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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

DATE: January 6, 2016 San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

TO: Aaron Fenton, Boston Properties Reception:
415.558.6378

FROM: Jon Swae, Planning Department Fax:

RE: PPA Case No. 2005.0759PPA for 725 Harrison Street
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

Please find the attached Preliminary Project Assessment (PPA) for the address listed

above. You may contact the staff contact, Jon Swae, at (415) 575-9069 or

ion.swae@sf  ~ov.org, to answer any questions you may have, or to schedule a follow-

up meeting.
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Preliminary Project Assessment 
 
Date: January 6, 2016 
Case No.: 2005.0759PPA 
Project Address: 725 Harrison Street  
Block/Lot: 3762/106, 107, 109, 112, 116, 117 
Zoning: SLI (SOMA Service - Light Industrial) Zoning District 
 45-X, 55-X, 85-X Height and Bulk District 
Existing Area Plan: Eastern Neighborhoods 
Proposed Area Plan: Central SoMa Plan (Draft) 
Project Sponsor: Aaron Fenton, Boston Properties 
Staff Contact: Jon Swae, 415-575-9069 
 jon.swae@sfgov.org   

 

DISCLAIMERS:  
This Preliminary Project Assessment (PPA) letter provides feedback to the project sponsor from 
the Planning Department regarding the proposed project described in the PPA application 
submitted on September 28, 2015, as summarized below. This PPA letter identifies Planning 
Department review requirements for the proposed project, including those related to 
environmental review, approvals, neighborhood notification and public outreach, the Planning 
Code, project design, and other general issues of concern for the project. Please be advised that the 
PPA application does not constitute an application for development with the Planning 
Department. The PPA letter also does not represent a complete review of the proposed project, 
does not grant a project approval of any kind, and does not 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, Public 
Works, the Municipal Transportation Agency, Department of Public Health, San Francisco Public 
Utilities Commission, and others. The information included herein is based on the PPA 
application and plans, 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:  
This application relates to Case No. 2005-0759 E, for which an Amended Environmental 
Evaluation Application dated February 21, 2013 was considered by a Preliminary Project 
Assessment dated May 16, 2013. The project site does not include the existing building at 759 
Harrison Street (Block 3762, Lot 113). 

mailto:jon.swae@sfgov.org
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The revised proposed project (the “Project”) would demolish all of the existing structures on the 
site, and construct a new office building with ground floor retail, parking, and “flexible” space on 
the ground floor and below-grade levels for unidentified uses.  The Project consists of a 65-foot 
podium occupying the entirety of the site (the “Base Building”), with a 240-foot tower at the 
western end of the site (the “Tower”) and a 130-foot tall mid-rise structure at the eastern end of 
the site (the “Upper Building”).  A 94 linear feet break would be provided between the Tower and 
Upper Building that consist solely of the 65-foot Base Building.  Two below-grade levels are 
proposed to be occupied by parking and “flexible” space for unidentified uses. 

BACKGROUND:  
The project site is located within the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan, which was evaluated in 
the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Report 
(EasternNeighborhoods PEIR), certified in 20081. The project site also lies within the proposed 
Central SoMa Plan area, a community planning process initiated in 2011. The Central Corridor Plan 
Draft for Public Review2 (Draft Plan) was released in April 2013, with proposed changes to the 
allowed land uses and building heights in the Plan area, including a strategy for improving the 
public realm within the Plan area and vicinity. The Draft Plan is available for download at 
http://centralsoma.sfplanning.org. The Central SoMa Plan will be evaluated in an Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR), which is currently underway. The Draft Plan and its proposed rezoning are 
anticipated to be before decision-makers for approval in late 2016. The existing zoning for the 
project site is SLI (SoMa Service/Light Industrial), which does not allow office uses, while the 
proposed use district for the project site in the Draft Plan is MUO (Mixed-Use Office), which 
would allow office uses, as proposed under the project. The height of the proposed project, from 
130 to 240 feet, would exceed the allowable heights on the specified lots in the current 45-X, 55-X 
and 85-X height and bulk districts. The Draft Plan includes two height alternatives. The Central 
SoMa Plan EIR will study the Draft Plan’s Mid-Rise Height Alternative and a modified High-Rise 
Height Alternative, both of which would change the height and bulk designation for the site to 85-
130 and 85-160 feet respectively, allowing buildings up to these heights with a 15-foot setback at 
the 85-foot level. A Higher Height Alternative (Appendix C, Central Corridor Draft Plan) will also 
be analyzed that would allow a building height of up to 240 feet on a portion of the site. At this 
point, it is unknown which height option, if any, would ultimately be approved by the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors. Further comments in this PPA letter are based on the Draft 
Plan concepts published to date, which are contingent on the approval of the proposed Central 
SoMa Plan rezoning by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors. 

                                                
1 Available for review on the Planning Department’s Area Plan EIRs web page at: 
http://www.sfplanning.org/index.aspx?page=1893. 

2  Please note that the Central SoMa Plan was formerly called the Central Corridor Plan. To avoid ambiguity, this letter uses 
the 

current “Central SoMa Plan” when referring to the ongoing planning process, while “Draft Plan” refers to the document 
published in April 2013 under the name “Central Corridor Plan Draft for Public Review.” 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW:  
The proposed project requires environmental review either individually, with a project-specific 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report (EIR), or in a 
Community Plan Exemption (CPE) if the project is consistent with an adopted community plan.  

The proposed project is located within the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan, which was 
evaluated in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. However, the proposed project is not consistent with 
the land use or development density (zoning) identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan, 
and it is therefore not eligible for a CPE under the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.  

The project’s proposed building heights range from 65 to 240 feet. These heights would be 
consistent with the High-Rise Height Alternative being studied in the Central SoMa Plan EIR. 
Thus, it is possible that the proposal, as currently presented, would qualify for a CPE under the 
proposed Central SoMa Plan EIR once that EIR is certified and the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors have adopted new zoning controls. However, the proposed project would be 
assessed based on the height limits for the project site in place at the time that the Planning 
Department entitlements for the proposed project are sought.  

Due to the project’s location within the geographic area evaluated in the Eastern Neighborhoods 
PEIR, any development on the project site would potentially be subject to the mitigation measures 
identified in that document. Potentially significant project environmental impacts that were 
identified in and pertinent mitigation measures and CEQA findings from the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR that may be applicable to the proposed project are discussed below, under the 
applicable environmental topic. However, mitigation measures from the Eastern Neighborhoods 
PEIR that are applicable to the proposed project area could be refined, augmented, or superseded 
under the future Central SoMa Plan EIR, which would become applicable to the proposed project 
if the Draft Plan is approved. 

Community Plan Exemption 
Section 15183 of the California Environmental Quality Act (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. A CPE may be prepared for such projects. Please note that a 
CPE is a type of exemption from environmental review, and cannot be modified to reflect changes 
to a project after approval. Proposed increases beyond the CPE project description in project size 
or intensity after project approval will require reconsideration of environmental impacts and 
issuance of a new CEQA determination.  

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 
underlying area plan EIR (assumed here to be the Central SoMa Plan EIR), and there would be 
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no new significant impacts “peculiar” to the proposed project. In these situations, all pertinent 
mitigation measures and CEQA findings from the underlying area plan EIR 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) and (b) the CPE 
certificate fee (currently $7,580).3 

2. Mitigated Negative Declaration. If new site- or project-specific significant impacts are 
identified for the proposed project that were not identified in the underlying area plan EIR, 
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 
underlying area plan EIR, with all pertinent mitigation measures and CEQA findings from the 
underlying area plan EIR also applied to the proposed project. With this outcome, the 
applicable fees are: (a) the CPE determination fee (currently $13,659) and (b) the standard 
environmental evaluation fee, which is based on construction cost. 

3. 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 underlying area plan EIR, with all pertinent mitigation measures and CEQA findings from 
the underlying area plan EIR also 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 cost; and (c) one-half of the 
standard EIR fee, which is also based on construction cost. An EIR must be prepared by an 
environmental consultant from the Planning Department’s environmental consultant pool 
(http://www.sfplanning.org/ftp/files/MEA/Environmental_ 
consultant_pool.pdf). The Planning Department will provide more detail to the project 
sponsor regarding the EIR process should this level of environmental review be required. 

As discussed above, the proposed project is located within the proposed Central SoMa Plan Area, 
which is under evaluation in the forthcoming Central SoMa Plan EIR. If the proposed project is 
consistent with the development density specified for the project site in the adopted Central SoMa 
Plan, it may be eligible for a CPE. If the proposed project is not consistent with the adopted 
Central SoMa Plan, then it would not qualify for a CPE. In that case, the Planning Department 
would analyze the proposed project in a separate environmental document that would not rely on 
the environmental analysis undertaken for the Central SoMa Plan. Should the proposed project 
require a separate environmental document, the applicable fees would be (a) the standard 
environmental evaluation (EE) fee based on the cost of construction; and (b) the standard EIR fee, 
if an EIR is required. 

