


 

 

 

 

 

Preliminary Project Assessment 
 

Date: October 24, 2014 

Case No.: 2014.1227U 

Project Address: 82/84 First Street, 510 Mission Street 

Block/Lot: 3708/008 

Zoning: C-3-O (SD) 

 550-S Height and Bulk District 

Area Plan: Transit Center District Area Plan 

Project Sponsor: James E.M. Evans CFO 

 First and Mission Properties LLC 

 415-982-7777 

Staff Contact: Gonzalo Mosquera (415)-575-9165 

 gonzalo.mosquera@sfgov.org   

 

 

DISCLAIMERS:  

Please be advised that this determination does not constitute an application for development with the 

Planning Department. It also does not represent a complete review of the proposed project, a project 

approval of any kind, or in any way supersede any required Planning Department approvals listed 

below. The Planning Department may provide additional comments regarding the proposed project once 

the required applications listed below are submitted. While some approvals are granted by the Planning 

Department, some are at the discretion of other bodies, such as the Planning Commission or Historic 

Preservation Commission. Additionally, it is likely that the project will require approvals from other City 

agencies such as the Department of Building Inspection, Department of Public Works, Department of 

Public Health, and others. The information included herein is based on plans and information provided 

for this assessment and the Planning Code, General Plan, Planning Department policies, and 

local/state/federal regulations as of the date of this document, all of which are subject to change.  

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  

The proposal is to demolish two existing buildings with 5,925 square foot of retail and 5,130 square foot 

of office, and construct a 24-story, 255-feet tall, 84,305 square foot residential building, located within the 

Transit Center District Area Plan (TCDP). The proposed building would include 42 dwelling units, and 

365 square feet of retail along 1th Street. The project includes a basement below street level and no parking 

for cars. The project will have two entries: the main entrance on Mission Street and a secondary access on 

1st Street. The project is a T-shaped building, wrapping around a separate lot holding an existing 6-story 

over basement historic building at the corner of 1st and Mission Streets. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW:  

In compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the environmental review process 

must be completed before any project approval may be granted. This review may be done in conjunction 

with the required approvals listed below. In order to begin formal environmental review, please submit 

an Environmental Evaluation Application (EEA) for the full scope of the project (demolition and 

construction). Environmental Evaluation Applications are available in the Planning Department lobby at 

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, at the Planning Information Center at 1660 Mission Street, and online at 

www.sf-planning.org under the “Publications” tab. See “Environmental Applications” on page 2 of the 

current Fee Schedule for calculation of environmental application fees1. Please note that the 

environmental coordinator will review only the Project Description of a filed EEA and no further 

environmental assessment will be conducted until an entitlement application or building permit (in the 

case where no entitlement is required) has been received. 

 

Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines states that projects that are consistent with the development 

density established by a community plan for which an environmental impact report (EIR) was certified 

do not require additional environmental review, except as necessary to determine the presence of project-

specific significant effects not identified in the programmatic plan area EIR.  

 

The proposed project is located within the Transit Center District Plan (Plan), area which was evaluated 

in Transit Center District Plan Final Environmental Impact Report (TCDP FEIR), which was certified in 2012.2 

Projects that are consistent with the development density identified in the area plan are eligible for a 

community plan exemption (CPE). Within the CPE process there can be three different outcomes as 

follows: 

 

1. CPE Only. All potentially significant project-specific and cumulatively considerable environmental 

impacts are fully consistent with significant impacts identified in the TCDP FEIR, and there would be 

no new significant impacts that are peculiar to the proposed project or project site that were not 

identified in the TCDP FEIR. In these situations, all pertinent mitigation measures and CEQA 

findings from the TCDP FEIR are applied to the proposed project and a CPE checklist and certificate 

is prepared. With this outcome, the applicable fees are: (a) the CPE determination fee (currently 

$13,659); (b) the CPE certificate fee (currently $7,580); and (c) a proportionate share fee for recovery 

for costs incurred by the Planning Department for preparation of the TCDP FEIR.  

 

2. CPE + Focused Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. If new site- or project-specific 

significant impacts are identified for the proposed project that were not identified in the TCDP FEIR 

and if these new significant impacts can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, then a focused 

mitigated negative declaration is prepared to address these impacts, and a supporting CPE checklist 

is prepared to address all other impacts that were encompassed by the TCDP FEIR. In this case, 

                                                           
1 San Francisco Planning Department. Schedule for Application Fees. Available online at: http://www.sf-

planning.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=513 
2 Available for review on the Planning Department’s Area Plan EIRs web page: http://www.sf-

planning.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=9034. 

 

 

http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=513
http://www.sf-planning.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=513
http://www.sf-planning.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=9034
http://www.sf-planning.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=9034
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pertinent mitigation measures and CEQA findings from the TCDP FEIR are applied to the proposed 

project. With this outcome the applicable fees are: (a) the CPE determination fee (currently $13,659); 

(b) the standard environmental evaluation fee (which is based on construction value); and (c) a 

proportionate share fee for recovery for costs incurred by the Planning Department for preparation of 

the TCDP FEIR. 

 

3. CPE + Focused EIR. If any new site- or project-specific significant impacts cannot be mitigated to a 

less-than-significant level, then a focused EIR is prepared to address these impacts, and a supporting 

CPE checklist is prepared to address all other impacts that were encompassed by the TCDP FEIR. In 

this case all pertinent mitigation measures and CEQA findings from the TCDP FEIR are applied to the 

proposed project. With this outcome, the applicable fees are: (a) the CPE determination fee (currently 

$13,659); (b) the standard environmental evaluation fee (which is based on construction value); (c) 

one-half of the standard EIR fee (which is also based on construction value); and (d) a proportionate 

share fee for recovery for costs incurred by the Planning Department for preparation of the TCDP 

FEIR. 

 

Below is a list of topic areas that would require additional study or may necessitate the implementation 

of mitigation measures from the TCDP FEIR based on our preliminary review of the project as it is 

proposed in the Preliminary Project Assessment (PPA) submittal dated August 12, 2014. 

 

 Historic Resources. The project site encompasses one “T-shaped” parcel with a three-story, brick-clad 

building fronting on both Mission and First Streets. The property was evaluated in the Transit Center 

District Survey with a California Historic Resource Status Code (CHRSC) of “6Z,” which defines the 

property as individually ineligible for National Rating, California Register, or Local Designation.  

However, the Transit Center District Survey Historic Context Statement noted that the subject 

property retained integrity to qualify as a contributing resource to a historic district of early 

twentieth-century masonry loft buildings along both sides of First Street between Stevenson and 

Mission Streets. The name of the historic district is “First and Mission Historic District”. This district 

was identified as a historical resource in the TCDP FEIR, which makes the subject property a 

Category A (known historical resource). The project would involve the demolition of a known 

historical resource, therefore the project must implement TCDP FEIR’S Mitigation Measures M-CP-

3a, MCP-3b, M-CP-3c and M-CP-3D. These Mitigation measures require the project sponsor to 

provide documentation of the existing building prior to demolition, salvage resources, and provide 

interpretive displays to the public.   

 

In addition, the project is located adjacent to the Brandenstein Building at 500 Mission Street (aka 88 

First Street) and the Marwedel Building at 76 First Street, both known historic resources. Due to the 

project’s close proximity to historic resources, the project would be required to comply with TCDP 

FEIR’s Mitigation Measure M-CP-5a: Construction Best Practices for Historical Resources and M-CP-

5b: Construction Monitoring Program for Historical Resources. TCDP FEIR’s Mitigation Measure M-

CP-5a requires the project sponsor to incorporate feasible means to avoid damage to adjacent and 

nearby historic buildings into the construction specifications. TCDP FEIR’s Mitigation Measure M-

CP-5b requires the project sponsor to undertake a monitoring program to minimize damage to 

adjacent historic buildings and to ensure that any such damage is documented and repaired. The 



Preliminary Project Assessment 

 4 

Case No. 2014.1227U 

82/84 First Street, 510 Mission Street 

 

project sponsor shall consult with Planning Preservation Staff regarding all applicable mitigation 

measures, once a EEA is submitted.  

