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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report

1650 Mission St.
Date: December 12, 2012 Suite 400
. San Francisco,

Cas? No..' 2011.1122E . CA 94103.2479
Project Title: 75 Howard Street Project
Zoning: C-3-O(SD) - Downtown Office (Special Development) Reception:

200-S Height and Bulk District Ll
Block/Lot: Block 3741/ Lot 31, Block 3742/ Lot 12, and a portion of Block 3741 / Lot 35 Fax:
Lot Size: 20,595 square feet (approximately 0.48 acres) 415.558.6409
Project Sponsor PPF Paramount Group 75 Howard Garage, LLP Planning
Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department Information:
Staff Contact: Don Lewis — (415) 575-9095 415.558.6377

don.lewis@sfgov.org

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the above-referenced project,
described below, has been issued by the Planning Department. The NOP/Initial Study is either attached or is
available upon request from Don Lewis, whom you may reach at (415) 575-9095 or at the address above. It is also
available online at http://tinyurl.com/sfceqadocs. This notice is being sent to you because you have been
identified as potentially having an interest in the project.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The 75 Howard Street Project site is located on the south side of Howard Street at the intersection of Howard and
Steuart Streets, in San Francisco’s Financial District, and within the Transit Center District Plan (TCDP) area. The
project site consists of three lots and a portion of street right-of-way: Assessor’s Block 3741 / Lot 31, which is
owned by PPF Paramount, 75 Howard Garage, L.P. (the project sponsor); a portion of Assessor’s Block 3741 / Lot
35 (known as Parcel 3), which is owned by the Gap, Inc.; and Assessor’s Block 3742 / Lot 12 and a portion of the
Steuart Street right-of-way south of Howard Street, which is owned by the City and County of San Francisco
under the jurisdiction of the Department of Public Works (DPW). Block 3741 / Lot 31, together with Parcel 3,
include approximately 20,931 sq. ft. and comprise the proposed 75 Howard Street building site, which is currently
developed with the existing 75 Howard Garage, a 550-space, 91-foot-tall, eight-level commercial parking garage
structure built in 1976.

PPF Paramount Group, 75 Howard Garage, LLP proposes demolition of the existing 75 Howard Garage and
construction, in its place, of an approximately 31-story, 350-foot-tall, 432,253-gross-square-foot (gsf) residential,
high-rise tower containing 186 market rate units and approximately 5,658 gross square feet (gsf) of retail use. The
ground and second floors of the proposed new building would include a restaurant, a café, the residential lobby,
and services and amenities for the residents. The proposed project would contain 175 accessory off-street parking
spaces for residential units in a 26,701-gsf parking garage located on two below-grade levels accessed from
Howard Street. The proposed project also includes landscaping and paving improvements, resulting in a new
4,780-sq.-ft. landscaped, publicly accessible open space at Block 3742 / Lot 12 and a portion of the Steuart Street
right-of-way south of Howard Street. On-street parking along the segment of Steuart Street south of Howard
Street would be eliminated. This segment of Steuart Street would be narrowed, and the turnaround bulb at the
southern terminus of Steuart Street would be eliminated. The proposed project also includes two variants as
options that the project sponsor may choose to implement. These variants include a proposed Public Parking
Variant and a proposed Residential / Hotel Mixed Use Variant. The proposed Public Parking Variant would
provide an additional 96 non-accessory public off-street parking spaces, for a total of 271 parking spaces, to
partially offset the 550 public spaces lost by demolition of the 75 Howard Garage. All 271 parking spaces would
be located in stacked mechanical spaces on Basement Level 2 within the proposed 26,701-gsf parking garage. The
proposed Residential / Hotel Mixed Use Variant would provide a mix of residential units and hotel rooms within
the high-rise tower. Hotel rooms would be located on floors 3 through 7 and floors 10 through 12, and residential
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December 12, 2012

units would be located on floors 13 through 31. This variant would also include space on floors 8 and 9 for hotel
registration, a hotel restaurant, spa services, and other hotel amenity space. Under this variant, approximately
109 residential units and 82 hotel rooms with associated hotel amenity space would be constructed. As under the
proposed project, the Residential / Hotel Mixed Use Variant would include a lobby, restaurant, and amenity space
on the first and second floors of the high-rise tower. Parking under this variant would include a total of 271
stacked parking spaces on Basement Level 2 (the same total number of parking spaces as under the Public
Parking Variant) within the 26,701-gsf parking garage area.

Alternatives to the proposed project that could reduce or eliminate significant environmental effects will be
analyzed in the EIR. This will include the No Project Alternative, a Code Compliant Alternative, and a Reduced
Height Alternative. The EIR will include a discussion of any alternatives that were considered but rejected and
the basis for their rejection, and will identify an Environmentally Superior Alternative.

The proposed project and variants would require: amending the Planning Code Zoning Map for Height District
Reclassification and amending the General Plan to revise Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan; approving a Section
309 Determination of Compliance to allow for modifications to Planning Code Section 151.1 (within C-3 Districts)
for off-street accessory parking, for modifications to Planning Code Section 134 (within C-3 Districts) for a rear
yard setback, and for modifications to Planning Code Section 270 for specified bulk controls for the “lower tower”
and “upper tower” portions of the building; approving a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning
Code Sections 158 and 303, for the non-accessory parking garage use proposed as part of the proposed project and
project variants; approving a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 216(b)(i) and
303, for a hotel containing fewer than 200 rooms; granting a Variance, per Planning Code Section 140, as the
proposed project and project variants would not meet the minimum requirements for area and horizontal
dimensions; and granting a Variance, per Planning Code Section 145.1, as the proposed project and variants
would exceed allowable driveway width for parking and loading access.

FINDING

This project may have a significant effect on the environment, and an Environmental Impact Report is
required. This determination is based upon the criteria of the State CEQA Guidelines, § 15063 (Initial Study), §
15064 (Determining Significant Effect), and § 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance). The purpose of the EIR
is to provide information about potential significant physical environmental effects of the proposed project, to
identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and to describe and analyze possible alternatives to the
proposed project. Preparation of an NOP and an EIR does not indicate a decision by the City to approve or
disapprove the proposed project. Prior to making any such decision, the decision-makers must review and
consider the information contained in the EIR.

PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS

Written comments on the scope and content of the environmental impact analysis will be accepted until 5:00 p.m.
on January 11, 2013. Written comments should be sent to Bill Wycko, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103. If you work for a Responsible or Trustee Agency, we need to
know the views of your agency regarding the scope and content of the environmental information that is relevant
to your agency's statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency may need to use
the EIR when considering a permit or other approval for this project. We will also need the name of the contact
person for your agency. If you have questions concerning environmental review of the proposed project, please
contact Don Lewis at (415) 575-9095 or don.lewis@sfgov.org.

(\
WP/ /)20 2 WQZ%/’

Date Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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INITIAL STUDY
75 HOWARD STREET PROJECT
PLANNING DEPARTMENT CASE NO. 2011.1122E

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
PROJECT OVERVIEW
Proposed Project

The project site is located on the south side of Howard Street at the intersection of Howard and
Steuart Streets, in San Francisco’s Financial District, and within the Transit Center District Plan
(TCDP) area. (See Figure 1: Project Location.) The project site consists of three lots and a
portion of street right-of-way: Assessor’s Block 3741 / Lot 31, which is owned by PPF
Paramount, 75 Howard Garage, L.P. (the project sponsor); Assessor’s Block 3741 / Lot 35
(known as Parcel 3), which is owned by the Gap, Inc.; and Assessor’s Block 3742 / Lot 12 and a
portion of the Steuart Street right-of-way south of Howard Street, which is owned by the City and
County of San Francisco under the jurisdiction of the Department of Public Works (DPW).
Block 3741 / Lot 31, together with Parcel 3, include approximately 20,931 sq. ft. and comprise
the proposed 75 Howard Street building site, which is currently developed with the existing 75
Howard Garage, a 550-space, 91-foot-tall, eight-level commercial parking garage structure built
in 1976. (See Figure 2: Existing Site Plan.)

The proposed project consists of the demolition of the existing 75 Howard Garage and
construction, in its place, of an approximately 31-story, 350-foot-tall, 432,253-gross-square-foot
(gsf) residential, high-rise tower containing 186 market rate units and approximately 5,658 gsf of
retail use. The proposed project would contain 175 accessory off-street parking spaces for
residential units in a 26,701-gsf parking garage located on two below-grade levels accessed from
Howard Street. The proposed project also includes landscaping and paving improvements,
resulting in a new 4,780-sq.-ft. landscaped, publicly accessible open space at Block 3742 / Lot 12
and the portion of the Steuart Street right-of-way south of Howard Street. On-street parking
along the segment of Steuart Street south of Howard Street would be eliminated. This segment of
Steuart Street would be narrowed, and the turnaround bulb at the southern terminus of Steuart
Street would be eliminated.

Proposed Project Variants

The proposed project also includes two variants as options that the project sponsor may choose to
implement. These variants include a proposed Public Parking Variant and a proposed Residential
/ Hotel Mixed Use Variant.

NOP/IS 1 75 Howard Street Project
Case No. 2011.1122E December 12, 2012
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75 HOWARD STREET
PROJECT SITE

SOURCE: Turnstone Consulting

75 HOWARD STREET

FIGURE 1: PROJECT LOCATIONI
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Proposed Public Parking Variant

The proposed Public Parking Variant would provide an additional 96 non-accessory public off-
street parking spaces, for a total of 271 parking spaces, to partially offset the 550 public spaces
lost by demolition of the 75 Howard Garage. All 271 parking spaces would be located in stacked
spaces on Basement Level 2 within the proposed 26,701-gsf parking garage.

Proposed Residential / Hotel Mixed Use Variant

The proposed Residential / Hotel Mixed Use Variant would provide a mix of residential units and
hotel rooms within the high-rise tower. Hotel rooms would be located on floors 3 through 7 and
floors 10 through 12, and residential units would be located on floors 13 through 31. This variant
would also include space on floors 8 and 9 for hotel registration, a hotel restaurant, spa services,
and other hotel amenity space. Under this variant, approximately 109 residential units and 82
hotel rooms with associated hotel amenity space would be constructed. As under the proposed
project, the Residential / Hotel Mixed Use Variant would include a lobby, restaurant, and amenity
space on the first and second floors of the high-rise tower. Parking under this variant would
include a total of 271 stacked parking spaces on Basement Level 2 (the same total number of
parking spaces as under the Public Parking Variant) within the 26,701-gsf parking garage area.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Project Location and Site Conditions

The project site is located on the south side of Howard Street at the intersection of Howard and
Steuart Streets in San Francisco’s Financial District.l The project site includes the building site
on the west side of Steuart Street and the open space improvement site immediately to the east of
the building site. (See Figure 3: Proposed Site Plan.)

Project Site

The project site consists of three lots and a portion of street right-of-way: the entirety of
Assessor’s Block 3741 / Lot 31, a portion of Assessor’s Block 3741 / Lot 35, and the entirety of
Assessor’s Block 3742 / Lot 12. The project site also includes a portion of the Steuart Street
right-of-way south of Howard Street and the sidewalks adjacent to the 75 Howard Street building
site and surrounding Block 3742 / Lot 12.

Howard Street is oriented in a northeast-southwest direction. However, for the purposes of this Initial
Study, Howard Street will be referred to as running east-west. Similarly, Steuart Street is oriented in a
northwest-southeast direction. This street will be referred to as running north-south. This convention
for describing South of Market will also be used throughout this Initial Study to describe the locations of
other buildings and uses relative to the project site.