                                                
3 The Planning Department schedule of application fees may be downloaded at: 
 http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=513  

http://www.sfplanning.org/ftp/files/MEA/Environmental_consultant_pool.pdf
http://www.sfplanning.org/ftp/files/MEA/Environmental_consultant_pool.pdf
http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=513
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To begin formal environmental review, please submit an Environmental Evaluation Application 
(EEA). The EEA can be submitted at the same time as the PPA Application. The environmental 
review may be done in conjunction with the required approvals listed below, but must be 
completed before any project approval may be granted. Note that until an entitlement 
application is submitted to the Current Planning Division, only the proposed Project 
Description will be reviewed by the assigned Environmental Coordinator. EEAs 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.sfplanning.org under the “Publications” tab. See 
“Environmental Applications” on page 2 of the current Fee Schedule for a calculation of 
environmental application fees.4  

Below is a list of topic areas that would require additional study based on the preliminary review 
of the project as it is proposed in the Preliminary Project Assessment (PPA) application.  

1. Historic Resources. The project site contains one or more buildings previously determined to 
be eligible for national, state, or local listing as a historic resource. The property was surveyed 
as part of the Eastern SOMA Historic Resources Survey. Therefore, the proposed demolition is 
subject to review by the Department’s Historic Preservation staff. To assist in this review, the 
project sponsor must hire a qualified professional to prepare a Historic Resource Evaluation 
(HRE) report. The professional must be selected from the Planning Department’s Historic 
Resource Consultant Pool. Please contact Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner, via email 
(tina.tam@sfgov.org) for a list of three consultants from which to choose. The selected 
consultant must scope the HRE in consultation with Department Historic Preservation staff. 
Please contact the HRE scoping team at HRE@sfgov.org to arrange the HRE scoping. 
Following an approved scope, the historic resource consultant should submit the draft HRE 
report for review to Environmental Planning after the project sponsor has filed the EE 
Application and updated it as necessary to reflect feedback received in the PPA letter. The 
HRE should be submitted directly to the Department and copied to the project sponsor. 
Project sponsors should not receive and/or review advance drafts of consultant reports per the 
Environmental Review Guidelines. Historic Preservation staff will not begin reviewing your 
project until a complete draft HRE is received.  

2. Archeological Resources. The project site lies within the Archeological Mitigation Zone J-1: 
Properties with Previous Studies of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. Because the proposed 
project would involve demolition, excavation, grading and foundation work to a depth of 
approximately 21 feet, Mitigation Measure J-1 would apply. Mitigation Measure J-1 applies to 
properties for which a final archeological research design and treatment plan (ARDTP) is on 
file at the Northwest Information Center and the Planning Department. An Archeological 
Resource Study for a previous proposal on the project site was prepared by Archeo-Tech in 

                                                
4  San Francisco Planning Department. Schedule for Application Fees. Available online at:  

  http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=513. 

http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:tina.tam@sfgov.org
mailto:HRE@sfgov.org
http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=513
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2007.5 The environmental review would include an evaluation of the adequacy of the 
previously submitted Archeological Resources Study. Should this evaluation conclude that 
additional analysis is necessary, the project sponsor would be required to retain the services of 
a qualified archeological consultant with expertise in California prehistoric and urban 
historical archeology to prepare an addendum to the previous Archeological Resources Study 
under the direction of Planning Department staff. The addendum to the Archeological 
Resources Study would evaluate the potential effects of the project on CEQA-significant 
archeological resources with respect to the site- and project-specific information absent 
information in existing archeological reports. It is likely that the project sponsor would be 
responsible for undertaking a pre-construction testing and evaluation program for the 
discovery of potential archeological resources on the site, along with appropriate treatment 
and application of a data recovery plan for resources that may be discovered. The Planning 
Department’s list of approved archeological consultants is available at: http://www.sf-
planning.org/ftp/files/MEA/Archeological_Review_consultant_pool.pdf. 

3. Tribal Cultural Resources. Tribal cultural resources (TCRs) are a class of resource established 
under CEQA in 2015. TCRs are defined as a site, feature, place, cultural landscape, sacred 
place or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, that is either 
included on or eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources or a 
local historic register, or is a resource that the lead agency, at its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, determines is a TCR. Planning Department staff will review the 
proposed project to determine if it may cause an adverse effect to a TCR; this will occur in 
tandem with preliminary archeological review. No additional information is needed from the 
project sponsor at this time. Consultation with California Native American tribes regarding 
TCRs may be required at the request of the tribes. If staff determines that the proposed project 
may have a potential significant adverse impact on a TCR, mitigation measures will be 
identified and required. Mitigation measures may include avoidance, protection, or 
preservation of the TCR and development of interpretation and public education and artistic 
programs. 

4. Transportation. Based on the Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis 
Guidelines for Environmental Review,6 the project would require additional transportation 
analysis to determine whether the project may result in a significant impact. Therefore, the 
Planning Department requires that a consultant listed in the Planning Department’s 
Transportation Consultant Pool prepare a Transportation Impact Study. You are required to 
pay additional fees for the study; please contact Virnaliza Byrd at (415) 575-9025 to arrange 
payment. Once you pay the fees, please contact Manoj Madhavan at (415) 575-9095 or 
manoj.madhavan@sfgov.org so that he can provide you with a list of three consultants from 
the pre-qualified Transportation Consultant Pool. Upon selection of a transportation 
consultant, the Department will assign a transportation planner who will direct the scope of 

                                                
5 Archeo-Tec, 725 Harrison Street Project: Archeological Resources Study, December 7, 2006. Available for review at the   
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, in File No. 2005.0759E. 
6 This document is available at: http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1886.  

mailto:manoj.madhavan@sfgov.org
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1886
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the consultant-prepared study. A final scope of work for the previous project proposal was 
approved in 2006. The environmental review process would include updating the approved 
scope of work to reflect the current proposal as well as the current understanding of the 
existing and future cumulative environment, including build out of the Central Subway 
project and implementation of the Central SoMa Plan. 

Additionally, the proposed project is located on a high-injury corridor as mapped by Vision 
Zero.7 Planning staff have reviewed the proposed site plans and offer the following 
recommendations, some of which address the safety of persons walking and bicycling to and 
from the project site and vicinity: 

• Show the widths of existing and proposed curb cuts as well as proposed bike and 
automobile parking on the plans 

• Project should be reviewed by the Streets Design Advisory Team (SDAT) 

• Project team should coordinate with Central SoMa Planning Team and nearby 
projects currently conducting transportation impact studies.  

5. Noise. The Eastern Neighborhoods Noise Mitigation Measures F-1 and F-2 (Construction 
Noise) are intended to reduce construction-related noise impacts. If construction of the project 
would involve pile driving, Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Noise Mitigation Measure F-1: 
Construction Noise, which addresses requirements related to the use of pile driving, would 
apply. This mitigation measure prohibits the use of impact pile drivers wherever feasible and 
requires that contractors use pile driving equipment with state-of-the-art noise shielding and 
muffling devices. To reduce noise and vibration impacts, sonic or vibratory sheetpile drivers, 
rather than impact drivers, shall be used wherever sheetpiles are needed. Project sponsors 
shall also require that contractors schedule pile-driving activity for times of the day that 
would minimize disturbance to neighbors. 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Noise Mitigation Measure F-2: Construction Noise requires that the 
project sponsor develop a set of site-specific noise attenuation measures under the supervision 
of a qualified acoustical consultant when the environmental review of a development project 
determines that construction noise controls are necessary due to the nature of planned 
construction practices and sensitivity of proximate uses. This mitigation measure requires that 
a plan for such measures be submitted to DBI prior to commencing construction to ensure that 
maximum feasible noise attenuation will be achieved. 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Noise Mitigation Measure F-5: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses may 
apply to the proposed project because the project might site production, distribution, and 
repair (PDR) uses near sensitive noise receptors. The PDR uses could generate noise levels in 
excess of ambient noise, either short term, at nighttime, or as a 24-hour average, in the project 

                                                
7 This document is available at: http://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/projects/2015/vision-zero-san-francisco.pdf.  

http://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/projects/2015/vision-zero-san-francisco.pdf
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site vicinity. The Environmental Coordinator will determine whether this measures applies 
when the sponsor decides the programming for the proposed project’s “flexible” space.  

6. Air Quality. The proposed project at approximately 907,300 square feet of office and 9,900 
square feet of retail, and 53,600 square feet of “flexible” space exceeds the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) construction and operational screening levels for 
criteria air pollutants.8 Therefore, an analysis of the project’s criteria air pollutant emissions is 
likely to be required. Please provide detailed information related to construction equipment, 
phasing and duration of each phase, and the volume of excavation as part of the EEA. 

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 construction dust impacts, the proposed project will be required to 
adhere to the dust control requirements set forth in the Construction Dust Ordinance 
contained in San Francisco Health Code Article 22B and San Francisco Building Code Section 
106.A.3.2.6. The proposed project is also required to prepare a Construction Dust Control Plan 
for review and approval by the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH).  

