possibly the Colma,
Formations that underlie the project site. Project construction activities could disturb and
impair the significance of such paleontological resources, which would be a potentially
significant impact under CEQA.
The following mitigation measure, as more fully described in the Final EIR, is hereby
adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR and the attached MMRP and will be
implemented as provided herein, to mitigate the potentially significant impact of Impact
CP-3.

* Mitigation Measure M-CP-3: Paleontological Resources Monitoring and

Mitigation Program

Based on the final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and
determined that implementing Mitigation Measure M-CP-3 would reduce Impact CP-3 to
a less-than significant level because the mitigation measure would ensure that a plan for
monitoring, recovery, identification, and curation of palenontologic resources would be
developed and implemented by a qualified paleontologist under the oversight of the
Environmental Review Officer in the event that paleontological resources are present
within the project site.

e Impact CP-4: Construction activities for the proposed project would disturb unknown resources

if any are present within the project site.

o

Construction activities could disturb or remove unknown human remains within the
project site, which could materially impair the physical characteristics of the unknown
resource, resulting in a potentially significant impact under CEQA.
The following mitigation measure, as more fully described in the Final EIR, is hereby
adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR and the attached MMRP and will be
implemented as provided herein, to mitigate the potentially significant impact of Impact
CP-4.

* Mitigation Measure M-CP-4: Accidental Discovery
Based on the final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and
determined that implementing Mitigation Measure M-CP-4 would reduce Impact CP-4 to
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a less than significant level because the mitigation measure ensures that all field and
construction personnel will be informed of the potential presence of archaeological
resources within the project site and the procedures that are to be followed in the event
such resources are encountered during construction activities.

Impact C-CP-1: Disturbance of archaeological and paleontological resources, if encountered

during construction of the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and future

reasonably foreseeable projects, would make a cumulatively considerable contribution to a

significant cumulative impact on archaeological resources.

o

Noise

When considered with other past and proposed development projects within San
Francisco and the Bay Area region, the potential disturbance of archaeological and
paleontological resources within the project site could make a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a loss of significant historic and scientific information about California,
Bay Area, and San Francisco history and prehistory, which would be a potentially
significant impact under CEQA.
The following mitigation measures, as more fully described in the Final EIR, are hereby
adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR and the attached MMRP and will be
implemented as provided herein, to mitigate the potentially significant impact of Impact
C-CP-1.

* Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a: Archaeological Test, Monitoring, Data Recovery

and Reporting
*= Mitigation Measure M-CP-1b: Interpretation
* Mitigation Measure M-CP-3: Paleontological Resources Monitoring and
Mitigation Program

*= Mitigation Measure M-CP-4: Accidental Discovery
Based on the final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and
determined that implementing Mitigation Measures M-CP-1a, M-CP-1b, M-CP-3, and M-
CP-4 would reduce the project’s contribution to Impact C-CP-1 to a less than
cumulatively considerable level because these mitigation measures would ensure that
plans for testing, monitoring, data recovery, documentation and interpretation are
approved and implemented to preserve and realize the information potential of
archaeological and paleontological resources that may be encountered on the project site.

Impact NO-1: Construction of the proposed project would generate noise levels in excess of

standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or noise ordinance and would result in a

substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project.

o

The project’s demolition, excavation, and building construction activities would
temporarily and intermittently increase noise in the project vicinity to levels that could be
considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties, which would be a
potentially significant impact under CEQA. The loudest construction activities, such as
installing piles, grading, and excavation, would occur over the first two year of the
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construction period, and once the activity is completed, the associated high noise levels
would no longer be experienced by the affected sensitive receptors.
The following mitigation measures, as more fully described in the Final EIR, are hereby
adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR and the attached MMRP and will be
implemented as provided herein, to mitigate the potentially significant impact of Impact
NO-1.

*= Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a: Reduce Noise Levels During Construction

= Mitigation Measure M-NO-1b: Noise-Reducing Techniques and Muffling

Devices for Pile Installation

Based on the final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and
determined that implementing Mitigation Measures M-NO-1a and M-NO-1b would
reduce Impact NO-1 to a less than significant level because Mitigation Measure M-NO-1
would require the project contractor to use equipment with lower noise emissions and
sound controls or barriers where feasible, locate stationary equipment as far as possible
from sensitive receptors, and designate a noise coordinator, and Mitigation Measure M-
NO-1b would require the use of feasible noise-reducing techniques for installing piles.
The combination of these measures would decrease construction noise levels and
minimize the significant effects.

e Impact NO-2: Construction of the proposed project would result in exposure of persons to or

generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels.

@)

Proposed project demolition, excavation, and building construction activities would
temporarily generate groundborne vibration in the project vicinity that could be
considered an annoyance by occupants of adjacent properties, especially residential and
cultural uses adjacent to the site, and could also damage nearby structures, with the
highest levels of groudbourne vibration expected during demolition and the installation
of piles for structural support. This would be a potentially significant impact under
CEQA.
The following mitigation measures, as more fully described in the Final EIR, are hereby
adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR and the attached MMRP and will be
implemented as provided herein, to mitigate the potentially significant impact of Impact
NO-2.

*= Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a: Minimize Vibration Levels During Construction

* Mitigation Measure M-NO-2b: Pre-Construction Assessment to Protect

Structures from Ground Vibration Associated with Pile Installation

* Mitigation Measure M-NO-2c: Vibration Monitoring and Management Plan
Based on the final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and
determined that implementing Mitigation Measures M-NO-2a, M-NO-2b, and M-NO-2c
would reduce Impact NO-2 to a less than significant level because Mitigation Measure
M-NO-2a would provide for a community liaison to respond to and address complaints
and require protective construction techniques, Mitigation Measure M-NO-2b would
implement a pre-construction assessment and, if needed, monitoring during vibration
causing activities to detect ground settlement or lateral movement of structures, and
Mitigation Measure M-NO-2c would implement a vibration monitoring and management
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plan to avoid any adverse vibration-related impact to historic structures. With
implementation of Mitigation Measures M-NO-2a and M-NO-2b, potential vibration
impacts in the project vicinity would be reduced to levels that would be less than
significant. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-2c, there would be no
significant vibration-related impacts to the Aronson Building.

Impact NO-3: Operation of the proposed project would generate noise levels in excess of

standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or noise ordinance and would result in a

substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing

without the project.

o

Operation of the proposed project would introduce additional noise sources to the area,
including additional motor vehicle traffic and new mechanical systems, such as
ventilation equipment. Although specific information regarding the proposed stationary
noise sources is currently not available, building mechanical systems would be capable of
generating noise levels in excess of applicable General Plan noise-land use compatibility
thresholds on adjacent sensitive receptors, which could result in potentially significant
impacts on both the on-site and adjacent noise-sensitive residential and cultural uses.
The following mitigation measure, as more fully described in the Final EIR, is hereby
adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR and the attached MMRP and will be
implemented as provided herein, to mitigate the potentially significant impact of Impact
NO-3.

* Mitigation Measure M-NO-3: Stationary Operational Noise Sources
Based on the final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and
determined that implementing Mitigation Measures M-NO-3 would reduce Impact NO-3
to a less than significant level because this mitigation measure would require the
screening, shielding, or setting back of stationary noise sources from noise-sensitive
receptors, and would require that a qualified acoustical consultant measure the noise
levels of operating exterior equipment within three months after its installation.

Impact C-NO-2: Construction of the proposed project, in combination with other past, resent,

and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would result in a cumulatively

considerable contribution to significant exposure of persons to or generation of excessive

groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels.

@)

The project along with other nearby projects such as the SFMOMA Expansion (151 Third
Street), the Palace Hotel (2 New Montgomery Street), and the Central Subway project
have the potential for cumulatively significant groundborne vibration and noise level
impacts, particularly during initial phases of proposed project construction. However,
the periods when construction vibration impacts would overlap would be brief and
limited, and the overall cumulative construction vibration impacts would not be
cumulatively significant.

The following mitigation measures, as more fully described in the Final EIR, are hereby
adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR and the attached MMRP and will be
implemented as provided herein, to mitigate the potentially significant impact of Impact
C-NO-2.
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*= Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a: Minimize Vibration Levels During Construction
* Mitigation Measure M-NO-2b: Pre-Construction Assessment to Protect
Structures from Ground Vibration Associated with Pile Installation

* Mitigation Measure M-NO-2c: Vibration Monitoring and Management Plan
Based on the final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and
determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-NO-2a, M-NO-2b, and
M-NO-2c, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to significant cumulative impacts associated with groundborne vibration for
the reasons discussed under Impact NO-2 above and as more fully set forth in the final
EIR.

Air Quality

e Impact AQ-3: Construction of the proposed project would generate emissions of PM2.5 and toxic

air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, at levels that would expose sensitive

receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

o

The Air Quality Technical Report that was prepared for the project found that
constructions emissions would exceed the threshold of significance for excess cancer risk
at the project MEI if the emissions were not mitigated.
The following mitigation measure, as more fully described in the Final EIR, is hereby
adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR and the attached MMRP and will be
implemented as provided herein, to mitigate the potentially significant impact of Impact
AQ-3.

* Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3: Construction Emissions Mitigation
Based on the final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and
determined that implementing Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3 would reduce Impact AQ-3
to a less than significant level because this mitigation measure would require a
Construction Emissions Mitigation Plan designed to reduce construction-related diesel
particulate matter emissions from off-road construction equipment used at the site by at
least 65 percent as compared to the construction equipment list, schedule, and inventory
provided by the sponsor on May 27, 2011, which would bring emissions below the
threshold of significance for excess cancer risk.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

e Impact HZ-2: The proposed project would have a substantial adverse effect on the public or the

environment through the accidental release of hazardous materials into the environment.

o

In order to construct the proposed tower, excavation to a depth of approximately 41 feet
below the surface on the west side of the Aronson Building would be required, which
could have the potential to expose the public and environment to contaminants in the
soil.

The following mitigation measure, as more fully described in the Final EIR, is hereby
adopted in the form set forth in the Final EIR and the attached MMRP and will be
implemented as provided herein, to mitigate the potentially significant impact of Impact
HZ-2.
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* Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2: Hazardous Materials — Testing for and Handling
of Contaminated Soil
o Based on the final EIR and the entire administrative record, it is hereby found and
determined that implementing Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2 would reduce Impact HZ-2
to a less than significant level because this mitigation measure would require soil testing
for contaminants of concern, preparation of a Soil Mitigation Plan for managing
contaminated soils on the site, and protocols for the handling, hauling, and disposal of
contaminated soils, which would reduce the potential for exposure of the public and the
environment to a less than significant level.

The Project Sponsor has agreed to implement all mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR for the
project. The required mitigation measures are fully enforceable and will be included as conditions of
approval by and the Commission and other City decision makers. Pursuant to CEQA Section 21081.6,
adopted mitigation measures will be implemented and monitored as described in the MMRP, which is
incorporated herein by reference.

With the required mitigation measures, all potential project impacts, with the exception of impacts
described in Section IV below, would be avoided or reduced to a less-than-significant level.

As authorized by CEQA Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 15092, and 15093, based on
substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the City finds that, unless otherwise stated,
all of the changes or alterations to the Project identified in the mitigation measures have been or will be
required in, or incorporated into, the project to mitigate or avoid the significant or potentially significant
environmental impacts listed herein, as identified in the Final EIR, that these mitigation measures will be
effective to reduce or avoid the potentially significant impacts as described in the EIR, and these
mitigation measures are feasible to implement and are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of the
City and County of San Francisco to implement or enforce.

IV. Significant Impacts That Cannot Be Avoided Or Reduced To A Less-Than-Significant Level

Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, the Commission finds that,
where feasible, changes or alterations have been required, or incorporated into, the Project to avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental impacts. The Commission finds that changes have been
required in, or incorporated into, the Project that, pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21002 and
CEQA Guidelines section 15091, may substantially lessen, but do not avoid (i.e., reduce to less than
significant levels), the potentially significant environmental effect associated with implementation of the
Project. The Commission adopts all of the mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIR and set forth in
the MMRP. The Commission further finds, however, for the impact listed below, despite the
implementation of mitigation measures, the effects remain significant and unavoidable.

The Commission determines that the following significant impact on the environment, as reflected in the
Final EIR, is unavoidable, but under Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(3) and (b), and CEQA
Guidelines 15091(a)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, the Commission determines that the impacts are
acceptable due to the overriding considerations described in Section VI below. This finding is supported
by substantial evidence in the record of this proceeding.
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Significant and Unavoidable Impacts — Cumulative Shadow

Impact C-WS-2: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would create new shadow in a manner that
substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas, resulting in a significant
cumulative shadow impact. The proposed project would make a cumulatively considerable
contribution to this significant cumulative shadow impact.

o There are several proposed projects in the project vicinity that have the potential to
shadow outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas, including some of the same
open spaces that the proposed project would shadow. Reasonably foreseeable future
projects in the vicinity of the project site include 151 Third Street (the San Francisco
Museum of Modern Art Expansion Project), 2 New Montgomery Street (the Palace Hotel
Project), and the Transit Tower, and the other projects contemplated by the Transit
Center District Plan. The proposed project in combination with other proposed projects
in the vicinity would add new shadow on various open spaces and public areas. By
contributing shadow to open spaces and public areas, the proposed project would make a
cumulatively considerable contribution to the significant and unavoidable cumulative
shadow impacts.

o There is no feasible mitigation for the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative
shadow impacts, because any theoretical mitigation that would address the cumulatively
considerable contribution to shadow impacts on outdoor recreation facilities or other
public areas within the project vicinity would fundamentally alter the project’s basic
design and programming parameters. Thus, rather than treat a substantial reduction in
height as a mitigation measure, the EIR analyzed a reduction in height in two separate
alternatives.

o With regard to the project’s shadow impacts on Union Square, other than a reduction in
the height of the tower to approximately 351 feet or less, no further modification of the
tower could eliminate the tower’s net new shadow on Union Square. The project has
already undergone design revisions to sculpt the top of the tower in order to reduce
shadow on Union Square. The original project proposed by the project sponsor included
an elliptical tower design that was approximately 630 feet tall and 170 feet wide at the
highest level. That proposal was modified to reflect a shorter and more slender
rectangular tower design that was shifted to the west on the project site to reduce shadow
impacts on Union Square. The rectangular design ultimately chosen for the project
would break up the tower massing and top into smaller volumes at different or staggered
heights, particularly along the eastern edge of the site and tower, to further reduce
shadow. In addition, the tower massing and the tower core were moved 15 feet to the
west on the project site, and the tower cantilever over the Aronson Building was reduced
from 106 feet to 8 feet to further reduce shadow impacts on Union Square.
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Even if the project’s shadow impacts to Union Square were eliminated, the project would
still shadow other downtown open spaces and public areas such as sidewalks. A further
reduction of the building height beyond that already included would substantially
reduce the development program of the proposed project. Thus, the project’s
cumulatively considerable contribution to the significant and unavoidable impact would
remain and there is no feasible mitigation to reduce the project’s contribution to this
significant cumulative impact to a less-than-cumulatively considerable level. Because a
significant decrease in the tower height affects the Project significantly, these height
reductions were discussed as alternatives. See also the discussion of the Existing Zoning
Alternative and the Reduced Shadow Alternative, below.

Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity would create new cumulative shadow in
a manner that would substantially affect parks, outdoor recreation facilities, or other
public areas. This cumulative shadow impact would be significant and unavoidable, and
the proposed project would make a cumulatively considerable contribution to this
significant cumulative shadow impact.
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V. Alternatives Rejected and the Reasons for Rejecting Them as Infeasible

The Commission rejects the Alternatives set forth in the Final EIR and listed below because the
Commission finds that there is substantial evidence, including evidence of economic, legal, social,
technological, and other considerations described in this Section, in addition to those described in Section
VI below, under CEQA Guidelines 15091(a)(3), that make infeasible such Alternatives. In making these
determinations, the Commission is aware that CEQA defines “feasibility” to mean "capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, social, legal, and technological factors.” The Commission is also aware that under CEQA
case law the concept of “feasibility” encompasses (i) the question of whether a particular alternative
promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project. and (ii) the question of whether an alternative
is “desirable” from a policy standpoint to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of
the relevant economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors.

The Commission adopts the EIR's analysis and conclusions regarding alternatives eliminated from further
consideration, both during the scoping process and in response to comments. The Commission certifies
that it has independently reviewed and considered the information on the alternatives provided in the
Final EIR and in the record. The Project Sponsor engaged Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. to prepare
an economic analysis of the financial feasibility of the project alternatives described in the EIR. (Report
on the Financial Feasibility of 706 Mission Street: The Mexican Museum and Residential Tower Project
and Alternatives, dated May 2013 (the “EPS Report”). The Successor Agency retained an independent
economic consultant Keyser Marston Associates, Inc., to peer review the EPS Report and Keyser Marston
Associates prepared the “Peer Review of Financial Feasibility Report for 706 Mission Street” (“Peer
Review”). The Peer Review, independently reviewed and evaluated by the Successor Agency, concurs
with the results of the EPS Report. Planning Department staff and the Commission have independently
reviewed and concur with the results of the EPS Report and the Peer Review. The Final EIR reflects the
Commission's and the City’s independent judgment as to the alternatives.

The Commission finds that the Project provides the best balance between satisfaction of the project
objectives and mitigation of environmental impacts to the extent feasible, as described and analyzed in
the EIR, and adopts a statement of overriding considerations as set forth in Section VI below.

While the Commission makes these findings regarding the environmental impacts and feasibility of each
of the alternatives analyzed in the final EIR, if feasible mitigation measures substantially lessen or avoid
the significant adverse environmental effects of a project, the project may be approved without an
evaluation of the feasibility of project alternatives. Laurel Hills Homeowners Association v. City Council of
Los Angeles, 83 Cal.App.3d 515, 521 (1978). With respect to the project, all significant impacts can be
reduced to a less than significant level with feasible mitigations measures, except for the project’s
cumulatively considerable contribution to significant cumulative shadow impacts. Thus, although the
Commission makes these findings regarding the environmental impacts of each of the alternatives, CEQA
only requires that the Commission make findings regarding the alternatives that would substantially
lessen or avoid the project’s cumulatively considerable contribution to significant cumulative shadow
impacts. Findings for the Separate Buildings Alternative and Increased Residential Density Alternative
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are therefore not required by CEQA, although the Commission nevertheless makes findings for those
alternatives below.

The FEIR analyzed five alternatives to the Project: No Project Alternative, Existing Zoning Alternative,
Separate Buildings Alternative, Increased Residential Density Alternative, and Reduced Shadow
Alternative. These alternatives and the reasons for rejecting them are described below.

1. No Project Alternative

Under the No Project Alternative, the site would remain in its existing condition. Assuming that the
existing physical conditions at the project site would remain into the foreseeable future, none of the
impacts associated with the proposed project would occur.

The No Project Alternative would not create net new shadow on Union Square, or any other public open
spaces, privately owned publicly accessible open spaces, or public sidewalks, and therefore would not
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the significant unavoidable cumulative shadow
impact. Because existing conditions on the project site would not change under this alternative, there
would be no impacts related to land use and land use planning, aesthetics, population and housing,
cultural and paleontological resources, transportation and circulation, noise, air quality, greenhouse gas
emissions, wind, recreation, utilities and service systems, public services, biological resources, geology
and soils, hydrology and water quality, hazards and hazardous materials, mineral and energy resources
or agricultural and forest resources. Under the proposed project, the impacts with respect to these
environmental topics would be either less than significant or less than significant with mitigation, except
for agricultural and forest resources. Both the No Project Alternative and the proposed project would
have no impact on agricultural and forest resources.

The No Project Alternative would not be desirable or meet either the Successor Agency or the Project
Sponsor’s objectives, as more particularly described below. The No Project Alternative is rejected in favor
of the project and is found infeasible for the following environmental, economic, legal, social,
technological, and/or other reasons:

e The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the Successor Agency or the Project
Sponsor’s objectives.

e The No Project Alternative would not complete the redevelopment of the YBC
Redevelopment Project Area envisioned under the former Yerba Buena Center Redevelopment
Plan.

e The No Project Alternative would not stimulate and attract private investment and generate
sales taxes and other General Fund revenues from new uses on the project site, thereby
improving the City's overall economic health, employment opportunities, tax base, and
community economic development opportunities.

e The No Project Alternative would not provide for the development of a museum facility and
an endowment for The Mexican Museum on Successor Agency-owned property located
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adjacent to Jessie Square, at the heart of San Francisco’s cultural district location, in a manner
that is consistent with General Plan Policy VI-1.9, to “create opportunities for private
developers to include arts spaces in private developments city-wide.”

e The No Project Alternative would not result in construction of a preeminent building with a
superior level of design for this important site across from Yerba Buena Gardens and adjacent
to Jessie Square in a manner that complements the landscaping and design of Jessie Square.

e  The No Project Alternative would not provide housing in an urban infill location to help
alleviate the effects of suburban sprawl.

¢ The No Project Alternative would not provide temporary and permanent employment and
contracting opportunities for minorities, women, qualified economically disadvantaged
individuals, and other residents both in the South of Market area and in the City generally, in
a manner consistent with the City’s current and future equal opportunity programs.

e The No Project Alternative would not maximize the quality of the pedestrian experience
along Mission Street and Third Street, while maintaining accessibility to the project site for
automobiles and loading.

e The No Project Alternative would not provide for rehabilitation of the historically important
Aronson Building.

e The No Project Alternative would not secure funding for new and affordable below-market-
rate units.

e The No Project Alternative would not secure additional funding for operations, management,
and security of Yerba Buena Gardens.

e The No Project Alternative would not result in the construction of a residential building of
superior quality and design that complements and is generally consistent with the downtown
area, furthering the objectives of the General Plan’s Urban Design Element and the former
Yerba Buena Center Redevelopment Plan.

e The No Project Alternative would not redevelop the project site with a high-quality
residential development that includes a ground-floor retail or restaurant use.

e The No Project Alternative would not provide housing in downtown San Francisco that is
accessible to local and regional transit, as well as cultural amenities and attractions, such as

performing art centers, and art museums and exhibitions.

The Commission finds each of these reasons provide sufficient independent grounds for rejecting the No
Project Alternative.
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2. Existing Zoning Alternative

The intent of the Existing Zoning Alternative is to provide an alternative that meets all applicable
provisions of the Planning Code and existing zoning for the project site. In addition, this alternative
would reduce the significant and unavoidable cumulative shadow impacts compared to the proposed
project, but not to a less than significant level. Under this alternative, a new 13-story, approximately 196-
foot-tall building with a 9.0 to 1 FAR would be constructed adjacent to and west of the Aronson Building.
As with the proposed project, the Aronson Building would be restored and rehabilitated, and the new
building would be connected to it. This alternative would provide an approximately 45,000-gsf cultural
space for The Mexican Museum, compared to the approximately 52,285-gsf of cultural space provided for
the museum under the proposed project. Vehicular access into and out of the existing subsurface Jessie
Square Garage would not change from existing conditions. Unlike the proposed project, under this
alternative, there would not be a driveway on Third Street to serve the residential units. The vehicular
access variants analyzed for the proposed project would not apply to this alternative.

The Existing Zoning Alternative would reduce as compared to the proposed project the cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant and unavoidable cumulative shadow impact, but not to a less
than cumulatively considerable level. While the reduced building height of the new tower under this
alternative would not create net new shadow on Union Square, unlike the proposed project, shadow from
the proposed tower could still reach some of the same public open spaces, privately owned publicly
accessible open spaces, and public sidewalks that would be shadowed by the proposed project, and
therefore may contribute to a cumulatively significant shadow impact. As with the proposed project (but
generally to a lesser degree than with the proposed project), there would be less-than-significant impacts
related to land use and land use planning, aesthetics, population and housing, transportation and
circulation, greenhouse gas emissions, wind, recreation, utilities and service systems, public services,
biological resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, and mineral and energy resources.
As with the proposed project (but generally to a lesser degree than with the proposed project), there
would be less-than-significant impacts with mitigation related to cultural and paleontological resources,
noise, air quality, and hazards and hazardous materials. Both the Existing Zoning Alternative and the
proposed project would have no impact on agricultural and forest resources.

The Existing Zoning Alternative would meet some, but not all, of the Successor Agency and Project
Sponsor’s objectives. For example, it would attract private investment and generate sales taxes and other
General Fund revenues from new uses on the project site, and would provide housing in an urban infill
location, near transit and cultural amenities to help alleviate the effects of suburban sprawl, although not
as much housing as under the proposed project. The Existing Zoning Alternative would provide
temporary and permanent employment and contracting opportunities for minorities, women, qualified
economically disadvantaged individuals, and other residents although the scope of these alternatives
would be less than with the proposed project due to the reduced size of the Existing Zoning Alternative.
The Existing Zoning Alternative would provide for rehabilitation of the historically important Aronson
Building. The Existing Zoning Alternative would design and construct the project to a minimum of
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver standards (or such higher and additional
requirements as adopted by the City and County of San Francisco), thereby reducing the project’s carbon
footprint and maximizing the energy efficiency of the building.
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But, the Existing Zoning Alternative would reduce but not avoid the proposed project’s cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant and unavoidable cumulative shadow impact, although the
reduced height of the new tower under this alternative would not create net new shadow on Union
Square. Furthermore, the Existing Zoning Alternative would not be desirable or meet many of the
Successor Agency and Project Sponsor’s objectives and/or would not advance those objectives to the
extent that the proposed project would, as more particularly described below.

The EPS Report indicates that the Existing Zoning Alternative is not financially feasible because project
costs plus developer targeted return would exceed project revenues under this alternative. The Existing
Zoning Alternative is not financially feasible with or without the purchase of TDRs because under this
Alternative, the height of the tower is reduced, which reduces the number of revenue generating units,
and per square foot construction costs are highest under this alternative due to a decrease in construction
cost efficiency. Additionally, the Jessie Square Garage would not be conveyed to the Project Sponsor
under this alternative, which means the Alternative does not include defeasance of the outstanding Jessie
Square Garage bonds or repayment of the Successor Agency’s debt to the City. It also does not generate
parking-related revenue.

The Existing Zoning Alternative is projected to generate approximately $134 million in gross project
revenues under the Office Flex Option and approximately $149 million under the Residential Flex Option.
With the purchase of TDRs, projected development costs, including developer return, are approximately
$268 million under the Office Flex Option and approximately $292 million under the Residential Flex
Option. The Project Residuals, above the minimum return on investment needed for project feasibility,
are estimated at approximately negative $133.4 million under the Office Flex Option and approximately
negative $142.6 million under the Residential Flex Option. With the purchase of TDRs, the Project
Residuals for this Alternative are estimated at approximately negative $134.2 million under the Office
Flex Option and approximately negative $143.4 million under the Residential Flex Option. The Peer
Review concurs with this opinion.