NOP/IS 4 75 Howard Street Project
Case No. 2011.1122E December 12, 2012
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The 75 Howard Street Building Site

The proposed residential and retail building would be located on Block 3741/ Lot 31 and a
portion of Parcel 3. This approximately 20,931-sq.-ft. site occupies the northeastern corner of the
block bounded by Howard Street to the north, Steuart Street to the east, Folsom Street to the
south, and Spear Street to the west. Block 3741 / Lot 31 is generally rectangular in configuration,
except that its southeast corner is chamfered (cut at about a 45 degree angle) at the lot’s boundary
with adjacent Block 3741 / Lot 35 — a result of the former alignment of the now-demolished
Embarcadero Freeway. In order to regularize the boundaries of the building site, the project
sponsor would acquire an easement to an approximately 336-sq.-ft. triangular portion at the
northern tip of adjacent Lot 35. This portion of Lot 35 is known as Parcel 3. Block 3741/ Lot
31, together with Parcel 3, is an approximately 20,931-sq.-ft. rectangle measuring about 156 feet
from east to west along Howard Street and about 134 feet from north to south along Steuart
Street.

Existing 75 Howard Street Building Site Conditions

The 75 Howard Street building site (building site) is currently developed with the existing

75 Howard Garage, a 550-space commercial parking garage structure, built in 1976. The

75 Howard Garage structure occupies about 20,060 sq. ft. of its 20,595-sq.-ft. lot (about

97 percent) and is 7 stories (with 8 parking levels), and about 91 feet tall. It has eight parking
levels and the top parking level is located on the roof. The existing vehicular and pedestrian
ingress and egress to the 75 Howard Garage is on Howard Street. A narrow planting strip
separates the parking structure’s base from the Howard Street and Steuart Street sidewalks.
There are five street trees (Ficus) along the Howard Street frontage of the building site and five
street trees (Ficus) along its Steuart Street frontage.

The Parcel 3 portion of the building site contains a small triangular planting bed at the chamfered
southeast corner of the 75 Howard Garage.

Existing 75 Howard Street Building Site Zoning and Applicable Area Plans

The portion of the site comprised of Block 3741 / Lot 31 is in the Downtown Office Special
Development (C-3-O(SD)) District. Planning Code Sections 215 through 227 establish the types
of land uses that are allowed in the C-3-O(SD) District. Office and residential uses, as well as
supporting retail and services, are principally permitted in the C-3-O(SD) District. The intensity
of building development in the C-3-O District is the densest in the City, resulting in a notable
skyline. Intensity and compactness in this district permits convenient travel by foot. The district
is well served by City and regional transit.

Under Planning Code Section 215(b), residential use in the C-3-O District, at a density greater
than 1 dwelling unit per 125 feet of lot area, requires conditional use authorization. Under

NOP/IS 6 75 Howard Street Project
Case No. 2011.1122E December 12, 2012



Planning Code Section 123, the C-3-O(SD) District has a permitted base floor area ratio (FAR)?
of 6 to 1, and no maximum FAR applies.

Block 3741 / Lot 31 is in the 200-S Height and Bulk District, which means that building heights
are limited to 200 feet. Bulk controls reduce the size of a building’s floorplates as the building
increases in height. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 270(d), the bulk controls in the “S” Bulk
District are as follows:

Base. The base is the lowest portion of the building extending vertically to a street wall
height up to 1.25 times the width of the widest abutting street or 50 feet, whichever is
more. There are no length or diagonal dimension limitations applicable to the base. The
building base shall be delineated from the lower and upper tower and related to abutting
buildings by a setback, cornice line or equivalent projection or other appropriate means.
In the C-3-O(SD) District, additional requirements for building base and streetwall
articulation and setbacks are described in Section 132.1.

Lower Tower
o Dimensions. Bulk controls for the lower tower apply to that portion of the building

height above the base as shown on Chart B in Section 270. The bulk controls for the
lower tower are a maximum length of 160 feet, a maximum floor size of 20,000
square feet, and a maximum diagonal dimension of 190 feet.

Additional Bulk for Elevators. Solely in order to accommodate additional
elevators required by tall buildings, the lower portion (up to the height shown on
Chart B) of the lower tower of a building 500 feet tall or taller may be enlarged up to
a maximum length of 190 feet, a maximum diagonal dimension of 230 feet and a
maximum floor size of up to 25,000 square feet without a corresponding reduction in
upper floor size.

Upper Tower
o Dimensions. Upper tower bulk controls apply to buildings taller than 160 feet.

They apply to the upper tower portion of a building up to the height shown on
Chart B, which height excludes the vertical attachment and other features exempted
by Section 260 and excludes the extended upper tower height exceptions provided
for in Section 263.7 of this Code. The bulk controls for the upper tower are: a
maximum length of 130 feet; a maximum average floor size of 12,000 square feet; a
maximum floor size for any floor of 17,000 square feet; and a maximum average
diagonal measure of 160 feet. In determining the average floor size of the upper
tower, areas with a cross-sectional area of less than 4,000 square feet may not be
counted and sculptured architectural forms that contain large volumes of space but
no usable floors shall be included in average floor size calculation by computing the
cross section at 12.5-foot intervals.

Volume Reduction. When the average floor size of the lower tower exceeds

5,000 square feet, the volume of the upper tower shall be reduced to a percentage of
the volume that would occur if the average floor size of the lower tower were
extended to the proposed building height. The percentage varies with the bulk of the
lower tower and with whether or not a height extension is employed pursuant to

2 Floor area ratio is the ratio of gross floor area to lot area.

NOP/IS

7 75 Howard Street Project

Case No. 2011.1122E December 12, 2012



Section 263.7 and is shown on Chart C. In achieving the required volume reduction,
a setback or change in profile at a specific elevation is not required.

o0 Extensions. Extension of the upper tower above the otherwise allowable height
limits may be permitted as provided in Section 263.9.

o0 Termination of the Tower. The top of the tower shall be amassed in a manner that
will create a visually distinctive roof or other termination of the building facade.
Modifications to a proposed project may be required, in the manner provided in
Section 309, to achieve this purpose.

Block 3741 Lot 31 is within the Downtown Area Plan and the Transit Center District Plan
(TCDP).? The building site borders on, but is not within, the areas covered by the Northeastern
Waterfront Area Plan and the Port of San Francisco Waterfront Land Use Plan.

Parcel 3 is in the P (Public) District and 200-S Height and Bulk District. The P District applies to
land that is owned by a governmental agency and in some form of public use, including open
space. It is within the areas covered by the Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan and the TCDP.
Parcel 3 borders on, but is not within, the Downtown Area Plan and the Port of San Francisco
Waterfront Land Use Plan.

The Open Space Improvement Site

The open space improvement site is a trapezoidal area immediately to the east of the building site,
totaling about 29,883 sq. ft. The open space improvement site is bounded by Howard Street to
the north and The Embarcadero to the east. The south boundary of the open space improvement
site is defined by a line extending eastward from the northeast corner of the Gap Building, south
of the building site. The west boundary is defined by the eastern lot line of the building site and
that of the adjacent Lot 35 immediately to the south of the building site.

The open space improvement site includes Block 3742 / Lot 12 (approximately 4,780 sq. ft.), a
triangular lot at the southwest corner of Howard Street and The Embarcadero, and a portion of the
Steuart Street right-of-way south of Howard Street. Block 3742 / Lot 12 is owned by the City
and County of San Francisco under the jurisdiction of the Department of Public Works (DPW)
and is currently vacant and paved with asphalt. This vacant lot is bounded on all sides by
sidewalks and two street trees (Sycamore) along Howard Street and nine street trees (Sycamore)
along The Embarcadero.

As shown on Figure 2: Existing Site Plan, p. 3, the existing Steuart Street roadway within the
proposed open space improvement site is approximately 45 feet wide. Its west sidewalk, in front
of the 75 Howard Garage, is about 16 feet wide. Its east sidewalk, bordering on Block 3742 /

® The Transit Center District Plan is a comprehensive plan for the southern portion of San Francisco’s

Financial District. The Transit Center District Plan area covers an area of approximately 145 acres that
is generally bounded by Market Street on the north, Steuart Street on the east, Folsom Street to the south,
and a line extending mid-block between Third and New Montgomery Streets on the west.

NOP/IS 8 75 Howard Street Project
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Lot 12, is about 22 feet wide. A turnaround bulb is located at the southern terminus of the Steuart
Street roadway. A driveway to the surface parking lot for the 201 Spear Street building, which is
located adjacent to and south of the building site, and a driveway to the subsurface parking garage
of the Gap Building are accessed from the turnaround bulb. The south edge of the turnaround
bulb and the south edge of the Gap Building driveway are lined with bollards to contain vehicles.
However the Steuart Street right-of-way continues southward for pedestrians to The
Embarcadero. The southern portion of the open space improvement site is a paved open area that
functions as an extension of The Embarcadero sidewalk in front of the Gap Building’s publicly
accessible open space. This area is planted with six street trees (Ginkgo).

Existing Open Space Improvement Site Zoning and Applicable Plans

The open space improvement site (Block 3742 / Lot 12) is located in the P District, the 65-X
Height and Bulk District (a maximum building height of 65 feet with no required reduction in the
size of the building’s floorplates as the building increases in height). Block 3742/ Lot 12 is
within the Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan and the Port of San Francisco Waterfront Land
Use Plan (it is Seawall Lot 347-S). It borders on, but is not within, the Downtown Area Plan and
the TCDP.

Project Characteristics

The proposed project consists of the demolition of the existing 75 Howard Garage on the building
site and construction in its place, of an approximately 31-story, 350-foot-tall (plus an additional
six feet for rooftop screening and enclosure), 432,253-gsf residential, high-rise tower containing
186 market rate units and 5,658 gsf of retail use. The proposed project also includes landscaping
and paving improvements within the 29,883-sq.-ft. open space improvement site, which would
include a new 4,708-sq.-ft. landscaped privately owned publicly accessible open space.

Proposed Uses and Access

Residential

The proposed 186 residential units would consist of approximately 16 studio units, 39 one-
bedroom units, 97 two-bedroom units, 29 three-bedroom units, and 5 four-plus bedroom units.
Total building space allocated to residential use (including residential units, lobby, amenities,
circulation, service, mechanical, etc.) would be about 399,894 gsf.

Residential pedestrian access to the ground floor of the proposed building would be through
lobby entrance doors located at the midpoint of the proposed building frontage along Steuart
Street. (See Figure 4: Proposed Ground Floor Plan.) The proposed project includes modification
of the west sidewalk along Steuart Street to create a vehicular drop-off area in front of the
residential entrance. From the lobby, residents could access elevators to the upper floors, a
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ground floor café, a ground floor residents’ lounge, and a 2,443-sq.-ft. outdoor common open
space through the lounge. This common open space would slope upwards from east to west to
the second floor. On the second floor, building residents would also have access to a 4,515-gsf
fitness center (including a 1,910-sq.-ft. indoor pool and a 645-sg.-ft. balcony), and a,1050-gsf
meeting room. (See Figure 5: Proposed 2™ Floor Plan.) The 3" through 31* floors would
contain residential units. An additional 1,628-sq.-ft. outdoor terrace would be provided as
common residential open space on the 30" floor of the proposed high-rise tower. (See Figure 6:
Proposed 3™ through 7™ Floor Plan (Typical Podium Level Plan); Figure 7: Proposed 8" Floor
Plan; Figure 8: Proposed 9" through 29" Floor Plan (Typical Tower Level Plan); Figure 9:
Proposed 30" Floor Plan; Figure 10: Proposed 31% Floor Plan; and Figure 11; Proposed Roof
Plan.)

Restaurant

About 5,658 gsf would be allocated to restaurant and café uses at the ground floor and second
floor. A proposed 4,913-gsf restaurant would front Howard Street. The proposed restaurant
would be entered through doors along Howard Street. Its second floor would be accessed by
stairs or an elevator within the restaurant. A 745-gsf café would be located at the south side of
the ground floor along Steuart Street. The proposed café would be entered from a proposed,
approximately 173-sq.-ft. café garden open space along Steuart Street on the south side of the
proposed building.