The project site is located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, as mapped and defined by 
Health Code Article 38. The Air Pollutant Exposure Zone identifies areas with poor air quality 
based on modeling of air pollution, exposures, and health vulnerability from mobile, 
stationary, and area source emissions within San Francisco. Equipment exhaust measures 
during construction, such as those identified in Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure 
G-1: Construction Air Quality, will likely be required. Mitigation Measure G-1 requires project 
sponsors to require contractors to maintain and operate construction equipment so as to 
minimize exhaust emissions of particulates and other pollutants. Please provide detailed 
information related to construction equipment, phasing and duration of each phase, and the 
volume of excavation as part of the EEA.  

If the project would generate new sources of toxic air contaminants including, but not limited 
to: diesel generators or boilers, or any other stationary sources, the project would result in 
toxic air contaminants that may affect off-site sensitive receptors. Given the proposed project’s 
height of 240 feet, the proposed project would likely require a backup diesel generator and 
additional measures, such as that described in Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure 
G-3: Siting of Uses that Emit DPM and Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-4: Siting 
of Uses that Emit Other TACs, will likely be necessary to reduce its emissions. Please provide 
detailed information related to any proposed stationary sources with the EEA.  

7. 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. Projects that 
are consistent with San Francisco’s Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy would result in less-
than-significant impacts from GHG emissions. To facilitate a determination of compliance 

                                                
8 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011, Chapter 3. 
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with San Francisco’s Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy, the Planning Department has 
prepared a Greenhouse Gas Analysis Compliance Checklist.9 The project sponsor is 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 planner during the environmental review process to determine if the 
project would comply with San Francisco’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy. Projects that 
do not comply with an ordinance or regulation may be determined to be inconsistent with the 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy. 

8. Wind. The proposed project would involve construction of a building over 80 feet in height. 
The project will therefore require a consultant-prepared wind analysis. An initial wind 
evaluation was conducted for a prior proposal on the project site that included the 
construction of six nine-story buildings. The proposed project analyzed in this PPA differs 
considerably from the previously analyzed project. Therefore, a consultant-prepared 
supplemental wind analysis is required, which may include wind tunnel testing if needed. 
The consultant will be required to prepare a proposed scope of work for review and approval 
by the Environmental Planning coordinator prior to proceeding with the analysis. 

9. Shadow. The proposed project would result in construction of a building greater than 40 feet 
in height. A preliminary shadow fan analysis prepared by Planning Department staff 
indicates that the proposed project could cast shadows on public open space at the Moscone 
Center South and on South Park, a Recreation and Parks Department property on South Park 
Street between 2nd and 3rd Streets. For more information on Planning Code Section 295, see 
“Preliminary Project Comments” below. The project sponsor is therefore required to hire a 
qualified consultant to prepare a detailed shadow study. The consultant must submit a 
Shadow Study Application, which can be found on the Planning Department’s website 
(http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=539). A separate fee 
is required. The consultant must also prepare a proposed scope of work for review and 
approval by Environmental Planning staff prior to preparing the analysis. 

10. Geology. The project site is located within a Seismic Hazard Zone (Liquefaction Hazard Zone 
likely underlain by artificial fill). Any new construction on the site is therefore subject to a 
mandatory Interdepartmental Project Review.10 A geotechnical study prepared by a qualified 
consultant must be submitted with the EEA. A geotechnical report was prepared for a 
previous proposal that included the construction of six nine-story buildings with one level of 
subterranean parking. The current proposal is considerably different and may require 
considerably different construction techniques. The new consultant-prepared study should 
address whether the site is subject to liquefaction, and should provide recommendations for 
any geotechnical concerns identified in the study. In general, compliance with the building 
codes would avoid the potential for significant impacts related to structural damage, ground 

                                                
9  Refer to http://sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1886 for latest “Greenhouse Gas Compliance Checklist for Private 
Development Projects.” 
  

http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=539)
http://sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1886
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subsidence, liquefaction, landslides, and surface settlement. To assist Planning Department 
staff in determining whether the project would result in environmental impacts related to 
geological hazards, it is recommended that you provide a copy of the geotechnical 
information with boring logs for the proposed project. This study will also help inform the 
Planning Department Archeologist of the project site’s subsurface geological conditions. 

11. Hazardous Materials. The proposed project would excavate to a depth of 21 feet on a 
previously industrial site with known leaking underground storage tanks (LUFTs). Although 
the volume of soil disturbance is unknown, it would likely exceed 50 cubic yards. Therefore, 
the project is subject to Article 22A of the Health Code, also known as the Maher Ordinance. 
The Maher Ordinance, which is administered and overseen by the Department of Public 
Health (DPH), requires the project sponsor to retain the services of a qualified professional to 
prepare a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) that meets the requirements of Health 
Code Section 22.A.6. A Phase I ESA and Phase II Environmental Site Characterization were 
previously prepared for the project site in February and October of 2007, respectively.11 
Results of these studies indicate that the project site is on the State of California’s Water 
Resources Control Board list of leaking underground storage tanks and on the California 
Environmental Protection Agency’s Cortese List of known contaminated sites. According to 
the Phase I ESA, fourteen underground storage tanks were removed from six separate 
locations on the project site in 1996. The project sponsor must work with DPH to determine 
whether further analysis is necessary as well as what remediation is required. These steps are 
required to be completed prior to the issuance of any building permit.  

DPH requires that projects subject to the Maher Ordinance complete a Maher Application, 
available at: http://www.sfdph.org/dph/EH/HazWaste/hazWasteSiteMitigation.asp. Fees for 
DPH review and oversight of projects subject to the ordinance would apply. Please refer to 
DPH’s fee schedule, available at: http://www.sfdph.org/dph/EH/Fees.asp#haz. Please provide 
a copy of the submitted Maher Application and Phase I ESA with the EEA.  

The proposed project includes the demolition of existing buildings on the project site. 
Therefore, Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Hazardous Materials Mitigation Measure L-1: Hazardous 
Building Materials would be applicable. The mitigation measure requires that the project 
sponsor ensure that any equipment containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) or di(2-
ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEPH), such as fluorescent light ballasts, and any fluorescent light 
tubes containing mercury be removed and properly disposed of in accordance with applicable 
federal, state, and local laws. In addition, any other hazardous materials identified, either 
before or during work, must be abated according to applicable federal, state, and local laws. 

Because the existing buildings were constructed prior to 1980, asbestos-containing materials, 
such as floor and wall coverings, may be found in the buildings. The Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD) is responsible for regulating airborne pollutants including 
asbestos. Please contact BAAQMD for the requirements related to demolition of buildings 

                                                
11 San Francisco Planning Department. Interdepartmental Project Review. Available online at:  
http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=522. 

http://www.sfdph.org/dph/EH/HazWaste/hazWasteSiteMitigation.asp
http://www.sfdph.org/dph/EH/Fees.asp#haz
http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=522
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with asbestos-containing materials. In addition, because of their age (constructed prior to 
1978), lead paint may be found in the existing buildings. Please contact the San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection (DBI) for requirements related to the demolition of 
buildings that may contain lead paint. 

12. 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. Any such trees must be shown on the site plans with the size of the trunk 
diameter, tree height, and accurate canopy drip line. Please submit the Tree Planting and 
Protection Checklist with the EEA and ensure that trees are appropriately shown on site plans. 
Also see the comments below under “Street Trees.” 

13. Disclosure Report for Developers of Major City Projects. The San Francisco Ethics 
Commission S.F. Camp. & Govt. Conduct Code § 3.520 et seq. requires developers to provide 
the public with information about donations that developers make to nonprofit organizations 
that may communicate with the City and County regarding major development projects. This 
report must be completed and filed by the developer of any “major project.” A major project is 
a real estate development project located in the City and County of San Francisco with 
estimated construction costs exceeding $1,000,000 where either: (1) The Planning Commission 
or any other local lead agency certifies an EIR for the project; or (2) The project relies on a 
program EIR and the Planning Department, Planning Commission, or any other local lead 
agency adopts any final environmental determination under CEQA. A final environmental 
determination includes: the issuance of a Community Plan Exemption (CPE); certification of a 
CPE/EIR; adoption of a CPE/Final Mitigated Negative Declaration; or a project approval by 
the Planning Commission that adopts CEQA Findings. (In instances where more than one of 
the preceding determinations occur, the filing requirement shall be triggered by the earliest 
such determination.) A major project does not include a residential development project with 
four or fewer dwelling units. The first (or initial) report must be filed within 30 days of the 
date the Planning Commission (or any other local lead agency) certifies the EIR for that 
project or, for a major project relying on a program EIR, within 30 days of the date that the 
Planning Department, Planning Commission, or any other local lead agency adopts a final 
environmental determination under CEQA. Please submit a Disclosure Report for Developers 
of Major City Projects to the San Francisco Ethics Commission. This form can be found at the 
Planning Department or online at http://www.sfethics.org. 

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.  
 