 

 Archeological Resources. The project would require at least 15ft of below grade excavation on the 

project site. The exact depth of all soil disturbing activities shall be included as part of the EEA 

submittal. Planning Department staff has preliminarily determined that TCDP FEIR’s Archeological 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-1: Subsequent Archeological Testing Program would be applicable to the 

proposed project. TCDP FEIR Mitigation Measure M-CP-1 requires the proposed project to conduct 

Preliminary Archeological Review (PAR), conducted in-house by the Planning Department 

archeologist. Staff archeologists will use information within the Transit Center District Plan FEIR’s 

Archeological Research Design and Treatment Plan as well as any more recent investigations to assess 

the property. If any data gaps are identified during the PAR, the project sponsor may be required to 

provide sufficiently detailed information to assist with the archeological sensitivity assessment.  

 

If the project site is considered to be archeologically sensitive and that archeological resources may be 

present within the project site, the project sponsor would retain the services of a qualified 

archeological consultant from the Planning Department’s rotational Qualified Archeological 

Consultants List (QACL).  The project sponsor must contact the Department archeologist to obtain the 

names and contact information for the next three archeological consultants on the QACL. The 

consultant shall undertake an archeological testing program as specified within the TCDP FEIR.  The 

whole QACL  is available at  

 http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/MEA/Archeological_Review_consultant_pool.pdf. 

 

 Transportation Study. Based on the information provided in the PPA submittal, the preparation of a 

transportation impact study does not appear to be warranted. However, an official determination will 

be made subsequent to the submittal of the EEA. Since the project is located within the Transit Center 

District Plan area, the project sponsor may be required to implement TCDP FEIR’s Mitigation 

Measure M-TR-9: Construction Coordination, which would require the project sponsor and/or 

construction contractor to develop a Construction Management Plan and to coordinate with the San 

Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), the Transbay Joint Powers Authority, and 

construction manager(s)/contractor(s) for the nearby proposed Transit Center Project along with AC 

Transit, Golden Gate Transit, and SamTrans, as applicable to develop construction phasing and 

operations plans that would result in the least amount of disruption that is feasible to project area 

transit operations, pedestrian and bicycle activity and vehicular traffic.   

 

If the project would include any off-street loading facilities, TCDP FEIR’s Mitigation Measure M-TR-

7a: Loading Dock Management may be required. This mitigation measure shall require the project 

sponsor to develop a plan for management of the buildings loading dock and shall ensure that 

tenants in the building are informed of limitations of conditions on loading schedules and truck size. 

Upon submittal of the EEA, please address the following preliminary comments regarding 

transportation and circulation of the project: 

 

a. Show width of existing curb cuts on plans. 

b. Show sidewalks and streets on plans. 

http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/MEA/Archeological_Review_consultant_pool.pdf


Preliminary Project Assessment 

 5 

Case No. 2014.1227U 

82/84 First Street, 510 Mission Street 

 

c. Consider moving some bicycle parking to the ground floor to make it more accessible.  

d. Plans must show any off-street loading. 

e. Show design of bicycle parking area and spaces. 

 

 Hazardous Materials. The TCDP FEIR determined that subsequent development projects in the Plan 

Area could result in significant impacts related to the handling and disposal of hazardous materials 

and hazardous building materials. The following mitigation measures identified in the TCDP FEIR 

would be applicable to the proposed project: TCDP FEIR’s Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c: Site 

Assessment and Corrective Action for All Sites and TCDP FEIR’s Mitigation Measure M-HZ-3: 

Hazardous Building Materials Abatement. TCDP FEIR’s Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c would largely 

be replaced with compliance with the City’s newly-amended Maher ordinance process.  

 

However, since the project is not located within the Maher Map, the project would be required to 

comply with TCDP FEIR’s Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2c; the project sponsor shall submit a Phase 1 

Environmental Site Assessment upon submittal of the EEA. Measure M-HZ-3 would require that any 

hazardous building materials in the existing building be removed in compliance with applicable 

federal, state, and local regulations. The proposed project would be required to comply with the 

above noted TCDP FEIR’s Hazardous Materials mitigation measures. The environmental review 

process would assess the degree to which the above mitigation measures have already been fulfilled 

and identify the additional mitigation measures required pursuant to the TCDP FEIR. 

 

 Air Quality Analysis. The proposed 42 unit residential building is below the Bay Area Air Quality 

Management District’s (BAAQMD) construction and operational screening levels for criteria air 

pollutants.  Therefore an analysis of the project’s criteria air pollutant emissions is not likely to be 

required.  Detailed information related to the project construction equipment, phasing and duration 

of each phase, and cubic yards of project-related excavation shall be provided as part of the EEA. 

 

The TCDP FEIR identified construction-related emissions from subsequent development projects as a 

significant and unavoidable impact (FEIR Impacts AQ-4, AQ-5 and CAQ). The proposed project is 

located in an area that experiences poor air quality (termed “air pollution hot spot”) and project 

construction activities in combination with existing levels of air pollution could result in a significant 

impact to nearby sensitive receptors, as identified in the TCDP FEIR. The TCDP FEIR identified the 

following mitigation measures to reduce fugitive dust and construction equipment exhaust: 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a: Construction Vehicle Emissions Minimization, Mitigation Measure M-

AQ-4b: Dust Control Plan, and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5: Construction Vehicle Emissions 

Evaluation and Minimization. The proposed project would be required to comply with the above 

mitigation measures, as applicable. Given that the project is within an air pollution hot spot, 

additional construction health risk analysis pursuant to TCDP’s FEIR Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5 is 

not required. However, the proposed project would be required to prepare a Construction Emissions 

Minimization Plan demonstrating compliance with the construction mitigation measures identified in 

TCDP FEIR Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5. 

 

In addition, project-related demolition, excavation, grading and other construction activities may 

cause wind-blown dust that could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere.  To reduce 
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construction dust impacts, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved the Construction Dust 

Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) with the intent of reducing the quantity 

of dust generated during site preparation, demolition, and construction work in order to protect the 

health of the general public and of onsite workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and to 

avoid orders to stop work by the Department of Building Inspection (DBI). Pursuant to the 

Construction Dust Ordinance, the proposed project would be required to comply with applicable 

dust control requirements outlined in the ordinance. 

 

In addition, San Francisco has partnered with the BAAQMD to inventory and assess air pollution and 

exposures from mobile, stationary, and area sources within San Francisco.  Areas with poor air 

quality, termed the “Air Pollutant Exposure Zone,” were identified. Land use projects within the Air 

Pollutant Exposure Zone require special consideration to determine whether the project’s activities 

would expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations.  The proposed project is 

within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone hot spot and includes sensitive land uses (i.e., residential).  

Therefore, exhaust measures during project construction and enhanced ventilation measures as part 

of proposed building design would likely be required for the project.  Enhanced ventilation measures 

will be the same as those required for projects, such as this project, subject to Article 38 of the Health 

Code.3 

 

If the project would include new sources that would generate toxic air contaminants from project 

components such as including, but not limited to: diesel generators or boilers, or any other stationary 

sources, the project would result in toxic air contaminants impacts that may affect both on-site and 

off-site sensitive receptors. Based on Building Code requirements, and given the proposed project’s 

height of 240 feet, the proposed project would likely require a backup diesel generator. Therefore, 

additional emission reductions measures will likely be necessary to reduce its emissions.  Detailed 

information related to any proposed on-site stationary sources that are potential emissions generators 

shall be provided with the EEA.   

 

As discussed above, the project site is located within an identified Air Pollution Exposure Zone hot 

spot and would therefore be subject to TCDP FEIR Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Implementation of 

Risk and Hazard Overlay Zone and Identification of Health Risk Reduction Strategies. This 

mitigation measure would require all proposed residential units to be equipped with filtration 

systems that meet a Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) rating of 13 or higher, as necessary 

to reduce the outdoor-to indoor infiltration of air pollutants by 80 percent. Additionally, the 

proposed project is located within the Potential Roadway Exposure Zone, as identified in Health 

Code Article 38. The proposed project would be subject to the requirements of Health Code Article 

38, which require an assessment of roadway-generated air pollutants to determine whether 

concentrations of fine particulate matter (PM2.5) exceed the regulatory action level of 0.2 micrograms 

per cubic meter (μg/m3). Please review the San Francisco Health Code Article 38 Guidance for Project 

Sponsors (http://www.sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/AirQuality/Article38DevGuidance.pdf) and 

contact June Weintraub (june.weintraub@sfdph.org) for more information on how to comply with 

Article 38.    

