FILE NO: 170717

Petitions and Communications received from May 26, 2017, through June 5, 2017, for
reference by the President to Committee considering related matters, or to be ordered filed
by the Clerk on June 13, 2017.

Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of
Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the
San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information will not be redacted.

From the Department of Public Health and the Port, pursuant to Administrative Code
Section 10.170-1(H), submitting notice of a State grant line item budget revision in excess
of 15% requiring funding agency approval. Copy: Each Supervisor. (1)

From the Office of the Clerk of the Board, reporting that the following individuals submitted
a Form 700 Statement: (2)

Natalie Gee - Legislative Aide - Leaving

Dyanna Quizon - Legislative Aide - Leaving

From the Office of the Clerk of the Board, pursuant to Administrative Code Section 10.19-
5, submitting the Quarterly Report on Departmental Spending - Quarter Ending March 31,
2017. Copy: Each Supervisor. (3)

From the Department of Public Health, pursuant to Administrative Code Section 16.6,
submitting the annual list of membership organizations for FY2017-19. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (4)

From the Office of Small Business, pursuant to Administrative Code Section 2A.243(e)(1),
submitting first annual report of the Legacy Business Program. Copy: Each Supervisor. (5)

From the Planning Department, submitting responses to comments on DEIR Project for
1500-1540 Market Street (One Oak Street.) Copy: Each Supervisor. (6)

From the Recreation and Parks Department, submitting a summary report on a public
meeting during the Golden Gate Park Beach Chalet Athletic Field FEIR appeal hearing on
July 10, 2012. Copy: Each Supervisor. (7)

From The San Francisco Chronicle, pursuant to Election Code Section 9206 of the
Elections Code, submitting a Notice of Intent to Circulate Petition renaming, “'San
Francisco Entertainment Commission’ to the ‘San Francisco Entertainment Commission
and Good Neighbor Commission’ to enhance/expand the responsibilities and oversight of
the Commission to better serve the San Francisco community regarding entertainment and
key related Issues regarding health and safety.” Copy: Each Supervisor. (8)

From the State of California - Office of Historic Preservation Department of Parks and
Recreation, submitting the Natural Register of Historic Places Nomination for Sacred Heart
Parish Complex. Copy: Each Supervisor. (9)



From Cassie Ray, Northern California Government Relations Director of the American
Cancer Society Cancer Action Network, regarding flavored tobacco. File No. 170441.
Copy: Each Supervisor. (10)

From Taylor Whitmer, regarding construction at Rincon Hill. Copy: Each Supervisor. (11)

From Auryn Zimmer, regarding Natural Resources Management Plan. Copt: Each
Supervisor. (12)

From the Sierra Club, regarding Natoma and the 11™" Park Acquisition. File No. 170422.
Copy: Each Supervisor. (13)

From the Planning Department, submitting the Housing Balance Report No. 5. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (14)

From Jeffrey Juarez, regarding worker safety rights. Copy: Each Supervisor. (15)



From: Mchugh, Eileen (BOS)

Sent: Monday, June 05, 2017 9:11 AM

To: ‘ Wong, Linda (BOS)

Subject: FW: Grant Budget Modification notification-Grant# PO70311501
Attachments: Memo to BofSup -Grant Budget Modification.docx; 2015 PSGP Grant budget

Amendment Approval.pdf

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Monday, June 05, 2017 9:10 AM

To: BOS-Supervisors <bos-supervisors@sfgov.org>; BOS-Legislative Aides <bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org>; Calvillo,
Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>

Subject: FW: Grant Budget Modification notification-Grant# PO70311501

Hello,

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of the attached documents from the Port. In accordance with
Administrative Code Section 10.170-1(H), this memo serves to notify the Board of Supervisors of a State grant line item
budget revision in excess of 15% requiring funding agency approval.

Regards,

Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Phone: (415) 554-7703 | Fax: (415) 554-5163
Board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org | 415-554-5184

From: Joseph, Kurian (PRT)

Sent: Friday, June 02, 2017 11:22 AM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Cc: Gratuito, Maricar (CON) <maricar.gratuito@sfgov.org>

Subject: Grant Budget Modification notification-Grant#f PO70311501

Hello,

Please find attached memo to notify you the 2015 Port Security Grant budget modification. The total grant award remain
unchanged.

Please let me know, if you have any question

Thanks
Kurian




Kurian Joseph
Port Accounting
(415) 274-0437



Memorandum

Date: June 2, 2017
To: Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
CC: Controller’s Office Operations Unit
From: Port of San Francisco
Subject: Grant Budget Revision notification
Grant Name: 2015 Port Security Grant Program
Grantor: Federal Emergency Management Agency
FAMIS Grant Code: PO70311501
In accordance with Administrative Code Section 10.170-1 (H), this memo serves to notify the
Board of Supervisors of a Federal grant line item budget revision in excess of 15% requiring

funding agency approval.

Please see attached Grantor email notification of the approval of Grant budget Amendment.
There is no change to the original grant amount awarded.

Attachment: Budget revision approval notification



Joseph, Kurian (PRT)

Subject: RE: EMW-2015-PU-00187 amendment approved

From: Thompson, Tamara [mailto: Tamara. Thompson@fema.dhs.qgov]
Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2017 10:33 AM

To: Tashian, Ken (PRT); 'edwin.j.lee@sfport.com'’

Cc: Groves, Kevin

Subject: EMW-2015-PU-00187 amendment approved

Importance: High "

Good Afternoon Ken,

Your amendment request for award EMW-2015-PU-00187 has been approved. However the
amendment has a system issue in ND Grants and is pending resolution by the developers. Please use
this email as official notification of approval until the system issue is resolved per below:

This amendment serves to adjust project(s) costs to investment/project #1 per initial budget and add 3 new
projects as approved by the Program Analyst. There is no change to the budget. There are no changes within the -
budget cost categories.

The Grant Operations/Awards Administration Preparedness Branch has reviewed and approved the budgets
and budget narratives associated with the subject award. Costs and scope of work appear allowable, reasonable,
and consistent with the FEMA program guidance and with reallocation and reprioritization of funds per IB 379,

Port of San Franvcisco has been recommended for federal funding in the amount of $1,143,355.00 under the FY
2015 Port Security Grant Program (PSGP) for

Investment/Project 1: Portwide CCTV Security System - Phase IV in the sum of $521,250.00 - Specific
equipment and systems proposed in this investment includes: ? Underlying infrastructure including, conduit,
raceways, cabling, and power; ? CCTV and surveillance systems;-? Continuation of fiber communications roll-
out; ? Head-end fiber and CCTV control system; ? Wireless communications and fiber network systems
Investment/Project 2: Portwide emergency power (partial) in the sum of $146,250.00 - (3) generators not
funding transfer switch

Investment/Project 3: Portwide Perimeter Security Hardening (partial) in the sum of $302,105.00 - Low Height
light stanchions (12); portable light towers (3); 20' rolling gates (4); 10" ameristar fencing; water filled
barricades (60) not funding high tower lighting

Investment/Project 4 (new): CCTYV refresh in the sum of $41,318.00 Arecont AV3226 cameras and mounting
kits (50 each)

Investment/Project 5 (new): Emergency equipment in the sum of $109,763.00 (1) case front loader 580SN
(4WD)

Investment/Project 6 (new): Emergency equipment in the sum of $22,670.00 (1)15kW fixed generator

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact myself or Kevin.
Thanks

Toumarvor Thompsow



Grantly Management Specialist

Preparednessy Broanch, Award Administration
FEMA/Dept. of Homeland Security
(202)786-9746 Telephone

From: Tashian, Ken {PRT) [mailto:ken.tashian@sfport.com]

Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2017 7:09 PM

To: Groves, Kevin <Kevin.Groves@fema.dhs.gov>

Cc: Thompson, Tamara <Tamara.Thompson@fema.dhs.gov>
Subject: RE: Amendment Request Approved - EMW-2014-PU-00604

Kevin,
I thought this was for the 2015 grant, but not so. This one is for the CCTV project extension.
Any update on the 2015 amendment to add three projects?

Thanks

Ken Tashian

Program Manager
Homeland Security

Pier 1 — The Embarcadero
San Francisco, CA 94111
415 274-0262

From: ndgrants@fema.gov [mailto:ndarants@fema.gov]

Sent: Friday, March 17, 2017 5:05 PM

To: Tashian, Ken (PRT)

Cc: edwin.j.lee@sfport.com; tamara.thompson@fema.dhs.gov
Subject: Amendment Request Approved - EMW-2014-PU-00604

Hello,
The Program Office has approved your amendment.

Thank you.