Note that the subject parcel is within the Central SoMa Plan area. The Central Corridor Draft Plan 
for Public Review was published in April 2013. The Central SoMa Plan process is anticipated to be 
completed in 2016. The proposals in the Draft Plan are subject to change and are contingent on the 
eventual approval by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors. Please see the 

http://www.sfethics.org/
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Preliminary Project Comments section for more details on proposed requirements under the Draft 
Plan. 
 
1. Rezoning. The project site is located within the SLI (Service/Light Industrial) District. The 

proposed office use is not permitted under this zoning, but the proposed industrial and retail 
(subject to applicable size restrictions) uses would be allowed.  In order for the project to 
proceed, the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors would need to approve new 
zoning controls for the subject parcel.  

 
The zoning concepts included in the Central Corridor Draft Plan indicate that a 
reclassification to MUO (Mixed Use Office) is being considered for the site. Office use is 
permitted in the MUO Zoning District. Please see further discussion in the Preliminary Project 
Comments section. 

 
2. Height District Reclassification. The project site is located within the 85/55/45-X Height and 

Bulk District. The height of the proposed project would exceed this height limit of the existing 
designations. In order for the project to proceed, the Board of Supervisors would need to 
approve a Height District Reclassification for the subject parcel.  

 
The zoning concepts published in the Central Corridor Draft Plan (April 2013) indicate that 
height limits of 85 to 130 feet (proposed Mid-Rise Scenario Alternative) and 85/160T, 130, and 
85 feet (proposed High-Rise Scenario Alternative) are being considered for this site. The 
proposed project would not conform with these alternatives put forward in the Draft Plan. 
However, the EIR currently underway will study a High-Rise Height Alternative of up to 240 
feet on the west side of the project site. This analysis is not an indication of which height 
scenario will ultimately be adopted as part of the Plan and is not a guarantee that the Planning 
Commission or the Board of Supervisors will approve changes to height limits.  Please see 
further discussion in the Preliminary Project Comments section below. 

 
3. A Large Project Authorization from the Planning Commission is required per Planning Code 

Section 329 for the new construction of a building greater than 75 feet in height and greater 
than 25,000 gross square feet.  

 
4. A Shadow Application must be submitted, per Planning Code Section 295 and 147.  Due to 

potential shadow impacts on nearby property owned by the San Francisco Recreation and 
Park Department (see “Preliminary Project Comments” below), the project must be approved 
by the Recreation and Park Commission and shading of other public plazas.  

 
5. An Office Allocation from the Planning Commission is required per Planning Code Section 

321 et seq. to establish more than 25,000 gross square feet of new office space.  
 
6. A Building Permit Application is required for the demolition of the existing building on the 

subject property. 
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7. A Building Permit Application is required for the proposed new construction on the subject 

property. 
 
All 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.sfplanning.org. 
Building Permit applications are available at the Department of Building Inspections at 1660 
Mission Street.  

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.  
 
This project is required to conduct a Pre-Application Meeting with surrounding neighbors and 
registered neighborhood groups before a development application may be filed with the Planning 
Department. The Pre-application packet, which includes instructions and template forms, is 
available at www.sfplanning.org under the “Permits & Zoning” tab. All registered neighborhood 
group mailing lists are available online at www.sfplanning.org under the “Resource Center” tab.  
 
PRELIMINARY PROJECT COMMENTS:  
The following analysis examines the proposed project under the proposed zoning outlined within 
the Draft Central SoMa Area Plan. Unless otherwise noted, the comments apply to both project 
proposals submitted for this property. 
 
1. Interdepartmental Project Review. This review is required for all proposed new construction 

in seismic hazard zones, in which the subject property falls. You may access the application at 
the following link http://www.sf-
planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=522.  

2. Existing Zoning/Height-Bulk. The subject property is zoned as a Service/Light Industrial 
(SLI) district, which does not permit the proposed office use, but does permit the proposed 
industrial and retail (subject to applicable size restrictions) uses. It is located within the 
45/55/85-X height and bulk districts, which does not permit the project’s proposed height and 
bulk. The project could not be approved under existing zoning. 
 

3. Central SoMa Plan. The subject property falls within the ongoing Central SoMa Plan study 
area bounded by 2nd, 6th, Townsend and Market Streets. The Central Corridor Draft Plan was 
published in April 2013 and is currently being evaluated in an Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR). The Draft Plan proposes changes to the allowed land uses and building heights, and 
includes a strategy for improving the public realm in this area. The EIR, the Plan, and the 
proposed rezoning and affiliated Code changes are anticipated to be brought before decision-
makers for approval in 2016. 

http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=522
http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=522
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The Central Corridor Draft Plan includes recommendations for new land use controls as well 
as new height and bulk controls for the subject property. The Draft Plan is available for 
download at http://centralsoma.sfplanning.org. Further comments in this section of the PPA 
are based on the draft Central Corridor Draft Plan. 

 
4. Urban Form: Height and Bulk. In recognition of the desire to accommodate more growth in 

the area, the draft Central Corridor Plan recommends changing the height limits of the subject 
property to 85-130 feet. Additionally, the Draft Plan includes a Higher Height Alternative, 
which would allow additional height up to a maximum of 85-160T feet on a portion of the 
west half of the subject property, while the EIR is evaluating a development scenario of up to 
240 feet. The proposed building, ranges 65 feet at the street wall to 130 for the Mid-Rise 
portion on the east side of the site to a 240-foot tower on the west side of the site, which is not 
consistent with the draft Central Corridor Plan.  As noted above, the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report will be evaluating additional height alternatives up to 240 feet for this site. The 
draft Plan publication and ongoing EIR analysis is not an indication of which heights will 
ultimately be adopted as part of the final Plan and is not a guarantee that the Planning 
Commission or the Board of Supervisors will approve the proposed heights or whether these 
bodies will change existing height limits.  

 
Regardless of what height scenario is finally adopted by the Plan, any portions of the building 
exceeding 85-feet in height would be subject to additional setback requirements and bulk 
restrictions. Please see the Preliminary Design Comments below for additional discussion of 
massing and site design. The Central SoMa Draft Policy Paper on Bulk requirements describes 
the most recent proposal for the Plan’s bulk controls, intended to ensure that the 
neighborhood urban form supports light, air, and sun access to the street, while supporting 
greater densities. The paper is available at:  

 
Central SoMa Draft Policy Paper: Bulk (February 2015): 
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/Citywide/Central_Corridor/Central_SoMa_Draft_Policy_Paper-
Feb2015_graphics.pdf 

 
Please note that existing requirements in Eastern Neighborhoods districts for mid-block alleys 
and massing reduction for large projects will continue to apply. Please review the following 
comments for more information. 

 
5. Land Use/Site Design/Key Development Site Guidelines. The Planning Department has 

developed draft Key Development Sites Guidelines for properties throughout the Plan 
Area, including the 4th and Harrison Site (Site 6; 3762/106,108,109,112,116&117), which is 
the subject of this PPA application. These design guidelines were crafted to help shape 
development of these key sites, particularly where their size presents special possibilities 
for realizing public realm or other public benefit objectives, where there is a need for 
coordination between or within sites, and/or where adjacent investments in transit or 

http://centralsoma.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/Citywide/Central_Corridor/Central_SoMa_Draft_Policy_Paper-Feb2015_graphics.pdf
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/Citywide/Central_Corridor/Central_SoMa_Draft_Policy_Paper-Feb2015_graphics.pdf
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open space infrastructure require special consideration of the relationship between 
private development and the public realm. These guidelines are available at:  

 Central SoMa Draft Policy Document: Key Development Sites Guidelines (March 2015): 
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/Citywide/Central_Corridor/Draft_CentralSoMa_Policy_Paper-
Key_Development_Site_Guidelines-March2015.pdf 
 

The Guidelines for Site 6 (4th and Harrison)  call for the following: 
• Midblock Alley – Connecting Harrison to Perry. The proposed project is not 

consistent with this guideline and the project should be altered to provide a clear 
connection aligning with Lapu Lapu Street through to Perry Street.  

• Privately-Owned Public Open Spaces (“POPOS”) – These should be oriented 
toward Harrison Streets and well-connected to the surrounding streets. The POPOS as 
proposed would not be functional or highly attractive spaces. The spaces should be 
combined to accentuate the above-described mid-block connection to Perry Street. An 
indoor POPOS, (which accommodates rentable building space above) could be highly 
desirable if provided in the form a high-ceiling multi-purpose community facility that 
could be used for recreation (e.g. basketball) or other community uses. Alternatively, 
the POPOS requirement could be satisfied through significant improvements under 
Highway 80. Regardless, alternatives for the proposed POPOS need to be provided.  

• Ground Floor Activation – Ground floor should be active commercial (eg retail, PDR) 
or community serving uses. Office uses on the ground floor along significant stretches 
of public-facing facade are not desirable. The composition of the ground floor needs 
to be rethought as it does not provide for active ground floor space and is not 
consistent with the intent of the guideline.  