Parking, Loading, and Bicycle Storage

The proposed project would contain 175 accessory parking spaces for residential units in a
26,701-gsf parking garage located on two below-grade levels. None of the parking would be
independently accessible. Access into the parking garage would be through a vehicular entrance
at the west end of the proposed building along Howard Street, near the same northwest corner
location as the entrance to the existing 75 Howard Garage. Resident vehicles would travel down
the garage ramp to the 20,500-gsf Basement Level 1, where cars would be mechanically parked
by valet in stacked spaces provided on the 20,500-gsf Basement Level 2 below. (See Figure 12:
Proposed Basement Level 1 Plan and Figure 13: Proposed Basement Level 2 Plan.) To retrieve
their vehicles, building residents would wait on Basement Level 1 for their vehicles and exit the
parking garage via the ramp. The project sponsor is currently contemplating utilizing a robotic
valet system.

The proposed project would include two loading spaces. Delivery and service vehicles would
travel down the garage ramp to Basement Level 1, where a loading turntable would assist
delivery and service vehicles with entering the loading space and with exiting the garage via the
ramp. Deliveries would reach the upper floors via a service elevator accessible from the loading
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dock. The proposed project would also include 64 bicycle storage spaces located on Basement
Level 1. Bicyclists would access these spaces by elevator from either the residential or service
entrance located at the ground floor of the high-rise tower.

Proposed Project Variants

Proposed Public Parking Variant

The Proposed Public Parking Variant would provide an additional 96 non-accessory public
parking spaces, for a total of 271 parking spaces, to partially offset the 550 public spaces lost by
the proposed demolition of the 75 Howard Garage. All 271 parking spaces would be located in
stacked spaces on a portion of Basement Level 2 with use of a proposed mechanical parking
system. The project sponsor is currently contemplating utilizing a robotic valet system. Non-
resident vehicles would travel down the garage ramp to Basement Level 1, where cars would be
mechanically parked by utilizing a robotic valet system in stacked spaces on Basement Level 2
below. Under this variant, non-resident users of the proposed parking garage would retrieve their
vehicles by entering a door from Howard Street adjacent to the vehicular entrance, and use the
stairs or elevator to Basement Level 1, where they would wait for their vehicles to be retrieved,
and exit the parking garage via the ramp.

Proposed Residential / Hotel Mixed Use Variant

The proposed Residential / Hotel Mixed Use Variant would include approximately 109 residential
units within approximately 217,020 gsf of residential space and 82 hotel rooms within

145,825 gsf of hotel space. The proposed height and total gsf of the high-rise tower under this
variant would otherwise be the same as under the proposed project. Hotel rooms would be
located on floors 3 through 7 and floors 10 through 12 of the proposed high-rise tower, while
residential units would be located on floors 13 through 31. As under the proposed project,
approximately 28,408 gsf of lobby restaurant/café, and amenity space for residents would also be
constructed on the first and second floors under the proposed Residential / Hotel Mixed Use
Variant. Under this variant, floor 8 would be used exclusively for hotel guests and would contain
a lounge, reception area, and hotel kitchen and dining. Floor 9 would provide amenity space,
including spa services (approximately 8,410 gsf), which would be accessible to hotel guests and
building residents, as well as the general public. Residents and hotel guests would use the same
building entrance and lobby on the ground floor; however, the hotel guests would access floors 3
through 12 by a separate elevator.

The proposed Residential / Hotel Mixed Use Variant would provide 111 accessory parking spaces
for the residential units and hotel and 160 non-accessory public parking spaces (for a total of 271
parking spaces) to partially offset the 550 public spaces lost by the demolition of the 75 Howard
Garage. All parking would be accessed in the same manner as the proposed project.

NOP/IS 21 75 Howard Street Project
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The height, bulk, and overall design of the building would be the same as the proposed project.
Unlike the proposed project, this variant would include approximately 3,153 sg. ft. of publicly
accessible open space on the first and second floors of the building. This public open space
would be comprised of a sloped open space on the south side of the building leading to an
observation deck on the second floor of the building. As under the proposed project, an
additional 1,628-sq.-ft. outdoor terrace would be provided as common residential open space on
the 30" floor of the proposed high-rise tower.

Proposed Building Form

For both the proposed project and project variants, the proposed 31-story high-rise tower would
consist of two main elements: a horizontal podium element, surmounted by a vertical tower
element. (See Figure 14: Proposed North Elevation; Figure 15: Proposed East Elevation;
Figure 16: Proposed South Elevation; and Figure 17: Proposed West Elevation.)

The 7-story (82-foot-tall) horizontal podium element would be built to its Howard Street (north)
and Steuart Street (east) property lines, and it would be set back from the south property line by
about 18 feet and from the west property line by about 3 feet. The podium element would
measure about 153 feet from east to west and 116 feet from north to south. The ground and
second stories would be recessed about one to six feet from the wall plane of the podium above,
forming a high, continuous band of glazing at the ground floor and second floor across a portion
of the north facade, all of the east facade, and part of the south fagade. These setbacks are
intended to define a transparent, pedestrian-oriented ground and second floor, with a horizontal
podium volume above, provide additional sidewalk space along Howard Street and Steuart Street,
and provide additional space for the café garden and common open space along the south facade.

The 24-story vertical tower element together with the 7-story podium would rise a total of 31
stories (350 feet tall, plus an additional 6 feet for rooftop screening and mechanical enclosures).
The tower element would be nearly square in plan, measuring about 114 feet from east to west
and 109 feet from north to south. It would be set back from the podium element below by about
2 feet from the podium’s north facade, 23 feet from the podium’s east facade, 5 feet from the
podium’s south facade, and 16 feet from the podium’s west fagade. However, floor 8 (the terrace
level), the lowest floor within the tower element, would be further set back from the tower wall
plane above it along the north and south facades to accentuate the transition between the podium
and tower elements and to articulate each of these elements as distinct from each other.

The building would likely be clad in glass and stone (granite or limestone), ranging from light to
medium grey.

NOP/IS 22 75 Howard Street Project
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Open Space and Landscaping

Proposed Residential Open Space

Proposed residential open spaces would include a combination of private open space and
common open space. The project would provide approximately 14,388 sq. ft. of private open
space in the form of private balconies and terraces for 103 individual residential units. Each of
the private open spaces would exceed the minimum requirement for private open space (36 sq.
ft.) under Planning Code Section 135. Required common open space for the remaining 83 units
without private open space would total approximately 3,974 sq. ft. Common open space provided
as part of the proposed project would meet the minimum amount of common open space required
under Planning Code Section 135, and would total about 4,716 sq. ft. in the form of a 1,628-sg.-ft.
roof terrace on floor 30, a 2,443-sq.-ft. space along the south side of the building at the ground
floor and sloping up to the second floor and a 645-sq.-ft. open space on the second floor.

Proposed Publicly Accessible Open Space

As part of the proposed project, a new 4,780-sq.-ft. publicly accessible open space would be
developed on the open space improvement site. The project would finance the installation and
ongoing maintenance of the open space improvements. The open space would be bounded on all
sides by sidewalks that include landscaping and hardscape improvements; these improvements
would be visually integrated with the proposed new open space. Installation of the open space
improvements would require the approval of the Department of Real Estate. The City may retain
ownership of the open space improvement site, or devise the property to the project sponsor.4

In addition to this new open space, the project would install hardscape, landscape, and pedestrian
improvements to the segment of Steuart Street south of Howard Street. A total of eight on-street
parking spaces along this segment of Steuart Street south of Howard Street would be eliminated.
This segment of Steuart Street would be narrowed, and the turnaround bulb at the southern
terminus of Steuart Street would be eliminated. Approval of these improvements would require
either (i) a street improvement permit, (ii) an encroachment permit, or (iii) a street vacation
ordinance, as determined by the Department of Public Works. These modifications to Steuart
Street are intended to enhance the pedestrian accessibility, size, quality, and utility of the
proposed publicly accessible open space and to link this proposed open space with the existing
open space of the Gap Building. The resulting enlarged area would be landscaped and have
seating and may include outdoor sculptures.

4 While the San Francisco Department of Real Estate has authorized the Planning Department to analyze
potential environmental impacts of the proposed construction and operation of a park, the City has not
authorized the sale of the property or construction of a park.
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Project Construction

Foundation and Excavation

The proposed building would have a deep foundation consisting of driven or drilled steel piles
supporting a reinforced concrete mat foundation. The piles would extend to a depth of up to 70 to
90 feet below the ground surface through layers of fill and Bay Mud to gain support from the
layer of bedrock below.” It is anticipated that the depths of bedrock vary within the project site
from 60 to 80 feet, sloping downward from west to east.

The proposed project would have an estimated depth of excavation for the basement garage levels
and mat foundation of as much as 59 feet below the ground surface. Approximately 45,000 cubic
yards of soil would be excavated and removed from the project site. Installation of the landscape

and hardscape improvements to the open space improvement site could require minor adjustments
in grade and up to 5,000 cubic yards of soil may be excavated and removed from the site.

Both project variants would have an estimated depth of excavation for the basement garage levels
of as much as 70 feet below the ground surface (11 feet deeper than the proposed project) and for
which approximately 54,000 cubic yards of soil (9,000 cubic yards more than the proposed
project) would be excavated and removed from the project site.

Construction Phasing and Duration

Project construction would take about 2-1/4 years. Assuming that construction would begin in
early 2014, the residential tower could be ready for occupancy in the summer of 2016.
Demolition would take about 11 weeks. Basement construction would take a total of about 19
weeks (including the following overlapping phases: 14 weeks of excavation, 5 weeks of pile
driving, and about 7 weeks to construct the mat and floor slabs and basement walls). Above-
ground building construction would take about 70 weeks. The construction of the open space
improvement area would likely occur during the last half of the construction period for the above-
ground construction.

Construction and phasing under both variants would be similar to the proposed project. However,
one week would be added to the overall schedule for the project variants to accommodate
additional shoring, excavation and foundation work required for the construction of the basement.

B. PROJECT SETTING

The project site is located at the southeastern edge of San Francisco’s Financial District, near its
eastern waterfront, and is within the Transit Center District Plan area.

® Treadwell & Rollo, Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation Report, December 9, 2011, p. 8. A copy of
this document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission
Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.1122E.
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Across Howard Street to the north of the project site is the Carmel Rincon Apartments, a 24-
story, approximately 343-foot-tall, 320-unit residential tower, built in 1989. Its lobby entrance is
located midblock along Howard Street. The Rincon Station Post Office and a grocery are located
on its ground floor along Howard Street. Across Howard Street to the northeast of the project site
is Bayside Plaza, a seven-story office building, built in 1986.

To the east of the project site is The Embarcadero, a broad waterfront boulevard. Between the
northbound and southbound lanes of The Embarcadero runs the Muni Metro rail line. The ramp
and portal to the Embarcadero Muni Metro Station tunnel are located to the east of the project
block between Folsom and Howard Streets. Across The Embarcadero is Rincon Park, an
approximately 2.7-acre waterfront open space with panoramic views of San Francisco Bay, the
Bay Bridge, Yerba Buena Island and Treasure Island, and the East Bay hills beyond. At the south
end of Rincon Park, south of Folsom Street, are two 2-story restaurant buildings. The
Embarcadero Promenade runs along the water’s edge.

Immediately south of the project site is a small (about 25-space) surface parking lot for the 201
Spear Street Building (which fronts on Spear Street and Howard Street). This parking lot is
accessed from the terminus of Steuart Street. Adjacent to the vehicular access to the surface
parking lot is the vehicular access to the subsurface parking garage of the Gap Building and a
publicly accessible open space on the site of the Gap Building. The Gap Building, located at the
south end of the project block, is a 14-story (290 feet tall) office building, built in 2001.