                                                           
3
 Refer to http://www.sfdph.org/dph/eh/Air/default.asp for more information. 

http://www.sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/AirQuality/Article38DevGuidance.pdf
mailto:june.weintraub@sfdph.org
http://www.sfdph.org/dph/eh/Air/default.asp
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Since the proposed building would likely require backup diesel generators and possibly other 

sources of TACs that may affect both on-site and off-site sensitive receptors. The TCDP FEIR 

identified a significant impact related to uses that emit Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) and other 

TACs and included TCDP FEIR’S Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3: Siting of Uses the Emit DPM and Other 

TACs. Because the project site is located within an identified Air Pollution Exposure Zone hot spot 

and sensitive receptors (e.g. residential uses) are proposed on the site and present within the project 

vicinity, all new stationary sources of TACs shall be required to install the best available control 

technology to reduce air pollutant emissions. For diesel engines, including back-up or emergency use 

engines, the best available control technology standard are engines that are Tier 4 or interim Tier 4 

compliant, or Tier 2 engines that are equipped with a Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control 

Strategy (VDECS). 

 

 Greenhouse Gases. The City and County of San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions presents a comprehensive assessment of policies, programs, and ordinances that represents 

San Francisco’s Qualified Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Reduction Strategy. In order to facilitate a 

determination of compliance with San Francisco’s Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy, the Planning 

Department has prepared a GHG Analysis Compliance Checklist4. The project sponsor would be 

required to submit the completed table regarding project compliance with the identified regulations 

and provide project‐level details in the discussion column. This information will be reviewed by the 

Environmental Case Manager during the environmental review process to determine if the project 

would comply with San Francisco’s GHG Reduction Strategy. Projects that do not comply with an 

ordinance or regulation may be determined to be inconsistent with the GHG Reduction Strategy. 

 

 Noise. The TCDP FEIR identified significant and unavoidable noise impacts of the Plan as a result of 

subsequent development with the Plan area. Construction of the proposed project would result in 

construction-related noise and vibration, which was also identified as a significant impact in the 

TCDP FEIR. The TCDP FEIR included Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a: Noise Control Measures During 

Pile Driving, Mitigation Measure M-NO-2b: General Construction Noise Control Measures, 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-5a: Construction Best Practices for Historical Resources, Mitigation 

Measure M-CP-5b: Construction Monitoring Program for Historical Resources, and Mitigation 

Measure M-C M-CP-5b: Construction Monitoring Program for Historical Resources, and Mitigation 

Measure M-C NO: Cumulative Construction Noise Control Measures. The proposed project would be 

required to comply with the above TCDP FEIR noise mitigation measures, as applicable.  

 

The proposed project would include residential units, a noise sensitive land use. The proposed 

residential building could include noise generating uses (including Heating, Ventilation and Air 

Conditioning (HVAC), likely diesel backup generator and other rooftop equipment). In addition, the 

project site is located in an area where traffic-related noise exceeds 70 Ldn (a day-night averaged 

sound level) and sensitive noise receptors (including residential uses) are proposed as part of the 

project and exist in proximity to the project site. The TCDP FEIR identified the following mitigation 

measures to protect new noise sensitive land uses proposed within the Plan Area: Mitigation Measure 

                                                           
4 http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/GHG_Checklist_T2.doc and Checklist Cover Sheet: http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/GHG_Checklist.doc 

http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/GHG_Checklist_T2.doc
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/GHG_Checklist.doc


Preliminary Project Assessment 

 8 

Case No. 2014.1227U 

82/84 First Street, 510 Mission Street 

 

M-NO-1a: Noise Survey and Measurements for Residential Uses and Mitigation Measure M-NO-1b: 

Noise Minimization for Residential Open Space. The proposed project’s residential uses would be 

required to comply with the above mitigation measures.  

 

The TCDP FEIR also identified a significant noise impact from mechanical equipment and noise 

generated by non-residential uses. The TCDP FEIR included the following mitigation measures to 

address operational noise impacts: Mitigation Measure M-NO-1d: Mechanical Equipment Noise 

Standard and Mitigation Measure M-NO- 1e: Interior Mechanical Equipment. A noise analysis would 

be required to be prepared for the proposed project to demonstrate how the proposed project would 

achieve compliance with the above mitigation measures. The noise analysis shall be prepared by a 

qualified consultant who would be required to prepare a proposed scope of work for review and 

approval by the Environmental Planning case manager prior to preparing the analysis. 

Recommendations outlined within the noise analysis would be required to be followed for the 

proposed project.  

 

 Biological Resources. The project includes the demolition of a structure on-site, which would trigger 

the need to implement two biological resources mitigations measures in the TCDP FEIR: (1) M-BI-1a: 

Pre-Construction Bird Surveys and (2) M-BI-1b: Pre-Construction Special-Status Bat Surveys require 

pre-construction surveys be completed by a qualified biologist to determine whether protected bird 

or bat species are present and the appropriate action to be undertaken if they are. A pre-construction 

survey for protected bird species would only be required to be completed if demolition of the 

structure were to occur between February 1 through August 1, in accordance with M-BI-1a. The 

proposed project would also be subject to the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, which require 

the proposed building to incorporate bird-safe design features to reduce potential effects on birds 

 

 Shadow Study. The proposed project would result in construction of a building greater than 40 feet 

in height, which is the height at which the preparation of a preliminary shadow fan analysis is 

triggered by Planning Code Section 295. Planning Code Section 295 generally prohibits new 

structures that would cast additional shadows on open space that is under the jurisdiction of the San 

Francisco Recreation and Park Commission. Planning Department staff has prepared a preliminary 

analysis (“shadow fan” attached) which indicates that the proposed 255-foot-high building would not 

have the potential to cast shadows on properties subject to Planning Code Section 295. However, the 

project appears to cast shadow on other open spaces subject to Planning Code Section 147. 

 

The TCDP FEIR included an analysis of potential shadow impacts from development within the Plan 

Area, which includes the site of the proposed project. It is unknown if the shadows created by the 

project will be subsumed by adjacent projects. The shadow fan created by the Planning Department 

does not account for the presence of intervening buildings and, therefore, a detailed analysis that 

accounts for shadows from other structures surrounding the proposed building is necessary. Such 

analysis should consider the changes in building envelope resulting from compliance with other 

Planning Code Sections. The project sponsor may be required to hire a qualified consultant to prepare 

a detailed shadow study. The consultant would be required to submit a Shadow Study Application, 

which can be found on the Planning Department’s website. A separate fee is required. Upon 
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submittal, please submit a proposed scope of work for review and approval by the Environmental 

Planning case manager prior to preparing the analysis. 

 

 Wind. The proposed project would involve construction of a building of 255 feet in height. The 

project therefore would require an initial review by a wind consultant, including a recommendation 

as to whether a wind tunnel analysis is needed. The consultant would be required to prepare a 

proposed scope of work for review and approval by the Environmental Planning case manager prior 

to preparing the analysis. 

 

 Geotechnical. The TCDP FEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to geology, soils, and 

seismicity.  However, the project site is located within a seismic hazard zone for potentially 

liquefiable soils. Therefore, the applicant shall submit a geotechnical study that investigates the soils 

underlying the site and identifies any geotechnical concerns related to the proposed project’s 

foundation. The geotechnical study should determine whether the site is subject to liquefaction and 

should provide recommendations for addressing any geotechnical concerns identified in the study. 

The investigation of geotechnical and soil conditions and application of the San Francisco Building 

Code would reduce the potential for impacts related to structural damage, ground subsidence, 

liquefaction, landslides, and surface settlement.  The geotechnical study will also help inform the 

archeological resources review mentioned above. This analysis would be included within the 

environmental document. This geotechnical study shall be submitted with the EEA. 