Therefore, the Existing Zoning Alternative is rejected in favor of the project and is found infeasible for the
following environmental, economic, legal, social, technological, and/or other reasons:

e The Existing Zoning Alternative would not avoid the proposed project’s cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant and unavoidable cumulative shadow impact.

e The Existing Zoning Alternative would not transfer ownership of the Jessie Square Garage to a
private entity and therefore does not include defeasance of the outstanding Jessie Square Garage
bonds or repayment of the Successor Agency’s debt to the City.

e The Existing Zoning Alternative would not create a development that meets the Successor
Agency’s and Project Sponsor’s objective to be financially feasible with the ability to fund the
Project’s capital costs and ongoing operation and maintenance costs related to the redevelopment
and long-term operation of the Mexican Museum parcel without reliance on public funds.
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e Because the Existing Zoning Alternative would not create a development that is financially
feasible, the Existing Zoning Alternative would not be constructed, and none of the benefits
associated with the Project, such as the construction of The Mexican Museum core and shell at no
cost to the Successor Agency or City, the endowment for The Mexican Museum, funding for new
and affordable market rate units, rehabilitation of the historically important Aronson Building,
defeasance of the outstanding Jessie Square Garage bonds and repayment of the Successor
Agency’s debt to the City, or additional funding for operations, management, and security of
Yerba Buena Gardens, would exist under this Alternative. Thus the Existing Zoning Alternative
is infeasible because it does not meet the Successor’s Agency’s objectives to: complete the
redevelopment of the Yerba Buena Redevelopment Project Area; to stimulate and attract private
development on the site; to provide for the development of a museum facility and an
endowment for that facility; and others noted in the EIR on pages IL.5 to I1.6.

e Because the Existing Zoning Alternative substantially reduces the residential density and the
number of housing units produced at this site, this Alternative is infeasible because it does not
fully satisfy General Plan policies such as Housing Element Policies 1.1 and 1.4, among others
noted in the Department’s staff report accompany the Project Approvals on the Determination of
Compliance with Section 309, among other approvals. The Project site is well-served by transit,
services and shopping and is suited for dense residential development, where residents can
commute and satisfy convenience needs without frequent use of a private automobile. The
Project Site is located immediately adjacent to employment opportunities within the Downtown
Core, and is in an area with abundant local and region-serving transit options, including the
future Transit Center. For these reasons, a project with fewer residential units at this site is not
compatible with the General Plan and is infeasible.

e The Existing Zoning Alternative is infeasible because it substantially reduces the residential
density and the number of housing units produced at this site, and thus does not meet the
Successor Agency’s objectives to the extent that the Project does. Among other objectives, the
Existing Zoning Alternative would not stimulate and attractive private investment, sales tax and
other General Fund revenues to the extent that the Project would; would not provide temporary
and permanent jobs to the extent that the Project would; and due to its reduced height, it may not
provide a preeminent building of the same stature as the Project.

The Commission finds each of these reasons provide sufficient independent grounds for rejecting the
Existing Zoning Alternative.

3. Separate Buildings Alternative

The purpose of the Separate Buildings Alternative is to minimize changes to the Aronson Building, while
still meeting most of the Project Sponsor’s objectives and the objectives of the Successor Agency. Under
this alternative, a new 47-story, 520-foot-tall building (with 30 foot tall mechanical/elevator penthouse)
would be constructed adjacent to and west of the Aronson Building. The Mexican Museum would occupy
space on the first through fifth floors of the new building. Unlike the proposed project, the new building
would not be connected to the Aronson Building. Unlike the proposed project, the Separate Buildings
Alternative would not undertake the full scope of rehabilitation and restoration of the Aronson Building;
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only repairs and improvements necessary to prevent further deterioration of the Aronson Building or to
permit continued occupancy of the Aronson Building would be undertaken. However, the two non-
historic annexes would still be demolished under this alternative. This alternative would include a down
ramp along the north side of the Aronson Building from Third Street. The existing curb cut on Third
Street would be used to provide vehicular ingress to the existing Jessie Square Garage by project residents
for below-grade valet access and project-related delivery and service vehicles via a ramp. The vehicular
access variants analyzed for the proposed project would not apply to this alternative.

The Separate Buildings Alternative would result in similar project-level and cumulative impacts as
identified under the proposed project. Since the building design and configuration of the proposed tower
would be the same as under the proposed project, this alternative would result in significant unavoidable
cumulative shadow impact due to the creation of net new shadow on public open spaces, privately
owned publicly accessible open spaces, and public sidewalks. As with the proposed project, there would
be less-than-significant impacts related to land use and land use planning, aesthetics, population and
housing, transportation and circulation, greenhouse gas emissions, wind, recreation, utilities and service
systems, public services, biological resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, and
mineral and energy resources. As with the proposed project, there would be less-than-significant impacts
with mitigation related to cultural and paleontological resources, noise, air quality, and hazards and
hazardous materials. Both the Separate Buildings Alternative and the proposed project would have no
impact on agricultural and forest resources.

The Separate Building Alternative would meet some but not all of the Successor Agency and Project
Sponsor’s objectives. It would complete the redevelopment of the YBC Redevelopment Project Area
envisioned under the former Yerba Buena Center Redevelopment Plan and stimulate and attract private
investment and generate sales taxes and other General Fund revenues from new uses on the project site.
The Separate Buildings Alternative would provide for the development of a museum facility for The
Mexican Museum. It would provide housing, near transit and cultural amenities, in an urban infill
location to help alleviate the effects of suburban sprawl, although not as many housing units as under the
proposed project. The Separate Buildings Alternative would provide temporary and permanent
employment and contracting opportunities for minorities, women, qualified economically disadvantaged
individuals, and other residents, although not as many opportunities as with the proposed project. The
Separate Buildings Alternative would transfer ownership of the Jessie Square Garage to a private entity,
while providing adequate parking for other cultural uses. The Separate Buildings Alternative would
design and construct the project to a minimum of Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
(LEED) Silver standards (or such higher and additional requirements as adopted by the City and County
of San Francisco), thereby reducing the project’s carbon footprint.

The Separate Buildings Alternative would result in similar project-level and cumulative impacts as the
proposed project, and would not avoid or substantially lessen the proposed project’s cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant and unavoidable cumulative shadow impact. The Separate
Buildings Alternative would not be desirable or meet some of the Successor Agency or the Project
Sponsor’s objectives, and/or would not advance those objectives to the extent that the proposed project
would, as more particularly described below. Therefore, the Separate Buildings Alternative is rejected in
favor of the project and is found infeasible for the following environmental, economic, legal, social,
technological, and/or other reasons:
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o The Separate Buildings Alternative would result in similar project-level and cumulative impacts
as the proposed project, and, most significantly, would not avoid or substantially lessen the
project’s cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative shadow impact.

e  The Separate Buildings Alternative would not undertake the full scope of rehabilitation and
restoration of the historically important Aronson Building as would be the case under the
proposed project. Instead, only repairs and improvements necessary to prevent further
deterioration and/or to permit continued occupancy would be undertaken meaning that the
objective of rehabilitating the building would not be met.

The Commission finds each of these reasons provide sufficient independent grounds for rejecting the
Separate Buildings Alternative.

4. Increased Residential Density Alternative

The purpose of the Increased Residential Density Alternative is to consider a project that would provide
more residential dwelling units within the same amount of floor area as would be provided by the
proposed project. Under this alternative, a new 47-story, 520-foot-tall building (with 30 foot tall
elevator/mechanical penthouse) would be constructed adjacent to and west of the Aronson Building. As
with the proposed project, the Aronson Building would be restored and rehabilitated, and the new
building would be connected to the Aronson Building. As with the proposed project, seven floors in the
Aronson Building would be designated as flex space for the residential and office flex options. Under the
residential flex option, the Aronson Building would include up to 325 residential units (110 more units
than under the proposed project) and no office space. Under the office flex option, this building would
include up to 283 residential units (92 more units than under the proposed project) and approximately
61,320 gsf of office space. As with the proposed project, the Increased Residential Density Alternative
would use the existing curb cut on Third Street to provide vehicular ingress to the existing Jessie Square
Garage. This access would be for use by project residents only. As with the proposed project, this
alternative would include a residential drop-off area (vehicular access would be the same as under the
proposed project). The vehicular access variants analyzed for the proposed project would also apply to
this alternative.

The Increased Residential Density Alternative would result in similar project-level and cumulative
impacts as identified under the proposed project, although some of the alternative’s impacts, such as
traffic and circulation and air quality during project operations, would be slightly greater because of the
increased density. The Increased Residential Density Alternative would not avoid or reduce any
significant environmental effects of the proposed project. Because the building design and configuration
of the proposed tower would be the same as under the proposed project, this alternative would result in
significant unavoidable cumulative shadow impact due to the creation of net new shadow on Union
Square and other public open spaces, privately owned publicly accessible open spaces, and public
sidewalks. As with the proposed project, there would be less-than-significant impacts related to land use
and land use planning, aesthetics, population and housing, transportation and circulation, greenhouse
gas emissions, wind, recreation, utilities and service systems, public services, biological resources,
geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, and mineral and energy resources. As with the proposed
project, there would be less-than-significant impacts with mitigation related to cultural and
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paleontological resources, noise, air quality, and hazards and hazardous materials. Both the Increased
Residential Density Alternative and the proposed project would have no impact on agricultural and
forest resources.

The Increased Residential Density Alternative would meet some but not all of the Project Sponsor’s
objectives. For example, it would stimulate and attract private investment and generate sales taxes and
other General Fund revenues from new uses on the project site. and result in the construction of a
preeminent building at this important site across from Yerba Buena Gardens and adjacent to Jessie
Square. The Increased Residential Density Alternative would provide housing, close to transit and
cultural amenities, in an urban infill location to help alleviate the effects of suburban sprawl. It would
provide temporary and permanent employment and contracting opportunities for minorities, women,
qualified economically disadvantaged individuals, and other residents. and would transfer ownership of
the Jessie Square Garage to a private entity, while providing adequate parking for other existing
nonprofit organizations and the public in the Jessie Square Garage. The Increased Residential Density
Alternative would provide for rehabilitation of the historically important Aronson Building and would
design and construct the project to a minimum of Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
(LEED) Silver standards (or such higher and additional requirements as adopted by the City and County
of San Francisco), thereby reducing the project’s carbon footprint and maximizing the energy efficiency of
the building.

But, the Increased Residential Density Alternative would result in similar project-level and cumulative
impacts as identified under the proposed project, would slightly increase some impacts, and would not
avoid or substantially lessen the proposed project’s cumulatively considerable contribution to a
significant and unavoidable cumulative shadow impact.

The Increased Residential Density Alternative would meet most of the Successor Agency and Project
Sponsor’s objectives but not all of the Successor Agency or Project Sponsor’s Objectives. In addition,
according to the EPS Report, the Increased Residential Density Alternative is not financially feasible
because project costs plus developer targeted return would exceed project revenues under this
alternative. The Increased Residential Density Alternative is not financially feasible because the direct
per square foot construction costs are higher under the Increased Residential Density Alternative than
under the Proposed Project. Though there are more units in the Increased Residential Density Alternative
than there are in the Proposed Project, the overall square footage is the same. Because residential revenue
is based on a per square foot price (rather than a per unit price), the residential revenue is similar to the
Proposed Project.

The Increased Residential Density Alternative is projected to generate approximately $566 million in
gross project revenues under the Office Flex Option and approximately $585 million under the
Residential Flex Option. Projected development costs, including developer return, are approximately
$595 million under the Office Flex Option and approximately $610 million under the Residential Flex
Option. The Project Residuals, above the minimum return on investment needed for project feasibility,
are estimated at approximately negative $29.3 million under the Office Flex Option and approximately
negative $25.6 million under the Residential Flex Option. The Peer Review concurs with this opinion.

33



The Increased Residential Density Alternative is rejected in favor of the project and is found not to be
feasible or desirable for the following environmental, economic, legal, social, technological, and/or other
reasons:

e The Increased Residential Density Alternative would result in similar project-level and
cumulative impacts as identified under the proposed project, would slightly increase some
impacts, and would not avoid or reduce any significant environmental effects of the proposed
project. Specifically, when compared to the proposed project, this alternative would result in
incrementally increased impacts under Transportation and Circulation (additional trips on
already impacted intersections; additional demand on transit service), Air Quality (additional
project related operational emissions), Greenhouse Gas (additional project related emissions
increasing the project’s carbon footprint), Recreation (additional residents seeking recreation
facilities), Public Services (additional residents seeking police or fire protection services), and
Utilities and Service Systems (additional residents increasing water usage and generating
additional wastewater).

e The Increased Residential Density Alternative would not meet the objective to create a
development that is financially feasible and that can fund the Project’s capital costs and ongoing
operation and maintenance costs related to the redevelopment and long-term operation of the
Mexican Museum parcel without reliance on public funds.

¢ Because the Increased Residential Density Alternative would not create a development that is
financially feasible, the Increased Density Alternative would not be constructed, and none of the
benefits associated with the Project, such as the construction of The Mexican Museum core and
shell at no cost to the Successor Agency or City, the endowment for The Mexican Museum,
funding for new and affordable market rate units, rehabilitation of the historically important
Aronson Building, defeasance of the outstanding Jessie Square Garage bonds and repayment of
the Successor Agency’s debt to the City, or additional funding for operations, management, and
security of Yerba Buena Gardens, would exist under this Alternative. Thus the Increased
Residential Density Alternative is infeasible because it does not meet the Successor’s Agency’s
objectives mentioned above including, but not limited to: complete the redevelopment of the
Yerba Buena Redevelopment Project Area; to stimulate and attract private development on the
site; to provide for the development of a museum facility and an endowment for that facility; and
others noted in the EIR on pages IL.5 to IL.6.

The Commission finds each of these reasons provide sufficient independent grounds for rejecting the
Increased Residential Density Alternative.

5. Reduced Shadow Alternative

The purpose of the Reduced Shadow Alternative is to reduce the shadow impacts that would be caused
by development under the proposed project. Under this alternative, a new 27-story, approximately 351-
foot-tall tower, including a mechanical penthouse, would be constructed adjacent to, west of and
connected to the Aronson Building, with approximately 45,000 gsf of cultural space for The Mexican
Museum as compared to approximately 52,285 square feet under the proposed project. As with the
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proposed project, the Aronson Building would be restored and rehabilitated. This alternative’s residential
flex option would include up to 186 residential units (29 fewer residential units than planned under the
proposed project’s residential flex option) and no office space on the project site. This alternative’s office
flex option would include up to 162 residential units (29 fewer residential units than under the proposed
project’s office flex option) and approximately 52,560 gsf of office space. This alternative would also
include approximately 4,800 gsf of retail/restaurant space. As under the proposed project, the Jessie
Square Garage would be converted from a public garage to a private garage. Unlike the proposed project,
the Reduced Shadow Alternative would not include a driveway from Third Street to serve the residential
units. Vehicular access into and out of the existing subsurface Jessie Square Garage would not change
from under existing conditions. The vehicular access variants analyzed for the proposed project would
not apply to this alternative.