From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Wednesday, May 31, 2017 2:07 PM

To: BOS-Supervisors; Wong, Linda (BOS)

Subject: GEHM17000714 travel permission on CDPH grant

Attachments: QuarterlyEIT - 15-10965 A03 - SFPHD.xlsx; HCD139-17 Budget Revision Letter to
BoS.docx ‘

Hello,

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of the attached documents from the Department of Public
Health. In accordance with Administrative Code Section 10.170-1(H), this memo serves to notify the Board of
Supervisors of a State grant line item budget revision in excess of 15% requiring funding agency approval.

Regards,

Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Phone: (415) 554-7703 | Fax: (415) 554-5163
Board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org | 415-554-5184

From: Zhou, Christina (DPH)

Sent: Wednesday, May 31, 2017 11:41 AM

To: Gosiengdfiao, Rachel (ADM); Wong, Linda (BOS); Tse, Sam (CON); Mok, Jack (CON); Li, Janica (CON); Wu, Jing
(CON); Wan, Cherie (CON); Alvarado, Orealis (CON)

Subject: GEHM17000714 travel permission on CDPH grant

The budget revision GEHM17000714 is in the approval path. The materials line item budget is completely moved into
the travel line item to cover the travel cost. Grantor’s approval e-mail is below for your reference.

Let me know if you have any questions.

Thank you,

Christina Zhou

1380 Howard St. 4™ FL
San Francisco, CA 94103
{(415)255-3461



. . 1380 Howard Street, Rm. 448
City and County of San Francisco San Francisco, CA 94103-2614

Department of Public Health . 415.255.3450 FAX 415.255.3675
POPULATION HEALTH AND PREVENTION

Date: 05/31/2017

To: Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
CC: Controller's Office Operations Unit
From: Christina Zhou

Subject: Grant Budget Revision
Grant name: HCD139-1700 & 1701 Hepatitis C Virus Testing & Linkage

In accordance with Administrative Code Section 10.170-1(H), this memo serves to notify
the Board of Supervisors of a State grant line item budget revision in excess of 15%

requiring funding agency approval.

We have attached a copy of budget revision documentation submitted to the funding

agency.

Attachment: Budget revision documentation



TO: California Department of Public Health
STD Control Branch

Attention: Christine Johnson

PO Box 997377, MS 7320

Sacramento, CA 95899-7377

CDPH E-mail:  STDLH/Invoices@cdph.ca.gov

Invoice Detail

Invoice Date:

Vendor ID:  0000026609-00

Miguel Quinonez

San Francisco Department of Public Health

1380 Howard St., Suite 423A

San Francisco, CA 94103

Vendor E-mail:

Miguel.Quinonez@sfdph.org

Agreement Number: 15-10965 Amendment No. A03 Agreement Term:  3/1/16 - 6/30/18 Inv. Number: ) ,
—t T2 D [JFinal Invoice
Goal 2 Budget Categories Cumulative Balance
; o e Expenses to Date :

Salaries 10.00 -0.00 1:0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00{ $ < §un i
Data Entry Specialist 0.00 s - S -

$ - |3 -
Benefits 0.001: 0.00 0.00; 0.00 +:0.00 0.00} $ s $ &
Fringe benefits @ 0% 0.00 S - S -

$ - s -
QOperating Expense S '0.00 0.00 0.00 .0.00f 0.00 0.00] $ T IS K
Duplication/printing (educational material) 0.00 S - S -

s — s :
Travel - 8,187.00] - 0.00 /4,533.00 - 0.00 0.00} 0.00} $ - 4,533.00 1 5 - 3,654.00
Conference lodging 3,837.00 3,990.60 S 3,990.60 | $ (153.60)
Conference airfare 1,800.00 472.40 S 472.40 | $ 1,327.60
Conference fees 2,550.00 70.00 S 70.00}S 2,480.00
Subcontractor 219,813.00} ool 9,272.42 62,199.35} . 0.00 0.00} $ 71,471.77| § ' 148,341.23
Glide 210,000.00 9372.42 62,199.35 S 71,471.77 | § 138,528.23
PHFE 9,813.00 $ - S 9,813.00

$ - ]S -
Indirect Cost 0.00} 0.00 0.00 £ 0.00| -10.00 0.00) S - i =
Rate @ 0% of salaries & benefits 0.00 S - S -

$ - |3 -
Total “fsiii22800000)$ = $ 7113.805.42 | S 62,199.35 'S ik anis ks 76,004.77} $ 151,995.23




i City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227
MEMORANDUM
Date: June 1, 2017
To: Honorable Members, Board of Supervisors

From: Angela Calvillo, Cletk of the Board
Subject:  Form 700

This 1s to inform you that the following individual has submitted a Form 700
Statement:

Natalie Gee - Legislative Aide - Leaving
Dyanna Quizon - Legislative Aide - Leaving



City Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227
MEMORANDUM
Date: May 24, 2017
To; Board of Supervisors
From: gela Calvillo, Clerk of The Board

Subject: Quarterly Report on Departmental Spending
Quarter Ending March 31, 2017

Section 10.19-5 of the Administrative Code requires that all City departments submit a report
to the Board of Supervisors identifying any areas, by appropriations item, where the
department’s rate of spending, if continued for the rest of the fiscal year, would exceed the
total appropriation for the fiscal year for that item.

For the third quarter of FY 2016-17, the department’s expenditures, across all line items,
stayed within the appropriate expenditure rate for the year. While some expenditures are not
incurred evenly throughout the year, the department does not expect the total expenditures to
exceed the appropriated budget at the end of the fiscal year. Expenditure recovery for
membership dues, which accounts for 50% of the recovery budget, will be made in the fourth
quarter.

Year-to-month-end expenditure rates, by appropriation item, for the quarter ending March
31, 2017 are as follows:

¢ (01 Salaries — 69.6%

e (013 Mandatory Fringe Benefits — 67.4%

e 021 Non Personnel Services — 60.3%

e (040 Materials & Supplies — 40.6%

e 081 Services of Other Departments — 58.3%
o 086 Expenditure Recovery —22.8%



A
San Francisco Department of Public Health ?%
Barbara A. Garcia, MPA
Director of Health

City and County of San Francisco
Edwin M. Lee
Mayor

- s

June 1, 2017

The Honorable Mayor Lee

Mayor, City and County of San Francisco

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 200
San Francisco, CA 94102

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

Board of Supervisors

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

Ben Rosenfield, Controller

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 316

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Fiscal Year 2017-19 Membership List

Ladies and Gentlemen:

As required by the San Francisco Administrative Code Section 16.6, [ am submitting the annual

list of membership organizations for Fiscal Year 2017-19. If you have any questions, please
contact me at 554-2610,

Sincerely,

Barbara A. Garcia, MPA
Director of Health

The mission of the San Francisco Department of Public Health is to protect and promote the health of all San Franciscans.
We shall ~ Assess and research the health of the community ~ Develop and enforce health policy ~ Prevent disease and injury ~
~ Educate the public and train health care providers ~ Provide quality, comprehensive, culturaily-proficient health services ~ Ensure equal access to all ~

barbara.garcia@sfdph.org ¢ (415) 554-2526 ¢ 101 Grove Street, Room 308, San Francisco, CA 94102

—

5,

TS



DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH
Membership Organizations
FY 1719

Membership Organization FEE for FY | FEE for FY
17-18 18-19

340B Health $ 9,600 | $ 9,600
Academy of Nutrition & Dietetics, (formerly American Dietetic Association) $ 720 | $ 720
Alliance to Protect 340B $ 10,000 | $ 10,000
American Association of BioAnalysts $ 1,500 | $ 1,500
American Association of Nurse Assessment Coordinators (AANAC) 3 1,100 | $ 1,100
American Association of Nursing Executives $ 420 1 $ 420
American Board of Industrial Hygiene $ 325 1% 325
American College of Health Care Executives (ACHE) $ 2520 | $ 2,520
American College of Surgeons, Trauma Quality Improvement Program (ACS TQIP) | $ 10,575 | $ 10,575
American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH) $ 1,200 | $ 1,200
American Health Consultants $ 499 % 499
American Health Information Management Association (AHIMA) $ 320 | $ 320
American Healthcare Association of Radiology Administrators $ 165 | $ 165
American Hospital Association (AHA)/ $ 99,996 | $ 99,996
California Hospital Association (CHA) or CAHHS
American Industrial Hygiene Association $ 400 | $ 400
American Journal of Psychiatry $ 306 | $ 306
American Medical Association $ 420 | $ 420
American Occupational Therapy Association $ 100 | $ 100
American Pharmaceutical Association $ 260 | $ 260
American Physical Therapy Association $ 210 | $ 210
American Public Health Association (APHA) 3 1,000 | $ 1,000
American Society for Microbiology $ 150 | $ 150
American Society of Health-System Pharmacists $ 353 | $ 353
American Society of Tropical Medicine and Hygiene (ASTMH) $ 195 | § 195
American Telemedicine Association $ 1,500 | $ 1,500
American Thoracic Society 3 375 | $ 375
ASHA - American Speech-Language-Hearing Association 3 400 | $ 400
Association for Healthcare Resource & Materials Management (AHRMM) 3 825 | $ 825
Association for PeriOperative Registered Nurses (AORN) $ 3,000 | $ 3,000
Association of American Medical Colleges $ 19,725 | $ 19,725
Association of Bay Area Health Officers (ABAHO) $ 600 | 9% 600
Association of California Nurse Leaders (ACNL) 3 1,500 | $ 1,500
Association of Nutrition & Foodservice Professionals Allied Health Membership 3 1201 % 120
Association of Professionals in Infection Control & Epidemiology $ 1751 % 175
Association of Public Health Laboratories 3 1,000 | $ 1,000
Association of Public Health Nurses 3 1201 % 120
Baby Friendly USA, Inc. 3 1,350 | $ 1,350
Bay Area Automated Mapping Association $ 251 % 25
Bay Area Video Coalition (BAVC) $ 550 | $ 550
Beacon Health Institute/HCPRO $ 795 | $ 795
Beryl Institute, Patient Experience $ 1,800 | $ 1,800
Big Cities Health Coalition $ 10,200 | $ 10,200
Biological Therapies $ 90 | $ 90
Board of Certified Safety Professionals $ 390 | $ 390




DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH
Membership Organizations
FY 1719

Membership Organization FEE for FY | FEE for FY
17-18 18-19

Board of Registered Nurses $ 630 ' $ 630
California Agricultural Commissioner and Sealers Association $ 2500 1% 2,500
California Association for Health Services at Home (CAHSAH) $ 3,150 | $ 3,150
California Association of Communicable Disease Controllers $ 751 % 75
California Association of Healthcare Admissions Management (CAHAM) $ 7351 % 735
California Association of Hospital / Hospital Services for Continuing Care (HSCC) $ 94,711 | $ 94,711
California Association of Hospital and Health Systems (CAHHS) $ 2,200 | $ 2,200
California Association of Local Behavioral Health Boards/Commissions $ 500 | $ 500
California Association of Medical Staff Services (CAMSS) $ 65 % 65
California Association of Public Health Lab Directors $ 1,000 | $ 1,000
California Association of Public Hospitals and Health Systems $ 222500 % 222500
California Breastfeeding Coalition $ 200 | $ 200
California Conference of Directors of Environmental Health $ 2434 | $ 2,434
California Conference of Local Directors of Health Education (CCLDHE) $ 2501 % 250
California Conference of Local Health Department Nutritionist $ 200  $ 200
California Dietetic Association $ 150 | $ 150
California Healthcare Safety Net Institute $ 117,038 $ 117,038
California Healthy Cities Network $ 250 $ 250
California Hospital Association & Hospital Council of Northern and Central California| $ 293,746 | $ 293,746
(CHA/HCNCC)
California Institute for Nursing & Health Care (CINHC) $ 2,009 | $ 2,009
California Maternal Quality Care Collaborative (CMQCCQC) $ 5,000 | $ 5,000
California Medical Association $ 6,000 | $ 6,000
California Pharmacists Association $ 390 | $ 390
California Psychology Internship Council (CAPIC) $ 650 | $ 650
California Sexually Transmitted Disease and Human Immunodeficiency Virus n/a n/a
Controllers Association (formerly California Conference/Coalition of Local AIDS
Directors - CCLAD and California STD/HIV Controllers Association) ,
California Society of Health-System Pharmacists $ 824 | $ 824
California TB Controllers Association n/a n/a
California WIC Association $ 1,500 | $ 1,500
California Worker's Compensation Institute $ 550 | $ 550
Carlat Psychiafry Report $ 109 | $ 109
Center to Advance Palliative Care (CAPC) - New $ 3,500 | % 3,500
Children's Regional Integrated Services System (CRISS) $ 6,700 | $ 6,700
Cities Advocating Emergency AIDS Relief (CAEAR Coalition/Ryan White CARE Act | $ 7,500 | $ 7,500
Coalition)
Coalition for Compassionate Care of California - New 3 750 | $ 750
Coast Agricultural Commissioners & Sealers Association. $ 200 | % 200
College of American Pathologists $ 4,300 | $ 4,300
College of Healthcare Information Management Executives (CHIME), includes $ 550 | $ 550
Healthcare Information and Management Systems Solutions (HIMSS)
Commission of Dietetic Registration $ 600 | $ 600
Community Access Tickets Service (CATS) 3 375 | % 375
Cooperative Organization for the Development of Employee Selection Procedures $ 1,850 | $ 1,850
Council of State and Territorial Epidemiologists (CSTE) $ 100 | $ 100
County Behavioral Health Director’'s Association $ 72,000 | $ 72,000




DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH
Membership Organizations

FY 17-19
Membership Organization FEE for FY | FEE for FY
17-18 18-19

County Health Executives Association of California (CHEAQC) 3 20,000 | $ 20,000
County Tobacco Control Coordinators $ 1,000 | $ 1,000
Directors of Public Health Nursing $ 375 | $ 375
ECRI Health Device Alerts $ 12,535 | $ 12,535
Emergency Medical Adminstrators Association of CA 3 300 % 300
EMS Emergency Medical Director's Association of CA $ 640 | $ 640
Gerontology Society of America $ 100 | $ 100
Health Affairs $ 423 | $ 423
Health Care Compliance Association ) 300 | $ 300
Health Officers Association of California $ 12,715 | $ 12,715
Healthcare Compliance Association (HCAA) $ 590 | $ 590
Healthcare Financial Management Association $ 850 | $ 850
Healthcare Information and Management Systems Society (HIMSS) 3 14,495 | $ 14,495
Industrial Claims Association (ICA) $ 500 | $ 500
Infectious Diseases Society of America $ 315 % 315
Institute for Medical Quality , $ 700 | % 700
International Board of Lactating Consultant Examiners (IBLCE) $ 650 | $ 650
International Lactation Consultant Association 3 400 | $ 400
International Society for Vaccines (ISV) $ 100 | $ 100
International Society of Travel Medicine (ISTM) , 3 175 1% 175
International Union Against Tuberculosis and Lung Disease (IUATLD) $ 80 9% 80
KUMC Research Institute, Inc. / National Database of Nursing Quality Indicators $ 6,365 | $ 6,365
(NDNQI)
Leading Age California $ 5,000 | % 5,000
M D Buyline Inc. - New $ 25000 | $ 25,000
Maternal, Child & Adolescent Health Action $ 1,100 | $ 1,100
Medical Group Management Association/American College of Medical Practice $ 365 % 365
Excutive
Mosquito and Vector Control Association of California $ 1,080 | $ 1,080
National Alliance of State & Territorial AIDS Directors (NASTAD) - New $ 10,000 | $ 10,000
National Association for Home Care (NAHC) 3 5043 | $ 5,043
National Association for Medical Direction of Respiratory Care (NAMDRC) $ 350 | $ 350
National Association of County and City Health Officials (NACCHO) $ 1,850 | $ 1,850
National Association of County Behavioral Health & Developmental Disability $ 1,500 | $ 1,500
Directors :
National Association of EMS Physicians 3 375 ' $ 375
National Association of Health Service Executives - New $ 60 $ 60
National Association of Medical Staff Services (NAMSS) $ 355 % 355
National Association of Public Hospitals and Health Systems (NAPH) / America's $ 78,500 | $ 78,500
Essential Hospitals
National Coalition of STD Directors (NCSD) $ 2,500 | $ 2,500
National Conference on Weights and Measures - New 3 751 % 75
National Consortium of Breast Centers $ 250 | $ 250
National Fire Protection Association $ 365 % 365
National Foundation for Trauma Care/Trauma Center of America $ 5000 | $ 5,000
National Health Care for the Homeless Council $ 4,500 | % 4,500
National Hospice & Palliative Care Organization $ 249 1% 249




DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH
Membership Organizations
FY 1719