To the west of the project site is the 201 Spear Street Building, and 18-story office building,
approximately 257 feet tall, built in 1985. The entrance lobby is located at the ground floor along
Spear Street. A dry cleaner and cafés are also located within ground floor storefronts. The 201
Spear Street Building and the 75 Howard Garage on the project site are separated by a pedestrian
passage from Howard Street to the 201 Spear Street Building’s surface parking lot. Vehicular
access to the 201 Spear Street Building’s subsurface parking garage is located along Spear Street,
south of the 201 Spear Street Building.

C. COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS

Applicable Not Applicable
Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed to X O
the Planning Code or Zoning Map, if applicable.
Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City or [ X
Region, if applicable.
Discuss any approvals and/or permits from City departments other than X [

the Planning Department or the Department of Building Inspection, or
from Regional, State, or Federal Agencies.

This section discusses the compatibility of the proposed project and project variants with
applicable zoning ordinance provisions, land use plans, and approvals or permits required from
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various Federal, State, and local agencies necessary for the construction and operation of the
proposed project or project variants.

San Francisco General Plan

The San Francisco General Plan® is the embodiment of the City’s vision for the future of San
Francisco. It is comprised of a series of ten elements, each of which deals with a particular topic
that applies citywide: Air Quality; Arts; Commerce and Industry; Community Facilities;
Community Safety; Environmental Protection; Housing; Recreation and Open Space;
Transportation; and Urban Design. The General Plan also includes area plans, each of which
focuses on a particular area of the City. The project site is in the area covered by the Downtown
Area Plan and is more specifically located within the area covered by the Transit Center District
Plan, a Sub-Area Plan of the Downtown Area Plan. In addition, the open space improvement site
is within the Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan.

Development in San Francisco is subject to the General Plan, which provides general policies
and objectives to guide land use decisions and contains some policies that relate to physical
environmental issues. The Planning Department, the Zoning Administrator, the Planning
Commission, the Board of Supervisors, and other City decision-makers will evaluate the
proposed project for conformance with the objectives and policies of the General Plan, and will
consider potential conflicts as part of the decision-making process. The consideration of General
Plan objectives and policies is carried out independent of the environmental review process, as
part of the decision to approve, modify, or disapprove a proposed project.

Conflicts with plans, policies, or regulations do not, in and of themselves, indicate a significant
environmental effect within the meaning of CEQA. To the extent that physical environmental
impacts may result from such conflicts, these impacts are analyzed in this Initial Study under the
specific topics listed in the Initial Study Checklist presented in Section E, Evaluation of
Environmental Effects. The consistency of the proposed project and its variants with plans,
policies, and regulations that do not relate to physical environmental issues will be considered by
City decision-makers when they determine whether to approve, modify, or disapprove the
proposed project.

Transit Center District Plan

The Transit Center District Plan (TCDP) is a comprehensive plan for the southern portion of San
Francisco’s Financial District. The Transit Center District covers an area of approximately 145
acres that is generally bounded by Market Street on the north, Steuart Street on the east, Folsom
Street on the south, and a line extending mid-block between Third and New Montgomery Streets

® San Francisco Planning Department website, http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/index.htm,
accessed November 2, 2012.
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on the west. The intent of the TCDP is to focus new growth in close proximity to San Francisco’s
highest concentration of public transit. On July 31, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted the
TCDP and all related ordinances necessary to implement the plan.” The TCDP included
amendments to the General Plan, the Planning Code, and the Zoning Maps. These amendments
include new planning policies and zoning controls to address land use, urban form (building
height and design), street network modifications, public realm improvements, historic
preservation, and sustainability. Full implementation of the TCDP is expected to result in
approximately 7 million sqg. ft. of commercial space, and 6,100 new households.’

The project site is in the area covered by the TCDP. Therefore, the objectives and policies of the
TCDP are applicable to the proposed project and variants. The proposed project and variants do
not conflict with the TCDP’s objectives and policies related to land use, street network
modifications, public realm improvements, historic preservation, and sustainability.

The proposed project and variants would conflict with the TCDP’s objectives and policies related
to urban form (building height and design). The proposed project and variants would comply
with the zoning controls for the project site, but they would not comply with the height and bulk
controls for the project site, as shown on Figure 1: Proposed Height Limits, on p. 12 of the
TCDP. Adoption of the TCDP did not result in the reclassification of the zoning, height, or bulk
controls for the project site. As discussed in Section A, Project Description, on pp. 6-8, the
project site is in the Downtown Office Special Development (C-3-O(SD)) District and a 200-S
Height and Bulk District. See Height and Bulk Controls, below, and Required Approvals, on

pp. 36-38, for more information.

In addition, the proposed project and variants, which would require an increase in the height limit
on the project site, would potentially conflict with the TCDP’s objectives and policies that call for
building heights to step down from the downtown core to San Francisco Bay.

Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan

San Francisco’s northeastern waterfront stretches from China Basin to Fisherman’s Wharf. The
Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan contains objectives and policies designed to contribute to the
waterfront's environmental quality, enhance the economic vitality of the Port of San Francisco
and the City, preserve the unique maritime character of the waterfront, and provide for the
maximum feasible visual and physical access to and along San Francisco Bay.

San Francisco Board of Supervisors, minutes from July 31, 2012 meeting, available at
http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/bosagendas/minutes/2012/m073112.pdf, accessed
September 5, 2012.

San Francisco Planning Department, Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower Final
Environmental Impact Report (herein after “TCDP EIR”), May 24, 2012, pp. 72 and 198.
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One of the land use objectives of the Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan is to strengthen and
expand the recreational character of the waterfront and develop a system of public open spaces
and recreation facilities. Although the project building site is outside of the area covered by the
Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan, the open space improvement site is within that area. As
discussed in Section A, Project Description, pp. 1-28, the proposed project and variants would
include the development of a new 4,780-sq.-ft. publicly accessible open space, and the
development of this open space would be consistent with the objectives of the Northeastern
Waterfront Area Plan that are related to recreation and open space.

San Francisco Planning Code and Zoning Maps

The San Francisco Planning Code (Planning Code), which incorporates by reference the City’s
Zoning Maps, governs permitted uses, densities, and the configuration of buildings within San
Francisco. Permits to construct new buildings (or to alter or demolish existing ones) may not be
issued unless the proposed project complies with the Planning Code, or an exception or variance
is granted pursuant to the provisions of the Planning Code.

Zoning Controls

The project site is in the C-3-O(SD) District. Planning Code Sections 215 through 227 regulate
the types of land uses that are principally permitted, conditionally permitted, or not permitted in
the C-3-O(SD) District. Both the proposed project and project variants would remove an existing
parking use and replace it with residential, retail, and parking uses and possibly a tourist hotel
use. In the C-3-O(SD) District, residential and retail uses are principally permitted, and non-
accessory parking and tourist hotel uses require conditional use authorization from the Planning
Commission. Implementation of the proposed project or project variants would not require the
adoption of any legislative amendments to reclassify the current zoning controls applicable to the
project site.

Other Planning Code requirements that are applicable to the proposed project include, but are not
limited to, the provisions of Section 134: Rear Yards, Section 140: Dwelling Unit Exposure,
Section 145: Street Frontages, Section 151: Required Off-Street Parking Spaces, Section 152:
Required Off-Street Freight Loading Spaces, Section 155.4: Bicycle Parking Required in New
and Renovated Commercial Buildings, and Section 155.5: Bicycle Parking Required for
Residential Uses. As discussed under Required Approvals, pp. 36-38, implementation of the
proposed project would require that exceptions, modifications, or variances be granted from some
of these Planning Code requirements (rear yard, dwelling unit exposure, street frontages, and off-
street parking).
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Height and Bulk Controls

The project site is in a 200-S Height and Bulk District. The 200-S designation means that the
maximum building height is 200 feet, and the “S” bulk controls® are set forth in Section 270(d).
The “S” Bulk District has specific controls for the different portions of a building (the base, the
lower tower, and the upper tower). See Project Description, pp. 6-8, for more details. The
proposed project would not comply with the height limit, and implementation of the proposed
project or project variants would require the adoption of legislative amendments to reclassify the
existing height limit from 200 feet to 350 feet.

Based on the proposed height reclassification to the 350 S Height and Bulk District, the lower
tower bulk controls would apply above a height of approximately 103 feet, and the upper tower
bulk controls would apply above a height of approximately 220 feet. There are no bulk controls
for the base. The proposed project and variants would comply with the dimensional bulk controls
for the lower tower (maximum length of 160 feet, maximum floor size of 20,000 sqg. ft.,
maximum diagonal dimension of 190 feet) and the upper tower (maximum length of 130 feet,
maximum average floor size of 12,000 sg. ft., maximum floor size for any floor of 17,000 sq. ft.,
maximum average diagonal measure of 160 feet).

The proposed project and variants would not comply with the volume reduction bulk control for
the upper tower, which requires that the average floor size of the upper tower be reduced as set
forth in Section 270(d)(3)(B). Based on an average lower tower floor size of 12,000 sg. ft., the
upper tower would have to be reduced by 10 percent (i.e., the average upper tower floor size
cannot exceed 10,800 sq. ft.). The upper tower (Floors 20 and above) of the proposed project and
variants would have an average floor size of approximately 11,485 sq. ft. The existing bulk limit
would not be reclassified, but the project sponsor would seek an exception from the bulk control
for upper tower volume reduction pursuant to the procedures set forth in Sections 270, 272, and
309.

The Accountable Planning Initiative

In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable
Planning Initiative, which added Section 101.1 to the Planning Code and established eight
Priority Policies. These policies, and the sections of this Initial Study or the EIR that address the
environmental issues associated with these policies, are: (1) preservation and enhancement of
neighborhood-serving retail uses and future opportunities for resident employment in and
ownership of such businesses; (2) conservation and protection of existing housing and
neighborhood character to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of neighborhoods (Initial
Study Topic 1c, Land Use and Land Use Planning); (3) preservation and enhancement of
affordable housing (Initial Study Topic 3b, Population and Housing); (4) discouragement of

° Bulk controls reduce the size of a building’s floorplates as the building increases in height.
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commuter automobiles that impede Muni transit service or that overburden streets or
neighborhood parking (to be analyzed in the Transportation and Circulation section of the EIR);
(5) protection of industrial and service land uses from commercial office development and
enhancement of resident employment and business ownership (Initial Study Topic 1c, Land Use
and Land Use Planning); (6) maximization of earthquake preparedness (Initial Study Topics 14a,
14c, and 14d, Geology and Soils; (7) preservation of landmarks and historic buildings (Initial
Study Topic 4a, Cultural and Paleontological Resources); and (8) protection of parks and open
space and their access to sunlight and vistas (Initial Study Topics 10a and 10 c, Recreation, with
shadow (Initial Study Topic 9b) to be analyzed in the Shadow section of the EIR).

Prior to issuing a permit for any project which requires an Initial Study under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), prior to issuing a permit for any demolition, conversion, or
change of use, and prior to taking any action which requires a finding of consistency with the

San Francisco General Plan (General Plan), the City is required to find that the proposed project
or legislation would be consistent with the Priority Policies. As noted above, the consistency of
the proposed project and its variants with the environmental topics associated with the Priority
Policies is discussed in this Initial Study or in the EIR, providing information for use in the case
report for the proposed project. The staff reports and approval motions prepared for the decision-
makers would include a comprehensive project analysis and findings regarding the consistency of
the proposed project with the Priority Policies.