 

 Recycled Water. Projects located in San Francisco’s designated recycled water use areas are required 

to install recycled water systems for irrigation, cooling, and/or toilet and urinal flushing in 

accordance with the Recycled (or Reclaimed) Water Use Ordinance, adopted as Article 22 of the San 

Francisco Public Works Code. New construction or major alterations with a total cumulative area of 

40,000 square feet or more; any new, modified, or existing irrigated areas of 10,000 square feet or 

more; and all subdivisions are required to comply. To determine if the proposed project is in a 

designated recycled water use area, and for more information about the recycled water requirements, 

please visit sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=687. 

 

 Required Checklist for Tree Planting and Protection. The Department of Public Works Code Section 

8.02-8.11 requires disclosure and protection of landmark, significant, and street trees located on 

private and public property.5 Any tree identified in the Required Checklist for Tree Planting and 

Protection must be shown on the site plans with the size of trunk diameter, tree height, and accurate 

canopy drip line. Please submit a Tree Disclosure Affidavit with the EEA and ensure that trees are 

appropriately shown on site plans. 

 

 Notification of a Project Receiving Environmental Review. Notice is required to be sent to 

occupants of properties adjacent to the project site and owners of properties within 300 feet of the 

project site. You will be required to provide mailing labels upon request from the Environmental 

Case Coordinator. If any of the additional analyses determine that the proposed project would result 

in significant impacts that are not identified in the TCDP FEIR, the environmental document will be a 

                                                           
5
 San Francisco Planning Department. Required Checklist for Tree Planting and Protection. Available online at: http://www.sf-

planning.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=8321 

http://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=687
http://www.sf-planning.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=8321
http://www.sf-planning.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=8321
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community plan exemption plus either a focused mitigated negative declaration, or if the additional 

impacts cannot be mitigated, a focused EIR.  

 

A community plan exemption and a community plan exemption plus a focused mitigated negative 

declaration can be prepared by Planning Department staff, but a community plan exemption with a 

focused EIR would need to be prepared by a consultant on the Planning Department’s environmental 

consultant pool  

(http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/MEA/Environmental_consultant_pool.pdf). 

 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPROVALS:  
The project requires the following Planning Department approvals. These approvals may be reviewed in 

conjunction with the required environmental review, but may not be granted until after the required 

environmental review is completed.  

 

Downtown Project Authorization. In order for the project to proceed, 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 to 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.  

 

As designed, the project is not in compliance with various requirements of the Planning Code and will 

need to request the following exceptions as part of the Downtown Project Authorization process: 

 

 Setbacks (see Item #3 under 'Preliminary Project Comments'). 

 Streetwall Base (see Item #4 under 'Preliminary Project Comments'). 

 Separation of Towers (see Item #5 under 'Preliminary Project Comments'). 

 Rear Yard (see Item #7 under 'Preliminary Project Comments'). 

 Wind (see Item #14 under 'Preliminary Project Comments'). 

 

The application form for a "Downtown Project Authorization" is available from the Planning Department 

lobby at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, at the Planning Information Center at 1660 Mission Street, and 

online at www.sfplanning.org. 

 

Variances. As currently proposed, the project must be redesigned to meet many provisions of the 

Planning Code (please see ‘Preliminary Project Comments’). If the project cannot be redesigned to comply 

with the Planning Code, and no exceptions are possible under Section 309 for specific issues (please see 

above), the project must pursue and justify variances. A variance is an exception, made by the Zoning 

Administrator (ZA), to the strict application of the quantitative standards of the Planning Code as they 

apply to the development permitted on a specific parcel. Please note that the purpose of a variance is to 

relieve a potential significant hardship from specific parcel’s characteristics, other than a self-induced 

http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/MEA/Environmental_consultant_pool.pdf
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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hardship resulting from a given design approach. When opportunities to redesign the project and meet 

the Planning Code exist, variances cannot be supported and granted. 

 

If future submittals request variances, a variance application packet is available in the Planning 

Department lobby at 1650 Mission Street Suite 400, at the Planning Information Center at 1660 Mission 

Street, and online at www.sfplanning.org.  

 

 

Building Permit Applications are required for the demolition of the existing buildings on the subject 

property, and for the proposed new construction. 

 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD NOTIFICATIONS AND PUBLIC OUTREACH:  
Project Sponsors are encouraged to conduct public outreach with the surrounding community and 

neighborhood groups early in the development process. Additionally, many approvals require a public 

hearing with an associated neighborhood notification. Differing levels of neighborhood notification are 

mandatory for some or all of the reviews and approvals listed above. 

 
 
PRELIMINARY PROJECT COMMENTS:  
The following comments address specific Planning Code and other general issues that may substantially 

impact the proposed project: 

 

 

1. General Plan Consistency.    The subject property falls within the area covered by the Downtown 

Area Plan (“Downtown Plan”) and the Transit Center District Subarea Plan (“TCDP”) in the General 

Plan.   As proposed, the project does not appear to meet some of the objectives and policies of these 

Plans; the project and design comments below discuss any items where more information is needed 

to assess conformity with either specific policies or Code standards or where the project appears to 

require modification to achieve consistency. The project sponsor is encouraged to read the full plan, 

which can be viewed at these links: 

 

Downtown Plan:  http://sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/Downtown.htm 

TCDP: http://sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/Transit_Center_District_Sub_Area_Plan.pdf 

 

Both plans set a vision for the Plan area by concentrating jobs and housing around the City’s greatest 

concentration of public transit service in the Downtown. The TCDP, in particular, balances increased 

density with the principles of good place-making that are essential to maintaining and enhancing the 

distinctive qualities of Downtown San Francisco.  

 

Both plans envision taller buildings (towers) that are strategically placed and sculpted to assure both 

a dynamic and well considered skyline and to help create comfortable and lively street-level 

environments. To that end, both Plans include objectives and policies to direct development to 

respect the existing building context of older buildings, and well-proportioned streetwalls at the 

http://www.sfplanning.org/
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street level; and to assure tower profiles that are sufficiently separated and articulated at the upper 

levels.  It appears that many of these objectives and policies are not reflected in the submitted design. 

 

The TDCP calls for a well-articulated and respectful base that helps to reinforce the proportions of the 

streetwall: 

 

 

 

OBJECTIVE 2.9   

PROVIDE BUILDING ARTICULATION ABOVE A BUILDING BASE TO MAINTAIN 

OR CREATE A DISTINCTIVE STREETWALL COMPATIBLE WITH THE STREET’S 

WIDTH AND CHARACTER. 

 

OBJECTIVE 2.10   

MAINTAIN APPROPRIATE CHARACTER-DEFINING BUILDING SCALE IN THE 

HISTORIC DISTRICT. 

 

Policy 2.11   

Ensure that buildings taller than 150 feet in height establish a distinct base element to 

define the street realm at a comfortable height of not more than 1.25 times the width of the 

street. 

 

Policy 2.23   

Assure that new buildings contribute to the visual unity of the city. 

 

The Downtown Plan has similar objective and policies: 

 

Policy 16.1  

Conserve the traditional street to building relationship that characterizes downtown San 

Francisco. 

 

Policy 16.2  

Provide setbacks above a building base to maintain the continuity of the predominant 

streetwalls along the street. 

 

Policy 16.3  

Maintain and enhance the traditional downtown street pattern of projecting cornices on 

smaller buildings and projecting belt courses of taller buildings. 

 

In the proposed design, the buildings street facing façade is generally on the same property-line plane 

with no differentiation at the base and no setback or architectural feature that helps reinforce the 

desired dimension of the streetwall.    The building does not include any articulation that responds or 

reflects the historic corner building (500 Mission Street) nor a feature that demarks or relates to the 
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top of the building.  (Please see other interrelationships between design and policy issues in the 

“Preliminary Design Comments section at the end). 

 

It is understood that this is a preliminary and very conceptual design at this point; however, the 

design at this point also fails to further the following Transit Center Plan objectives: 

 

OBJECTIVE 2.15 

ENCOURAGE ARTICULATION OF THE BUILDING FAÇADE TO HELP DEFINE THE 

PEDESTRIAN REALM. 

 

Policy 2.15 

Establish a pedestrian zone below a building height of 20 to 25 feet through the use of 

façade treatments, such as building projections, changes in materials, setbacks, or other 

such architectural articulation. 