• Parking and Loading – The use of Perry is consistent with the guideline.  
• Building Massing – 70% mass reduction along Perry. Plans should demonstrate 

compliance.   
• 4th Street Setback/Sidewalk Widening – Because it may not be possible to widen 

sidewalks into the roadway due to the subway configuration, the project should plan 
on providing at least a 5-foot ground level setback along 4th Street to provide a 
minimum 15’ sidewalk width. The setback must extend at least 25’ above grade and 
be free and clear of all obstructions, but building area may project above that height. 

• Affordable Housing – This guideline requests that the project sponsor discuss 
options with the City for dedication/acquisition of a portion of the east side of the site 
to accommodate affordable housing. Dedication of land may provide an opportunity 
to offset required impact fees.  

 
The plans should be revised to be consistent with the Guidelines. Also, please see the 
Preliminary Design Comments section below for additional comments.    

 
6. Open Space/Privately-Owned Public Open Space (POPOS). The Central Corridor Draft Plan 

proposes a requirement that commercial developments include a minimum amount of 
Privately-Owned Public Open Space (POPOS), similar to those required in the C-3 district 

http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/Citywide/Central_Corridor/Draft_CentralSoMa_Policy_Paper-Key_Development_Site_Guidelines-March2015.pdf
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/Citywide/Central_Corridor/Draft_CentralSoMa_Policy_Paper-Key_Development_Site_Guidelines-March2015.pdf
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under Section 138. If these requirements are adopted as part of the plan, such spaces would 
need to meet specified provisions on accessibility, design quality, and operations and 
maintenance. Please see the Central SoMa policy paper on POPOS, found below. 
Additionally, refer to the following comments, those above in the “Key Development Site 
Guidelines” section, and in the Design comments for further direction regarding the proposed 
POPOS.   

 
Central SoMa Draft Policy Document: Privately Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS) 
(November 2014): 
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/Citywide/Central_Corridor/Draft_CentralSoMa_POPOS_Policy-
November2014.pdf 

 
7. Streetscape Improvements & Fourth Street Frontage.  The Draft Plan calls for streetscape 

improvements across the study area, with streetscape improvements proposed along Harrison 
Street in order to enhance the pedestrian experience. Proposed improvements on this section 
of Harrison Street include wider sidewalks, reducing full-time dedicated parking, and adding 
dedicated transit lane and a signalized mid-block crossing. The Plan would also prohibit new 
curb cuts on this street.  The proposed project will be expected to implement street 
improvements consistent with the Plan along any adjacent street and alley frontages.   
 
With the land use changes proposed in the Draft Plan and the beginning of light rail service 
along 4th Street, very high pedestrian volumes are anticipated along the 4th Street frontage of 
the project site. However, engineering constraints prevent the City from widening the existing 
10-foot wide sidewalks to the 15-foot width recommended by the Better Streets Plan. Since the 
viability of intensive development as envisioned by the Draft Plan and reflected in the 
proposed project depends on a high-grade and adequate pedestrian environment, the Draft 
Plan requires that all development be set back at least 5 feet from the property line along 4th 
Street in order to widen the sidewalk. The upper floors above 25 feet from sidewalk level may 
extend to the property line in a column-free cantilever. The required 15 foot upper-floor step-
back described in the Urban Form: Height and Bulk section above would be measured from 
the property line. 

 
In addition, the proposed project site is large enough to trigger the submittal of a Streetscape 
Plan under Section 138.1. Proposed improvements will be a combination of specifics from the 
Central SoMa plan and those items listed in Section 138.1. Furthermore, the site is located 
within a Vision Zero Corridor, which warrants additional streetscape focus on safety. 
Improvements could include street trees, widened sidewalks (12-15 feet), mid-block 
crosswalk, and special crosswalk treatment as examples. Please note that the sidewalk 
treatment on Perry Street appears to be deficient. The formal submittal will be required to 
include a streetscape plan for review.  
 
 
 

http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/Citywide/Central_Corridor/Draft_CentralSoMa_POPOS_Policy-November2014.pdf
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/Citywide/Central_Corridor/Draft_CentralSoMa_POPOS_Policy-November2014.pdf
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8. Sustainability & Central SoMa Eco-District.  
The Planning Department has identified the Central SoMa plan area as a Type 2 Eco-District—
an infill area composed of many smaller parcels and property owners. An “eco-district” is a 
neighborhood or district where residents, community institutions, property owners, 
developers, and businesses join together with city staff and utility providers to meet 
sustainability goals by formulating a portfolio of innovative projects at a district or block-
level. The Department sees a special opportunity for new development sites in Central SoMa 
to exhibit a variety of sustainability best practices including and beyond those required by the 
Green Building Code and other City and State environmental requirements.  

All major new development in the Central SoMa Plan Area will be expected to participate in 
some capacity in the Eco-District Program and a possible Sustainability Management 
Association to help guide it. Planning staff are working with other City agencies and the 
development community to explore both voluntary options and possible new requirements 
related to renewable energy generation (solar), high performing rooftop uses (renewable 
energy, living roofs, stormwater management and open space) and non-potable water 
recycling systems. Additionally, the Planning Department is exploring possibilities for 
activating and greening land located near and underneath the freeway.  

As development in the Plan Area progresses, Department staff are interested in working with  
development and design teams to help achieve the Area Plan’s sustainability goals. 
Department staff are available to discuss how the project’s environmental performance and 
community benefit may be improved and best contribute to the larger Central SoMa Eco-
District. For more information please see:   

San Francisco Eco-District Program:  
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3051 
 
Central SoMa Eco-District Task Force Recommendations Report (2013):  
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/plans-and-programs/emerging_issues/sustainable-
development/CentralSoMa_EcoDTaskForceReport_112513.pdf  
 
Living Roofs Program: 
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3839  

 
9. Interdepartmental Project Review. This review is required for all proposed new construction 

in seismic hazard zones, in which the subject property falls. A link to the application has been 
provided below:  

 
Link: http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=522  

 
10. Large Project Authorization: Planning Code Section 329 outlines the requirements for a Large 

Project Authorization in Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Zoning Districts. Under these 
requirements, a Large Project Authorization is required of new construction of more than 
25,000 gross square feet. All large projects within the MUO Zoning District are subject to 
review by the Planning Commission in an effort to achieve the objectives and policies of the 

http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3051
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/plans-and-programs/emerging_issues/sustainable-development/CentralSoMa_EcoDTaskForceReport_112513.pdf
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/plans-and-programs/emerging_issues/sustainable-development/CentralSoMa_EcoDTaskForceReport_112513.pdf
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3839
http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=522
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General Plan, the applicable Design Guidelines and the Planning Code.  Additional 
modifications of certain Planning Code requirements may be granted under the Large Project 
Authorization. Please clarify in your application which code requirements you are requesting 
exceptions from through the LPA process.  

 

11. Office Allocation. As defined in Planning Code Section 321, the proposed project would need 
to obtain an Office Development Authorization from the Planning Commission for new 
construction of over 25,000 GSF of office use. Please note that proposed amount of office use 
exceeds the annual limit allocation of 875,000 GSF per year for large cap projects (more than 
50,000 GSF), such that entitlement of the proposed project in its entirety would depend on the 
accrual of unused allocations over more than one annual cycle. The Planning Department 
recommends that the project sponsor monitor the status of the Annual Limit Program at:  
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3254   

 

12. Permitted Obstructions. Planning Code Section 136 allows specific architectural elements to 
encroach in to the required front setback and rear yard. The proposed plans do not indicate 
any of these types of features. Please be aware of the requirements when refining the 
architecture of the building.  

 

13. Bird Safety. Planning Code Section 139 requires architectural features to be design in a 
manner to reduce potential bird collisions with the glazing on the building. The site is not 
located near an Urban Bird Refuge. The formal submittal will need to demonstrate that the 
glazing on the structure complies with the required treatment for architectural features.  
 

14. Street trees. The Department of Public works requires the planting of Street Trees pursuant to 
Article 16, Section 805(a) and (d) and 806 (d). Generally, one street tree for every 20 feet of 
frontage for new construction will be required. You may contact Carla Short at the 
Department of Public Works for additional information (carla.short@sfdpw.org). You may 
also view the code requirements at the following link:  view the requirements at the following 
link: 
http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/publicworks/article16urbanforestryordin
ance?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_806    
 

15. Street Frontage. Planning Code Section 145.1 outlines requirements for street frontages to 
ensure that they are pedestrian-oriented, fine-grained, active and are appropriate and 
compatible with the buildings in MUO District. Please ensure that the ground floor street 
frontage meets all of these requirements as related to use, ground floor ceiling height, 
transparency, fenestration, gates, railings and grillwork. Section 145.1(c)(2) further limits the 
amount of building frontage dedicated to parking to not more than 1/3 or 20 feet. The formal 
submittal should clearly indicate compliance with these requirements.  
 

http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3254
http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/publicworks/article16urbanforestryordinance?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_806
http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/publicworks/article16urbanforestryordinance?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_806
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16. Shadow. Planning Code Section 147 states that a shadow analysis is required any project over 
50 feet in height in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area. Similarly, Planning Code Section 
295 requires a shadow analysis be conducted for any project greater than 40 feet in height. The 
preliminary analysis for the proposed project indicates that it may cast shadows on nearby 
public parks and plazas; therefore, additional analysis will be required. See comment 
regarding “Shadows” in the Environmental Review section for more information. 
 