Other Local Plans and Policies

In addition to the Planning Code, the Zoning Maps, and the General Plan, other local plans and
policies that are relevant to the proposed project are discussed below.

e The San Francisco Sustainability Plan is a blueprint for achieving long-term
environmental sustainability by addressing specific environmental issues including, but
not limited to, air quality, climate change, energy, ozone depletion, and transportation.
The goal of the San Francisco Sustainability Plan is to enable the people of San
Francisco to meet their present needs without sacrificing the ability of future generations
to meet their own needs.

o The Climate Action Plan for San Francisco: Local Actions to Reduce Greenhouse
Emissions is a local action plan that examines the causes of global climate change and
human activities that contribute to global warming, provides projections of climate
change impacts on California and San Francisco based on recent scientific reports,
presents estimates of San Francisco’s baseline greenhouse gas emissions inventory and
reduction targets, and describes recommended actions for reducing greenhouse gas
emissions.

e The Transit First Policy (City Charter, Section 8A.115) is a set of principles that
underscore the City’s commitment to give priority to traveling by transit, bicycle, and on
foot over traveling by private automobile. These principles are embodied in the
objectives and policies of the Transportation Element of the General Plan. All City
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boards, commissions, and departments are required, by law, to implement Transit First
principles in conducting the City’s affairs.

e The San Francisco Bicycle Plan is a citywide bicycle transportation plan that identifies
short-term, long-term, and other minor improvements to San Francisco’s bicycle route
network. The overall goal of the San Francisco Bicycle Plan is to make bicycling an
integral part of daily life in San Francisco.

e The San Francisco Better Streets Plan consists of standards and guidelines for the design
of the pedestrian environment in San Francisco to achieve more livable streetscape
environment.

e The Waterfront Land Use Plan is the Port of San Francisco’s comprehensive land use
policy document governing all property under its jurisdiction, generally from India Basin
to Fisherman’s Wharf. The Waterfront Land Use Plan describes how and where existing
and new land uses will be located along the waterfront.

The EIR will contain a discussion of the proposed project’s and variants’ consistency with these
local plans and policies.

Regional Plans and Policies

In addition to local plans and policies, there are several regional planning agencies whose
environmental, land use, and transportation plans and policies consider the growth and
development of the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area. Some of these plans and policies are
advisory, and some include specific goals and provisions that must be adhered to when evaluating
a project under CEQA. The regional plans and policies that are relevant to the proposed project
are discussed below.

e The Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan updates
the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, in accordance with the requirements of the California
Clean Air Act, to implement feasible measures to reduce ozone and provide a control
strategy to reduce ozone, particulate matter, air toxics, and greenhouse gases throughout
the region.

e The Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Water Quality Control Plan for the San
Francisco Bay Basin is a master water quality control planning document. It designates
beneficial uses and water quality objectives for waters of the state, including surface
waters and groundwater, and includes implementation programs to achieve water quality
objectives.

e The Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s Transportation 2035 Plan for the San
Francisco Bay Area is a policy document that outlines transportation projects for
highway, transit, rail, and related uses through 2035 for the nine Bay Area counties.

e The Association of Bay Area Governments’ Projections 2009 is an advisory policy
document that includes population and employment forecasts to assist in the development
of local and regional plans and policy documents.

The EIR will contain a discussion of the proposed project’s and variants’ consistency with these
regional plans and policies.
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Required Approvals

The project requires the following project approvals. These approvals may be reviewed in
conjunction with the required environmental review, but may not be granted until the required
environmental review is completed.

State and Regional Approvals

California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control. If the proposed retail uses, or the
tourist hotel in the Residential / Hotel Mixed Use Variant, elect to sell alcoholic
beverages, liquor licenses would be required.

Actions by the Board of Supervisors

Planning Code Amendments for Height District Reclassification and a General Plan
Amendment: The building height of the proposed project would exceed the height limit
of the existing 200-S Height and Bulk District, as well as the 200-foot height limit
specified on Map 5 (Proposed Height and Bulk Districts) in the Downtown Area Plan of
the General Plan. The Board of Supervisors would need to approve an amendment to the
Zoning Map Height and Bulk Districts (Sheet HT01) pursuant to Planning Code Section
302, as well as a General Plan Amendment revising Map 5 pursuant to Section 340.

Actions by the Planning Commission

NOP/IS

Recommendation to the Board of Supervisors to Approve Amendments for Height District
Reclassification and General Plan Amendment.

Approval of General Plan Referral: Upon referral by the Planning Department and
Department of Public Works.

Approval of Section 309 Determination of Compliance and Request for Exceptions for the
Construction of a new Building in a C-3 District: The Planning Commission would need
to determine that the project complies with Planning Code Section 309. This Section
establishes a framework for review of projects within C-3 Districts to ensure conformity
with the Planning Code and the General Plan, and modifications may be imposed on
various aspects of the project to achieve this conformity. These aspects include overall
building form, impacts on public views, shadows and wind levels on sidewalks and open
spaces, traffic circulation, relationship of the project to the streetscape, design of open
space features, improvements to adjacent sidewalks (including street trees, landscaping,
paving material, and street furniture), quality of residential units, preservation of on-site
and off-site historic resources, and minimizing significant adverse environmental effects.

Through the Section 309 Review process, the following modifications from certain
requirements of the Planning Code would be considered. As proposed, it appears that the
project would require the following modifications:

Accessory Parking. Per Planning Code Section 151.1, within C-3 Districts, off-street
accessory parking may be provided for 0.25 cars per residential unit. The project
sponsor requests, by the Section 309 Review process, to provide accessory off-street
parking in the following amounts: 1 car parked per each dwelling unit that has two or
more bedrooms (and is greater than 1,000 sq. ft. in size), and 0.75 car parked per
dwelling unit that has one or fewer bedrooms (or is otherwise smaller than

1,000 sq. ft. in size).
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Rear Yard. Per Planning Code Section 134, within C-3 Districts, a rear yard must be
provided that is equal to 25 percent of the lot, at the lowest level containing a
dwelling unit and at each succeeding level. The project sponsor requests, by the
Section 309 Review process, to provide a rear yard of approximately 18 feet in depth.

Bulk Controls. Per Section 270, Buildings within “S” bulk districts are subject to
specified bulk controls for the “lower tower” and “upper tower” portions of the
building. The proposed project and variants would comply with the dimensional bulk
controls for the lower tower and the upper tower, but they would not comply with the
bulk control for upper tower volume reduction. As such, the proposed project and
project variants would require an exception to the bulk control for upper tower
volume reduction pursuant to Sections 270, 272, and 309.

o Approval of Conditional Use Authorization. For the project variant that proposes to
provide 96 non-accessory off-street parking spaces for nearby retail uses, the Planning
Commission would need to grant Conditional Use authorization, pursuant to Planning
Code Sections 158 and 303, for the non-accessory parking garage use proposed as part of
the proposed project and project variants. The Commission would consider the specific
criteria of Sections 157 and 158, in addition to the Conditional Use authorization criteria
of Section 303.

o Approval of Conditional Use Authorization. For the Residential / Hotel Mixed Use
Variant, the Planning Commission would need to grant Conditional Use authorization,
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 216(b)(i) and 303, for a hotel containing fewer than
200 rooms. The Commission would consider the specific criteria of Section 303(g), in
addition to the Conditional Use authorization criteria of Section 303.

Actions by the Zoning Administrator

e Granting of Variances. As currently proposed, the following Variances must be sought
for these aspects of the project:

Exposure. Per Planning Code Section 140, at least one room of each dwelling unit
must face on to a public street, rear yard, or other open area that meets minimum
requirements for area and horizontal dimensions. Section 140 specifies that an open
area must have a minimum horizontal dimension of 25 feet at the lowest floor
containing a dwelling unit and at the floor immediately above, with an increase of

5 feet in horizontal dimension for each subsequent floor above. The project, as
proposed, does not satisfy these requirements, and therefore a Variance would be
required. Of the proposed 186 units, 53 units (all of which face south) would not
meet the exposure requirements of Planning Code Section 140. These units would
face the open space place for the Gap Inc. Headquarters and the at-grade parking lot
for 201 Spear Street.

Street Frontages. Per Planning Code Section 145.1, all ground floor frontage that is
not used for parking and/or loading access, building egress, and/or mechanical
systems must be occupied by active uses. Section 145.1(c)(2) limits the width of
parking and loading access for the project to no more than 20 feet. The proposed
driveway along Howard Street measures about 26 feet wide, which exceeds the
allowable width as specified by the Code.

NOP/IS 37 75 Howard Street Project
Case No. 2011.1122E December 12, 2012



Actions by Other City Departments

D.

Approval of site permit: Planning Department and Department of Building Inspection
approval.

Approval of demolition, grading, and building permits: Planning Department and
Department of Building Inspection approval.

Approval of project compliance with the Stormwater Control Guidelines: Department of
Public Works approval.

Approval of a stormwater control plan: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
approval.

Request for General Plan Referral and Street Vacation: Planning Department and
Department of Public Works. The proposed project includes reduction of the width or
and/or changes to the alignment of Steuart Street along the project frontage, which could
require a street vacation. If the Department of Public Works requires that a street be
vacated in order for the project sponsor to install the proposed streetscape improvements,
then a referral to the Planning Commission would be required for a formal determination
as to whether the proposed project is consistent with the objectives and policies of the
General Plan prior to an action by the Board of Supervisors to approve a street vacation.
If the Department of Public Works does not require a street vacation, and instead allows
the streetscape improvements to be installed with an encroachment permit, then no action
to approve a street vacation would be necessary.

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The proposed project or project variants could potentially affect the environmental factor(s)
checked below. The following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each
environmental factor.

XX X OX O

Land Use
Aesthetics

Population and Housing

Cultural and Paleo.
Resources

Transportation and Circulation

Noise

Air Quality Biological Resources

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Geology and Soils

Wind and Shadow Hydrology and Water Quality

Recreation Hazards/Hazardous Materials

Utilities and Service Systems Mineral/Energy Resources

000 XOX

Public Services (Police, Fire) Agricultural and Forest Resources

XOOOXOKX

Mandatory Findings of Significance

EFFECTS FOUND TO BE POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT

On the basis of this Initial Study, topics for which there are project-specific effects that have been
determined to be potentially significant include: Aesthetics, Cultural Resources (Archeological
and Paleontological Resources only), Transportation and Circulation, Noise, Air Quality, Wind
and Shadow (Shadow only), Biological Resources (Bird Migration and Local Movement only)
and Hydrology and Water Quality (Sea Level Rise only). These topics, along with Compatibility
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with Existing Zoning and Plans and Policies will be evaluated in an EIR prepared for the project.
Project-specific and cumulative impacts in other topical areas would be less than significant, and
will not be evaluated in the EIR. These topics include: Land Use and Land Use Planning,
Population and Housing, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Recreation, Utilities and Service Systems,
Public Services, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Mineral and Energy
Resources, and Agricultural and Forest Resources.

E. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
1. LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING—
Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? [ [ X [ [
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, O O X O O
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?
c) Have a substantial impact upon the existing [ [ X [ [

character of the vicinity?

The project site is located on the south side of Howard Street at the intersection of Howard and
Steuart Streets in San Francisco’s Financial District. Market Street is two blocks north of the
project site, and The Embarcadero is adjacent to and east of the project site. Land uses near the
project site include hotel, institutional, office, open space, parking, residential, and retail uses.
The scale of development in the area varies from one- and two-story buildings to multi-story
high-rise buildings. Existing high-rise buildings within two blocks of the project site include the
18-story, 267-foot-tall office building at 201 Spear Street; the 18-story, 280-foot-tall Rincon
Towers (88 Howard Street); the 14-story, 290-foot-tall Gap Building (2 Folsom Street); the 37-
story, 350-foot-tall Infinity I (301 Main Street); the 27-story, 364-foot-tall Steuart Tower (part of
the 1 Market Street office complex); the 42-story, 450-foot-tall Infinity 11 (300 Spear Street); and
the 43-story, 564-foot-tall Spear Tower (part of the 1 Market Street office complex).