 

The proposed design does not yet include any of these features. 

 

Both the Downtown and Transit Center Plans looks to assure a composition of towers that are 

visually interesting while avoid creating buildings that are overwhelming to the street.  The relevant 

policies from the Downtown Plan are as follows: 

 

POLICY 13.2  

Foster sculpturing of building form to create less overpowering buildings and more 

interesting building tops, particularly the tops of towers.  

 

POLICY 13.3  

Create visually interesting terminations to building towers. 

 

POLICY 13.4  

Maintain separation between buildings to preserve light and air and prevent excessive 

bulk.  

 

The proposed building features building walls that only feature minor changes in vertical plane as 

the building walls rise from the ground to its top.   Moreover, because interior walls are built to the 

property-line or very close to it, separation from towers as envisioned by both plans cannot be 

achieved.   Side walls are also largely devoid of windows, which could potentially deaden the view 

of the buildings both from the street and from afar. 

 

2. Floor Area Ratio. Planning Code Section 124 establishes basic floor area ratios (FAR) for all 

zoning districts. As set forth in Planning Code Section 124(a), the FAR for the C-3-O (SD) District 

is 6.0 to 1. Under Planning Code Sections 123 and 128, the FAR can be increased to 9.0 to 1 with 

the purchase of transferable development rights (TDR), and may exceed 9.0 to 1 without FAR 

limitations through participation in the Transit Center District Mello-Roos Community Facilities 

District, pursuant to Planning Code Section 424.8. Because the Project proposes an FAR of 
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approximately 21.4 to 1, the purchase of TDR would be required to increase the base FAR. 

Participation in the Transit Center District Mello-Roos Community Facilities District would also 

be required.  

 

3. Building Setbacks. In order to provide sufficient area for pedestrian circulation, Planning Code 

Section 132.1(c)(3) specifies that the Planning Commission may require building facades on 

certain streets (including the Mission and First Street frontages of the subject property) to be set 

back up to 10 feet from the property line.  This Planning Code requirement is reinforced by 

Transit Center Plan Objective 2.11. The Commission may impose this requirement if it is 

determined that the setback is necessary, desirable, and will not result in an undesirable sawtooth 

configuration of building frontages. Such an area should be designed and treated as a seamless 

extension of the public realm, and must be free and clear from sidewalk grade, up to a minimum 

height of 35 feet. The configuration of the public realm by the corner historic building and 

adjacent buildings on 1st Street may or may not make necessary the application of the setback on 

1st Street. On Mission Street, the proposed project is immediately adjacent to a pedestrian 

courtyard as part of another project to the west on 520 Mission Street that expands the public 

realm into the block. The application of the setback on Mission is likely to contribute to the 

proper public realm connection between the two projects.  

 

Currently the Planning Department is working with MTA on refining the street changes analyzed 

in the TCDP EIR that affect 1st and Mission Streets. Please contact Greg Riessen at 

greg.riessen@sfgov.org in the Environmental Planning Division for more information on the 

proposed street changes affecting the frontages of the property. An exception for setbacks 

(Section 132.1) under Downtown Project Authorization may be considered; however, the project 

must meet specific criteria under Section 309 to justify the exception. As proposed the project 

needs to be redesigned to provide a seamless integration with adjacent properties on both 1St and 

Mission Streets. 

 

4. Streetwall Base.  In order to establish an appropriate streetwall in relation to the width of the 

street and to adjacent structures, and to avoid the perception of overwhelming mass that would 

be created by a number of tall buildings built close together with unrelieved vertical rise, 

Planning Code Section 132.1(c) and Transit Center Subarea Plan Policy 2.11 specify that new 

buildings taller than 150 feet within the C-3-O(SD) District must establish a streetwall height 

between 50 and 110 feet, through the use of a horizontal relief totaling at least 10 feet in Depth for 

a minimum of 40 percent of the linear frontage. The Project does not comply with this 

requirement. The height of the adjacent historic buildings on 1st Street should be used as a basis to 

create a streetwall baseline from which to step back. The project design should be adjusted to 

reflect this requirement or must seek and justify an exception through the Downtown Project 

Authorization process based on the criteria of Section 132(c)(1). 

 

5. Separation of Towers.  In order to preserve the openness of the street to the sky and to provide 

light and air between structures, Planning Code Section 132.1(d)(1) requires all structures in the 

“S” Bulk District to provide a minimum setback of 15 feet from the centerlines of abutting public 

streets and alleys. This setback begins at a minimum height which is 1.25 times the width of the 

mailto:greg.riessen@sfgov.org
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principal street on which the project faces. For the proposed building, using Mission St or 1st 

Street (both 82.5 feet wide), a minimum 15 horizontal feet applies measured from the centerline 

of the right-of-way at a height of 103 feet (or 9th Floor approximately). A 15-foot setback is also 

required from all interior property lines that do not abut public streets. Effectively, this is a 

setback along the interior property lines starting at the 9th floor.  

 

The proposed design does not meet the separation of towers requirements—it shows various 

setbacks that oscillate between 1 to 3 feet approximately, along all the interior property lines. 

Since the property is only approximately 25 feet in width along both frontages and the separation 

of tower rules require an aggregate setback of 30 feet from property lines (15 feet on each side), 

this suggests that this property may be too narrow to construct a building taller than 

approximately 103 feet and meet the intent of the tower separation requirements, unless the 

project sponsors can demonstrate that the proposal meets the specific criteria established in the 

Code, as discussed below, for granting an exception that amounts to almost a full waiver of the 

separation requirements. Please note that the TCDP Policy 2.10 indicates a desire to maintain 

current tower separation rules for buildings up to 550 feet in height, extend these requirements 

for buildings taller than 550 feet, and define limited exceptions to these requirements to account 

for unique circumstances, including adjacency to the Transit Center and to historic structures 

which are restricted in future redevelopment or addition because they have already sold TDRs. 

 

In addition, please note that a hotel tower is currently proposed immediately west to the back of 

Lot 8, on 520 Mission Street. The preliminary design of that building is maintaining the required 

15-foot setback. The proposed project should mirror the 15-foot setback for tower separation in 

this interior property line of Lot 8 in particular, because both towers will be in proximity with 

each other for the entire 255 feet height of the project.  

 

If the project does not strictly comply with this requirement, in whole or in part, an exception 

may be requested through the Downtown Project Authorization process, provided that the 

criteria of Planning Code Section 132(d)(2)(c) are met. Exceptions may be allowed on lots with a 

frontage of less than 75 feet provided that: a) it is found that, overall, access to light and air will 

not be impaired, and b) the granting of the exception will not result in a group of buildings the 

total street frontage of which is greater than 125 feet without a separation between buildings 

which meets the requirements of Section 132.1. Please note that the exception is intended for 

situations with narrow lots where the strict application of the separation requirement would 

essentially cap the height of the building below the zoned height limit. If a narrow lot is bordered 

by adjacent lots with lower-scaled buildings that are guaranteed to remain lower (e.g. because 

they are historic and have sold TDRs), then developing a tower on the subject lot would still 

maintain that separation over the block face, which may be the case for the proposed project for 

some of its adjacencies, depending on the future development on the adjacent parcels still subject 

to change. 

 

6. Pedestrian Zone.  In order to establish an appropriate and inviting relationship to the pedestrian 

realm at street level and create visual and varied interest for pedestrians, Transit Center Subarea 

Plan Objectives 1.12 through 1.16, along with Planning Code Section 132.1(c)(2) require all new 
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structures in the C-3-O(SD) district to incorporate architectural features, awnings, marquees, or 

canopies, that project from the building face at least one foot at height of between 15 and 25 feet 

above grade, for at least 20% of the linear frontage of all street facing facades. The proposed 

project presents very narrow, flat and rather tall elevations along both Mission and 1st Streets, for 

a height of 255 feet. Future submittals need to incorporate design features that support a 

pedestrian experience and create visual interest at street level. The project should be designed to 

incorporate such features, or must seek and justify a variance to this requirement. 

 

7. Rear Yard. Planning Code Section 134 requires the project to provide a rear yard of at least 25 

percent of the lot depth at the lowest story containing a dwelling unit and at each story above. 