Membership Organization FEE for FY | FEE for FY
17-18 18-19

National Minority Aids Council $ 2500 % 2,500
National Research Corp Picker (NRC Picker) $ 270,949 |$ 270,949
National Safety Council $ 3151 % 315
National TB Controllers Association $ 500 % 500
National WIC Association (NWA) $ 1501 $ 150
Neuroscience Education Institute 3 199 | $ 199
Northern California Association of Directors of Volunteer Services $ 150 | $ 150
Northern California Health Information Management Systems Society $ 2751 $ 275
NPDES Coalition Assessment Mosquito and Vector $ 360 | $ 360
Nurses Improving Care for Healthsystems Elders (NICHE) at New York University | $ 5200 $ 5,200
Pharmacist's Letter $ 93! 9% 93
Pharmacy Technician's Letter N 77 1% 77
Prevent Child Abuse California/SF Family Support Network $ 500 | % 500
Rehabilitative Development Services 9 205 | $ 205
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 3 11910 | $ 11,910
San Francisco Hep B Free n/a n/a
San Francisco Immunization Coalition (SFIC) n/a n/a
San Francisco Medical Society $ 200,000 $ 200,000
San Francisco Planning and Urban Research - SPUR $ 751 % 75
Society for Healthcare Epidemiology of America $ 225 | $ 225
Society for Nutrition Education $ 225 | $ 225
Society of Public Health Educators $ 500 | $ 500
Stanford University / California Perinatal Quality Care Collaborative (CPQCC) $ 10,500 | $ 10,500
Surgical Critical Care Program Directors Society (SCCPDS) $ 130 | $ 130
ThedaCare Center for Healthcare Value $ 20,000 | $ 20,000
Trauma Managers Association of California $ 100 | $ 100
Trauma Resource Network / Trauma Registry Network $ 3,750 | $ 3,750
UCHAPS - Urban Coalition for HIV/AIDS Prevention Services $ 15,000 ' $ 15,000
UCSF Center for the Health Professionals (Regents of University of CA, CHCLN-CA | $ 500 | $ 500
Health Care Leaders Network)
Vizient (formerly University Health System Consortium Services Corporation - $ 92,000 | $ 92,000
UHCSQC)
Western Weights and Measures Association - New $ 25 $ 25
Wilderness Medical Society (WMS) 3 195 | $ 195
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SN
R, %
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO ) /) -
EDWIN M. LEE, MAYOR %.—
SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS
OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS REGINA DICK-ENDRIZZI, DIRECTOR

June 1, 2017

Members of the Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Dear Members of the Board of Superviéors:

Attached is the first annual report of the Legacy Business Program as required by the Administrative Code
Section 2A.243(e)(1). : :

The Legacy Business Program is new program to the City and County of San Francisco, and there is yet to be
another similar program elsewhere in the United States. The Board of Supervisors passed into law the Legacy
Business Registry in March of 2015, and the voters established the Legacy Business Historic Preservation
Fund in November of 2015 with 56.97% of the vote.

The attached report covers the period of April 1, 2016, to March 31, 2017. In it you will find information
about businesses placed on the Legacy Business Registry, the list of businesses that received a Business
Assistance Grant and the list of property owners that applied for the Rent Stabilization Grant. The Small
Business Commission approved the report on May 22, 2017,

The 76 businesses nominated and placed on the Legacy Business Registry are a diverse group of businesses.
They have noted that receiving this designation and recognition from the City is extremely important to them,
and they feel they are an essential element to what makes San Francisco a special place.

This report provides a first year glance at the program. It projects over the next two fiscal years an expected
level of engagement in the two Legacy Business Historic Preservation Fund grants. As the program
progresses, an actual understanding of the impact of the program in preserving San Francisco’s Legacy
Businesses will emerge. After five years, commencing in fiscal year 2020-21 (July 2020-June 2021), the
Controller will perform an assessment and review of the effect of the Legacy Business Historic Preservation
Fund on the stability of Legacy Businesses.

Richard Kurylo, Legacy Business Program Manager, and I are happy to meet with you to review the Legacy
Business Program Annual Report. Please have your staff schedule the meeting with Mr. Kurylo at
legacybusiness@sfgov.org or (415) 554-6680. We are available to meet starting June 12,2017, as we are
both out of the office the week of June 5 to June 9, 2017.

It is honor and pleasure for both the Office of Small Business and the Small Business Commissign to
administer the Legacy Business Program. -

Respectfully yours,

ey %

Regina Dick-Endrizzi
Director, Office of Small Business

AR\

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 110, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
(415) 554-6134 / www.sfosb.org / legacybusiness@sfgov.org
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Legacy Business Program Annual Report for fiscal year 2016-17 (April 2016 through March
2017) is the first annual report on the Legacy Business Program of the City and County of San
Francisco. It summarizes activities of the Legacy Business Program, including the following: major
accomplishments, the Legacy Business Registry, business assistance services, the Legacy
Business Historic Preservation Fund, the Program budget and major upcoming activities. Highlights
are included below.

Major Accomplishments

¢ Revised the Legacy Business Registry application and translated it into three languages.
Hired a full-time Legacy Business Program Manager.

Revised the Legacy Business Program website.

Added 76 Legacy Businesses to the Legacy Business Registry.

Issued the Business Assistance Grant for Legacy Businesses and approved 51 applications
totaling $399,000.

¢ Issued the Rent Stabilization Grant for landlords of Legacy Businesses.

Legacy Business Registry

The Legacy Business Program received 154 nominations from the Mayor and members of the
Board of Supervisors through March 31, 2017. The Program received 103 applications, and 76
businesses were added to the Legacy Business Registry.

Fiscal Year 2015-16 71 31 0

Fiscal Year 2016-17

through March 31, 2017 83 72 76

Business Assistance Services

The Legacy Business Program has been working with a team of technical assistance providers
including the San Francisco Small Business Development Center (SBDC), Working Solutions and
the Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights (LCCR) to assist businesses in need of lease negotiation,
real estate assistance, one-on-one business consulting and other small business challenges. In
total, the Legacy Business Program has provided technical assistance to 26 unduplicated clients for
a total of 273 hours. Additionally, the Legacy Business Program has worked with the SBDC to make
business training workshops available to all Legacy Business clients, free of cost. Topics included,
but were not limited to, marketing, financial management, QuickBooks training, access to capital
and technology.



Legacy Business Historic Preservation Fund

The Legacy Business Program approved Business Assistance Grants to all 51 of the 64 eligible
Legacy Businesses that applied for the grant. The total amount approved for all grantees was
$399,000, and the average grant award was $7,823.53 per grantee.

_Business Nurpber of Full-Time Grant Amount
Assistance Grant Equivalent Employees
Total 798 $399,000
Count 51 51
Average 15.65 $7,823.53
Median 8.00 ' $4,000.00

The Legacy Business Program received 2 Rent Stabilization Grants from landlords of Legacy
Businesses through March 31, 2017. The grant applications totaled $34,200.

Total $34,200

Count 2
Average $17,100

Program Budget

Following is the estimated Legacy Business Program budget through fiscal year 2018-19. The level
of interest in the Business Assistance Grant and Rent Stabilization Grant programs has been high.
If the trend continues, grant awards may be lower than the allowable maximum beginning in fiscal
year 2018-19 to accommodate the high demand.

Fiscal Year 2016-17 $1,273,623 $695,469 $578,154 $501,850
Fiscal Year 2017-18 $1,803,925 $1,632,805 $171,120 $171,120
Fiscal Year 2018-19 $1,483,650 $1,483,650 $0 , $0

Major Upcoming Activities

Marketing and branding for the Legacy Business Registry.

Hiring of a full-time Business Assistance Project Manager at the SBDC.

Issuing and processing Business Assistance Grants for fiscal year 2017-18.

Processing Rent Stabilization Grants.

Analyzing the impacts of, and addressing the demand for, the Legacy Business Program grants.
Transferring the Legacy Business Program database into a custom-made database.

Providing resources and training to Legacy Businesses for succession planning.

Providing real estate technical assistance for Legacy Businesses.



BACKGROUND

The Legacy Business Program is a groundbreaking initiative to recognize and preserve
longstanding, community-serving businesses that are valuable cultural assets to the City. San
Francisco businesses — including retailers, restaurants, service providers, manufacturers, nonprofit
organizations, and more — are the places that give the city its character. They're the bedrock of our
communities and a draw for tourists from around the world. Preserving our legacy businesses is
critical to maintaining what it is that makes San Francisco a special place.

Background of the Legacy Business Program

A 2014 report by the City’s Budget and Legislative Analyst’s Office showed the closure of small
businesses had reached record numbers in San Francisco. Commercial rents in most
neighborhoods had risen significantly. The report drew connections between the city’s high level of
commercial evictions and skyrocketing rents. While rent control laws shield many residents from
exorbitant rent hikes, no such laws exist for businesses. State law does not allow restrictions on
commercial leases. An alternative effort to assist the city’s legacy businesses was needed. Inspired
by programs in cities such as Buenos Aires, Barcelona and London, Supervisor David Campos
proposed legislation and a ballot proposition that would become the Legacy Business Program. It
was introduced in two phases.

Phase one, which unanimously passed the Board of Supervisors in March 2015 and was signed by
the Mayor on March 19, 2015, created the San Francisco Legacy Business Registry. To be listed
on the Registry, businesses must be nominated by the Mayor or a member of the Board of
Supervisors and determined by the Small Business Commission, after a noticed hearing, as having
met the foliowing criteria:

1. The business has operated in San Francisco for 30 or more years, with no break in San
Francisco operations exceeding two years.

2. The business has contributed to the neighborhood's history and/or the identity of a particular
neighborhood or community.