The project site is located within the area south of Mission Street and east of First Street, where
there are large parcels of vacant land that were formerly occupied by The Embarcadero Freeway
and its associated on-ramps and off-ramps, all of which have been demolished. Around two of
the vacant parcels are currently being used as surface parking lots.

The project site is in the area covered by the Transit Center District Plan (TCDP), which is a
comprehensive plan for the southern portion of San Francisco’s Financial District. The Transit
Center District covers an area of approximately 145 acres that is generally bounded by Market
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Street on the north, Steuart Street on the east, Folsom Street on the south, and a line extending
mid-block between Third and New Montgomery Streets on the west. The intent of the TCDP is
to focus new growth in close proximity to San Francisco’s highest concentration of public transit.
For more information about the TCDP, please see Section C, Compatibility with Existing Zoning
and Plans, pp. 30-31.

Impact LU-1: The proposed project or project variants would not physically divide an
established community. (Less than Significant)

The division of an established community would typically involve the construction of a physical
barrier to neighborhood access, such as a new freeway, or the removal of a means of access, such
as a bridge or a roadway. Neither the proposed project nor project variants would construct a
physical barrier to neighborhood access or remove an existing means of access. Rather, both the
proposed project and project variants would replace an existing 7-story parking garage with a 31-
story, mixed-use high-rise tower. Under the proposed project and proposed Public Parking
Variant, uses would include residential, retail, parking, and open space. Under the proposed
Residential / Hotel Mixed Use Variant, uses would be similar to the proposed project, but would
also contain hotel and hotel-related amenity uses. Both the proposed project and project variants
include the development of a vacant lot into new publicly accessible open space on the east side
of Steuart Street across from the proposed building site, and landscape and paving improvements
within the Steuart Street right-of-way.

Although the sidewalks adjacent to the project site could be closed for periods of time during
project construction, these closures would be temporary in nature. As part of the proposed
landscape improvements, the Steuart Street right-of-way south of Howard Street would be
narrowed, and the existing turnaround bulb at the southern terminus of Steuart Street would be
eliminated. These changes to Steuart Street are intended to (1) integrate the street with the
adjacent sidewalks and the proposed open space; (2) enhance the pedestrian accessibility, size,
quality, and utility of the proposed open space; and (3) link the proposed open space with the
existing open space of the Gap Building to the south.

For these reasons, neither the proposed project nor project variants would physically divide an
established community. This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
necessary. This topic will not be discussed further in the EIR.

Impact LU-2: The proposed project or project variants would not conflict 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. (Less than Significant)

The San Francisco General Plan (General Plan), which contains objectives and policies that
guide land use decisions, contains some objectives and policies that relate to physical
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environmental issues. Any physical environmental impacts that could result from project
conflicts with these objectives and policies are analyzed in this Initial Study under the specific
topics listed in the Initial Study Checklist presented in Section E, Evaluation of Environmental
Effects.

Other General Plan objectives and policies do not relate to physical environmental issues. To the
extent that the proposed project conflicts with any of these objectives and policies, those conflicts
will be considered by the decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or disapprove the
proposed project.

As discussed in Section C, Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans, the proposed project
and project variants would potentially conflict with objectives and policies in the TCDP that call
for building heights to step down from the downtown core to San Francisco Bay. This conflict
would be addressed through the proposed legislative amendments that would amend Map 5
(Proposed Height and Bulk Districts) in the Downtown Area Plan of the General Plan and
reclassify the height limit for the project site from 200-S to 350-S. The bulk limit for the project
site would not need to be reclassified. As discussed in Section C, Compatibility with Existing
Zoning and Plans, p. 33, project conflicts with the bulk limit for the project site would be
addressed through the entitlement process. Conflicts with other Planning Code regulations, such
as those related to rear yard, dwelling unit exposure, street frontages, and off-street parking,
would also be addressed through the entitlement process.

Zoning regulations, including those discussed above, are adopted for the purposes of controlling
development, not specifically to avoid or mitigate an environmental effect. For these reasons, the
proposed project would not conflict with any plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. This impact would be less than
significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. This topic will not be discussed further in
the EIR.

Impact LU-3: The proposed project or project variants would not have a substantial
impact on the existing character of the vicinity. (Less than Significant)

The proposed project or its variants would introduce residential, retail and parking uses, or
residential / hotel, retail and parking uses to the project site and develop a new publicly accessible
open space on the east side of Steuart Street across from the proposed building site. Similar uses
exist in the vicinity of the project site. The proposed residential use would be compatible with the
existing residential uses at 88 Howard Street (Rincon Towers) and 301 Main Street / 300 Spear
Street (the Infinity). The proposed retail use, which would include a café and restaurant, would
be compatible with the existing retail uses in the area, and the proposed publicly accessible open
space would be compatible with the existing open spaces and recreation facilities in the area. In
addition, the potential hotel use would be compatible with the existing hotels at 155 Steuart Street
(Hotel Griffon), 165 Steuart Street (Harbor Court Hotel), and 8 Mission Street (Hotel Vitale).
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Both the project and project variants propose a 31-story, 350-foot-tall high-rise tower. As
discussed on p. 39, there are several high-rise buildings within two blocks of the project site that
approach or exceed 300 feet in height, including the 267-foot-tall office building at 201 Spear
Street, the 280-foot-tall Rincon Towers, the 290-foot-tall Gap Building, the 350-foot-tall

Infinity I, the 364-foot-tall Steuart Tower, the 450-foot-tall Infinity I, and the 564-foot-tall Spear
Tower. The proposed high-rise tower would be taller than some of these existing high-rise
buildings, but it would be approximately 100 feet shorter than the Infinity 1l tower and
approximately 200 feet shorter than the Spear Tower. Since there are already several existing
high-rises near the project site, the addition of a 350-foot-tall tower would be compatible with the
scale of existing development in the project vicinity. The scale of the proposed high-rise tower
would not be out of character with other buildings in the project vicinity.

For these reasons, the proposed project or project variants would not have a substantial adverse
impact on the land use character of the vicinity. This impact would be less than significant, and
no mitigation measures are necessary. This topic will not be discussed further in the EIR.

Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project or project variants, in combination with past,
present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not have a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative land use impact. (Less
than Significant)

Other planned and forecast development in the project vicinity consists primarily of development
expected to occur pursuant to the TCDP. The intent of the TCDP is to focus new growth in close
proximity to San Francisco’s highest concentration of public transit. Full implementation of the
TCDP would result in approximately 7 million sq. ft. of commercial space and 6,100 new
households (about 9,470 residents).”

Implementation of either the proposed project or project variants, in combination with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, including growth under the TCDP, would
increase the amount of residential, hotel, retail, and open space uses in the project vicinity. This
cumulative development is not expected to result in the construction of any physical barriers to
neighborhood access or the removal of any existing means of access, either of which would
physically divide the established community. In addition, this cumulative development is not
expected to introduce any land uses, such as industrial uses, that would disrupt the community’s
established land use patterns.

Future growth and development expected to occur pursuant to the TCDP would be consistent
with local and regional growth projections, such as Projections and Priorities 2009, published by
the Association of Bay Area Governments, and adopted planning documents, such as the 2009
Update of the Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan. This cumulative

19 san Francisco Planning Department, Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower Final
Environmental Impact Report, May 24, 2012, pp. 72 and 198.
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development is not expected to conflict with any land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. The proposed project and
project variants would contribute to future growth and development in the Transit Center District.
While the resulting cumulative growth would be larger than that forecast for the Transit Center
District, the proposed project’s contribution, in combination with growth expected to occur with
buildout of the TCDP, would not result in growth in the project vicinity or the City as a whole
that would be inconsistent with local and regional growth projections.

Reasonably foreseeable future development, including development pursuant to the TCDP, would
help create a high-density residential neighborhood on the edge of the greater downtown.
However, neither the proposed project or its variants nor development pursuant to the TCDP are
expected to introduce any land uses that do not already exist in the project vicinity. As a result,
the character of the vicinity would not undergo any substantial adverse changes related to land
use due to cumulative development.

For these reasons, the proposed project and project variants, in combination with past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future growth and development, including that expected as a result of
implementation of the TCDP, would have less-than-significant cumulative land use impacts.
Neither the proposed project nor project variants would make a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative land use impact, and no mitigation measures are
necessary. This topic will not be discussed further in the EIR.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
2.  AESTHETICS—Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic X O O O O
vista?
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, X [ [ [ [

including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and other features of the built or
natural environment which contribute to a
scenic public setting?

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual X [ [ [ [
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare [ [ X [ [
which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area or which would substantially
impact other people or properties?

Impact AE-1: The proposed project or project variants could have a substantial adverse
effect on scenic vistas, substantially damage scenic resources, or could substantially degrade
the existing visual character and quality of the site and its surroundings. (Potentially
Significant)
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The project site is located at the southeastern edge of San Francisco’s downtown Financial
District, near its eastern waterfront. Both the proposed project and project variants would replace
the existing 7-story parking garage building on the project site with a 31-story high-rise tower.
The proposed project and project variants also call for landscape and open space alterations of an
existing vacant lot within the proposed open space improvement site.

To the east of the project site is The Embarcadero, a broad waterfront boulevard, and Rincon
Park, a waterfront open space. These features offer panoramic scenic vistas across the waters of
San Francisco Bay of the Bay Bridge, Yerba Buena Island and Treasure Island, and the East Bay
Hills beyond. They also offer scenic vistas along their lengths, and back toward San Francisco’s
downtown Financial District. The Embarcadero and Rincon Park are also considered scenic
resources in themselves for the purposes of this analysis. Implementation of either the proposed
project or project variants could adversely affect scenic vistas and nearby scenic resources.
Therefore, the Aesthetics subtopics of scenic vistas and scenic resources will be discussed and
analyzed in the EIR.

Implementation of either the proposed project or project variants would transform the visual
character and quality of the project site and substantially alter the visual character of its
surroundings. The proposed 350-foot-tall (plus an additional six feet for rooftop screening and
enclosures) high-rise tower would be taller than some of the nearby buildings in its immediate
vicinity and would be substantially taller than the current 200-S Height and Bulk District height
limit on the project site (the TCDP did not amend height and bulk limitations on the project site).
Implementation of either the proposed project or project variants could adversely affect visual
character and quality of the site and its surroundings. Therefore, the Aesthetics subtopic of visual
character and visual quality will be discussed and analyzed in the EIR.

Impact AE-2: The proposed project or project variants 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. (Less than Significant)

Current sources of light on the project site and surrounding area include nighttime billboard
signage lighting on the 75 Howard Garage within the project site, nighttime residential and office
lighting from existing buildings on and near the project site, and lighting of streets, public open
spaces, storefronts, and building entrances in the vicinity of the project site.

Both the proposed project and project variants would increase the amount of light emitted from
the site. New lighting would include light emitted from the uses within the proposed new high-
rise tower and from the proposed open space improvements on the project site. New exterior
lighting fixtures would illuminate building entrances and pedestrian walkways at the ground floor
of the proposed development.
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Light and glare from the proposed project and project variants would be typical of structures and
open space nearby and throughout the City. Light levels from either the proposed project or
project variants would not exceed levels commonly accepted by residents in an urban setting and
would be consistent with those of an urban mixed-use neighborhood. Given the existing urban
character of the site and its surroundings, potential new sources of light and glare on the project
site would not constitute a substantial source of new light in the vicinity of the project site.