The Reduced Shadow Alternative, like the proposed project, would result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant and unavoidable cumulative shadow impact. Although the reduced building
height of the new tower under this alternative would substantially reduce shadow impacts and would
not create net new shadow on Union Square, unlike the proposed project, shadow from the proposed
tower could still reach some of the same public open spaces, privately owned publicly accessible open
spaces, and public sidewalks that would be shadowed by the proposed project. Therefore, this alternative
may contribute to a cumulatively significant shadow impact. As with the proposed project (but generally
to a lesser degree than with the proposed project), there would be less-than-significant impacts related to
land use and land use planning, aesthetics, population and housing, transportation and circulation,
greenhouse gas emissions, wind, recreation, utilities and service systems, public services, biological
resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, and mineral and energy resources. As with the
proposed project (but generally to a lesser degree than with the proposed project), there would be less-
than-significant impacts with mitigation related to cultural and paleontological resources, noise, air
quality, and hazards and hazardous materials. Both the Reduced Shadow Alternative and the proposed
project would have no impact on agricultural and forest resources.

The Reduced Shadow Alternative would meet some, but not all of the Successor Agency and Project
Sponsor’s objectives. It would complete redevelopment of the YBC Redevelopment Project Area
envisioned under the Yerba Buena Center Redevelopment Plan and attract private investment and
generate sales taxes and other General Fund revenues from new uses on the project site, although to a
lesser extent than with the proposed project. The Reduced Shadow Alternative would provide housing,
close to transit and cultural amenities, in an urban infill location to help alleviate the effects of suburban
sprawl, although fewer housing units than with the proposed project. The Reduced Shadow Alternative
would provide temporary and permanent employment and contracting opportunities for minorities,
women, qualified economically disadvantaged individuals, and other residents, although to a lesser
extent than with the proposed project. The Reduced Shadow Alternative would transfer ownership of the
Jessie Square Garage to a private entity, while providing adequate parking in the Jessie Square Garage for
adjacent nonprofit organizations and the public. The Reduced Shadow Alternative would provide for
rehabilitation of the historically important Aronson Building and would design and construct the project
to a minimum of Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver standards (or such
higher and additional requirements as adopted by the City and County of San Francisco), thereby
reducing the project’s carbon footprint and maximizing the energy efficiency of the building.
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The Reduced Shadow Alternative, like the proposed project, would result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant and unavoidable cumulative shadow impact, although the reduced building
height of the new tower under this alternative would reduce shadow impacts and would not create net
new shadow on Union Square. The Reduced Shadow Alternative would not be desirable or meet many
of the Successor Agency or Project Sponsor’s objectives, and/or would not advance those objectives to the
extent that the proposed project would, as more particularly described below.

In addition, according to the EPS Report, the Reduced Shadow Alternative is not financially feasible
because project costs plus developer targeted return would exceed project revenues under this
alternative. The Reduced Shadow Alternative is not financially feasible with or without the purchase of
TDRs. In this Alternative, the height of the tower is reduced from 520 feet in the Proposed Project to 351
feet, which reduces the number of residential units to 162 under the Office Flex Option and 186 under the
Residential Flex Option and reduces potential revenue from residential sales. There are fewer units to
generate revenue, and the number of upper floors of the Project, which command substantial price
premiums due to views, are not available under the Reduced Shadow Alternative. At the same time, per
square foot development costs are higher under the Reduced Shadow Alternative relative to the Proposed
Project due to a decrease in construction cost efficiency. Within certain construction type thresholds, the
taller the structure, the lower the cost per square foot due to cost-spreading efficiencies. The combination
of these factors results in an alternative that is not financially feasible.

The Reduced Shadow Alternative is projected to generate approximately $297 million in gross project
revenues under the Office Flex Option and approximately $313 million under the Residential Flex Option.
With the purchase of TDRs, projected development costs, including developer return, are approximately
$434 million under the Office Flex Option and approximately $452 million under the Residential Flex
Option. The Project Residuals, above the minimum return on investment needed for project feasibility,
are estimated at approximately negative $134.5 million under the Office Flex Option and approximately
$137.6 million under the Residential Flex Option. With the purchase of TDRs, the Project Residuals for
this Alternative are estimated at approximately negative $136.4 million under the Office Flex Option and
approximately $139.5 million under the Residential Flex Option. The Peer Review concurs with this

opinion.

The Reduced Shadow Alternative is rejected in favor of the project and is found infeasible for the
following environmental, economic, legal, social, technological, and/or other reasons:

¢  While the Reduced Shadow Alternative would include a reduced height tower of 27-stories as
compared to the proposed project’s 47-story tower and would create a no net new shadow on
Union Square, its shadow could still reach some of the same public open spaces, privately owned
publicly accessible open spaces, and public sidewalks that would be shadowed by the proposed
project.

¢ The Reduced Shadow Alternative would not result in a development that is financially feasible

and thus does not meet the Successor Agency’s and Project Sponsor’s objective to create a
financially feasible project that can fund the project’s capital costs and ongoing operation and
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maintenance costs related to the redevelopment and long-term operation of the Mexican Museum
parcel without reliance on public funds.

¢ Because the Reduced Shadow Alternative would not create a development that is financially
feasible, the Reduced Shadow Alternative would not be constructed, and none of the benefits
associated with the Project, such as the construction of The Mexican Museum core and shell at no
cost to the Successor Agency or City, the endowment for The Mexican Museum, funding for new
and affordable market rate units, rehabilitation of the historically important Aronson Building,
defeasance of the outstanding Jessie Square Garage bonds and repayment of the Successor
Agency’s debt to the City, or additional funding for operations, management, and security of
Yerba Buena Gardens, would exist under this Alternative. Thus the Reduced Shadow Alternative
is infeasible because it does not meet the Successor’s Agency’s objectives to: complete the
redevelopment of the Yerba Buena Redevelopment Project Area; to stimulate and attract private
development on the site; to provide for the development of a museum facility and an endowment
for that facility; and others noted in the EIR on pages IL.5 to IL.6.

¢ Because the Reduced Shadow Alternative substantially reduces the residential density and the
number of housing units produced at this site, this Alternative is infeasible because it does not
fully satisfy General Plan policies such as Housing Element Policies 1.1 and 1.4, among others
noted in the Department’s staff report accompany the Project Approvals on the Determination of
Compliance with Section 309, among other approvals. The Project site is well-served by transit,
services and shopping and is suited for dense residential development, where residents can
commute and satisfy convenience needs without frequent use of a private automobile. The
Project Site is located immediately adjacent to employment opportunities within the Downtown
Core, and is in an area with abundant local and region-serving transit options, including the
future Transit Center. For these reasons, a project with fewer residential units at this site is not
compatible with the General Plan and is infeasible.

e The Reduced Shadow Alternative is infeasible because it substantially reduces the residential
density and the number of housing units produced at this site, and thus does not meet the
Successor Agency’s objectives to the extent that the Project does. Among other objectives, the
Existing Zoning Alternative would not stimulate and attractive private investment, sales tax and
other General Fund revenues to the extent that the Project would; would not provide temporary
and permanent jobs to the extent that the Project would; and due to its reduced height, it may not
provide a preeminent building of the same stature as the Project. t

The Commission finds each of these reasons provide sufficient independent grounds for rejecting the
Reduced Shadow Alternative.

Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection

The EIR identifies alternatives that were considered by the Planning Department as lead agency, or the
Successor Agency, but were rejected as infeasible during the design development and scoping process,
and explains the reasons underlying this determination. Among the factors that were considered include
the failure to meet most of the basic objectives of the proposed project and inability to avoid significant
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environmental impacts. These considered and rejected alternatives are the Off-Site Alternative, a
Freestanding Alternative, an Office Use Alternative, and Elliptical Tower Plan Alternative.

1. Off-Site Alternative. An Off-Site Alternative that would consist of a project design and
programming similar to the proposed project, but in a different, though comparable in-
fill location within the City and County of San Francisco was considered but rejected.
An Off-Site Alternative would not meet many of the project objectives, particularly the
objective of completing the redevelopment of the Yerba Buena Center Redevelopment
Project Area and providing for the development of a museum facility and endowment
for The Mexican Museum on the Successor Agency-owned property adjacent to Jessie
Square. An Off-Site Alternative was also rejected since it would not include
rehabilitation of the Aronson Building. The Commission finds each of these reasons
provide sufficient independent grounds for rejecting the Off-Site Alternative.

2. Freestanding Alternative. A Freestanding Alternative that would result in a development
on the Mexican Museum parcel of a freestanding museum with no development,
including rehabilitation of the Aronson Building, on the 706 Mission Street parcel, was
considered and rejected. Construction of a freestanding museum for The Mexican
Museum by the prior San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (“SFRA”) was considered
not financeable because the SFRA did not, and the Successor Agency does not, have
sufficient funds to cover the costs of constructing a freestanding museum on that parcel.
Also, this alternative would not meet any of the project objectives. Lastly, a Freestanding
Alternative was rejected because it would not result in any reduced impacts that are not
already being evaluated in other alternatives, such as the Existing Zoning Alternative.
The Commission finds each of these reasons provide sufficient independent grounds for
rejecting the Freestanding Alternative.

3. Office Use Alternative. An Office Use Alternative that would include only office use in
both the proposed tower and Aronson Building was considered and rejected. This
alternative was rejected because the proposed project already has an office flex option
that includes fewer proposed residential units and office-only use in the existing
Aronson Building, and because an Office Use Alternative would generate more peak
hour trips than would the proposed project. Further, an Office Use Alternative would not
result in any reduced impacts, due to increased trip generation related to a project
containing more office space. In addition, the Office Use Alternative was rejected because
it would not meet the Successor Agency’s project objective of providing housing in an
urban infill location. The Commission finds each of these reasons provide sufficient
independent grounds for rejecting the Office Use Alternative.

4. Elliptical Tower Plan. The Environmental Evaluation Application, as originally
submitted to the Planning Department in 2008, called for partial demolition of the
Aronson Building and construction of a 42-story, approximately 630-foot-tall tower to the
west of, adjacent to, and partially within, the Aronson Building at its northwest corner.
This scheme was disfavored by Planning Department staff both because of its impacts on
the physical integrity of the historic Aronson Building, as well as due to staff concerns
regarding aesthetics related to its elliptical tower plan design. The Commission finds
each of these reasons provide sufficient independent grounds for rejecting the Elliptical
Tower Plan.
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Additional Alternatives Proposed by the Public

Various comments have proposed additional alternatives to the project. To the extent that these
comments addressed the adequacy of the EIR analysis, they were described and analyzed in the RTC. As
presented in the record, the Final EIR reviewed a reasonable range of alternatives, and CEQA does not
require the City or the project sponsor to consider every proposed alternative so long as the CEQA
requirements for alternatives analysis have been satisfied. For the foregoing reasons, as well as economic,
legal, social, technological and/or other considerations set forth herein, and elsewhere in the record, these
alternatives are rejected.

VI Statement of Overriding Considerations

Pursuant to CEQA section 21081 and CEQA Guideline 15093, the Commission hereby finds, after
consideration of the Final EIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the specific overriding
economig, legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project as set forth below independently
and collectively outweighs the significant and unavoidable impacts of the project and is an overriding
consideration warranting approval of the Project. Any one of the reasons for approval cited below is
sufficient to justify approval of the Project. Thus, even if a court were to conclude that not every reason is
supported by substantial evidence, the Commission will stand by its determination that each individual
reason is sufficient. The substantial evidence supporting the various benefits can be found in the Final
EIR and in the documents found in the administrative record.

On the basis of the above findings and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the
Commission specifically finds that there are significant benefits of the Project in spite of the unavoidable
significant impacts, and therefore makes this Statement of Overriding Considerations. The Commission
further finds that, as part of the process of obtaining Project approval, all significant effects on the
environment from implementation of the Project have been eliminated or substantially lessened where
feasible. All mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIR for the proposed Project are adopted as part
of this approval action. Furthermore, the Commission has determined that any remaining significant
effects on the environment found to be unavoidable are acceptable due to the following specific
overriding economic, technological, legal, social and other considerations. In addition, the Commission
finds that the rejected Project Alternatives are also rejected for the following specific economic, social, or
other considerations, in addition to the specific reasons discussed in Section V, above.

e  The Project will provide a new permanent home for The Mexican Museum, a longtime cultural
attraction of the City. The permanent home of The Mexican Museum will contribute to the City’s
reputation as home to first class cultural amenities and attractions.

e  The Project will provide a $5 million operating endowment for The Mexican Museum to support
its ongoing operations.

e The Project will rehabilitate the historic Aronson Building, which is rated “A” (highest

importance) by the Foundation for San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage and is eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places and the California Register of Historical
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Resources, and which was recently designated as a Category I Significant Building in the
expanded New Montgomery-Mission-Second Street Conservation District, and which is in need
of repair.

The Project will create up to 215 new housing units, which will increase the City’s and region’s
housing supply. These new housing units will be in close proximity to transit, employment
opportunities, and neighborhood serving retail uses.

The Project will pay an affordable housing in-lieu fee in an amount equivalent to a 28% housing
production requirement, which is substantially in excess of the 20% requirement under the City’s
Planning Code. The Project’s affordable housing in-lieu fee will be used to construct much
needed affordable housing in the City.

The Project will provide additional private funding for operations, management, and security of
Yerba Buena Gardens; funding which would not be available without the project.

The Project will construct a high quality, world-class, mixed-use development, designed by an
internationally recognized architecture firm in accordance with sound urban design principles.
The Project will create a new mixed-use residential development on an urban infill site in close
proximity to transit, the Downtown and SOMA employment centers, the Yerba Buena cultural
district, and retail uses.

The Project’s residential tower will be built to at least Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design (LEED) Silver construction standards consistent with the requirements of the Building
Code for the City and County of San Francisco (or such higher and additional requirements as
adopted by the City and County of San Francisco). The LEED Silver standard will help reduce
the City’s overall contribution to greenhouse gas emissions and global warming as well as
reducing the project’s carbon footprint by providing for a highly energy efficient building.

In redeveloping the project site with a high quality residential development that includes a
cultural component and a ground floor retail or restaurant use, the project will further the
objectives of the General Plan’s Urban Design Element and complete the development of the
former Yerba Buena Center Redevelopment Plan.
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MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE 706 MISSION STREET — THE MEXICAN MUSEM AND RESIDENTIAL TOWER PROJECT

Cultural Resources (Archeological Resources) Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a: Archaeological Testing, Monitoring, Data
Recovery and Reporting

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

Consultation with Descendant Communities

On discovery of an archeological site associated with descendant Native Americans or
the Overseas Chinese an appropriate representative of the descendant group and the
ERO shall be contacted. The representative of the descendant group shall be given
the opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of the site and to consult
with ERO regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the site, of recovered data

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

Project
sponsor/archeological
consultant

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

For the duration of soil-
disturbing activities

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

Project
Sponsor/archeological
consultant shall contact the
ERO and descendant group
representative upon
discovery of an

Considered
complete when
Project Sponsor
retains a qualified
professional
archaeological
consultant.