17. Parking. Under the zoning proposed (MUO) in the Draft Central Corridor Plan, no parking 
would be required. However, parking maximums, are listed in Planning Code Section 151.1. 
For office use within the MUO Zoning District, parking is limited to seven percent of the gross 
floor area of office use. For retail use within the MUO Zoning District, parking is permitted at 
a ratio of 1 car for each 1,500 square feet of retail use. For other manufacturing and industrial 
uses, parking is permitted at a ratio of 1 car for each 1,500 square feet of occupied floor area. 
Based on the plans, the amount of parking allowed for Office is approximately 63,300 square 
feet and the plans include over 130,000 square feet of parking area.  The maximum amount of 
parking Office space is not eligible for a Variance or Exception. The amount of parking will 
need to be updated to indicate compliance with the requirements of the Code. If the loading 
and driveway entrances comprise more than 1/3 or 20% of the street frontage, then it would 
need to be included in the LPA modifications.  
 

18. Loading Areas. Planning Code Section 152.1 requires off-street loading areas based on the 
square footage of each use. The Key Development Site Guidelines notes that loading spaces 
should be located off Perry Street. Based uses identified in the plans and the Key 
Development Site Guidelines, a minimum of 11 off-street loading spaces would be required 
based on 907,300 square feet for Office and assuming Retail for the ground floor. The plans 
would need to be updated accordingly, or you may request an exception for the number of 
loading spaces through the Large Project Authorization process. You would need to 
substantiate the need for the lower amount.  
 

19. Bicycle Parking & Showers. Planning Code Section 155.2 outlines the requirement for bicycle 
parking in new development. The number of required Class 1 and Class 2 bicycle parking 
spaces shall be dependent on the amount of retail, PDR, and office space.  
 
In addition, Planning Code Section 155.4 outlines the requirement for shower facilities and 
lockers for office and retail development. For office development over 50,000 square feet, a 
minimum four showers and twenty-four clothes lockers are required. Please ensure 
compliance with these requirements.   
 

20. Car-Sharing. Planning Code Section 166 provides the required number of car sharing spaces 
for new construction.  The number of required car-share parking spaces shall be dependent on 
the amount of off-street parking. Please ensure compliance with this requirement. 
 



 20 

21. Transportation Management Program. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 163, an agreement 
will be required to be executed with the Planning Department to ensure that transportation 
brokerage services are provided for the life of the project.  
 

22. Diaper Changing Facilities. Section 168 requires the location of diaper changing facilities for 
nonresidential uses at each level. Please demonstrate compliance in your formal submittal.  
 

23. Horizontal Mass Reduction. Planning Code Section 270.1 requires a horizontal mass 
reduction for all new construction projects with street frontage greater than 200-ft in length. 
Currently, the proposed project has approximately 241-ft of frontage along Harrison Street. 
Therefore, the proposed project is required to incorporate a mass reduction that: 1) is not less 
than 30-ft in width; 2) is not less than 60-ft in depth from the street-facing building façade; 3) 
extends up to the sky from a level not higher than 25-ft above grade or the third-story, 
whichever is lower; and 4) results in discrete building sections with a maximum plan length 
along the street frontage not greater than 200-ft. Please ensure that the project meets this 
requirement. This requirement may be modified through Section 329, Large Project 
Authorization. Please see Design Comments below.  
 

24. Narrow Street Height Provisions. For projects within the MUO Zoning District along a 
Narrow Street (a public right of way less than or equal to 40 feet in width, or any mid-block 
passage or alley that is less than 40 feet in width), Planning Code Section 261.1 specifies that 
all subject frontages shall have upper stories set back at least 10 feet at the property line above 
a height equivalent to 1.25 times the width of the abutting narrow street. No part or feature of 
a building may penetrate the required setback plane, this provision this code provision is not 
variable.  Please see Design Comments below.  
 

25. Mid-Block Alley. Planning Code Section 270.2 outlines requirements for new construction on 
parcels that have one or more street frontages of over 200 linear feet on a block face longer 
than 400 feet between intersections. For new construction on lots with greater than 300 linear 
feet of street frontage, a publicly accessible mid-block alley for the entire depth of the property 
will be required. This alley should generally be located toward the middle of the subject block 
face and be perpendicular to the subject frontage. Additional provisions for this requirement 
are specified within the aforementioned code section. Please see Key Development Site 
Guidelines comment above and Design Comments below.  

 
26. Flood Notification. The project site is in a block that has the potential to flood during storms. 

The SFPUC will review the permit application to comment on the proposed application and 
the potential for flooding during wet weather. Applicants for building permits for either new 
construction, change of use, or change of occupancy, or for major alterations or enlargements 
must contact the SFPUC at the beginning of the process to determine whether the project 
would result in ground-level flooding during storms. Requirements may include provision of 
measures to ensure positive sewage flow, raised elevation of entryways, and/or special 
sidewalk construction and the provision of deep gutters. The side sewer connection permits 
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for such projects need to be reviewed and approved by the SFPUC at the beginning of the 
review process for all permit applications submitted to the Planning Department, DBI, or the 
Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency. For information required for 
the review of projects in flood-prone areas, the permit applicant shall refer to Bulletin No. 4: 
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/publications_reports/DB_04_Flood_Zones.pdf.  

27. Stormwater. If the project results in a ground surface disturbance of 5,000 sf or greater, it is 
subject to San Francisco’s stormwater management requirements as outlined in the 
Stormwater Management Ordinance and the corresponding SFPUC Stormwater Design 
Guidelines (Guidelines). Projects that trigger the stormwater management requirements must 
prepare a Stormwater Control Plan demonstrating project adherence to the performance 
measures outlined in the Guidelines including: (a) reduction in total volume and peak flow rate 
of stormwater for areas in combined sewer systems OR (b) stormwater treatment for areas in 
separate sewer systems. The SFPUC Wastewater Enterprise, Urban Watershed Management 
Program is responsible for review and approval of the Stormwater Control Plan. Without 
SFPUC approval of a Stormwater Control Plan, no site or building permits can be issued. The 
Guidelines also require a signed maintenance agreement to ensure proper care of the 
necessary stormwater controls. To view the Stormwater Management Ordinance, the 
Stormwater Design Guidelines, or download instructions for the Stormwater Control Plan, go 
to http://sfwater.org/sdg. Applicants may contact stormwaterreview@sfwater.org for 
assistance. 

28. 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. 

29. Non-potable Water Reuse. Beginning November 1, 2015, all new buildings of 250,000 square 
feet or more of gross floor area, located within the boundaries of San Francisco's designated 
recycled water use area, must install non-potable water reuse systems to treat and reuse 
available alternate water sources for toilet and urinal flushing and irrigation. This requirement 
expands to the entire city the following year, on November 1, 2016. Your project will need 
approvals from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and permits from both the 
Department of Public Health and DBI to verify compliance with the requirements and local 
health and safety codes. To view more information about the requirements, please visit 
http://www.sfwater.org/np. Project teams may contact nonpotable@sfwater.org for assistance. 

30. Transit Impact Development Fee. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 411 et seq., the Transit 
Impact Development Fee (TIDF) will apply to this project. Please be aware that under the 
ongoing Transportation Sustainability Program, a proposed new transportation impact fee 

http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/publications_reports/DB_04_Flood_Zones.pdf
http://sfwater.org/sdg
mailto:stormwaterreview@sfwater.org
http://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=687
http://www.sfwater.org/np
mailto:nonpotable@sfwater.org
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(the Transportation Sustainability Fee, or TSF) may replace the TIDF. Additional information 
on this program is available on the Department’s website at: http://www.sf-
planning.org/index.aspx?page=3035    
 

31. Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fees. This project is subject to the applicable fees outlined in 
Section 423 et seq.  
 

32. Jobs-Housing Linkage Program. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 413 et seq., the Jobs-
Housing Linkage Program fee will apply to this project.  
 

33. Child Care Requirements. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 414 et seq., this project will be 
subject to child care requirements, and/or the associated in-lieu fee, since it is constructing 
more than 50,000 gsf of office space. 
 

34. Public Art. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 429 et seq., this project will be subject to the 
public art requirements, since it involves new construction of non-residential use in excess of 
25,000 sq ft within the MUO Zoning District. 
 