The high-rise tower proposed for both the project and project variants would not use mirrored
glass and reflective surfaces are not anticipated on the proposed open space improvement site.
Both the proposed project and project variants would comply with Planning Commission
Resolution No. 9212, which prohibits the use of mirrored or reflective glass. Exterior lighting for
the proposed project and project variants would be positioned to minimize glare and would not be
in excess of that commonly found in urban areas. In addition, the project sponsor anticipates
seeking Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Credit SSc8: Light Pollution
Reduction, which limits light trespass from outdoor lighting and from indoor lighting with a
direct line of sight to window openings. Consistent with Policy 2.26 of the TCDP,™* the proposed
project and project variants would “[m]aximize daylight on streets and open spaces and reduce
heat-island effect, by using materials with high light reflectance, without producing glare.”

For these reasons, the proposed project and project variants would have a less-than-significant
impact related to light and glare. No mitigation is necessary, and this subtopic of light and glare
will not be addressed further in the EIR.

Impact C-AE-1: The proposed project or project variants, in combination with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the site vicinity, could result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant impact related to Aesthetics.
(Potentially Significant)

Reasonably foreseeable cumulative development in the project site vicinity consists of projects
identified at 17 opportunity sites within the TCDP area, the proposed Transit Tower, and full
buildout under the TCDP. As discussed in Impact AE-2, the construction of either the proposed
project or project variants would be consistent with Policy 2.26 of the TCDP, thus would not
contribute to any cumulatively considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts related
to light and glare. Therefore, implementation of either the proposed project or project variants
would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts
related on light and glare. No mitigation is necessary, and this topic will not be discussed further
in the EIR.

Impacts of either the proposed project or project variants related to the Aesthetics subtopics of
scenic vistas, scenic resources, and visual character and quality could combine with those of
foreseeable future development in the vicinity of the project site (including development

11 TCDP, p. 41.
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anticipated under the TCDP) to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
impact related to Aesthetics. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to the Aesthetics subtopics of
scenic vistas, scenic resources, and visual character and quality will be discussed in the EIR.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
3. POPULATION AND HOUSING—
Would the project:
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, [ [ X [ [
either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing [ [ X [ [
housing units or create demand for additional
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, [ [ X [ [

necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

The project site is occupied by a 7-story, 550-space public parking garage. The parking garage
employs approximately five people.’® There are no existing residential units on the site. The
proposed development of 186 dwelling units under the proposed project and the Public Parking
Variant would result in a new on-site residential population increase of approximately 424
people.”® Under the Residential / Hotel Mixed Use Variant, approximately 109 dwelling units
and 82 hotel rooms would be developed, resulting in an on-site residential population increase of
approximately 249 people (175 fewer than under the proposed project or its Public Parking
Variant).

The approximately 5,658 gsf restaurant/cafe (retail) component of the proposed project would
also be part of the Public Parking and Residential / Hotel Mixed Use Variants, and, as shown in
Table 1: Existing and Future Project Employment, approximately 43 employees would be
associated with this proposed land use. Employment related to building functions, including
fitness center, administration, spa services, hotel reception, as well as parking would be different
under the proposed project and both project variants. As shown in Table 1, approximately 39
employees would be dedicated to building functions and parking under the proposed project, 35

12 W. Calvin Meeder (Paramount Group, Inc.), e-mail communication with Turnstone Consulting July 26,
2012. Employment numbers were based on the identified shift schedules. A copy of this e-mail
communication is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission
Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.1122E.

3 Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), Projections and Priorities 2009, Building Momentum,
San Francisco Bay Area Population, Households, and Job Forecasts (hereinafter Projections 2009).
Total population in 2030 is based on a factor of 2.28 persons per household.
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employees would be dedicated to these uses under the Public Parking Variant, and 89 employees
would be dedicated to these uses under the Residential / Hotel Mixed Use Variant.

Table 1: Existing and Future Project Employment

Public Parking Residential/Hotel
Existing Proposed Project Variant Mixed Use Variant
Use Employment ? Employment Employment Employment

Residential ¢ - 27 27 78
Cafe/Restaurant - 43 43 43
Parking 5 12 8 11

Total 5 82 78 132

Employment

Net New _ 77 73 127

Employment

Notes: All numbers provided are full-time equivalent approximations.

& Existing employment information provided July 26, 2012 by W. Calvin Meeder Paramount Group, Inc..

® Future employment information provided August 21, 2012 by W. Calvin Meeder, Paramount Group, Inc..

¢ Includes workers associated with building administration, maintenance, loading, custodial, and security plus workers
associated with the proposed fitness center.

Sources: Paramount Group, Inc. and Turnstone Consulting

Therefore, the proposed project would result in the addition of 424 new residents and 77 net new
jobs to the project site; the Public Parking Variant would result in the addition of 424 new
residents and 73 net new jobs to the project site, and the Residential / Hotel Mixed Use Variant
would result in the addition of 249 new residents and 127 net new jobs to the project site.

Impact PH-1: The proposed project or project variants would not induce substantial
population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly. (Less than Significant)

In general, a project would be considered growth inducing if its implementation were to result in
substantial population increases, and/or new development that might not occur if the project were
not implemented. Both the proposed project and project variants would involve demolition of the
7-story parking garage and the construction of an approximately 432,253-gsf residential building.
Under the proposed project and the Public Parking Variant there would be 186 dwelling units.
The proposed project would have 175 parking spaces, while the Public Parking Variant would
have 271 parking spaces. As stated above, there are no residential units on the project site, and,
based on the provision of 186 dwelling units under the proposed project or its Public Parking
Variant, approximately 424 residents would be accommodated on the project site. Development
under the Residential / Hotel Mixed Use Variant would accommodate approximately 249
residents in the 109 dwelling units.
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The 2010 U.S. Census reported a population of 805,235 in the City and County of San
Francisco,™ and indicates that the population in Census Tract 615, which includes the project site
and its immediate vicinity, is 11,502 persons.*® The 424 residents under the proposed project or
its Public Parking Variant would represent an approximately 3.7 percent increase in the
population in Census Tract 615 and less than 1 percent of the Citywide population. The 249
residents under the Residential / Hotel Mixed Use Variant would represent an approximately 2.2
percent increase in the population in Census Tract 615 and less than 1 percent of the Citywide
population. The population in San Francisco in 2030 is estimated to be about 934,800
(approximately 129,565 new residents), an increase of about 16.1 percent between the years 2010
and 2030.%® The increase attributable to the proposed project or its variants would be not be
substantial, as it would represent at most less than one-half percent (.03 percent) of the total
citywide population growth from 2010 to 2030, and a negligible percentage of population growth
in the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area region. Therefore, the population growth resulting
from either the proposed project or project variants would have a less-than-significant impact on
the direct or indirect inducement of substantial population growth in the project area and
Citywide.

The proposed project would increase net employment at the site by 77 jobs; the Public Parking
Variant would increase net employment at the site by 73 jobs; and the Residential / Hotel Mixed
Use Variant would increase net employment at the site by 127 jobs (see Table 1: Existing and
Future Project Employment). The employment increases under either the proposed project or
project variants would not generate a substantial demand for additional housing in the context of
Citywide employment growth and housing demand. In addition, the demand for housing by the
net increase in number of employees would be more than offset by the dwelling units that would
be constructed on site under the proposed project or its variants.

San Francisco’s overall employment is projected to increase from about 568,730 employees in
2010 to approximately 748,100 in 2030 (approximately 179,370 new employees), an increase of
about 31.5 percent over a 20-year period.’” Even if all of the employees associated with the
proposed project or its variants were conservatively assumed to be new to San Francisco, the
Residential / Hotel Mixed Use Variant-related increase of up to 127 net new employees, which
represents the largest employment increase among the proposed development options, would
represent considerably less than 1 percent (0.07 percent) of the City’s estimated employment

4 U.S. Census Bureau, American FactFinder, Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics:
2010, 2010 Demographic Profile Data. Available online at
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml. Accessed September 7, 2012.

15 U.S. Census Bureau, American FactFinder, Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics:
2010, 2010 Census Summary File 2. Available online at
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml. Accessed July 30, 2012.

16 ABAG projects that between 2010 and 2030, San Francisco population will increase from 810,000 in
2010 to 934,800 in 2030, a total increase of about 124,800 persons; ABAG, Projections 2009, p. 92.

7 ABAG, Projections 2009, p. 92.
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growth between the years 2010 and 2030. This potential increase in employment would not be
considered a substantial increase in the context of total employment in the City and County of
San Francisco.

Compared to existing conditions, both the proposed project and project variants would increase
population and employment at the project site. The residential uses under the proposed project
and its variants would contribute to reducing the City’s broader need for both additional market-
rate and affordable housing, given that job growth and in-migration outpace the provision of new
housing. In June 2008, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) projected regional
needs in its Regional Housing Needs Determination (RHND) 2007-2014 allocation. The
projected housing need of the City and County of San Francisco from 2007 to 2014 is 31,193
total new dwelling units, or an average annual need of 4,456 net new residential units. Both the
proposed project and its Public Parking Variant would add 186 residential units to the City’s
housing stock, and the Residential / Hotel Mixed Use Variant would add 109 dwelling units,
thereby helping to meet the City’s overall housing demands.

There is a particular need for units affordable to very low-, low-, and moderate-income
households, which is addressed by the City’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program in the
Planning Code. The project is subject to the provisions of Planning Code Section 415:
Residential Inclusionary Housing Program, which requires projects of five or more residential
units to contribute to the creation of Below Market Rate (BMR) housing, either through direct
development of BMR dwellings within the project (equal to 15 percent of the project’s overall
dwelling units), within a separate building within one mile of the project site (equal to 20 percent
of the project’s overall dwellings), or through and in-lieu payment to the Mayor’s Office of
Housing. Both the proposed project and Public Parking Variant would add 186 new market rate
residential units to the City’s housing stock while the Residential / Hotel Mixed Use Variant
would add 109 new market rate residential units. The project sponsor does not propose to
provide BMR units on site. Therefore, the project sponsor would be required to provide off-site
BMR units or an in-lieu payment to the Mayor’s Office of Housing. If off-site BMR units were
to be provided approximately 37 below market rate units would be required under the proposed
project or its Public Parking Variant and approximately 22 BMR units would be required under
the Residential / Hotel Mixed Use Variant.

Overall, project- and variant-related increases in population or employment would be less than
significant in relation to the existing number of residents and employees in the project vicinity
and to the expected increases in the population and employment of San Francisco. Therefore,
neither the proposed project nor project variants would directly or indirectly induce substantial
population growth or concentration of employment in the project area and citywide that would
cause an adverse physical change to the environment. This impact would be less than significant,
and no mitigation is required. Thus, this topic will not be discussed further in the EIR.
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Impact PH-2: The proposed project or project variants would not displace housing units,
create a demand for additional housing, or displace a substantial number of people
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. (Less than Significant)

There are currently no residential units on the project site; therefore, no residential displacement
would result from either the proposed project or project variants. Thus, the proposed project and
project variants would have no impact related to housing displacement. The proposed project and
project variants would displace the five employees working in the existing parking garage. In the
context of overall employment in the project vicinity and in the City as a whole, this displacement
would not be considered substantial.

Approximately 77 net new employees under the proposed project, approximately 73 net new
employees under the Public Parking Variant, and approximately 127 net new employees under
the Residential / Hotel Mixed Use Variant would be generated by the proposed new land uses on
the project site. These increases would not be great enough to result in a substantial increase in
the demand for housing resulting from the net new employment associated with the proposed
project or its variants, even if assuming conservatively that all of the new employees on the
project site would be new to San Francisco.