3. The business is committed to maintaining the physical features or traditions that define the
business, including craft, culinary or art forms.

Phase two asked voters to create the Legacy Business Historic Preservation Fund, first-of-its-kind
legislation that provides grants to both Legacy Business owners and property owners who agree to
lease extensions with Legacy Business tenants.

Proposition J, establishing the Legacy Business Historic Preservation Fund, was approved by
voters in November 2015, with 56.97 percent in favor and 43.03 percent opposed.

The Legacy Business Program in the San Francisco Administrative Code

In the San Francisco Administrative Code, the Legacy Business Registry and the Legacy Business
Historic Preservation Fund are addressed in sections 2A.242 and 2A.243, respectively.




MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Following are major accomplishments for the Legacy Business Program from April 1, 2016, through
March 31, 2017:

Revised the Legacy Business Registry application and had it translated into Spanish, Chinese
and Tagalog.

Hired a full-time Legacy Business Program Manager, Richard Kurylo, who began working on
July 5, 2016.

Revised the Legacy Business Program website: htip://sfosb.org/legacy-business.

Began reviewing Legacy Business Registry applications and added 76 businesses to the
Registry.

Issued the Business Assistance Grant for Legacy Businesses, reviewed and approved 51
applications totaling $399,000, set up applicants as vendors with the City and County of San
Francisco and processed and paid grants.

Issued the Rent Stabilization Grant for landlords of Legacy Businesses, received applications to
be reviewed and set up applicants as vendors with the City and County of San Francisco.



LEGACY BUSINESS REGISTRY

The purpose of the Legacy Business Registry is to recognize and preserve longstanding,
community-serving busmesses that are valuable cultural assets to the City. The Registry is a tool
for providing educational and promotional assistance to Legacy Businesses to encourage their
continued viability and success.

Nominations for the Registry are made by the Mayor or a member of the Board of Supervisors on
an ongoing basis. Nominations are limited to a total of 300 businesses per fiscal year (July 1
through June 30). Businesses that are nominated for inclusion on the Registry and wish to be
included on the Registry must pay a one-time non-refundable administrative fee of $50 to offset the
costs of administering the program.

Nominations, Applications and Business Listed on the Registry
The following table shows the number of nominations received, the number of applications received
and the number of businesses listed on the Legacy Business Registry for fiscal year 2015-16 and
the first three quarters of fiscal year 2016-17.
EXHIBIT 1: Number of Nominations, Applications and Legacy Businesses by Quarter
Number of Number of Number of Businesses
Quarter Nominations Applications Listed on the Legacy
Received Received Business Registry
0 NA! 0

2015 Quarter 3:

July through September

2015 Quarter 4: : . ; ~ ;
October through December . ‘ L ‘ ‘ =
2016 Quarter 1: 9 1 NAY ; 0

January through March

2016 Quarter 2: :
April through June =

Subtotal |
2016 Quarter 3: ' ‘ ‘
July through September = 28“ ;;;19;
2016 Quarter 4 : , : ‘
October through December - ‘ - ‘ -
2017 Quarter 1: ,
January through March
Subtotal
Fiscal Year 2016-17

, 24 15 ; .
72 76
Through March 31, 2017

Note:

"Data by quarter is not available for fiscal year 2015-16.



Legacy Businesses

The following table indicates the 76 Legacy Businesses that were placed on the Legacy Business
Registry through March 31, 2017. The businesses are in alphabetical order, and only their main
business addresses are listed. For a current list of all Legacy Businesses, including multiple San
Francisco business locations for applicable businesses, please visit the Office of Small Business’
website at hitp://sfosb.org/legacy-business/reqgistry.

EXHIBIT 2: Legacy Businesses as of March 31, 2017

Main Business Date Placed

Accion Latina 2958 24th St. 9 Edwin Lee 312712017
Anchor Oyster Bar 579 Castro St. 8 Scott Wiener 11/14/2016
o o 2395 21st Ave. 4 KatyTang 12/12/2016
ompany
ArtHaus Gallery, LLC 411 Brannan St. 6 Jane Kim 212712017
Bay Area Video Coalition, 2727 Mariposa St., .
Inc. Second Eloor 9 Edwin Lee 11/28/2016
Blue Bear School of Music 2 Marina Blvd. 2 Mark Farrell 11/28/2016
Books Inc. 1501 Vermont St. 10  Mark Farrell 212712017
Booksmith, The 1644 Haight St. 5 London Breed 10/3/2016
Bo's Flowers Stand 1520 Market St. 5 Jane Kim 11/28/2016
Boudin Bakery . 3 Edwinlee 3/27/2017
Brazen Head, The 3166 Buchanan St. 2 Mark Farrell 812212016
Britex Fabrics 146 Geary St. 3 Aaron Peskin 12/12/2016
Brownies Hardware 1563 Polk St. 3 ~ Aaron Peskin 1/9/2017
Café du Nord | 2170 Market St. 8 ‘ Scott Wiener 11/28/2016
Café International 508 Haight St. 5 London Breed  11/14/2016
Caffe Trieste 601 Vallejo St. 3 Aaron Peskin  11/28/2016
arioan At Musedi of 781 Beach St > EdwinLee 11/28/2016
California ; :
Castro Country Club - 4058 18th St. 8 Scott Wiener  11/28/2016
Clty Lights Bookselies and | o1 columbus Ave 3 AaronPeskin  11/14/2016
Publishers - - :
Clarion Music Center 816 Sacramento St. 3 - Aaron Peskin - 12/12/2016
Cole Hardware 956 Cole St. 5 London Breed 11/28/2016
Community Boards il 5 L ondon Breed 8/8/2016

Suite 2040

~ Continued on next page



Continued from previous page

Legacy Business Main Business Date Placed
Jacy Address on Registry

Cove on Castro, The
Dance Brigade

Doc's Clock

Dog Eared Books

EROS: The Center for Safe
Sex

Escape From New York
Pizza

Faxon~Garage

FLAX art & design

Galeria de la Raza (Galeria
Studio 24)

Gilmans Kitchens and Baths

Golden Bear Sportswear

Golden Gate Fortune
Cookies ‘

Good Vibrations
Green Apple Books

Gypsy Rosalie's Wigs &
Vintage

Hah’:burger Haven
Henry's House of Coffee
Image Conscious

Instituto Familiar de la Raza

Joe's lce Cream
Lone Star Saloon
Luxor Cab Company

Macchiarini Creative Design 154 CitAe

and Metalworks
Mission Neighborhood
Health Center

Moby Dick

Navarro's Kenpo Karate o
Studio

434 Castro St

3316 24th St.

- 2575 Mission St.

900 Valencia St
2051 Market St.

1737 Haight St.

- 545 Faxon Ave.

~_Fort Mason Center, 2
Marina Blvd, Building D

2851 24th St.

228 Bayshore Blvd.
200 Potrero Ave.

56 Ross Alley

603 Valencia St
506 Clement St.

- 1457 Powell St.

800 Clement St
1618 Noriega St.
147 Tenth St.

2919 Mission St.

5420 Geary Blvd.
1354 Harrison St.
2230 Jerrold Ave.

. 240 Shotwel| St
- 4049 18th St.
860 Geneva Ave ®

o W W O ™

(@]

8
11

Continued on next page

- Scott Wiener

- David Campos
David Campos
- David Campos

- Jane Kim

L ondon Breed

Norman Yee

~ Jane Kim

Edwin | ee

, David Campos

Edwin L ee

Aaron Peskin

David Campos
Eric Mar

{ Aaron Peskin

Eric Mar
Katy Tang
Jane Kim

~ David Campos
'~ Eric Mar

Jane Kim
Jane Kim

~ Aaron Peskin

David Campos

" David Campos

- David Campos

12/12/2016
12/12/2016

 8/22/2016

10/3/2016
11/14/2016

10/24/2016
312712017

2/13/2017

11/28/2016

8/8/2016
11/28/2016

12/12/2016

1/9/2017
10/3/2016

10/241’2016
12/12/2016
10/3/2016
8/22/2016

11/14/2016

1/9/2017
8/8/2016

 11/14/2016

8/8/2016

8/22/2016
8/22/2016
12/12/2016



Continued from previous page

. Main Business Date Placed

Oddball Films
Pacific Cafée

Papenhausen Hardware

Pier 23 Cafe

Precita Eyes Muralists
Project Open Hand

Real Food Company

Retro Fit Vintage

Rolo San Francisco, Inc.

Roxie Theater

Ruby's Clay Studio & Gallery

Sacred Grounds Café, The
Sam Jordan's Bar

Sam Wo Restaurant

Sam's Gill and Seafood
Restaurant

San Francisco Heritage

San Francisco Prosthetic
Orthotic Service

SF Party

Specs’ 12 Adler Museum
Café ,

St. Francis Fountain
Stud Bar, The

Toy Boat Dessert Cafe
Twin Peaks Auto Care

Two Jack’s Nik's Place
Seafood

Valencia Whole Foods

275 Capp St.

7000 Geary Blvd.
.32 West Portal Ave.
Pier 23 The

Embarcadero
2981 24th St.
730 Polk St.