Considered
complete upon
submittal of Final
Archaeological
Resources Report.

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT — SUBJECT TO CHANGE
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from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the associated
archeological site. A copy of the Final Archaeological Resources Report shall be
provided to the representative of the descendant group.

Archeological Testing Program

The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for review and
approval an archeological testing plan (ATP). The archeological testing program shall
be conducted in accordance with the approved ATP. The ATP shall identify the
property types of the expected archeological resource(s) that potentially could be
adversely affected by the proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the
locations recommended for testing. The purpose of the archeological testing program
will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or absence of archeological

Project
sponsor/Archaeological
consultant at the
direction of the ERO.

Prior to any excavation,
site preparation or
construction and prior to
testing, an
Archaeological Testing
Plan (ATP) is to be
submitted to and

archaeological site
associated with descendant
Native Americans or the
Overseas Chinese.

The representative of the
descendant group shall be
given the opportunity to
monitor archaeological
field investigations on the
site and consult with the
ERO regarding appropriate
archaeological treatment of
the site, of recovered data
from the site, and, if
applicable, any
interpretative treatment of
the associated
archaeological site.

Archaeological Consultant
shall prepare a Final
Archaeological Resources
Report in consultation with
the ERO. (per below). A
copy of this report shall be
provided to the ERO and
the representative of the
descendant group.

Archaeological consultant
to undertake archaeological
testing program (ATP) in
consultation with ERO.

Considered
complete with
approval of ATP
by ERO and on
finding by ERO
that ATP is
implemented.
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resources and to identify and to evaluate whether any archeological resource approved by the ERO.
encountered on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA.
At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant At the completion of the Considered
shall submit a written report of the findings to the ERO. If based on the archeological . archaeological testing ) complete on
testing program the archeological consultant finds that significant archeological Project _ program Archaeological consultant submittal to ERO
resources may be present, the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant sponsor/Archaeological to submit results of testing, £ report on ATP
shall determine if additional measures are warranted. Additional measures that may consultantin and if significant %nde;ﬁo 0
be undertaken include additional archeological testing, archeological monitoring, consultation with the archaeological resources gs.
and/or an archeological data recovery program. If the ERO determines that a ERO. may be present, in
significant archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely consultation with ERO,
affected by the proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either: determine whether
additional measures are
A) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on warranted.  If significant
the Signiﬁcant arCheOlOgiCﬂl resource,; or archaeo|0gica| resources
B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines are present and may be_
that the archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research adversely affectgd, proJ ect
significance and that interpretive use of the resource is feasible. sponsor, at its dlsc_retlon,
may elect to redesign the
project, or implement data
recovery program, unless
ERO determines the
archeological resource is of
greater interpretive than
research significance and
that interpretive use is
feasible.
Avrcheological Monitoring Program
If the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant determines that an
archeological monitoring program (AMP) shall be implemented the archeological
monitoring program shall minimally include the following provisions:
. . The archaeological
e The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult consultant, project )
on the scope of the AMP reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing . ' Considered
L . R . . . Project sponsor, and sponsor, and ERO shall . .
activities commencing. The ERO in consultation with the archeological : hasoloaical meet prior to If required, Archaeological | complete on
consultant shall determine what project activities shall be archeologically project archacologica 1. | Consultant to prepare approval of AMP
consultant, in commencement of soils by ERO; submittal
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monitored. In most cases, any soils- disturbing activities, such as demolition, consultation with the disturbing activities. If Archaeological Monitoring | of report regarding
foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation, foundation work, | ERO. ERO determines that Program (AMP) in findings of AMP;
driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require archaeological consultation with the ERO. | and finding by
archeological monitoring because of the risk these activities pose to potential monitoring is necessary, | proiact snonsor. proiect ERO that AMP is
haeological resources and to their depositional context; monitor throughout all J pansar, proj implemented.
arc ' soils-disturbing archaeological consultant,
e The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the activities. archaeological monitor,

and project sponsor’s
contractors shall implement
the AMP, if required by the
ERO.

alert for evidence of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to
identify the evidence of the expected resource(s), and of the appropriate
protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an archeological resource;

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

e The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil
samples and artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis;

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

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

Archeological Data Recovery Program If there is a

Considered
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If the ERO, in consultation with the archaeological consultant, determines that determination by the complete on
archaeological data recovery programs shall be implemented, the archeological data Proi q ERO that an If ired. Archaological submittal of
recovery program shall be conducted in accord with an archeological data recovery plan roject sponsor an Archeological Data required, Archacological | Apprp to ERO.

(ADRP). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and
consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft ADRP. The
archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shall
identify how the proposed data recovery program will preserve the significant
information the archeological resource is expected to contain. That is, the ADRP will
identify what scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the expected
resource, what data classes the resource is expected to possess, and how the expected
data classes would address the applicable research questions. Data recovery, in
general, should be limited to the portions of the historical property that could be
adversely affected by the proposed project. Destructive data recovery methods shall
not be applied to portions of the archeological resources if nondestructive methods are
practical.

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements:

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

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

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

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

e  Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the
archeological resource from vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally
damaging activities.

e  Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of
results.

e  Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the

project archaeological
consultant, in

consultation with ERO.

Recovery Program
(ADRRP) is required.

consultant to prepare an
Archeological Data
Recovery Plan (ADRP) in

consultation with the ERO.
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curation of any recovered data having potential research value,
identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a summary of the
accession policies of the curation facilities.

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects

The treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects
discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with applicable State and
Federal laws. This shall include immediate notification of the Coroner of the City and
County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner’s determination that the human
remains are Native American remains, notification of the California State Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant
(MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The archeological consultant, project sponsor,
and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of,
with appropriate dignity, human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects
(CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the
appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final
disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects.

Final Archeological Resources Report

The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final Archeological Resources
Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered
archeological resource and describes the archeological and historical research
methods employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s)

Project sponsor and
project archaeological
consultant, in
consultation with the
San Francisco Coroner,
NAHC and MLD.

In the event human
remains and/or funerary
objects are encountered.

If applicable, after
completion of
archeological data

Archaeological consultant/
Archaeological
monitor/project sponsor or
contractor to contact San
Francisco County Coroner.
Implement regulatory
requirements, if applicable,
regarding discovery of
Native American human
remains and
associated/unassociated
funerary objects. Contact
Archaeological consultant
and Environmental Review
Officer (ERO).

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

Considered
complete on
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undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be Project sponsor and recovery, inventorying, If applicable, submittal of
provided in a separate removable insert within the final report. project archaeological gnalysis ar}d Archaeological consultant FARR alngl
Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: consu:taqt, I hERO |?terplr§9ta:)||on. to submit a Draft Final approval by ERO.
California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall consultation with ER It app |c|a fe, _Up?n Archeological Resources Considered
receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR %ELZ‘;}% Ic? i'(::;Ta Report (FARR) to ERO. complete when
to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall Archeological R gR b Archeological | Archeological
receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of esources Report by reneologica Consultant
. : : - Consultant at the ERO to distribute FARR Consultant to
the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 direction of the ERO ‘ ‘ provide written
series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic certification to
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest ERO that required
in or the high interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a different final FARR distribution

report content, format, and distribution than that presented above. has been

completed.
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Mitigation Measure M-CP-1b: Interpretation Project sponsor and Prior to issuance of final | Archaeological consultant | Considered
. . archaeological certificate of occupancy | shall develop a feasible, complete upon

Bgse_d ona rea}sonaple presumption that archaeological resources may be present consultant, in resource-specific program installation of
within the prOcht site, .and to the extent t_hat_that the potential significance of some consultation with ERO. for post-recovery approved
such resources is premised on CRHR Criteria 1 (Events), 2 (Persons), and/or 3 interpretation of resources. interpretation
(Desig_n/Coqstrggtion), the following measure shall be undgrtaken to a_void any All plans and program.
potentially S|_gn|f|_cant adverse effect from the proposed project on buried or recommendations for
submerged historical resources. interpretation by the
The project sponsor shall implement an approved program for interpretation of Archaeological consultant
resources. The project sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified archaeological shall be submitted first and
consultant having expertise in California urban historical and marine archaeology. d'“?Ct'y to the ERO for
The archaeological consultant shall develop a feasible, resource-specific program for review and comment, and
post-recovery interpretation of resources. The particular program for interpretation of shall be considered draft
artifacts that are encountered within the project site will depend upon the results of the reports subject to revision
data recovery program and will be the subject of continued discussion between the until deemed final by ERO.
ERO, consulting archaeologist, and the project sponsor. Such a program may include, ERO to approve final
but is not limited to, any of the following (as outlined in the ARDTP): surface Interpretation program.
commemoration of the original location of resources; display of resources and Ero;ect sponsor to
associated artifacts (which may offer an underground view to the public); display of implement an approved for
interpretive materials such as graphics, photographs, video, models, and public art; interpretation program .
and academic and popular publication of the results of the data recovery.
The archaeological consultant’s work shall be conducted at the direction of the ERO,
and in consultation with the project sponsor. All plans and recommendations for
interpretation by the consultant shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for
review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until
final approval by the ERO.
Mitigation Measure M-CP-3: Paleontological Resources Monitoring and
M|t|gat_|on Program ) ] o ) Project sponsor to Prior to and during ERO to approve final Considered
The project sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified paleontological consultant retain appropriately construction PRMMP complete on
having expertise in California paleontology to design and implement a Paleontological | gyajified consultant to approval of final
Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Program. The PRMMP shall include a prepare PRMMP, carry PRMMP.
description of when and where construction monitoring would be required; emergency | oyt monitoring, and
discovery procedures; sampling and data recovery procedures; procedure for the reporting, if srequired.
preparation, identification, analysis, and curation of fossil specimens and data
recovered; preconstruction coordination procedures; and procedures for reporting the
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results of the monitoring program.

The PRMMP shall be consistent with the Society for Vertebrate Paleontology
Standard Guidelines for the mitigation of construction-related adverse impacts to
paleontological resources and the requirements of the designated repository for any
fossils collected. During construction, earth-moving activities shall be monitored by a
qualified paleontological consultant having expertise in California paleontology in the
areas where these activities have the potential to disturb previously undisturbed native
sediment or sedimentary rocks. Monitoring need not be conducted in areas where the
ground has been previously disturbed, in areas of artificial fill, in areas underlain by
nonsedimentary rocks, or in areas where exposed sediment would be buried, but
otherwise undisturbed.

The consultant’s work shall be conducted in accordance with this measure and at the
direction of the City’s ERO. Plans and reports prepared by the consultant shall be
submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and comment, and shall be
considered draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO.
Paleontological monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by this measure
could suspend construction of the proposed project for as short a duration as
reasonably possible and in no event for more than a maximum of four weeks. At the
direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four
weeks only if such a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce potential effects
on a significant paleontological resource as previously defined to a less-than-
significant level.

The project
paleontological
consultant to consult
with the ERO as
indicated.

Prior to and during
construction, if required.

Consultant shall provide
brief monthly reports to
ERO during monitoring or
as identified in the
PRMMP, and notify the
ERO immediately if work
should stop for data
recovery during monitoring

The ERO to review and
approve the final
documentation as
established in the PRMMP

Considered
complete on
approval of final
documentation by
ERO.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-4: Accidental Discovery

The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect
from the proposed project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical
resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c). The project sponsor
shall distribute the Planning Department archeological resource “ALERT” sheet to the
project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition,
excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in
soils disturbing activities within the project site. Prior to any soils disturbing activities
being undertaken each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet
is circulated to all field personnel including, machine operators, field crew, pile
drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The project sponsor shall provide the
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible

Project sponsor to
prepare “ALERT” sheet
and provide signed
affidavit from project
contractor,
subcontractor(s) and
utilities firm(s) stating
that all field personnel
have received copies of
the “ALERT” sheet

Prior to any soil-
disturbing activities

Project sponsor to provide
signed affidavit from
project contractor,
subcontractor(s) and
utilities firm(s) to the ERO
stating that all field
personnel have received
copies of the “ALERT”
sheet.

Considered
complete upon
submission of
affidavit regarding
distribution of
Alert sheet
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parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming
that all field personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet.

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

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

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

The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources
Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered
archeological resource and describing the archeological and historical research
methods employed in the archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s)

Project sponsor and
project contractor’s
Head Foreman

Project sponsor and
archaeological
consultant

Project sponsor and
archaeological
consultant

During soil-disturbing
activities

When determined
necessary by the ERO

When determined
necessary by the ERO

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

ERO to determine if
additional measures are
necessary to implement.

Archaeological consultant
to prepare draft and final
FARR, and to submit
FARR to ERO for review

Upon resource
discovery,
suspension of
work and contact
of ERO.

Considered
complete upon
retention by the
project sponsor of
an archaeological
consultant from
the pool of
qualified
archaeological
consultants
maintained by the
Planning
Department
archaeologist.