The number of households in San Francisco in 2010 is estimated to be 346,680. This number is
expected to increase to about 400,700 by 2030 (approximately 54,020 net new households), an
increase of about 15.6 percent between the years 2010 and 2030."® According to the City’s 2009
Housing Element Draft EIR, San Francisco is projected to experience continued housing growth
through 2030, for an overall housing unit increase of approximately 52,051 housing units
between 2010 and 2030.%° Thus, the estimated range of future increases in households, or
housing units, is between approximately 52,051 and 54,020. According to ABAG Projections
2009, the City and County of San Francisco has an estimated 1.19 workers per household. Based
on this assumption about workers per household and the conservative assumption that all new
employees would be new residents in San Francisco, the proposed project with an estimated 77
net new employees, the Public Parking Variant with an estimated 73 net new employees, and the
Residential / Hotel Mixed Use Variant with an estimated 127 net new employees would generate
a potential demand for about 65 new dwelling units, about 61 new dwelling units, or about 107
new dwelling units by 2030, respectively. Based upon information in ABAG’s Projections 2009
and the City’s 2009 Housing Element Draft EIR, employment-related residential demand of the
proposed project or its variants could be accommodated in the projected housing unit growth
between 2010 and 2030. The employment-related net new housing demand under the proposed
project or its variants would represent less than 1.0 percent (0.002 percent) of the City’s estimated
household growth between the years 2010 and 2030. This potential increase in housing demand

8 ABAG, Projections 2009, p. 92.
19 san Francisco Planning Department, 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Draft EIR, Table V-D-2, p.V.D.2.
Available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2007.1275E_DEIR.pdf. Accessed August 21, 2012.
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as a result of the proposed project or its variants would not be considered substantial in the
context of total housing demand in San Francisco over the same time period (2010 to 2030). In
addition, the actual increase in housing demand due to either the proposed project or project
variants may likely be lower, because some of the project employees may not be new to San
Francisco. Given all of the above, the proposed project and project variants would have a less-
than-significant impact on housing demand, and would not create substantial demand for
additional housing that would necessitate the construction of replacement housing, and no
mitigation is required. Thus, this topic will not be discussed further in the EIR.

Impact C-PH-1: The proposed project or project variants, in combination with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the site vicinity, would not result
in cumulative impacts related to population and housing. (Less than Significant)

Planned development in the project vicinity consists of projects proposed at 17 opportunity sites
within the TCDP area, the proposed Transit Tower, and full buildout under the TCDP, which is a
comprehensive plan for and rezoning of the southern portion of the downtown Financial District.
Full implementation of the TCDP would result in approximately 7 million sq. ft. of commercial
space and approximately 6,100 new households (about 9,470 residents).”® Total employment
would increase by about 29,300." The intent of the TCDP is to increase office development
potential to intensify business activity and employment and to focus this new growth in close
proximity to San Francisco’s highest concentration of public transit. Therefore, the projected
growth in population would not be as great as the additional employment that would be generated
under the TCDP.

As discussed under Impact PH-1, implementation of the proposed project or project variants
would directly induce population growth. Implementation of the proposed project or its variants,
in combination with full buildout under the TCDP, would contribute to the intensification of land
uses in the project vicinity and would contribute to population growth through the development of
new housing and employment opportunities. The proposed project or project variants, in
combination with full buildout under the TCDP, would result in a population increase of up to
approximately 9,895 residents, and up to approximately 29,413 employees by 2030.

Development under the TCDP would result in an increase in population above that which had
been expected under the previous zoning designations for that area. This area, which includes the
project site, is identified as a Priority Development Area in the ABAG Projections and Priorities
2009 which plans for the development of 80 percent of the City’s new housing production in
downtown San Francisco.22 Additionally, under the 2004 and 2009 Update of the Housing
Element of the San Francisco General Plan, the TCDP area is identified as an appropriate area
for high-density housing near public transit that would assist in meeting both short-term and long-

% TCDP EIR, pp. 72 and 198.
2L TCDP EIR, pp. 72 and 198.
22 ABAG, Projections 2009, p. 94.
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term housing production goals. Implementation of the proposed project or its variants, in
combination with full buildout under the TCDP, would contribute to population growth in
downtown and the City but would not represent a substantial change to the population growth
estimated for at buildout of the TCDP plan area, which would be approximately 6.5 percent of the
population growth forecast in downtown and 1.4 percent Citywide by 2030. Although full
buildout under the TCDP would result in population growth beyond what would have been
expected under the previous zoning districts (the existing zoning at the time the TCDP EIR was
prepared), the TCDP EIR concluded that the population increase would not be substantial in the
context of San Francisco and its downtown, and would be consistent with regional smart growth
forecasts utilized by ABAG and the City and the regional air quality planning efforts based on
those smart growth principles. In addition, the population growth attributable to increased
employment opportunities resulting from implementation of either the proposed project or project
variants, in combination with full buildout under the TCDP, would not represent a substantial
change to the employment growth forecast estimated for downtown and the City at buildout of
the TCDP plan area; which would be approximately 40 percent and 12 percent of the total
employment growth forecast by 2030, respectively. The TCDP EIR concluded that the projected
business and employment activity increases would be consistent with City and regional forecasts
and regional smart growth forecasts utilized by ABAG and the City.23 When considered with
projects proposed under the TCDP that would develop new residential units and intensify
business and employment activity in downtown, neither the proposed project nor project variants
would contribute to a significant cumulative impact related to the direct or indirect inducement of
substantial population growth.

As discussed under Impact PH-2, implementation of either the proposed project or its variants
would not displace existing residential uses. When considered together with development
forecast to occur under the TCDP, which also would not displace existing residential uses, neither
the proposed project nor its variants would contribute to a significant cumulative impact related to
residential displacement. As discussed under Impact PH-2, implementation of either the
proposed project or its variants would have a less-than-significant impact related to the
displacement of people, i.e. employees at the existing garage facility. As described in the TCDP
EIR, displaced retail tenants have the potential to relocate within the TCDP area; however, the
displaced commercial uses would likely need to find alternate space elsewhere in the City as the
existing commercial space is identified as Class C space and the TCDP calls for the development
of Class A space which commands considerably higher rents. The TCDP EIR concluded that the
commercial and retail displacement that would occur with the development of the TCDP was not
a significant impact.24# When considered together with development forecast to occur under the
TCDP, which displace existing commercial and retail uses, neither the proposed project nor its
variants would contribute to a significant cumulative impact related to employment displacement.

# TCDP EIR, pp. 199-202.
# TCDP EIR, pp. 202-203.
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For these reasons, both the proposed project and project variants, in combination with full
buildout under the TCDP, would have less-than-significant cumulative population and housing
impacts. Implementation of either the proposed project or project variants would not make a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative population and housing
impact, and no mitigation measures are necessary. This topic will not be discussed further in the
EIR.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not
Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable
4. CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL
RESOURCES—Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the [ [ [ X [

significance of a historical resource as defined
in 815064.5, including those resources listed in
Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco
Planning Code?

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

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique [ X [ [ [
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

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

Impact CP-1: The proposed project or project variants would not cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of an historic architectural resource. (No Impact)

The project site is not within the Transit Center District Plan Historic Resources Survey Area.
The easternmost boundary of that survey area is one block to the west of the project site,
encompassing buildings (built in the 1970s and 1980s) along the east side of Main Street.

The project site is occupied by the existing 75 Howard Garage, a 550-space concrete parking
garage structure, built in 1976. The open space improvement site within the project site is vacant.
The project site contains no properties included in, or determined eligible for inclusion in, any
Federal, State, or adopted local register of historic resources (including the National Register of
Historic Places, the California Register of Historical Resources, and Planning Code Articles 10
and 11), pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(a)(1) and (2).

In addition, there is no evidence that the 75 Howard Garage is an historic architectural resource
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(a)(3). As a structure that is less than 50 years of
age and for which the City has no information indicating that the structure qualifies as an
historical resource, the 75 Howard Garage is considered a “Category C” property under the San
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Francisco Planning Department’s CEQA Review Procedures for Historic Resources, and is not
considered an historical resource for the purposes of CEQA.%

The project site is not adjacent to any off-site individual historic architectural resource.26 Nearby
individual historic architectural resources include the following: the Rincon Annex Post Office at
101-199 Mission Street; the Folger Building at 101 Howard Street; the Embarcadero YMCA at
169 Steuart Street; the Hills Brothers Coffee Plant at 2 Harrison Street at The Embarcadero; and
the Agriculture Building at the foot of Mission Street. Nor is the project site within or adjacent to
any historic district. The nearest historic district, the National Register of Historic Places
Embarcadero Historic District, is separated from the project site by the width of The
Embarcadero and Rincon Park. The proposed project and project variants would not have an
indirect impact on off-site historic architectural resources by altering the existing visual setting of
these resources. The integrity and significance of these off-site resources are not premised on
their possessing an intact visual setting or a cohesive visual relationship with their surroundings.
Rather, the historic visual setting of these resources has been transformed within the past 50
years. In addition, visual interaction between these historical resources and the proposed project
site is limited by distance and/or by the scale and density of intervening development.

Neither the proposed project nor project variants, therefore, would be a project that “demolishes
or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a historical resource
that convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the California
Register of Historical Resources as determined by the lead agency for purposes of CEQA”
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (b)(2)(C)). For these reasons, implementation of either the
proposed project or project variants would have no substantial impact on an historic architectural
resource under CEQA. No mitigation measures are required. The subtopic of historic
architectural resources will not be addressed further in the EIR.

% San Francisco Planning Department, Draft CEQA Review Procedures for Historic Resources, March 31,
2008, pp. 3 and 8. A copy of this document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.1122E.

% Across Howard Street to the north of the project site is the Carmel Rincon Apartments, built in 1989.
Across Howard Street to the northeast of the project site is Bayside Plaza, a seven-story office building,
built in 1986. To the east of the project suite is The Embarcadero, a broad waterfront boulevard. Across
The Embarcadero is Rincon Park, an approximately 2.7-acre waterfront open space. Immediately south
of the project site is a small surface parking lot for the 201 Spear Street Building (which fronts on Spear
Street and Howard Street) and a publicly accessible open space on the site of the Gap Building. The Gap
Building, built in 2001, is located at the south end of the project block. To the west of the project site is
the 201 Spear Street Building, built in 1985.
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Impact CP-2: The proposed project or project variants could cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of archeological resources. (Potentially Significant)

The project site is within the archeological study area of the Archaeological Research Design and
Treatment Plan for the Transit Center District Plan (ARDTP TCDP).?” An archeological records
search at the Northwest Information Center at Sonoma State University conducted August 5,
2008, disclosed that within a quarter-mile (400 meters) of the project site there were a total of six
documented archeological resources. All of these were historical-era sites; none were prehistoric-
era sites. The six recorded historic-era archeological sites vary widely in size and character.
They include several Gold Rush period remains such as ship, wharf, building foundations, ship-
breaking yard, and artifact-filled hollows such as privies. Although no prehistoric sites have been
identified within the records search area, several prehistoric sites are within a few hundred meters
of the records search radius. Nearly all of the prehistoric sites have been discovered within sand
dune contexts. Some of these prehistoric deposits in SOMA district have been determined to be
eligible for listing within a National Register District of prehistoric shell midden sites under
Criterion A and Criterion D. The shell midden sites are considered to represent elements of a
multi-village community network that was clustered around the shore of Mission Bay. The
National Register shell-midden district is an open district, in which newly discovered prehistoric
sites may be added as contributors if they meet the criterion of eligibility.

An Addendum to the ARDTP TCDP is currently being prepared for the proposed 75 Howard
Street project. *® A draft version of this document has made the following assessments of the
potential presence of legally-significant® archeological resources within the proposed project site
based on archival research and a geoarchaeological analysis of the site:

Prehistoric Archeological Sensitivity: Given that the 75 Howard Street project will have subsurface
impacts, a geoarchaeological assessment of the potential for buried sites was conducted for the
project area using relevant documents and maps (e.g., geologic reports, Quaternary geologic maps,
historic-era maps, previous geoarchaeological and geotechnical studies). The comprehensive
geoar