2140 Polk St.

910 Valencia St.

1301 Howard St.

3125 16th St.
552A Noe St.
2095 Hayes St
4004 3rd St.
713 Clay St.

374 Bush St.

2007 Eranklin St.
330 Divisadero St.

939 Post St

12 Saroyan Place

2801 24th St.
399 9th St.

401 Clement St.
598 Portola Dr.

401 Haight St.
999 Valencia St.

w DO W =N -

g1 o .00 o o

—_
o

Continued on next page
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David Campos

- Eric Mar
~ Norman Yee

Aaron Peskin

David Campos
Jane Kim

Rescinded on
2/23/17;
Formerly Aaron
Peskin*

David Campos
Scott Wiener
Scott Wiener

-Scoft Wiener

London Breed
Edwin Lee

Aaron Peskin

Aaron Peskin
Mark Farrell
London Breekdk
Jane Kim
Aaron Peskin

David Campos
Jane Kim

Eric Mar
Norman Yee

L ondon Breed

| David Campos

10/24/2016
8/8/2016

 11/14/2016

8/22/2016

8/8/2016
12/12/2016

2/13/2017

312712017
2/13/2017

8/22/2016

8/22/2016
12/12/2016
12/12/2016
11/14/2016

11/28/2016
11/28/2016

 12/12/2016

8/22/2016
8/8/2016
11/14/2016

. 11/28/2016

8/8/2016
8/22/2016

8/8/2016
12/12/2016



Continued from previous page

Leaacv Business Main Business Date Placed
gacy Address on Registry

VIP Coffee and Cake Shop 671 Broadway ~ Aaron Peskin  12/12/2016
Zam Zam 1633 Haight St. _ ¢ London Breed 12/12/2016
Zeitgeist k 199 Valencia St. ; 8 David Campos  10/3/2016
Notes:

2The original business address of Cartoon Art Museum when added to the Registry was 275 5th Street, Suite
303 in District 6.

®The original business address of Navarro’s Kenpo Karate Studio when added to the Registry was 3470
Mission St. in District 9.

4The nomination for Real Food Company was rescinded by the nominator after the Legacy Business was
placed on the Registry. Rescinding a nomination after placement on the Registry does not remove a Legacy
Business from the Registry.

The Stud Collective, May 2017. (Photo Credit: Shot in the City)
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Legacy Businesses Per Nominator

The following table indicates the number of nominations for each nominator for the 76 Legacy
Businesses that were placed on the Legacy Business Registry through March 31, 2017. The table
lists the nominators from greatest to least number of hominations.

EXHIBIT 3: Legacy Businesses Per Nominator as of March 31, 2017
Number of Legacy

Businesses
Supervisor David Campos 15
Supervisor Aaron Peskin 13
Supervisor Jane Kim 10

Supervisor London Breed

Mayor Edwin Lee

Supervisor Scott Wiener

Supervisor Eric Mar

Supervisor Mark Farrell

Supervisor Norman Yee

Supervisor Katy Tang ‘ ;

Rescinded; Formerly Supervisor Aaron Peskin

TOTAL

AVERAGE

7

HHANOOAW\I\I‘D

Legacy Businesses Per District

The following table indicates the number of Legacy Businesses per supervisorial district for the 76
Legacy Businesses that were placed on the Legacy Business Registry through March 31, 2017.
The table lists the district for the main business address for each Legacy Business even if the
Legacy Business has multiple locations included on the Registry.

EXHIBIT 4: Legacy Businesses Per District as of March 31, 2017

Supervisorial District Number of Legacy Businesses

mmI

15

01-po‘)l\)_\I

10
Continued on next page
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Continued from previous page

Supervisorial District Number of Legacy Businesses

1 ,
TOTAL
AVERAGE

Map of Legacy Businesses

The following map shows the main locations for the 76 Legacy Businesses that were placed on the
Legacy Business Registry through March 31, 2017. For a current map of all Legacy Businesses,
please visit the following website: https://drive.google.com/open?id=1frI3u5gtCKQYycK-

hakaQ45 nlo&usp=sharing

EXHIBIT 5: Map of Legacy Businesses as of March 31, 2017
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BUSINESS ASSISTANCE SERVICES

SUMMARY OF SERVICES

Summary

The Legacy Business Program has been working with a team of technical assistance providers
including the San Francisco Small Business Development Center (SBDC), Working Solutions and
the Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights (LCCR) to assist businesses in need of lease negotiation,
real estate assistance, one-on-one business consulting and other small business challenges. In
total, the Legacy Business Program has provided technical assistance to 26 unduplicated clients for
a total of 273 hours. Additionally, the Legacy Business Program has worked with the SBDC to make
business training workshops available to all Legacy Business clients, free of cost. Topics included,
but were not limited to, marketing, financial management, QuickBooks training, access to capital
and technology.

EXHIBIT 6: Business Assistance Provided through March 31, 2017

Number of Unduplicated Number of Unduplicated

Hours of Assistance
Provided

Legacy Businesses Provided
Business Assistance

21 5 : 273

Legacy Applicants Provided
Business Assistance

Client Needs

Businesses were referred to partner agencies to receive assistance with their Legacy Business
application. Businesses were paired with an advisor to complete the form, collect back-up
documentation, complete the business narrative and submit the complete packet for review.
Similarly, businesses were referred to technical assistance providers to help clients complete and
submit their Legacy Business Assistance Grant application.

Other businesses were referred to partner agencies due to immediate challenges threatening
business operations, including the risk of displacement, insufficient cash, low revenue, poor cash
flow and legal challenges. Such business were often paired with a team of advisors to address
multiple threats at once. For example, some businesses worked with a marketing advisor to help
increase sales, a financial management consultant to help with financial planning and cost control,
a real estate agent to help relocate the business and a legal expert to help with legal threats. Other
areas of need include business plan assistance, human resource support and accounting.

Some Legacy Business clients sought out technical assistance without a direct referral. These
businesses attended SBDC’s training workshops or requested one-on-one consulting from technical
assistance providers. Training workshops are provided free of cost and cater to existing businesses
looking to grow or implement proper business practices that promote long-term sustainability. Other
businesses requested one-on-one consulting services from technical assistance providers to
address specific concerns, including marketing, financial management, navigating city agencies,
accounting, strategy, real estate assistance, lease negotiation, access to capital or assistance with
the Legacy Business Program.

14



EXHIBIT 7: Business Assistance Provided by Working Solutions as of March 31, 2017, for

Legacy Business Registry Applications and Legacy Business Program Grants

Legacy Business or Legacy . . Hours of Assistance
Business Registry Applicant Type of Assistance provided Provided

Bo's Flower Stand Régistry Application: Narrative Assistance 2.00
: . ~ Registry Application: Narrative Assistance
Brownies Hardware and Media Compilation ~ 1.50
Cal’s Automotive Center - Registry Application: Narrative Assistance 2.50
Canessa Gallery ~ Registry Application: Narrative Assistance 1.00
Ermico Enterprises ~ Registry Application: Narrative Assistance 4.00
Gino and Carlo Registry Application: Narrative Assistance 2.00
Good Vibrations - Registry Application: Narrative Assistance 1.50
Great American Music Hall  Registry Application: Narrative Assistance - 2.00
Long Boat Jewelry | Registry Application: Narrative Assistance 250
. - . Registry Application: Narrative Assistance;
bewiio s Fenbo karee ol Rent Stabilization Grant Assistance 20
. ~ Registry Application: Narrative Assistance ;
Rolo San Franmscp " and Media Compilation | 2.50
~ ) - Registry Application: Narrative Assistance;
S8 Joldans Ba  Business Assistance Grant Assistance ; =5
San Francisco Eagle Bar ﬂ Registry Application: Narrative Assistance 250
SB40/Carmen’s  Registry Application: Narrative Assistance 4.00
Zam Zam ~ Registry Application: Narrative Assistance 2.00

R R T
CASE REPORTS

Case Report: Navarro’s Kenpo Karate Studio
It's a Family Affair

For the last 51 years, the Navarro family has been an anchor in the Mission District. Their Navarro
Kenpo Karate Studio, commonly known as Navarro’s Martial Arts Academy, has taught thousands
of students — both youth and adults — over all those years. It's no wonder that when Carlos and his
daughter Rubie walk down the streets of the Mission they are warmly greeted by people they know.