Considered
complete upon
ERO approval of
FARR.
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undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be final FARR.
rovided in a separate removable insert within the final report. . .
provided! P v ' witi ' P Project sponsor and When determined Considered
Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once archaeological necessary by the ERO Once FARR approved by complete once
approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California consultant ERO, Project sponsor distribution of
Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one /archaeological consultant FARR has been
(1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the to ensure distribution of completed.
NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall FARR as specified in M-
receive one bound copy, one unbound copy and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy CP-4.
on CD three copies of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation
forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National
Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances
of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final
report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.
Noise Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a: Reduce Noise Levels During Construction Project sponsor and Prior to receiving Project sponsor to submit | Considered
The following practices shall be incorporated into the construction contract agreement project construction building permit, to Planning Department complete upon
documents to be implemented by the construction contractor: contractor(s) incorporate practices and DBI documentation submittal of
e  Provide best available noise control techniques for equipment and trucks, such identified in M-NO-1a designating a Noise contract
as providing acoustic enclosures and mufflers for stationary equipment, shroud into the construction Disturbance Coordinator documents
or shield impact tools, and installing barriers around particularly noisy activities contract agreement and protocol for complaints | incorporating
at the construction sites so that the line of sight between the construction documents. Throughout | pertaining to noise. identified
activities and nearby sensitive receptor locations is blocked to the maximum construction duration, at : : practices.
feasible extent. The placement of barriers or acoustic blankets shall be least 14 days prior to any EchOJiee(s:tosfpggr?:)r;(t:(t) provide
reviewed and approved by the Director of Public Works prior to issuance of extreme noise-generating doguments to Planning
permits for construction activities. activities, the project Department that show
e Use construction equipment with lower noise emission ratings whenever sponsor shall notify construction contractor
possible, particularly for air compressors. building owner and agreement with specified
occupants within 300 practices
e  Provide sound-control devices on equipment no less effective than those feet of the project '
provided by the manufacturer. construction area of the
o Locate stationary equipment, material stockpiles, and vehicle staging areas as expected dates, hours,
far as practicable from sensitive receptor locations. and duration of such
o - . . . activities.
e  Prohibit unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines.
e  Require applicable construction-related vehicles and equipment to use
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designated truck routes to access the project sites.
e  Prior to the issuance of the building permit, along with the submission of
construction documents, the project sponsor shall designate a Noise
Disturbance Coordinator (on-site construction complaint and enforcement
manager) and submit to the Planning Department and Department of Building
Inspection (DBI) a protocol to respond to and track complaints pertaining to
construction noise. This shall include (1) a procedure and phone numbers for
notifying DBI, the Department of Public Health, and the Police Department
(during regular construction hours and off-hours); (2) a sign conspicuously
posted on-site describing noise complaint procedures and a complaint hotline
number that shall be answered at all times during construction; (3)
identification of the Noise Disturbance Coordinator for the project (name,
phone number, email address); and (4) notification of property owners and
occupants within 300 feet of the project construction area at least 14 days in
advance of extreme noise generating activities (activities expected to generate
levels of 90 dBA or greater) about the estimated duration of the activity.
e  Obtain a work permit from the Director of Public Works or the Director of
Building Inspection for any nighttime work, pursuant to San Francisco Noise
Ordinance Section 2908.
e  Obtain noise variances (as necessary) consistent with San Francisco Police
Code Section 2910.
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1b: Noise-Reducing Techniques and Muffling Devices | project sponsor and At least 48 hours prior to | Project sponsor to provide | Considered
for Pile Installation project construction construction activities evidence of pile driving complete upon
If piles are determined to be necessary, the project sponsor shall require its contractor(s) that require pile driving, schedule established in submittal of
construction contractor to use noise-reducing pile installation techniques including: the project sponsor shall | consultation with DPW and | schedule and
avoiding impact pile driving where possible, pre-drilling pile holes (if feasible, based notify building owners copies of notices to copies of notices
on soils; see Mitigation Measure M-NO-2b, pp. IV.F.26-1V.F.27) to the maximum and occupants within building owners and to the Planning
feasible depth, installing intake and exhaust mufflers on pile installation equipment, 500 feet of the project occupants to Planning Department and
vibrating piles into place when feasible, and installing shrouds around the pile driving site of the dates, hours, Department. If piles are documentation of
hammer where feasible. Should impact pile-driving be necessary for the proposed and expected duration of | necessary, the project noise-reducing
project, the project sponsor would require that the construction contractor limit pile such activities. sponsor shall require its pile installation
driving activity to result in the least disturbance to neighboring uses, and establish construction contractor to techniques
pile-driving hours, in consultation with the Director of Public Works, to disturb the use noise-reducing pile utilized.
fewest people. At least 48 hours prior to pile driving activities, the project sponsor installation techniques
including: avoiding impact
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shall notify building owners and occupants within 500 feet of the project site of the pile driving where possible,
dates, hours, and expected duration of pile driving. pre-drilling pile holes (if
feasible, based on soils; see
Mitigation Measure M-NO-
2b.
Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a: Minimize Vibration Levels During Construction
The following practices shall be incorporated into the construction contract agreement | Project sponsor and During project Project sponsor to Considered
documents to be implemented by the construction contractor: project construction construction incorporate into the complete upon
N . L contractor(s) construction contract submittal of
e  Make the Noise Disturbance Coordinator (see Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a) agreement documents to be | contract
available to respond to vibration complaints from nearby vibration-sensitive implemented by the documents to the
uses, and submit to the Planning Department and Department of Building construction contractor the | Planning
Inspection (DBI) a protocol to respond to and track complaints pertaining to measures to minimize Department and
vibration. Recurring disturbances shall be evaluated by a qualified acoustical vibration levels specified in | submittal of

consultant to ensure compliance with applicable standards;

e Avoid impact pile driving where possible. Utilize drilled piles or the use of a
sonic pile driver where the geological conditions permit their use (see
Mitigation Measure M-NO-2b);

e  Select demolition methods not involving impact tools, where possible;
e Avoid vibratory rollers and packers, where possible;

e  Operate earth-moving equipment as far away from vibration-sensitive receptors
as possible; and

e Phase demolition and ground-impacting activity (excavation and shoring) to
reduce occurrences in the same time period, when and where feasible.

M-NO-2a, including
designation of a Noise
Disturbance Coordinator
and protocol for complaints
pertaining to vibration.
Project sponsor to provide
copies of contract
documents and protocol for
complaints to Planning
Department that show
construction contractor
agreement with specified
practices.

documentation
designating a
Noise Disturbance
Coordinator and
protocol for
complaints
pertaining to
vibration to DBI.

Mitigation Measure M-NO-2b: Pre-Construction Assessment to Protect
Structures from Ground Vibration Associated with Pile Installation

Project sponsor, project
construction
contractor(s), and
qualified geotechnical
engineers

Prior to building permit
issuance

If impact pile driving is necessary, the project sponsor shall retain a qualified
geotechnical engineer to conduct a pre-construction assessment of existing subsurface
conditions and the structural integrity of nearby buildings subject to ground vibration
prior to receiving a building permit. If recommended by the geotechnical engineer,
for structures or facilities within 80 feet of pile installation activities (Westin Hotel
and Contemporary Jewish Museum [formerly known as the Jessie Street Substation]),
the project sponsor shall require groundborne vibration monitoring of nearby

Project sponsor shall retain
a qualified geotechnical
engineer to conduct a pre-
construction assessment of
existing subsurface
conditions and the
structural integrity of
nearby buildings subject to
ground vibration prior to

Considered
complete upon
approval of pre-
construction
assessment, and if
necessary, results
of groundborne
vibration
monitoring shall
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structures. The assessment shall be based on the specific conditions at the
construction site such as, but not limited to, the following:

Pre-construction surveying of potentially affected structures;
Underpinning of foundations of potentially affected structures, as necessary;

The need for a monitoring program during vibration-causing construction
activities to detect ground settlement or lateral movement of structures in the
vicinity of excavation, shoring, or impact activities, should pile driving be
required. If pile driving is found to be needed, results of ground vibration
monitoring shall be submitted to the Department of Building Inspection (DBI).
In the event of unacceptable ground movement, as determined by the DBI, pile
installation shall cease and corrective measures, protective shoring, and
alternative construction methods shall be implemented. Corrective measures to
reduce ground movement from pile driving include: jetting or using a high-
pressure stream of air and water to erode the soil adjacent to the pile;
predrilling; using cast-in-place or auger cast piles; using pile cushioning; or
using nonimpact drivers. The pile installation program and ground stabilization
measures shall be reevaluated and approved by the Department of Building
Inspection.

If a monitoring program
is needed, project
sponsor to provide
results of monitoring to
Department of Building
Inspection weekly during
construction.

receiving a building permit.

Geotechnical engineer to
provide reports to
Department of Building
Inspection for review and
approval. If recommended
by the geotechnical
engineer, for structures or
facilities within 80 feet of
pile installation activities
(Westin Hotel and
Contemporary Jewish
Museum [formerly known
as the Jessie Street
Substation]), the project
sponsor shall require
groundborne vibration
monitoring of nearby
structures. Results of
ground vibration
monitoring shall be
submitted to the
Department of Building
Inspection (DBI).

be submitted to
DBI during
vibration-causing
construction
activities.

Mitigation Measure M-NO-2c: Vibration Monitoring and Management Plan

A Pre-Construction Assessment of the Aronson Building shall be conducted by a
qualified structural engineer and preservation architect who meet the Secretary of the
Interior’s Historic Preservation Professional Qualification Standards. The Pre-
Construction Assessment prepared shall establish a baseline, and shall contain written
descriptions of the existing condition, along with photographs, measured drawings,
sketches, and/or CAD drawings of all cracks, spalling, or similar. Particular attention
shall be paid to loose terra cotta, cracks, bulges and planes in and out of plumb, floors in
and out of level, openings and roof planes, as needed.

A vibration management and continuous monitoring plan shall be developed and
adopted to protect the Aronson Building against damage caused by vibration or

Project sponsor to
retain appropriately
qualified structural
engineer and
preservation architect

Prior to building permit
issuance

Continuous vibration

Project sponsor to retain
appropriately qualified
structural engineer and
preservation architect to
prepare Pre-Construction
Assessment of the Aronson
Building. Planning
Department to review and
approve Pre-Construction
Assessment of the Aronson
Building.

Project sponsor to retain

Considered
complete upon
approval of Pre-
Construction
Assessment of the
Aronson Building.

Considered
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differential settlement caused by vibration during project construction. The vibration
management and monitoring plan related to the Aronson Building shall be submitted
to the Planning Department Preservation Staff prior to issuance of any building
permits. The vibration management and monitoring plan shall include pre-
construction surveys, continuous vibration monitoring throughout the duration of the
major structural project activities, and for one year following project completion if
determined necessary by the preservation architect. The vibration management and
monitoring plan shall be at the direction of the qualified structural engineer and shall
constitute a blended approach, using both optical survey targets and crack monitors.
The use of optical survey targets and crack monitors during construction shall
measure whether ground displacement during construction is approaching levels at
which damage to the historic resource may be possible. Construction methods shall
be reevaluated if measurements and levels of vibration are found to exceed the levels
established in the vibration management and monitoring plan and/or if damage to the
historical resource may be possible.

monitoring of the
Aronson Building shall
occur throughout the
duration of major
structural project
construction activities
and, if determined
necessary by the
preservation architect,
for one year following
project completion.

appropriately qualified
structural engineer and
preservation architect to
prepare vibration
management and
continuous monitoring
plan. Vibration
management plan and
monitoring plan shall be
prepared prior to building
permit issuance

complete upon
development,
submittal, and
approval by DBI
and the Planning
Department of a
vibration
management and
continuous
monitoring plan
for the Aronson
Building.
Monitoring reports
to be submitted to
DBI.

Mitigation Measure M-NO-3: Stationary Operational Noise Sources

All fixed, stationary sources of noise (e.g., building mechanical systems (HVAC
equipment), standby power generator, ventilation equipment, etc.) shall be located
away from noise-sensitive receptors, be enclosed within structures with adequate
setback and screening, be installed adjacent to noise reducing shields, or constructed
with some other adequate noise attenuating features, to achieve compliance with the
noise level limits of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Noise from fixed, stationary
sources must not exceed the performance standard of Section 2909(d) of the San
Francisco Police Code for any sleeping or living room in any dwelling unit located on
residential property: an interior noise level of 45 dBA between the hours of 10:00 PM
to 7:00 AM or 55 dBA between the hours of 7:00 AM to 10:00 PM. Once the
stationary noise sources have been installed, the project sponsor shall retain a
qualified acoustical consultant to measure the noise levels of operating exterior
equipment within three months after the installation. If project stationary noise
sources exceed the applicable noise standards, a qualified acoustical consultant shall
be retained by the project sponsor to evaluate whether additional noise attenuation
measures or acoustic insulation should be installed in order to meet the applicable
noise standards. Examples of such measures include acoustical enclosures,
replacement of equipment, or relocation of equipment. Results of the measurements

Project sponsor to
retain qualified
acoustical consultant

Within three months
after installation of
stationary noise sources,
project sponsor to retain
acoustical consultant to
measure noise levels in
dwelling unit most likely
to be affected by
operating exterior
equipment.

Project sponsor to provide
results of stationary noise
measurements to DPH and
the Planning Department.

Considered
complete upon
submittal of noise
measurement
results to DPH and
the Planning
Department, and
documentation of
noise attenuation
measures or
acoustic insulation
installed, if
required to meet
the applicable
noise standards.
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shall be provided to the City to show compliance with the standards.
Air Quality Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3: Construction Emissions Minimization
To reduce the potential health risk resulting from project construction activities, the Project sponsor and At least 14 days priorto | Project sponsor/contractor | Considered

project sponsor shall prepare a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (included
as Appendix G) designed to reduce construction-related diesel particulate matter
emissions from off-road construction equipment used at the site by at least 65 percent
as compared to the construction equipment list, schedule, and inventory provided by
the sponsor on May 27, 2011.

The project sponsor shall include all requirements identified in the Construction
Emissions Minimization Plan in contract specifications for the entire duration of
construction activities.