The project is not providing a rear yard and features full lot coverage. Therefore, an exception 

through the Downtown Project Authorization process must be sought and justified per Section 

134 (d). 

 

8. Residential Open Space.  Pursuant to Section 135, at least 36 square feet of private usable open 

space per dwelling unit, or 48 square feet of common usable open space per dwelling unit, must 

be provided. Both private and common open space must meet certain requirements for minimum 

dimensions, minimum area, usability, accessibility, and exposure to sunlight. No private usable 

open space has been provided for any of the dwelling units. The area of usable open space 

provided in common must be 2,016 sq.ft (48 x 42 = 2,016). The open roof terrace can be used as 

usable common open space; however, it is only 1,920 sq.ft. Please note that the “Outdoor Plaza” 

located in the first floor cannot be counted towards common open space since it is designed such 

that it is primarily useful to the adjacent retail space with limited utility to either building 

residents or the general public. Therefore, this area does not meet the intent of the common open 

space requirements. The project should be modified to meet the open space requirements. A 

variance would not be supportable when opportunities to meet the requirement can be satisfied. 

 

9. Obstructions over Usable Open Space. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 136 (d)(1)(A), at roof 

level, decorative features such as cornices, eaves, and brackets may project 10 feet in the C-3-

O(SD) district with a maximum vertical dimension no greater than 6 feet.  The roof projections—

in cantilever—over the common-usable open space at the top floor, appear to be approximately 

20 feet over the roof terrace that faces 1st Street, and approximately 40 feet over the roof terrace 

that faces Mission Street. The project must be redesigned to comply with Section 136 

requirements. 

 

10. Street Trees. Planning Code Section 138.1 requires one street tree for every 20 feet of frontage for 

new construction. The frontage on 1st Street is 25 feet approximately and should accommodate 

two trees. The frontage on Mission Street is 24 feet approximately and should also accommodate 

two trees as well. 

 

11. Public Realm Improvements.  The TCDP seeks to reshape the public realm by assuring that 

walking is safe, pleasant and convenient (Objective 3.1), that can accommodate high volumes of 

pedestrian traffic (Objective 3.3), that is treated as an open space resource that is fully improved 

with landscaping and amenities (Objective 3.4 and Policy 3.2).     The Plan states:   
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“A consistent program of landscaping is essential in creating a well-appointed downtown area. 

The streets in the District, particularly key streets such as Mission Street, are generally barren of 

necessary streetscape infrastructure, including trees, landscaping, benches, pedestrian lighting, 

bicycle racks, waste receptacles, news racks, kiosks, vendors, and other elements.” 

 

As such, streetscape improvements will need to be incorporated into the overall project: 

 

 Required Streetscape and Pedestrian Improvements. Per Planning Code Section 

138.1(d)(1), the Planning Commission may impose additional requirements as a 

condition of approval that the applicant install sidewalk improvements such as benches, 

bicycle racks, lighting, special paving, seating, landscaping, and sidewalk widening in 

accordance with the guidelines of the Downtown Streetscape Plan if it finds that these 

improvements are necessary to meet the goals and objectives of the General Plan of the 

City and County of San Francisco. The Planning Department will be working on a 

Streetscape Plan for the Transit Center Area which will provide further details on these 

improvements. Streetscape improvements, including sidewalk widening and pedestrian 

amenities are likely improvements that the Commission is likely to require.  

 

 Option for In-Kind Provision of Community Improvements and Fee Credits. Project 

sponsors may propose to directly provide community improvements to the City beyond 

those required by Planning Code Section 138.1(d)(1), and consistent with any relevant 

Streetscape Plan. In such case, the City may enter into an In-Kind improvements 

Agreement with the sponsor and issue a fee waiver for the Transit Center District Plan 

Impact Fee from the Planning Commission, for an equivalent amount to the value of the 

improvements. This process is further explained in Section 412.3(d) of the Planning Code. 

Streetscape improvements on Howard Street between Pt and 2nd Streets have been 

identified in the Transit Center District Plan. These improvements can be an opportunity 

for an In-Kind Agreement in exchange for the Project’s Transit Center District 

Transportation Impact Fees. More information on in-kind agreements can be found in the 

Application Packet for In-Kind Agreement on the Planning Department website.  

 

12. Standards for Bird Safe Buildings.  Planning Code Section 139 outlines bird-safe standards for 

new construction to reduce bird-strike mortality from circumstances that are known to pose a 

high risk to birds and are considered to be "bird hazards."  Bird hazards include “feature-related 

hazards” such as free-standing glass walls, wind barriers, or balconies. Feature-related hazards 

must have broken glazed segments 24 square feet or smaller in size. The project appears to be 

located within 300 feet of the future City Park on top of the Transbay Transit Center, which 

would qualify as an “Urban Bird Refuge” based on the TCDP FEIR. Therefore, glazing in 

elevation design needs to be appropriately treated to a height that is 60 feet above the surface 

elevation of City Park. Please review the standards and indicate the method of window 

treatments to comply with the requirements where applicable. 
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13. Shadows on Public Open Spaces (non-Recreation and Park Commission Properties). Planning 

Code Section 147 seeks to reduce substantial shadow impacts on public plazas and other publicly 

accessible open spaces other than those protected under Section 295. Consistent with the dictates 

of good design and without unduly restricting development potential, buildings taller than 50 

feet should be shaped to reduce substantial shadow impacts on open spaces subject to Planning 

Code Section 147. In determining whether a shadow is substantial, the following factors shall be 

taken into account: the area shaded, the shadow’s duration, and the importance of sunlight to the 

area in question. The attached “shadow fan” prepared by the Planning Department shows 

potential shadow impacts on multiple public open spaces subject to Section 147. Since the 

“shadow fan” does not account for the presence of intervening buildings, it is unknown if the 

shadows created by the project will be subsumed by adjacent projects. The project sponsor is 

required to hire a qualified consultant to prepare a detailed shadow study. The consultant would 

be required to submit a Shadow Study Application. The application form for a "Shadow 

Analysis" is available from the Planning Department lobby at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, at 

the Planning Information Center at 1660 Mission Street, and online at www.sfplanning.org.  

 

Please note that as of July 2014, the Planning Department has developed the “Shadow Analysis 

Procedures and Scope Requirements,” a document with specific guidelines for projects sponsors 

and consultants regarding the preparation of shadows analysis that will meet both code and 

environmental planning regulations. The shadow analysis can be used to meet both Section 147 

and Section 295 requirements. Such guidelines can be found in the San Francisco Planning 

Department website at: http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=2471#s 

 

14. Height.  The proposed total height of the building is 275 feet and within the 550 feet height limit, 

including exemptions for rooftop mechanical equipment permitted by Planning Code Section 

260(b). The effective height of the project is 255-feet to a projecting roof—in cantilever—that 

partially covers the open space terrace in the top floor. The project is in compliance with height 

requirements. 

 

15. Wind. Planning Code Section 148 requires a Wind Study to ensure that the project will not 

exceed the Planning Code Section 148 comfort criteria: ground level wind levels not to exceed 11 

miles per hour (mph) in areas of substantial pedestrian use and/or 7 mph in public seating areas. 

Planning Code Section 148 specifically outlines these criteria for the Downtown Commercial (C-

3) Districts. When preexisting ambient wind speeds exceed the comfort level, or when a proposed 

building or addition may cause ambient wind speeds to exceed the comfort level, the building 

shall be designed to reduce the ambient wind speeds to meet the requirements. Please note that 

the project design must avoid any exceedances to hazardous wind levels of 26 mph or more, 

otherwise the project cannot be approved under Planning Code Section 309. 

 

Given the existing wind conditions in the area, it is likely that the project will exceed the comfort 

criteria. At 255 feet in height it is expected that the project will create wind acceleration at the 

pedestrian level, hence, requiring a wind study. Please note that although an exception for wind 

related issues under Section 309 is possible, the Planning Department and the Planning 

http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=2471#s
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Commission will closely evaluate the merits of such exception in light of the project’s ability to 

address such issues through appropriate building design. 