Carlos Navarro, a Supreme Great Grand Master and a high level black belt in Kenpo Karate,
started his business in 1966 out of his garage. He soon outgrew the garage as word of mouth
began to spread. Carlos moved to a location in the Mission in the 1970s where the Navarro studio
grew quite quickly and became well known within the world of martial arts. The Academy teaches
Kenpo Karate, Muay Thai, Eskrima, cardio kickboxing, weightlifting, aerobics, yoga, Zumba, Self-
Defense for Women and Jiu-Jitsu.
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Carlos is known as the “Professor,” and some of his family members have appeared in movies and
music videos. They even did voiceovers for some television episodes of Sesame Street. Some of
Carlos’ students have gone on to become masters and perform as stuntmen in movies or work in
security protecting celebrities or have joined the police force.

Other Navarro family members are involved in the business, making it truly a family affair. Elba,
Carlos’ wife, does the bookkeeping. His son Frank is an instructor, and his daughter Elvira
produces the awards for the many competitions Navarro’s students participate in.

Throughout his career, Carlos has worked with youth to teach them fitness, discipline, respect and
confidence, and keep them away from drugs and gang activity. His hard work has not gone
unnoticed. Mayors Joseph Alioto, Dianne Feinstein and Frank Jordan; Supervisors Harvey Milk and
David Campos; State Assemblymember David Chiu; State Senator Mark Leno and others have
honored Carlos for the work he has done within the community. Recently, on May 8, 2017, Carlos
was honored again by the University of San Francisco’s School of Management with the Gellert
Award which is bestowed on family-owned businesses who have done outstanding work within the
community.

The Navarro studio had occupied two Mission Street locations and was forced out of its last location
due to an incredibly high rent increase in December 2016. At one point, Carlos and Rubie thought
they would have to close the business. Thanks to the Legacy Business Program, the SF Shines
program, the hard work of Working Solutions’ Iris Lee and John Rodriguez, and the SBDC’s Jim
Nguyen and Valerie Camarda and its Director Angel Cardoz, Navarro’s is back on track to continue
its good work in the community. Now, happily ensconced at 960 Geneva Ave., the brand new studio
shines with a beautiful new well-equipped studio. New students are lining up to enroll, while past
students are re-enrolling and bringing their own children to reap the benefits Navarro’s has to offer.

Case Report: Zam Zam
The Legendary Martini on Haight Street

Zam Zam is a Haight Street cocktail establishment featuring a curved bar serving classic cocktails
complete with a vintage cash register, mural and jukebox. The bar has a distinct Persian theme to it
and has been operating in the Upper Haight District of San Francisco since 1941.

As a long-term cocktail bar feeling the pressures of increasing rents in San Francisco, Zam Zam
sought out to be listed on the Legacy Business Registry in order to take advantage of available
funds and also gain recognition through the program. Zam Zam was connected to the Retention &
Relocation Program at Working Solutions to assist with their Legacy Business Registry application.

Zam Zam has a very thorough and storied history in the Upper Haight District and was a natural fit
for the Legacy Business Program. When completing the application, it became apparent that some
extra work needed to be put into the Historical Narrative section, which details the story and legacy
of the establishment and makes the case for its inclusion on the Registry. Working Solutions
assisted the client with compiling the Historical Narrative by sitting down with owner Robert Clarke
‘and discussing the history and significance of the bar and outlining reasons why the Upper Haight's
character would be forever changed without it.

Once the Historical Narrative was completed, the application was submitted to the Legacy Business

Program for review. Zam Zam'’s application received a positive recommendation from the Historic
Preservation Committee and was added to the Legacy Business Registry by the Small Business
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Commission on December 12, 2016. Zam Zam is eligible to apply for an annual Business
Assistance Grant, and their landlord is eligible to apply for a Rent Stabilization Grant if Zam Zam is
provided with a long-term lease.

Case Report: The Stud
Here to Stay

One of San Francisco’s oldest and legendary gay bars, The Stud, was on the verge of closing last
summer when their building was sold, and the business owner, Michael McHelhaney, faced a 300
percent rent hike. After decades of managing the business, Michael decided to sell the business
and move out of the city.

In response to community outcry, a collective of 15 members, including artists, performers,
business managers and community members, came together to help overcome the business
challenges and save the iconic bar. The team worked tirelessly to establish a worker-owned
cooperative, secure funding, negotiate a lease and purchase the business. Their efforts would not
only help combat the economic forces that are forcing many small businesses out of San Francisco,
but they would also help preserve a historic and valuable anchor business for the Tenderloin/SOMA
LGBT Heritage District while retaining existing jobs in the community.

The Stud worked closely with the San Francisco Small Business Development Center (SBDC) and
Working Solutions to help overcome many of these challenges. The SBDC paired The Stud with a
Financial Management advisor to help the collective develop a financial plan, identify capital needs
and support management with financial decisions. The Stud was also paired with a Business Plan
and a Human Resources advisor to help the team write a business plan and better understand the
regulatory requirements when hiring employees. Finally, The Stud worked with consultants from
Working Solutions to help The Stud negotiate a lease, apply for the Legacy Business Registry and
navigate the local license and permits process.

Thanks to the collective’s passion, hard work, and wholehearted commitment to keeping the 50-
year legacy alive, the team was able to secure the funding necessary to purchase the business,
negotiate a new lease and help current employees keep their existing jobs. Moreover, the team was
able to secure their Legacy Business status, which will help The Stud access local grants to further
their business retention efforts. '

The Stud continues to work with the SBDC and Working Solutions to help ensure the long-term
sustainability of the business. It is their spirit of collaboration, artistry, community and perseverance,
which is so uniquely San Francisco, that has helped the business overcome many challenges in the
past and will help the collective continue their legacy for many more years to come.
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LEGACY BUSINESS HISTORIC PRESERVATION FUND

The purpose of the Legacy Business Historic Preservation Fund is to maintain San Francisco's
cultural identity and to foster civic engagement and pride by assisting long-operating businesses to
remain in the city.

Long-operating businesses in San Francisco foster civic engagement and pride as neighborhood
gathering spots, and contribute to San Francisco's cultural identity.

In San Francisco's current economic climate, many otherwise successful, long-operating
businesses are at risk of displacement, despite continued value to the community and a record of
success.

In recent years, San Francisco has withessed the loss of many long-operating businesses because
of increased rents or lease terminations.

To the extent that property owners have little incentive to retain longstanding fenants, a long-
operating business that does not own its commercial space or have a long-term lease is particularly
vulnerable to displacement. A viable strategy for securing the future stability of San Francisco's
long-operating businesses is to provide incentives for them to stay in the community, and incentives
for their landlords to enter into long-term leases with such businesses.

Through the Legacy Business Historic Preservation Fund, Legacy Businesses on the Registry may
receive Business Assistance Grants of $500 per full-time equivalent employee per year, while
landlords who extend the leases of such businesses for at least 10 years may receive Rent
Stabilization Grants of $4.50 per square foot of space leased per year. The business grants are
capped at $50,000 annually; the landlord grants are capped at $22,500 a year.

BUSINESS ASSISTANCE GRANT

Business Assistant Grants are used to promote the long-term stability of Legacy Businesses and
help them remain in San Francisco. The grant pays up to $500 per full-time equivalent employee
(FTE) per year up to a maximum of 100 FTEs.

‘Full-time equivalent employees” are defined as the number of employees employed in San
Francisco by a Legacy Business as of the immediately preceding June 30, which is determined by
adding, for each employee employed as of that date, the employee's average weekly hours over the
preceding 12 months (July 1-June 30), dividing the result by 40, and rounding to the nearest full
employee.

For fiscal year 2016-17, the Business Assistance Grant application deadline was extended from

~ September 30 to December 15, which increased the number of eligible applicants from 19 to 64. Of
the 64 Legacy Businesses as of December 15, 2016, a total of 51 applied for a Business
Assistance Grant. The average applicant had 15.65 FTEs and received a grant of $7,823.53,
totaling $399,000 for all grantees.

For more information about the Business Assistance Grant, please visit hitp:/sfosb.org/legacy-
business/businessgrant.
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Business Assistance Grant Awards

The following indicates Business Assistance Grant awards for fiscal year 2016-17, including the
name of the recipient, the number of FTEs, the grant amount and the proposed use of funds.