35. First Source Hiring Agreement. A First Source Hiring Agreement is required for any project 
proposing to construct 25,000 gross square feet or more. For more information, please contact: 

 
Ken Nim, Workforce Compliance Officer  
CityBuild, Office of Economic and Workforce Development  
City and County of San Francisco  
50 Van Ness, San Francisco, CA 94102  
(415)581-2303 
 

PRELIMINARY DESIGN COMMENTS:  
The project is located in the Central SoMa Area Plan currently in process. The site is large and 
adjacent to a mixed character of commercial, PDR, and residential uses. While the existing context 
includes one to eight story buildings, the area is anticipated significantly increase in density as it is 
within close proximity to significant transit. The draft plan proposes several high-rise and large 
floorplate mid-rise projects on adjacent blocks.  The following comments below address 
preliminary design issues that may significantly impact the proposed project. In addition, please 
see the Key Development Sites Guidelines (March 2015) for the 4th and Harrison Site available 
here: http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/Citywide/Central_Corridor/Draft_CentralSoMa_Policy_Paper-
Key_Development_Site_Guidelines-March2015.pdf  

1. Site Design, Open Space and Massing. The Planning Department requests that the 
project more directly address the open space requirements proposed in the Central SoMa 
Area Plan. This would include providing POPOS that use up to 15% of the development 
site with the remainder being provided either offsite, detached from the public realm 

http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3035
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3035
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/Citywide/Central_Corridor/Draft_CentralSoMa_Policy_Paper-Key_Development_Site_Guidelines-March2015.pdf
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/Citywide/Central_Corridor/Draft_CentralSoMa_Policy_Paper-Key_Development_Site_Guidelines-March2015.pdf
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above grade, or indoors as discussed above. As this site has a special roofline and ramp 
character, the Department also suggests exploring how the roof could be used as an 
extension of ground floor POPOS as a continuous open space experience which, if done as 
a truly public interface with the street level, would satisfy the ground level POPOS 
requirement. This could be an extraordinary and unique landscape and architecture 
experience. One other opportunity within the plan area would be to provide significant 
indoor public recreational space through an in-kind agreement to help satisfy the POPOS 
requirement. Please review the POPOS Draft Policy Paper (listed under “Public Realm” 
on the SF Planning Central SoMa website) and continue to work with staff to develop 
alternatives. 
 
As the site meets the requirements for Planning Code Section 270.2, the Department 
recommends providing a mid-block alley through the site from Harrison to Perry Street 
generally aligned with Lapu Lapu Street. While there currently is little activity on Perry 
Street, this would provide future access to potential recreation space under the highway 
and generally provide for more porous pedestrian circulation. 
 
The Department requests that the tower element conform to the proposed Central SoMa 
bulk controls intended to support the plan area as a mid-rise district punctuated with 
occasional ‘spire-like’ towers. Proposed bulk controls require a maximum 15,000 SF 
floorplate area for office use above 85’.  
 

2. Street Frontage. The Planning Department has two recommendations for the street 
frontage: the first is to eliminate office programming within the first 25 feet of depth from 
facades as it does not qualify as active use. The second is to find more ways to break the 
long frontage.  The goal of the latter is to relate to the more common horizontal lot width 
dimensions to avoid a “mega-block” expression. This might be achieved by changing the 
pattern, texture, or rhythm of the vertical elements along the Harrison street façade or by 
providing vertical massing breaks. 
 
Additionally, per Planning Code Section 138.1, the Department will require standard 
streetscape elements and sidewalk widening for the appropriate street type per the Better 
Streets Plan, including landscaping, site furnishings, and/or corner curb extensions (bulb-
outs) at intersections (see Better Streets Plan Section 4 for Standard Improvements and 
Section 5.3 for bulb-out guidelines). The project sponsor is required to submit a 
Streetscape Plan illustrating these features, and the department will work with the project 
sponsor and other relevant departments to determine an appropriate streetscape design. 
Standard street improvement would be part of basic project approvals not count for as 
credit towards in-kind contributions. 
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3. Architecture. The Planning Department supports the playful and inventive architecture, 

in particular the exploration and conformance with the proposed apparent mass 
reduction along the north side of the site. This takes strong advantage of the flexibility of 
the proposed skyplane bulk controls and presents interesting building volumes to both 
distant and elevated views while preserving the experience of sky and light from the 
pedestrian level. The Department also appreciates the variability and interest of the façade 
system which creates a distinct surface texture in cadence with the upper building 
volume. 

PRELIMINARY PROJECT ASSESSMENT EXPIRATION:  
This Preliminary Project Assessment is valid for a period of 18 months. A Building Permit 
Application, must be submitted no later than July 6, 2017. Otherwise, this determination is 
considered expired and a new Preliminary Project Assessment is required. Such applications and 
plans must be generally consistent with those found in this Preliminary Project Assessment. 

Enclosure:  
Shadow Fan Studies 
Neighborhood Group Mailing List 

  Interdepartmental Project Review Application 
  Flood Notification: Planning Bulletin 
  SFPUC Recycled Water Information Sheet 
 
 
cc: Barrett Block Partners, LP 
 Shaunn Mendrin, Current Planning 
 Heather Jones, Environmental Planning 
 Jon Swae, Citywide Planning and Analysis 
 Maia Small, Citywide Planning and Analysis 
 Jonas Ionin, Planning Commission Secretary 
 Charles Rivasplata, SFMTA 
 Jerry Sanguinetti, Public Works 
 Pauline Perkins, SFPUC  
 June Weintraub and Jonathan Piakis, DPH  
 Planning Department Webmaster (planning.webmaster@sfgov.org) 
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Shadow Fan Study- East Half 
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Shadow Fan Study-West Half 
 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



FIRST LAST TITLE ORGANIZATION ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP TELEPHONE EMAIL NEIGHBORHOOD OF INTEREST
Angelica Cabande Organizational Director South of Market Community Action 

Network (SOMCAN)
1110 Howard Street San Francisco CA 94103 0 acabande@somcan.org South of Market

Antonio Diaz Project Director People Organizing to Demand 
Environmental and Economic Rights 
(PODER)

474 Valencia Street #125 San Francisco CA 94103 415-431-4210 podersf.org Excelsior, Mission, South of Market

Carolyn Diamond Executive Director Market Street Association 870 Market Street, Suite 456 San Francisco CA 94102 415-362-2500 msadv@pacbell.net South of Market
Corinne Woods 0 Mission Creek Harbor Association 300 Channel Street, Box 10 San Francisco CA 94158 415-902-7635 corinnewoods@cs.com Potrero Hill, South of Market
Alexandra Goldman Community Planner Tenderloin Neighborhood Development 

Corporation - CO Department
215 Taylor Street San Francisco CA 94102 415-358-3920 agoldman@tndc.org Downtown/Civic Center, South of Market

Eric Lopez President SoMaBend Neighborhood Association P.O. Box 410805 San Francisco CA 94141 415-669-0916 somabend.na@gmail.com Downtown/Civic Center, Mission, South of Market 

Ethan Hough Secretary One Ecker Owners Association 16 Jessie Street Unit 301 San Francisco CA 94105 415-847-3169 ethanhough@gmail.com Financial District, South of Market
Gerald Wolf President Hallam Street Homeowners 

Association
1 Brush Place San Francisco CA 94103 415-626-6650 wolfgk@earthlink.net South of Market

Ian Lewis 0 HERE Local 2 209 Golden Gate Avenue San Francisco CA 94102 0 0 Chinatown, Downtown/Civic Center, Marina, Mission, 
Nob Hill, North Beach, Pacific Heights, Presidio, 
South of Market

Jane Kim Supervisor, District 6 Board of Supervisors 1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place, Room 
#244

San Francisco CA 94102-
4689

415-554-7970 jane.kim@sfgov.org; 
April.veneracion@sfgov.org; 
Sunny.Angulo@sfgov.org; 
Ivy.Lee@sfgov.org

Downtown/Civic Center, North Beach, South of 
Market, Treasure Island/YBI

Janet Carpinelli Board President Dogpatch Neighborhood Association 934 Minnesota Street San Francisco CA 94107 415-282-5516 jc@jcarpinelli.com Potrero Hill, South of Market
Jason Henderson Vice Chariman Market/Octavia Community Advisory 

Comm.
300 Buchanan Street, Apt. 503 San Francisco CA 94102 415-722-0617 jhenders@sbcglobal.net Castro/Upper Market, Downtown/Civic Center, 

Mission, South of Market, Western Addition
Jaime Whitaker Administrator SOMA Leadership Council 201 Harrison Street Apt. 229 San Francisco CA 94105 415-935-5810 somajournal@yahoo.com Mission, South of Market
Katy Liddell President South Beach/Rincon/ Mission Bay 

Neighborhood Association
403 Main Street #813 San Francisco CA 94105 415-412-2207 clliddell@me.com South of Market

Kaye Griffin Director LMNOP Neighbors 1047 Minna Street San Francisco CA 94103 415-724-1953 LMNOP@yak.net South of Market
Keith Goldstein 0 Potrero-Dogpatch Merchants 

Association
800 Kansas Street San Francisco CA 94107 0 keith@everestsf.com Mission, Potrero Hill, South of Market

Laura Magnani 0 American Friends Service Committee 65 Ninth Street San Francisco CA 94103 415-565-0201 sfoffice@afsc.org South of Market

Marvis Phillips Land Use Chair Alliance for a Better District 6 230 Eddy Street #1206 San Francisco CA 94102-
6526

415-674-1935 marvisphillips@gmail.com Downtown/Civic Center, Mission, South of Market, 
Western Addition