The Construction Emissions Minimization Plan shall include the following
requirements, which would achieve the required 65 percent reduction in construction
period diesel particulate matter emissions:

e Limitidling times by either shutting equipment off when not in use or
reducing the maximum idling time to two minutes.

e  Prohibit use of diesel generators for electric power because on-site
distribution of electricity is available.

e  Require construction contractors to use electric or propane powered devices
for the following types of equipment:

—  Tower Crane

—  Fork Lifts and Manlifts
—  Portable Welders

—  Concrete Placing Booms

e  Require construction contractors to use portable compressors that are either
electric powered or powered by gasoline engines or engines compliant with
Tier 4 standards.

e  Require use of Interim Tier 4 or Tier 4 equipment where such equipment is
available and feasible for use. Use of Interim Tier 4 or Tier 4 equipment
would be feasible for the following types of equipment:

project construction
contractor(s) shall
prepare and implement
Construction Emissions
Minimization Plan.

the commencement of
construction activities

to submit a Construction
Emissions Minimization

complete upon
ERO/Planning

Plan to the ERO Department
demonstrating review and
construction-related diesel approval of
particulate matter Construction
emissions from off-road Emissions

Minimization Plan
or alternative
measures that
achieve the same
emissions
reduction.

construction equipment
used at the site is reduced
by at least 65 percent as
compared to the
construction equipment list,
schedule, and inventory
provided by the sponsor on
May 27, 2011. Project
sponsor may elect to
submit to the ERO a
demonstration that
alternative measures
achieve the specified
emissions reduction.
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- Backhoes
—  Rubber-Tired Dozers

e  Require use of Tier 2/Tier 3 equipment retrofitted with ARB Level 3
Verified Diesel Emissions Control System (VDECS, which includes diesel
particulate filters). The following types of equipment are identified as
candidates for retrofitting with ARB-certified Level 3 VDECS (which are
capable of reducing DPM emissions by 85 percent or more), due to their
expected operating modes (i.e., fairly constant use at high revolutions per
minute):

—  Excavators
—  Concrete Boom Pumps
—  Concrete Trailer Pumps

e Use of Tier 3 equipment for the following types of equipment:

Portable Cranes

—  Soil Mix Drill Rigs

—  Soldier Pile Drill Rigs

Shoring Drill Rigs

If the foregoing requirements are implemented, no further quantification of emissions

shall be required. Alternatively, the project sponsor may elect to substitute alternative

measures in the Construction Emissions Minimization Plan for review and approval
by the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). Such alternative measures would be
subject to demonstrating that the alternative measures would achieve the required

65 percent reduction in construction period diesel particulate matter emissions,
including without limitation the following:

e  Use of other late-model engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative
fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products, and add-on
devices such as particulate filters; and

e  Other options as such become available.

The project sponsor shall submit the Construction Emissions Minimization Plan to the
ERO for review and approval by an Environmental Planning Air Quality Specialist
prior to the commencement of construction activities.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Mitigation Measures
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Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2: Hazardous Materials - Testing for and Handling of
Contaminated Soil

During excavation, the project sponsor shall hire a consultant to collect soil samples
(borings), including, but not limited to, the location of the underground storage tank on
the north side of the Aronson Building. The soil samples shall be tested for petroleum
hydrocarbons and lead. If petroleum hydrocarbons and/or lead are present in soil, the soil
shall be removed under the supervision of the San Francisco Department of Public Health
(DPH) and disposed of in a suitable landfill, or otherwise addressed consistent with
applicable Federal, State, and local laws. In addition, the sponsor shall perform the
following actions with respect to contaminated soil:

Step 1: Soil Testing

Prior to obtaining building permits, the project sponsor shall hire a consultant to collect
soil samples (borings) from selected locations in the work area in which soil would be
disturbed and/or excavated. (This initial soil sampling and reporting shall be done prior to
excavation, but additional soil testing from on-site soil stockpiles may also be required, if
there are indications [e.g., odors, visible staining] of contamination in the excavated soil.)

The soil samples shall be tested for these Compounds of Concern: total lead, petroleum
hydrocarbons, and volatile organic compounds (VOCs). The consultant shall analyze the
soil borings as discrete, not composite samples. The consultant shall prepare a report on
the soil testing for the Compounds of Concern that includes the laboratory results of the
soil testing and a map that shows the locations from which the consultant collected the
soil samples. (See Step 3, below).

The project sponsor shall submit the report on the soil testing for the Compounds of
Concern for the Sub-Phase and the current fee in the form of a check payable to the San
Francisco Department of Public Health, to the Hazardous Waste Program, Department of
Public Health, 1390 Market Street, Suite 210, San Francisco, California 94102. The
current fee shall cover three hours of soil testing report review and administrative
handling. If additional review is necessary, DPH shall bill the project sponsor for each
additional hour of review over the first three hours. These fees shall be charged pursuant
to Section 31.23(c) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. DHP shall review the soil
testing program to determine whether soils on the project site are contaminated with any
of the Compounds of Concern at or above potentially hazardous levels.

Step 2: Preparation of Site Mitigation Plans

The project sponsor shall prepare a Site Mitigation Plan (SMP). The SMP shall include a
discussion of the level of contamination of soils by Compounds of Concern, if any, based
on the soils testing in Step 1. The SMP shall set forth mitigation measures for managing

Project Sponsor to
retain qualified
professional consultant
for Steps 1, 2 and 4.

Project construction
contractor to carry out
and report on activities
required in Step 3.

Soil report on the soil
testing and Site
Mitigation Plan (SMP)
shall be approved by the
Department of Public
Health (DPH) prior to
building permit issuance,
with a copy to the
Planning Department.

Project construction
contractor shall conduct
handling, hauling and
disposal of soils pursuant
to measures specified in
Step 3 for duration of
construction activities.

After excavation and
foundation construction
activities are completed,
project sponsor to submit
closure report to DPH
for approval pursuant to
Step 4.

Project sponsor and/or
Project construction
contractor to submit reports
as specified in steps 1 to 4
to Department of Public
Health (DPH) and/or the
Planning Department.

Step 1 complete
upon submittal of
soils testing results
to DPH for review.

Step 2 complete
with submittal and
approval of the
SMP by DPH.

Steps 3 and 4
considered
complete upon
approval and
implementation of
closure /
certification report
by DPH. A copy
of the closure
report shall be
provided to the
Planning
Department.
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contaminated soils on the site, if any, including but not limited to: 1) the alternatives for
managing contaminated soils on the site (e.g., encapsulation, partial or complete removal,
treatment, recycling for reuse, or a combination); 2) the preferred alternative for
managing contaminated soils on the site and a brief justification; and 3) the specific
practices to be used to handle, haul, and dispose of contaminated soils on the site. The
SMP shall be submitted to the DPH for review and approval. A copy of the SMP shall be
submitted to the Planning Department to become part of the case file. Additionally, the
DPH may require confirmatory samples for the project site.

Step 3: Handling, Hauling, and Disposal Contaminated Soils

(a) Specific work practices: The construction contractor shall be alert for the presence of
contaminated soils during excavation and other construction activities on the site
(detected through soil odor, color, and texture and results of on-site soil testing), and shall
be prepared to handle, profile (i.e., characterize), and dispose of such soils appropriately
(i.e., as dictated by local, State, and Federal regulations, including OSHA work practices)
when such soils are encountered on the site.

(b) Dust suppression: Soils exposed during excavation for site preparation and project
construction activities shall be kept moist throughout the time they are exposed, both
during and after work hours.

(c) Surface water runoff control: Where soils are stockpiled, visqueen shall be used to
create an impermeable liner, both beneath and on top of the soils, with a berm to contain
any potential surface water runoff from the soil stockpiles during inclement weather.

(d) Soils replacement: If necessary, clean fill or other suitable material(s) shall be used to
bring portions of the project site, where lead-contaminated soils have been excavated and
removed, up to construction grade.

(e) Hauling and disposal: If soils are contaminated such that they must be hauled off-site
for treatment and/or disposal, contaminated soils shall be hauled off the project site by
waste hauling trucks appropriately certified with the State of California and adequately
covered to prevent dispersion of the soils during transit, and shall be disposed of at the
permitted hazardous waste disposal facility registered with the State of California.

Step 4: Preparation of Closure/Certification Report

After excavation and foundation construction activities are completed, the project
sponsor shall prepare and submit a closure/certification report to DPH for review and
approval for that area. The closure/certification report shall include the mitigation
measures (if any were necessary) in the SMP for handling and removing contaminated
soils, if any, from the project site, and if applicable, whether the construction
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contractor modified any of these mitigation measures, and how and why the
construction contractor modified those mitigation measures.
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IMPROVEMENT MEASURES FOR THE 706 MISSION STREET — THE MEXICAN MUSEUM AND RESIDENTIAL TOWER PROJECT
Improvement Measure 1-TR-A: Traffic Signal Timing Modifications. As an Project sponsor Coordination to occur Project sponsor to request | Considered

improvement measure to enhance ability of drivers exiting Stevenson Street at Third
Street to merge into and across Third Street traffic flow, the project sponsor shall
request that the SFMTA consider revising the signal timing and off-sets to ensure that
sufficient clearance time is provided so that vehicles do not spill back into the
midblock intersection (the intersection is currently striped “KEEP CLEAR”). In
addition, the project sponsor shall request that SFMTA consider relocating the
pedestrian signal north of Stevenson Street closer to the intersection to reduce the
propensity of pedestrians crossing Stevenson Street during a “don’t walk” phase.

prior to building

occupancy

the SFMTA consider
revising the signal timing
and off-sets to ensure that
sufficient clearance time is
provided so that vehicles
do not spill back into the
midblock intersection (the
intersection is currently
striped “KEEP CLEAR”).

The project sponsor shall
request that SFMTA
consider relocating the
pedestrian signal north of
Stevenson Street closer to
the intersection to reduce
the propensity of
pedestrians crossing
Stevenson Street during a
“don’t walk” phase.

complete after
request and
coordination with
SFMTA for the
two requests
specified in I-TR-
A

Improvement Measure I-TR-B: “Garage Full” Sign on Third Street. Asan
improvement measure to minimize the number of vehicles accessing Stevenson Street
when the Jessie Square Garage is full, the project sponsor shall strive to install, or
cause to be installed, an LED (or similar) “Garage Full” sign at the intersection of
Third Street at Stevenson Street.

Project sponsor and
project construction
contractor(s)

Prior to building
occupancy prior to
building occupancy.

Project sponsor to strive to
install an LED (or similar)
“Garage Full” sign at the
intersection of Third Street
at Stevenson Street.

Considered
complete after
installation of
“Garage Full” sign
and documentation
of same provided
to ERO.

Improvement Measure I-TR-C: Monitoring and Abatement of Queues. As an
improvement measure to reduce the potential for queuing by vehicles accessing the
project site, the owner/operator of the proposed project shall strive to ensure that
recurring vehicle queues do not occur on Third Street or Mission Street adjacent to the
proposed project site. A vehicle queue is defined as one or more vehicles (destined to

Project sponsor or
building management
representative

Ongoing during
building occupancy

Project Sponsor to ensure
that recurring vehicle
queues do not occur on
Mission Street adjacent to

This improvement
measure is
ongoing during the
life of the project.
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the parking facility) blocking any portion of the Third Street or Mission Street the proposed project site.
sidewalk or roadway for a consecutive period of three minutes or longer on a daily or
weekly basis. If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, suspects that a . .
recurring queue is present, the Planning Department shall notify the project sponsor in | and Planning Ongoing during If_the PIannm_g Director, or | Considered
writing. Upon request, the owner/operator shall hire a qualified transportation Department/Project building occupancy his or her designee, ] complete upon
consultant to evaluate the conditions at the site for no less than 7 days. The consultant | Sponsor suspects that a recurring Planning
shall prepare a monitoring report to be submitted to the Department for review. If the queue is present, the Department

Planning Department determines that a recurring queue does exist, the facility
owner/operator shall have 90 days from the date of the written determination to abate
the queue.

Planning Department shall
notify the project sponsor
in writing. Upon request,
the owner/operator shall
hire a qualified
transportation consultant to
evaluate the conditions at
the site for no less than 7
days. If the Planning
Department determines that
a recurring queue does
exist, the facility
owner/operator shall have
90 days from the date of
the written determination to
abate the queue.

determination that
no queuing exists.
Otherwise, if
monitoring shows
that a recurring
queue exists,
considered
complete when
queue is abated.

Improvement Measure I-TR-D: Installation of Eyebolts. As an improvement
measure to reduce pole clutter on Third Street and on Mission Street, the project
sponsor could review with Planning Department and SFMTA staff whether it would
be appropriate to install eyebolts in the renovated building to support Muni’s overhead
wire system.

Project sponsor

Prior to building permit
issuance

Project sponsor to consult
with Planning Department
and SFMTA. If necessary,
Planning Department and
SFMTA shall review
eyebolt installation plan.

Considered
complete upon
consultation with
Planning
Department and
SFMTA. If
eyebolt installation
is determined
appropriate by
City agencies, then
considered
complete with
approval of
eyebolt installation
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Improvement Measure I-TR-E: Consolidation of Traffic Sighal and Overhead Project sponsor Requests made prior to Project sponsor to consult Considered
Wire Poles . To eliminate pole clutter and reduce pedestrian obstructions on the Third building permit issuance | with and request Planning complete upon
Street sidewalk adjacent to the project site, and to improve pedestrian flow, it may be Department, SFMTA, requests made by
possible to consolidate the three traffic signal and overhead wire poles, and relocate DPW, and the U.S. Postal project sponsor for
the existing mailbox which extends further from the curb than the adjacent newspaper Service consider measures | traffic signal and
rack. (The newspaper rack and mailbox are proposed to be removed from the to eliminate pole clutter overhead wire pole
sidewalk during project construction.) The project sponsor could make these requests and pedestrian obstructions | consolidation and
to the San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW) (newspaper rack), the U.S. on the Third Street the relocation of
Postal Service (mail box), and SFMTA (overhead wire poles and traffic signals). sidewalk as described in I- | the existing
TR-E. mailbox.
Improvement Measure I-TR-F: Pedestrian Measures on Third Street. This
improvement measure includes the following measures to reduce conflicts between
pedestrians and vehicles on Third Street adjacent to the project site:
. . . . . Project sponsor or Ongoing, after building Project sponsor or building | This improvement
*  During peak periods of pedestrian activity on Third Street (7 AM t0 7PM), | yjjiding management occupancy management representative | measure is an
the prolect sponsor shall staff _tr_le drlveV\_/ay entry on T_hlrd Street \_Nlth a representative shall staff the driveway on ongoing activity.
trgfflc control attepdant to facilitate vehicular ingress into the project Third Street with a traffic Provide
driveway from Third Street. ) control attendant. Such documentation of
e The project sponsor shall provide adequate valet service to ensure that EL?IJS::; gs %?::ggr eor; ent Ongoing, after building | attendant shall facilitate <|:50Rmpllance to the
queuing space for a minimum of two vehicles within the internal drop-off reDresentative occupancy vehicular ingress during 0.
area is available at all times (the internal driveway can accommodate up to P Prior to completion of peak periods of pedestrian
; ; . activity.
six vehicles). construction _ ) Considered
e  The project sponsor shall use alternate pavement treatment for the sidewalk Pro!ect sponsor and PrOJtecttsponsor Ietmd ptrOJect complete upon
at the driveway on Third Street, as determined appropriate by DPW, project contractor Pri - confracior Use alternate application of
. rior to building pavement treatment for the avement
SFMTA, and the Planning Department. occupancy sidewalk at the '?reatment
e The project sponsor shall explore the potential for providing audio and/or Project sponsor or driveway on Third Street, Considered
visual treatments to alert pedestrians that a vehicle is about to cross the building management as determined appropriate complete with
sidewalk from the adjacent travel lanes (typically such treatments are for representative by DPW, SFMTA, and the | 4 mentation to
vehicles exiting, not entering, a driveway). Planning Department. the ERO regarding
potential audio
and/or visual
treatments.
Improvement Measure I-TR-G: Reduce Pedestrian-Vehicle Conflict Areas. Project sponsor in Prior to building Project sponsor shall work | Considered
Pedestrian conditions on Third Street between Mission and Market Streets include an consultation with DPW, | occupancy, provided that | with DPW, SFMTA, and complete
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existing pedestrian-vehicle conflict zone associated with the Westin Hotel passenger SFMTA, and the such measures shall not the Planning Department to | following
loading operations located on the west side of Third Street. To improve the pedestrian | Planning Department. be required for the assess the feasibility of consultation with
experience on Third Street between Mission and Market Streets, the project sponsor project where such other measures or DPW, SFMTA,