 

16. Bicycle Parking. The Planning Code requires two types of bicycle parking: 1) Class One spaces 

are “spaces in secure, weather-protected facilities intended for use as long-term, overnight, and 

work-day bicycle storage by dwelling unit residents, non-residential occupants, and employees”; 

and 2) Class Two spaces are “spaces located in a publicly-accessible, highly visible location 

intended for transient or short-term use by visitors, guests, and patrons to the building or use.” 

The project requires 42 Class One bicycle parking and 2 Class Two bicycle parking spaces 

(42/20=2.1). In addition, the retail space requires 2 Class Two bicycle parking spaces (minimum). 

 

The project has provided enough parking for bicycles in the basement, however, please note that 

the new requirements preclude the use of a staircase for access to Class One bicycle parking. 

Class Two parking may be located on the sidewalk on one of the project’s frontage (Mission or 1st 

Street). Please refer to Zoning Bulletin No. 9 “Bicycle Parking Requirements: Design and Layout” 

for detailed requirements in terms of minimum dimensions for parking spaces, alternatives for 

parking configuration, signage, and other design standards that may impact overall space 

allocation for bicycle parking. The Bulletin can be found at: http://www.sf-

planning.org/index.aspx?page=2471#z 

 

17. Inclusionary Housing.  Affordable housing is required for a project proposing ten or more 

dwelling units. The project sponsor must submit an “Affidavit of Compliance with the 

Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program: Planning Code Section 415,” to the Planning 

Department identifying the method of compliance, on-site, off-site, or in-lieu fee. Any on-site 

affordable dwelling-units proposed as part of the project must be designated as owner-occupied 

units, not rental units. Affordable units designated as on-site units shall be sold as ownership 

units and will remain as ownership units for the life of the project. 

 

If a project proposes rental units, it may be eligible for an On-site Alternative to the Affordable 

Housing Fee if it has demonstrated to the Department that the affordable units are either: 1) 

ownership only or 2) not subject to the Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act (a Costa Hawkins 

exception). Affordable units are not subject to the Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act under the 

exception provided in Civil Code Sections 1954.50 through one of the following methods: (a) 

direct financial construction from a public entity, or (b) development bonus or other form of 

public assistance. 

 

A Costa Hawkins exception agreement is drafted by the San Francisco City Attorney.  You must 

state in your submittal how the project qualifies for a Costa Hawkins exception. The request 

should be addressed to the Director of Current Planning. If the project is deemed eligible, the 

Department may start working with the City Attorney on the agreement. 

 

18. Public Art. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429, all projects that involve construction of a new 

building in a C-3 District will be required to include works of art costing an amount equal to 1% 

of the construction cost of the building (the “Public Art Fee”), as determined by the Director of 

http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=2471#z
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=2471#z


Preliminary Project Assessment 

 20 

Case No. 2014.1227U 

82/84 First Street, 510 Mission Street 

 

Department of Building Inspection (DBI). The public art design can be defined upon design 

approval of the development project from the Planning Department. The requirement may be 

satisfied through the provision of artwork on-site, payment of a fee into the Public Artwork Trust 

Fund, or through some combination of these options (with no minimum valuation of artwork 

that must be provided on-site).  

 

19. Fees. This project is subject to several categories of impact fees, as specified in Article 4 of the 

Planning Code, including: 

 

Transit Center District Open Space Fee (Section 424.6) 

Transit Center District Transportation and Street Improvement Fee (Section 424.7)  

 

The rate, applicability by land use, and calculation methodology varies by fee, and the fees would 

be calculated by the Department during review of entitlement applications and building permits. 

For certain fee categories, credits may be applied to existing uses on the site. As discussed above, 

the project exceeds an FAR of 9.0 to 1, and is therefore subject to participation in the Transit 

Center District Mello-Roos Community Facilities District pursuant to Planning Code Section 

424.8.  

 

20. Interdepartmental Project Review. Interdepartmental Project Reviews are mandatory for new 

construction projects that propose buildings eight stories or more and new construction on 

parcels identified by the State of California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and 

Geology as Seismic Hazard Zones in the City and County of San Francisco. Project sponsors may 

elect to request an interdepartmental review for the project at any time; however, it is strongly 

recommended that the request is made prior to Planning Department approval of the 

construction building permit.  The Planning Department acts as the lead agency in collaboration 

with the Department of Building Inspection (DBI); the Department of Public Works (DPW); and 

the San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD). Department staff from each of these agencies would 

attend the Interdepartmental Project Review meeting. 

 

21. First Source Hiring. Chapter 83 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, passed in 1998, 

established the First Source Hiring Program to identify available entry-level jobs in San Francisco 

and match them with unemployed and underemployed job-seekers. The intent is to provide a 

resource for local employers seeking qualified, job ready applicants for vacant positions while 

helping economically disadvantaged residents who have successfully completed training 

programs and job-readiness classes. 

 

The ordinance applies to: (1) any permit application for commercial development exceeding      

25,000 square feet in floor area involving new construction, an addition or a substantial alteration 

which results in the addition of entry level positions for a commercial activity; or (2) any 

application which requires discretionary action by the Planning Commission relating to a 

commercial activity over 25,000 square feet, but not limited to conditional use; or (3) any permit 

application for a residential development of ten units or more involving new construction, an 

addition, a conversion or substantial rehabilitation. 
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The project proposes more than ten dwelling units exceeding 25,000 square feet and is therefore 

subject to the requirement. For further information or to receive a sample First Source Hiring 

Agreement, please see the below contact information: 

 

Ken Nim, Workforce Compliance Officer 

CityBuild, Office of Economic and Workforce Development 

City and County of San Francisco 

1 South Van Ness, San Francisco, CA 94102 

Direct: 415.701.4853, Email: ken.nim@sfgov.org 

Fax: 415.701.4897  

Website: http://oewd.org/Workforce-Development.aspx 

 

22. Recycled Water. The City requires property owners to install dual-plumbing systems for recycled 

water use in accordance with Ordinances 390-91, 391-91, and 393-94, within the designated 

recycled water use areas for new construction projects larger than 40,000 square feet. Please see 

the attached SFPUC document for more information.  

 

23. Sustainability.  Sustainability goals are a major focus of the TCDP. The TCDP emphasizes district 

level water and energy efficiency, and stormwater management. Currently, the City is working 

with developers and utility providers to explore the potential for an energy efficient district 

heating and power network in the Transbay area. Such a system would offer a unique 

opportunity to markedly increase the sustainability of new development and meet the City’s 

greenhouse gas reduction goals. The Department is working with building developers to discuss 

ways new development could connect or host such as a system. Please contact Jon Swae at the 

Planning Department (jon.swae@sfgov.org) to inquire more about the project sustainability 

possibilities that extend beyond energy to water usage and stormwater management. 

Opportunities to meet the TCDP goals of water and stormwater would be linked to building 

performance in the case of this project.  

 

 

PRELIMINARY DESIGN COMMENTS:  
The following comments address preliminary design issues that may significantly impact the proposed 

project: 

 

 Historic District Context Integration – Architecture  

The proposed building is located in an area characterized by early twentieth-century masonry loft 

buildings that are vertically modulated with well-defined tripartite compositions. The steel or 

concrete frame buildings tend to be clad with masonry, and terra cotta ornamentation, with 

deeply textured facades, and in some cases, large spans of glass on the upper stories, or recessed 

windows. The proposed design fails to relate to its immediate historic district context both in 

terms of building form and elevation design. As mentioned in the “Environmental Review, 

Historic Resources section,” the proposed project involves the demolition of buildings as part of 

the First and Mission Historic District which is considered a historical resource in the TCDP FEIR. 

http://oewd.org/Workforce-Development.aspx
mailto:jon.swae@sfgov.org
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If demolition of historical resources is unavoidable, the proposed project should strive to deliver 

a building design that integrates as much as possible with its immediate historical urban context. 