Patsy Tito Executive Director Samoan Development Centre 2055 Sunnydale Avenue #100 San Francisco CA 94134-
2611

0 0 Bayview, South of Market

Reed Bement President Rincon Hill Residents Assocation 75 Folsom Street #1800 San Francisco CA 94105 415-882-7871 rhbement@sbcglobal.net South of Market
Rodney Minott Chair Potrero Hill Neighbors/Save the Hill 1206 Mariposa Street San Francisco CA 94107 415-553-5969 rodminott@hotmail.com Potrero Hill, South of Market
Sonja Kos Community Advocate TODCO Impact Group 230 Fourth Street San Francisco CA 94103 415-426-6819 sonja@todco.org South of Market
Ted Olsson Chair TJPA CAC 30 Sharon Street San Francisco CA 94114-

1709
415-407-0094 olssonted@yahoo.com Financial District, South of Market

Tiffany Bohee Executive Director Office of Community Investment and 
Infrastructure, City and County of San 
Francisco

1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor San Francisco CA 94103 0 tiffany.bohee@sfgov.org; 
mike.grisso@sfgov.org; 
courtney.pash@sfgov.org

Bayview, Downtown /Civic Center, South of Market, 
Visitacion Valley

J.R. Eppler President Potrero Boosters Neigborhood 
Association

1459 - 18th Street, Suite 133 San Francisco CA 94107 650-704-7775 president@potreroboosters.org Mission, Potrero Hill, South of Market

York Loo 0 York Realty 243A Shipley Street San Francisco CA 94107-
1010

415-751-8602 yorkloo@gmail.com South of Market

Dyan Ruiz Co-Founder People Power Media 366 10th Ave San Francisco CA 94118 415-657-6010 dyan.ruiz@hotmail.com Inner Richmond, Mission, Outer Richmond, South of 
Market
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INTERDEPARTMENTAL PROJECT REVIEW 
Effective: August 31, 2015 

 
 
Interdepartmental  Project  Reviews  are  mandatory  for  new  construction  projects  that  
propose buildings eight (8) 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 above 
referenced 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:  
Please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule for fees related to this application. The Fee 
Schedule may be obtained from the Planning Department’s website at www.sf-planning.org or in 
person at the Public Information Counter (PIC) located at 1660 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 
94103. For questions related to the Fee Schedule, please call the PIC at (415) 558-6377.  
 
 
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. 
 

http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=9381


 

 

Submittal requirements: 
 
Please submit four (4) copies/sets of all information for distribution to each department/agency. 

Note:  No documents or plans should exceed 11” x 17” page size.   
 
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. 



 

 

INTERDEPARTMENTAL PROJECT REVIEW MEETING APPLICATION FORM 
 

APPLICATION DATE:    
 
PROJECT CONTACT:  (Please complete all data fields) 
 

Name    
 

Phone No. ( )        
 

Address      
 

City     
 

Zip Code     
 

FAX No.  ( )   
 

E-Mail Address   
 

Name of Property Owner    
 
 
PROJECT INFORMATION: 
Property Address   
How many units does the subject property have?     
Assessor's Block/Lot(s)    Zoning District   
 

Height and Bulk Districts    
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION / PURPOSE OF MEETING:  (Use a 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    

 
Previously contacted Planning Department staff    
Will this project be publicly funded? (specify)     

Please submit four (4) copies/sets of all information for distribution to each department/agency. 
Note:  No documents or plans should exceed 11” x 17” page size.   



PURPOSE: 

This bulletin alerts project sponsors to City and County review procedures and 
requirements for certain properties where flooding may occur.

BACKGROUND:

Development in the City and County of San Francisco must account for flooding 
potential. Areas located on fill or bay mud can subside to a point at which the sewers 
do not drain freely during a storm (and sometimes during dry weather), and there 
can be backups or flooding near these streets and sewers. The attached graphic 
illustrates areas in the City prone to flooding, especially where ground stories 
are located below an elevation of 0.0 City Datum or, more importantly, below the 
hydraulic grade line or water level of the sewer. The City is implementing a review 
process to avoid flooding problems caused by the relative elevation of the structure to 
the hydraulic grade line in the sewers.

www.sfplanning.org

References:
Administrative Code Section 2A.280-2A.285 
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sponsors to City and 
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certain properties where 

flooding may occur.

http://www.flickr.com/photos/zendritic/4033274159/in/set-72157622637040492/
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� S A N  F R A N C I S C O  P L A N N I N G  D E P A R T M E N T

PERMIT APPLICATION PROCESS:

Applicants for building permits for new construction, change of use, change of occupancy, 
or major alterations or enlargements will be referred to the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission (SFPUC) at the beginning of the process to determine whether the project would 
result in ground-level flooding during storms. The side sewer connection permits for such 
projects need to be reviewed and approved by the SFPUC at the beginning of the review 
process for all permit applications submitted to the Planning Department, the Department of 
Building Inspection, or the Redevelopment Agency.

The SFPUC and/or its delegate (SFDPW, Hydraulics Section) will review the permit 
application and comment on the proposed application and the potential for flooding during 
wet weather. The SFPUC will receive and return the application within a two-week period 
from date of receipt. The permit applicant must comply with SFPUC requirements for projects 
in flood-prone areas. Such requirements may include provision of a pump station for the 
sewage flow, raised elevation of entryways, special sidewalk construction, and deep gutters.
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FOR MORE INFORMATION:   
Call or visit the San Francisco Planning Department

Central Reception
1650 Mission Street, Suite �00
San Francisco CA 9�10�-��79

TEL: 415.558.6378
FAX: 415 558-6409
WEB: http://www.sfplanning.org

Planning Information Center (PIC)
1660 Mission Street, First Floor
San Francisco CA 9�10�-��79

TEL: 415.558.6377
Planning staff are available by phone and at the PIC counter.  
No appointment is necessary.



   

11/15 

      
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

Recycled Water Installation Procedures for Developers 
 

The City and County of San Francisco’s (CCSF) Recycled Water Ordinance requires property owners to install dual plumbing for recycled 
water use within the designated recycled water use areas in these situations: 
 

 New or remodeled buildings and all subdivisions with a total cumulative area of 40,000 square feet or more 

 New and existing irrigated areas of 10,000 square feet or more 
 
For more information on the Recycled Water Ordinance and the designated recycled water use areas, please visit 
www.sfpuc.org/recycledwater 
 
The following are procedures to guide developers and property owners with the installation of recycled water service lines. Drawings A 
and B show how and where the lines are to be installed, and the required backflow prevention assembly for development when recycled 
water mains have been installed in the streets (Drawing A), and when the mains have not been installed in the streets (Drawing B). 
 
Number of Water Lines Coming onto a Property 
Three to four lines:  

1) Fire    3)  Recycled water domestic 
2) Potable water domestic  4)  Recycled water irrigation (if property has landscaping) 

 
Number of Water Meters 
One water meter is required for each water line. 
 
Required Backflow Prevention Assembly  
Fire line – reduced pressure principle backflow preventer 
Potable water domestic – reduced pressure principle backflow preventer 
Recycled water domestic – reduced pressure principle backflow preventer 
Recycled water irrigation line – reduced pressure principle backflow preventer 
 
All backflow prevention assemblies must be approved by the SFPUC’s Water Quality Division. 
 
The backflow prevention assembly for domestic water plumbing inside the building and for the recycled water system must meet the 
CCSF’s Plumbing Code and Health Code.  
 
Pipe Separation 
California Department of Public Health regulations require new water mains and new supply lines to be installed at least 4-foot 
horizontally from, and one-foot vertically above a parallel pipeline conveying recycled water. 
 
Pipe Type 

 Transmission lines and mains – ductile iron 

 Distribution and service lines – purple PVC or equivalent 

 Irrigation lines – purple PVC or equivalent 

 Dual-plumbing – described in the CCSF’s Plumbing Codes 
**SFPUC’s City Distribution Division must sign off on pipe type prior to installation. Contact the City Distribution Division at 
(415) 550-4952.  
 

Temporary Potable Water Use Until Recycled Water Becomes Available 
The potable water line will be used to feed the recycled water lines(s) until such time that recycled water becomes available. When 
recycled water becomes available, the cross-connection will be broken by the SFPUC, and the potable and recycled water lines will be 
totally separated. Before recycled water is delivered to the property, cross-connection and backflow testing will take place to assure 
separation. 
 
Under no circumstances are developers or property owners to “t-off” of the potable water line to the recycled water lines(s).  
 
If you have questions, or would like additional information: 
 
Recycled Water Ordinances  
and Technical Assistance    
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
Water Resources Division 
(415) 554-3271 
 

Backflow Prevention 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
Water Quality Division 
(650) 652-3100 
 

Recycled Water Plumbing Codes 
Department of Building Inspection 
Plumbing Inspection Services 
(415) 558-6054 

New Service Line Permits 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
Customer Service 
(415) 551-3000 

 

http://www.sfpuc.org/recycledwater
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