shall work with DPW, SFMTA, and the Planning Department to assess the feasibility
of other measures or treatments to reduce pedestrian-vehicle conflicts in this area.
Measures to be assessed for feasibility could include the construction of bulb outs at
the intersection of Third and Mission Streets, additional signage, alternate pavement
treatment for sidewalks at driveways, automated warning devices, and/or the potential
reconfiguration of parking and loading strategies in the area. The project sponsor
shall cooperate with the City in seeking the consent to or participation in such
measures by other property owners on Third Street between Mission and Market
Streets, provided that such measures shall not be required for the project where such
consent or participation cannot be secured in a reasonable, timely, and economic
manner.

consent or participation
cannot be secured in a
reasonable, timely, and
€conomic manner.

treatments to reduce
pedestrian-vehicle conflicts
in this area. If required, the
project sponsor shall
cooperate with the City in
seeking the consent to, or
participation in, such
measures by other property
owners on Third Street
between Mission and
Market Streets.

and the Planning
Department and
upon
determination of
feasibility of
measures or
treatment to
reduce pedestrian-
vehicle conflicts.

Improvement Measure I-TR-H: Coordination of Moving Activities. To ensure
that residential move-in and move-out activities do not impede traffic flow on Mission
Street or Third Street, the project sponsor shall encourage that move-in and move-out
operations, as well as larger deliveries, should be scheduled and coordinated through
building management.

Project sponsor or
building management
representative

Ongoing, after building
occupancy

The project sponsor shall
encourage that move-in and
move-out operations, as
well as larger deliveries,
should be scheduled and
coordinated through
building management.

Provide
documentation to
the Planning
Department
regarding
procedures to
implement this
improvement
measure. Ongoing
for the life of the
project

Improvement Measure I-TR-I: Construction - Traffic Control Plan. As an
improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between construction activities and
pedestrians, transit and autos, SFMTA could require that the contractor prepare a
traffic control plan for project construction. The project sponsor and construction
contractor(s) shall meet with DPW, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni, the Planning
Department and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to reduce traffic
congestion, including temporary transit stop relocations (if determined necessary) and
other measures to reduce potential traffic and transit disruption and pedestrian
circulation effects during construction of the proposed project.

The contractor could be required to comply with the City of San Francisco’s
Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, which establish rules and permit

Project sponsor and
project construction
contractor(s)

Throughout the
construction duration

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

Considered
complete once
project sponsor
and construction
contractor(s) meet
with DPW,
SFMTA, the Fire
Department, Muni,
the Planning
Department and
other City
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requirements so that construction activities can be done safely and with the least
possible interference with pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and vehicular traffic.

agencies to
coordinate feasible
measures for
maintenance of
traffic during
project
construction. If
required the
contractor will
implement the
TCP as agreed
upon by DPW
until completion of
construction

activities.
Improvement Measure I-TR-J: Construction — Carpools. As an improvement Project sponsor and During project Project sponsor could Considered
measure to minimize parking demand associated with construction workers, the project construction construction request the construction complete upon
project sponsor could request the construction contractor to encourage carpooling and | contractor(s) contractor to encourage providing

transit access to the site by construction workers.

carpooling and transit
access to the site by
construction workers.

documentation of
such request to the
Planning
Department.

Improvement Measure I-TR-K: Construction - Truck Traffic Management. As
an improvement measure to minimize construction traffic impacts on Third Street and
Mission Street, and on pedestrian, transit and traffic operations, the construction
contractor could be required to retain San Francisco Police Department traffic control
officers during peak construction periods.

Project sponsor and
project construction
contractor(s)

During peak periods of
project construction

Project Sponsor to retain
SFPD traffic control
officers to minimize
construction traffic impacts
on Third Street and
Mission Street, and on
pedestrian, transit and

Project sponsor
provides
documentation of
retention of San
Francisco Police
Department traffic
control officers

traffic operations. DPW to during peak
monitor implementation. construction
periods..
Improvement Measure I-TR-L: Construction - Update Adjacent Businesses and Project sponsor and During project Project sponsor to provide | Provide
Residents. As an improvement measure to minimize construction impacts on access project construction construction nearby residences and documentation
for nearby institutions and businesses, DPW could require the project sponsor to contractor(s) adjacent businesses with regarding

provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information

regularly-updated

compliance with I-
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regarding project construction, including construction activities, peak construction information regarding TR-L to Planning
vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, and lane closures. The project construction and Department.
information should include contact information, including that the public can contact appropriate contact Considered
the SFMTA General Enforcement Division for blocked driveways and access, DPW’s information as described in | complete with
Street Use and Mapping for complaints regarding construction activities interfering I-TR-L. A web site could provision of

with travel lanes, or the San Francisco Police Department for violations related to
construction street space permits issued by DPW or Special Traffic Permits issues by
SFMTA. A web site could be created by project sponsor that would provide current
construction information of interest to neighbors.

be created by project
sponsor that would provide
current construction
information of interest to
neighbors.

documentation and
completion of
construction
activities.

Improvement Measure I-TR-M: Transportation Demand Management. As an
improvement measure to encourage use of alternative modes and reduce the proposed
project’s parking demand and parking shortfall, the project sponsor could implement
the following Transportation Demand Management strategies:

Provide a transportation insert for the move-in packet. This packet could provide
information on transit service (Muni and BART lines, schedules and fares),
information on where transit passes could be purchased, and information on the 511
Regional Rideshare Program.

Information on transportation options, including updates, would be posted on the
Homeowners Association (HOA) website and/or by other resident communications
method.

The project sponsor could consider including in the price of rental or HOA fee one
monthly Clipper card with transit pass for each unit.

Provide function of TDM program coordinator with training for this role.
Offer employee incentives to increase use of alternative modes of travel.

Consider providing and maintaining bicycles and facilities for use by
tenants/employees.

Provide information related to access to bicycle parking and facilities in the area to
tenants and employees.

Examine additional ways to improve bicycle and pedestrian safety at project vehicle
and building access and entries, with the goal of reducing potential conflicts between
private autos, transit vehicles, and commercial loading activities and alternative

Project sponsor or
building management
representative

Ongoing, after building

occupancy

Project sponsor to
implement TDM measures
specified in I-TR-M and
provide documentation to
the Planning Department.

This improvement
measure is
ongoing during the
life of the project.
Project sponsor to
provide
documentation of
implementation of
TDM measures to
the Planning
Department.
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modes of travel.

Improvement Measure I-TR-N: Monitoring and Abatement of Queues on
Mission Street. To reduce the potential for queuing by vehicles accessing the project
site, it shall be the responsibility of the owner/operator of the proposed project to
ensure that recurring vehicle queues do not occur on Mission Street adjacent to the
proposed project site. A vehicle queue is defined as one or more vehicles (destined to
the parking facility) blocking any portion of the Mission Street sidewalk or roadway
for a consecutive period of three minutes or longer on a daily or weekly basis. If the
Planning Director, or his or her designee, suspects that a recurring queue is present,
the Planning Department shall notify the project sponsor in writing. Upon request, the
owner/operator shall hire a qualified transportation consultant to evaluate the
conditions at the site for no less than 7 days. The consultant shall prepare a
monitoring report to be submitted to the Department for review. If the Planning
Department determines that a recurring queue does exist, the facility owner/operator
shall have 90 days from the date of the written determination to abate the queue.

Project sponsor and

Planning
Department/Project
Sponsor

Ongoing during
building occupancy

Ongoing during
building occupancy

Project Sponsor to ensure
that recurring vehicle
queues do not occur on
Mission Street adjacent to
the proposed project site.

If the Planning Director, or
his or her designee,
suspects that a recurring
queue is present, the
Planning Department shall
notify the project sponsor
in writing. Upon request,
the owner/operator shall
hire a qualified
transportation consultant to
evaluate the conditions at
the site for no less than 7
days. If the Planning
Department determines that
a recurring queue does
exist, the facility
owner/operator shall have
90 days from the date of
the written determination to
abate the queue.

This improvement
measure is
ongoing during the
life of the project.

Considered
complete upon
Planning
Department
determination that
no queuing exists.
Otherwise, if
monitoring shows
that a recurring
queue exists,
considered
complete when
queue is abated.
queue.

Improvement Measure I-NO-A: Residential Use/Cultural Component Plan
Review by Qualified Acoustical Consultant. To ensure that interior noise levels at
proposed noise-sensitive uses on the project site do not result in excessive awakenings
or disturbances, or exceed an interior noise level standards of Title 24 of the
California Code of Regulations and the San Francisco Noise Ordinance including
Section 2909(d), a qualified acoustical consultant shall review plans for all new
residential uses, cultural component areas (The Mexican Museum), and any other
sensitive use area and provide recommendations to provide acoustical insulation or
other equivalent measures to reduce interior noise levels. The project sponsor would

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

Acoustical studies
provided to DBI at the
time the Architectural
Addendum Permit is

submitted for review. .

Project sponsor to engage a
qualified acoustical
consultant to provide
recommendations
regarding acoustical
insulation or other
equivalent measures to
reduce interior noise levels.

Considered
complete upon
submission of
studies to DBI and
implementation of
any measures
required to ensure
that interior noise
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include noise insulating features to ensure that interior noise would not exceed 45
dBA (Ldn) in any habitable room. These studies shall be presented to DBI at the time
that the Architectural Addendum Permit is submitted for review. Noise-insulating
features for the exterior facade and envelope of the 706 Mission Street tower and
rehabilitated Aronson Building may include acoustically designed systems for
appropriate Outside-Inside Transmission Class ratings for curtain-wall assemblies;
acoustically designed systems for appropriate Outside-Inside Transmission Class
ratings for exterior punched windows and window wall assemblies; acoustically-rated
exterior wall construction and assemblies; and acoustically designed exterior wall
openings, such as trickle vents or Z-ducts, as required.

The project sponsor would
include noise insulating
features into the project to
ensure that interior noise
would not exceed 45 dBA
(Ldn) in any habitable
room. These studies shall
be presented to the
Department of Building
Inspection (DBI).

would not exceed
45 dBA (Ldn) in
any habitable
room.

Improvement Measure I-WS-A. As an improvement measure to reduce ground-level
wind speeds in areas used for public seating, the project sponsor shall meet with
Planning Department staff to determine which locations would benefit the most from
wind reduction measures and what types of wind reduction measures could be
implemented at these locations. The project sponsor shall strive to install, or cause to
be installed, wind reduction measures that could include hedges, planter boxes, trees,
and trellises. In the event that some locations are not on property owned or otherwise
controlled by the project sponsor, the project sponsor shall discuss the implementation
of these wind reduction measures with the appropriate parties, which could include
the Successor Agency, other City departments, or other property owners.

Project sponsor in
coordination with the
Planning Department
and adjacent property
owners.

Project sponsor to meet
with Planning
Department staff prior to
building occupancy.

Project sponsor shall
strive to install, or cause
to be installed, wind
reduction measures prior
to building occupancy,
provided that occupancy
shall not be delayed in
the event that measure
has not been
implemented.

Project sponsor to
coordinate with the
Planning Department staff
to determine which
locations would benefit the
most from wind reduction
measures and what types of
wind reduction measures
could be implemented at
these locations. In the
event that some locations
are not on property owned,
or otherwise controlled by
the project sponsor, the
project sponsor shall
discuss the implementation
of these wind reduction
measures with the
appropriate parties, which
could include the Successor
Agency, other City
departments, or other
property owners.

Considered
complete upon
meeting with
Planning
Department, and if
determined
appropriate, the
implementation of
wind reduction
measures.

Improvement Measure I-WS-B As an improvement measure, the project sponsor
would address the wind conditions and usability of the proposed private roof terraces

Project sponsor and
project construction

Prior to building
occupancy, provided that

Project sponsor to address
the wind conditions and

Considered
complete upon
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
THE 706 MISSION STREET - THE MEXICAN MUSEUM AND RESIDENTIAL TOWER PROJECT
(Includes Text for Adopted Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures)
I Monitoring/Reporting
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Fﬁzp?:rﬂebr:lt%;ﬁr Schedule Actions and Sggmsﬁaetde
P Responsibility P
on the west side of the tower and the common open space on the north side of the contractor(s) occupancy shall not be usability of the proposed implementation
Aronson Building roof through the implementation of building design considerations delayed in the event that | private roof terraces on the | and documentation
as well as wind control measures in order to improve wind conditions in these this measure has not west side of the tower and to the Planning
locations. Wind control measures to be implemented may include trellises, been completed. the common open space on | Department of
landscaping, tall parapets and/or wind screens. the north side of the wind control
Aronson Building roof measures.

through implementation of
building design
considerations as well as
wind control measures as
described in I-WS-B.
Project sponsor to provide
documentation of
compliance to Planning
Department.