 

This unique site configuration and status of the existing historic corner building requires a design 

that is compatible in terms of massing as well as architecture. If future submittals show a project 

as tall as the one proposed, the side lot lines of such building design should be as prominent as 

the main facades on 1st Street and Mission Street. In addition, the side facades should be designed 

with the same architectural intent of achieving compatibility with the features of the adjacent 

historic district, in terms of a streetwall shaped by the front facades of the building. Specifically, 

in terms of elevation design, attention should be given to vertical modulation, scale, proportions, 

texture and detailing that can be drawn from the surrounding buildings. The composition of all 

façades must continue the defining features and themes of the historic district. The proportion 

and distribution of glass to solid materials found on facades in the adjacent historic buildings 

should serve as cues. The Planning Department recommends exploring a façade that expresses a 

column and frame system with similar proportions to that of buildings found in the district. 

 

 Site Design, Open Space, and Massing 

The Planning Department recommends a strong expression for a base, middle and top building 

design portions, which generally define the main design composition elements of historic 

buildings in the area. At the base (ground floor ceiling height), a horizontal architectural design 

element, such as a belt course or cornice, should be incorporated to help framing the pedestrian 

space of the sidewalks on both Mission and 1st Street. Also, the Planning Department 

recommends relocating the outdoor plaza provided on 1st Street to the Mission Street frontage in 

order to relate to future development and open space along Mission Street. (Please see Item 3 – 

Building Setbacks in “Preliminary Project Comments”). For the middle, provide continuity with 

the historic corner building for better streetwall definition. A second horizontal element, or 

horizontal break in the composition, should be also used to reference the cornice of the historic 

Brandenstein building. The top of the proposed building should be finished by a strong 

termination. The roof in cantilever may help to achieve this goal in part. 

 

 Street Frontage 

The Planning Department appreciates the accommodation of high ground floors on Mission and 

First Streets, and the attempt to have active uses on both frontages. At this stage it is unclear from 

the elevations the design intent for the ground floor façade. As the project evolves the project 

team must provide enlarged plans and elevations of the storefronts on all facades for detailed 

evaluation. 

 

PRELIMINARY PROJECT ASSESSMENT EXPIRATION:  
This Preliminary Project Assessment is valid for a period of 18 months. An Environmental Evaluation, or 

Building Permit Applications, as listed above, must be submitted no later than April 24, 2016. Otherwise, 

this determination is considered expired and a new Preliminary Project Assessment is required. Such 
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applications and plans must be generally consistent with those found in this Preliminary Project 

Assessment. 

 

 

Enclosure: Neighborhood Group Mailing List 

  Interdepartmental Project Review Application 

  SFPUC Recycled Water Information Sheet 

Preliminary Shadow Fan 

 

 

 

 

 

cc: James E.M Evans, Property Owner 

 Brendan Dunnigan, Agent/Architect  

Gonzalo Mosquera, Current Planning 

 Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning 

 Mathew Snyder, Citywide Planning and Analysis 

David Winslow, Design Review 

          Jonas Ionin, Planning Commission Secretary 

 Jerry Robbins, MTA 

 Jerry Sanguinetti, DPW 

 

 



FIRST LAST TITLE ORGANIZATION

David Chiu Supervisor, District 3 Board of Supervisors

Ethan Hough Secretary One Ecker Owners Association

Ken Baxter Director Citizens for Change

Nancy Shanahan Chair, Planning and 

Zoning Committee

Telegraph Hill Dwellers - Planning & Zoning 

Committee

Stephanie Greenburg President SoTel Neighbors

Ted Olsson Chair TJPA CAC



ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP TELEPHONE

1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place, Room #244 San Francisco CA 94102-

4689

415-554-7450

16 Jessie Street Unit 301 San Francisco CA 94105 415-847-3169

355 11th Street, Suite 200 San Francisco CA 94103 415-652-9330

224 Filbert Street San Francisco CA 94133 415-986-7070

455 Vallejo Street, #112 San Francisco CA 94133 415-794-7596

30 Sharon Street San Francisco CA 94114-

1709

415-407-0094



EMAIL NEIGHBORHOOD OF INTEREST

David.Chiu@sfgov.org; 

judson.true@sfgov.org; 

Catherine.Rauschuber@sfgov.org; 

Amy.Chan@sfgov.org

Chinatown, Financial District, Nob Hill, 

North Beach, Russian Hill

ethanhough@gmail.com Financial District, South of Market

kbaxter26@gmail.com Downtown/Civic Center, Financial 

District, Marina, Nob Hill, Pacific 

Heights, Presidio Heights, Russian Hill, 

Seacliff, South of Market

nshan@mindspring.com Chinatown, Financial District, North 

Beach, Russian Hill

stephgreenburg@sotelneighbors.or

g

Chinatown, Financial District, North 

Beach, Russian Hill

olssonted@yahoo.com Financial District, South of Market



 

www.sfplanning.org 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

INTERDEPARTMENTAL PROJECT REVIEW 
Effective: August 29, 2014 

 
 
 
Interdepartmental Project Reviews are mandatory for new construction projects that propose 
buildings eight stories or more and new construction on parcels identified by the State of California 
Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology as Seismic Hazard Zones in the City and 
County of San Francisco.  Projects identified as such, must request and participate in an 
interdepartmental project review prior to any application that requires a public hearing before the 
Planning Commission or new construction building permit. 

Project Sponsors may elect to request an interdepartmental review for any project at any time, 
however, it is strongly recommended that the request is made prior to the submittal of the 
abovereferenced applications. 

The Planning Department acts as the lead agency in collaboration with the Department of Building 
Inspection (DBI); the Department of Public Works (DPW); and the San Francisco Fire Department 
(SFFD).  A representative from each of these City Agencies will attend your meeting. 

 

Interdepartmental Project Review fees:  

1. $1,308 for five or fewer residential units and all affordable housing projects. 

2. $1,859 for all other projects. 

 

To avoid delays in scheduling your meeting, provide all information requested on this form and 
submit your request with a check in the appropriate amount payable to the San Francisco Planning 
Department. Requests may be mailed or delivered to San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA  94103-2414.  Those wishing more specific or more 
detailed information may contact the Project Review Meeting Coordinator at (415) 575-9091.   

Please note: All returned checks are subject to a $50.00 bank fee. 

 

Interdepartmental Project Reviews are scheduled no sooner than two (2) weeks from the receipt of the 
request form and check. 
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Submittal requirements: 
 
Please submit four (4) copies/sets of all information for distribution to each 
department/agency. 
 
All projects subject to the mandatory Interdepartmental Project Review shall be required to submit the 
following minimum information in addition to their request form: 

1. Site Survey with topography lines; 
2. Floor Plans with occupancy and/or use labeled of existing and proposed; 
3. Existing and proposed elevations; 
4. Roof Plan; and 
5. Pictures of the subject property and street frontages. 

Planned unit developments or projects with an acre or more of land area shall be required to submit 
the following additional information: 

1. Existing and proposed street names and widths; 
2. Location of any existing train tracks; and 
3. Location of any existing and proposed easements. 

 

In order for the Interdepartmental Project Review to be most effective and beneficial to you, it is 
strongly recommended that any issues, concerns and/or specific questions are submitted with this 
request directed to each discipline. 
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APPLICATION  DATE: ________________________________________________________________ 

 
PROJECT CONTACT: 

Name                                                                  ____________ Phone No. (         )______________________ 

Address                                                              ___________________________________________________ 

City _____________________________________________    Zip Code  _____________________________ 

FAX No.     (         )____________________   E-Mail Address ______________________________________         

Name of Property Owner________________________________________________________________ 

 
PROJECT INFORMATION: 

Address__________________________________________________________________________________ 

How many units does the subject property have?  ______________________________________________ 

Assessor's Block/Lot(s) _________________________ Zoning District______________________________ 

Height and Bulk Districts _______________________ Located within Geologic Hazard Zone? Y    N 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION / PURPOSE OF MEETING/SPECIFIC QUESTIONS:   
(Use separate sheet, if necessary)   
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
Land Use Type 

 
Existing Proposed Net Change 

 
Number of Dwelling Units 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Commercial Square Footage: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
             Retail 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
       Office 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Number of Hotel Rooms 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Industrial Square Footage 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Other Uses:  _________________  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Number of Parking Spaces 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Number of Stories 

   

 
Will this project be publicly funded? (specify) _________________________________________________ 
Previously contacted staff (if applicable)______________________________________________________ 
 (Please submit four (4) copies/sets of the Application Form, Floor Plans, Pictures, etc.)  
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