EXHIBIT 8: Business Assistance Grant Awards for Fiscal Year 2016-17

Number Grant
lL.egacy Business of FTEs Proposed Use of Funds

Anchor Oyster Bar 35,500  Tenant Improvements $5,500
Arrow Stamp & Coin Co. . 1 $500 Inventory ]
Bay Area Video Coalition, Inc.® ‘ 25  $12,500 Rent  $12,500
Blue Bear School of Music® : 9 $4,500 Marketmg/Promotlon , $4,500
Booksmith, The ‘ ‘ i $5,000 Equipment/Technology '$5,00‘O "
Bo's Flower Stand i $500 Rent $500
Brazen Head 1 $5,500 Rent  $5500
Cafe International - i $500 | Rent $500
Caffe Trieste . - o $3,500  Tenant ImproVements ‘ $3,5OO |
Cartoon Art Museum® ‘ 1 3 ~ $1,500 Human Resources $1.500
City !_ighits Booksellers and ' 17 $8 500 Fagade l‘mprovémepts $7,929
Publishers ‘ ! Marketing/Promotion $571
Clarion Music Center 3 $1,500 Rent $1,500
Cole Hardware . I $37,500 Rent  $37,500
Community Boards® 2 $1,000 Marketing/Promotion ~ $1,000
Doc's Clock . | . 3 $1,500  Tenant Improvements  $1,500
Dog Eared Books . H ' $5,500  Tenant Improvements . $5500
EROS: The Center for Safe Sex. . B $3,000  Marketing/Promotion = $3,000 |
Escape from New York Pizza ‘ 76 $38,000 Tenant Improvements ~ $38,000
Gilman's Kitchens and Baths 12 , $6.000 ‘ Rent $6,000
Golden Bear Sportswear 2 $11,000 Human Resources  $11,000
Golden Gate FortuneCookies =~ 2 $1,000 Equipment/Technology ~ $1,000
; - f ~ Associate Membership ~ $2,100
Green Apple Books . ~_ $ip000 Rent $233
‘ ‘ ! 1 ~ Tenant Improvements  $13,667
Gypsy Rosalie's Wigs and Vintage ! i $500 Facade Improvements $500
Hamburger Haven 1 5 1 $2.500 Rent  $2500
Henry's House of Coffee - 8 ; $4,000  Tenant Improvements $4.000

Continued on next page
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Continued from previous page

Number
Legacy Business of FTEs m Proposed Use of Funds

Image Conscious $5,000 Facade Improvements $5,000

Lone Star Saloon . 9 s $1.000 Rent $1,000
Marketing/Promotion $1,000

Luxor Cab Company 22 $11,000 Rent $10.000
. . . ADA Improvements $250
mz:;a(:lc\ﬁm]sl Creative Design and 3 , $1.500 Archiving $250
, , . : Tenant Improvements $1,000
Mission Neighborhood Health Center® 100 $50.000 Tenant Improvements $50,000
- ‘ : ~ Equipment/Technology $3,000
Mok Dick . $4,000 Human Resources  $1,000
Navarro's Kenpo Karate Studio 1 $500 Rent $500
Oddball Films . 2 $1,000 Equipment/Technology $1,000
Pacific Café 9 $4.500 Rent $4,500
5  Equipment/Technology $1,400
Papenhausen Hardware 8 $4,000  Marketing/Promotion $1.000
, ‘ = 1 . Tenant Improvements $1,500
Pier 23 Café . 38 $19.000 Tenant Improvements $19,000
Precita Eyes Muralists® 5 $2,500 Rent $2.500
. ~ . Facade Improvements $23,500
5 1
Fioject Open Hand ‘ . 18,900 Tenant Improvements $25,000
Roxie Theater® 10 ; $5,000 Rent $5,000
Sacred Grounds Café ‘ 4 $2,000 ‘ Rent $2,000
Sam Jordan's Bar 3 $1,500  Tenant Improvements $1,500
' Marketing/Promotion $6,300
Sam Wo Restaurant ‘ 19 $9,500 Tonant Improvements $3.200
Sam's Grill and Seafood Restaurant 23 . $11,500 Rent  $11,500
; gan _Franc&sco Prosthetic Orthotic : 13 $6.500 Liman Rosotirces $6.500
ervice , , E ]
SF Party 16 ’ $8,000 @ Tenant Improvements $8,000
Specs 12 Adler Museum & Cafe , 3 , $1,500  TenantImprovements  $1,500
St Francis Fountain , 1 $5,500 Tenant Improvements $5,500
. ~ Facade Improvements $1,000
oy Boat Dosseit o 4 #2000 Tenant Improvements $1,000

Continued on hext page
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Continued from previous page

Legacy Business ';l;‘ ?Tb;; Proposed Use of Funds

Valencia Whole Foods ‘ 6 $3000 Fagade Improvements  $3,000
Zam Zam . s $1,000  Tenantimprovements  $1,000
Zeitgeist - 25 $12500 Equipment/Technology = $12,500

TOTA
COUN
AVERAGE

$399,000

$399,000

79
1565
1272

12.72

$7,823.53
$4,000.00
$6,360.47

1
FOR-PROFIT AVERAGE .
NONPROFIT AVERAGE

$15,687.50

Note:

SNonprofit organization.
Proposed Use of Funds

Consistent with the purpose of the Legacy Business Historic Preservation Fund as set forth in
Administrative Code section 2A.243(a), Business Assistance Grant funds shall be used only to
promote the long-term stability of Legacy Businesses or to help Legacy Businesses remain in San
Francisco. The following table is a summary of how applicants intend to use the grant funds to
support the continuation of their businesses as a Legacy Businesses.

EXHIBIT 9: Proposed Use of Business Assistance Grant Funds for Fiscal Year 2016-17

Proposed Use of Funds Percent of Total

Archiving : $250  0.06%
Associate Membership . $2.100 ; 0.53%
Equipment/Technology ~ $23,900 . 599%
Facade Improvements  $40,929 ‘ 10.26%
Human Resources . 300 BUIGE
Inventory F o
Marketing/Promotion F
Rent ] el e
Tenant Improvements . $189,867  4759%

TOTAL | $399,000 100.00%°

Note:

8Percentage does not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
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RENT STABILIZATION GRANT

The Rent Stabilization Grant (http.//sfosb.org/legacy-business/rentgrant) is used to provide an
incentive for landlords to enter into long-term leases with Legacy Businesses.

Per San Francisco Administrative Code section 2A.243(c)(1), “Subject to the budgetary and fiscal
provisions of the City Charter, the Office of Small Business shall award an annual grant to a
landlord that, on or after January 1, 2016, enters into an agreement with a Legacy Business that
leases real property in San Francisco to the Legacy Business for a term of at least 10 years or
extends the term of the Legacy Business's existing lease to at least 10 years, for each year of a
lease entered into on or after January 1, 20186, or each year that was added to an existing lease on
or after January 1, 2016 (e.g., an existing five-year lease that is extended to 20 years on January 1,
2016 would entitle the landlord to 15 years of grants)...”

The Rent Stabilization Grant was issued on Monday, February 27, 2017. The following table
indicates Rent Stabilization Grant applications received as of March 31, 2017. Grants will be
processed in the fourth quarter of fiscal year 2016-17. :

EXHIBIT 10: Rent Stabilization Grant Applications Received as of March 31, 2017

. Address of Legacy . Grant Amount
Landlord of Legacy Business Date Received Requested
EROS: The Center for Safe Sex 2051 Market Street March 13, 2017 $22.500
Navarro’s Kenpo Karate Studio 960 Geneva Ave. - March 28, 2017 $11,700

$34,200
$17,100

Workmg Solutions Invest In Dreams Breakfat, May 2017. Pictured from left to right. Emily Gasner, John
Rodriguez and Iris Lee, Working Solutions; Rubie Navarro and Carlos Navarro, Navarro’'s Kenpo Karate
Studio; Regina Dick-Endrizzi and Richard Kurylo, San Francisco Office of Small Business; Victor Wong,

Working Solutions.
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PROGRAM BUDGET

Fiscal Year 2016-17

The following table indicates estimated revenue and expenses for the Legacy Business Program for
fiscal year 2016-17.

EXHIBIT 11: Legacy Business Program Budget for Fiscal Year 2016-17
Difference

. . Carryforward
Estimated | Estimated Between :
Budget ltem Revenue Expenses | Revenue and to N?‘t Riscal
ear
Expenses
Staffing .
9774 Legacy Busmess Peegenn. @ . o ' ] ‘
Manager + Fringe Benefits . $143 037‘ $143’037 u $O - -
9772 Business Assistance PrOJect $96 586 320, 282 - $76 304 $0

Manager + Fringe Benefits

Subtotal Staffmg  $239,623 | $163,319 | $76,304 -n

Program Expenses

Translation Services $5 4/3 ; .
, $28 OOO : $21 039 - $21 039
Marketing (lrandmg, Collateral) ; - ¥ 488

Subtotal Program Expenses $28 000 $6, 961 $21 039 $21 039

Appllcatlon Fees

_Carryforward Application Fees , 1 , 1 = ;
 (From Fiscal Year 2015-16) ~ $1400 $0 $~1 400  $1,400
Application Fees ;  $4.600 50 0 BappD . 34600
Subtotal Apphcatlon Fees $6 000 -ﬂ $6,000 _$6,000
Grants
Business Assistance Grant ' f $399, OOO _ ; ~
o - $1,000,000 $474 811 $474,811
_ Rent Stabilization Grant . : $126 1897 -

Subtotal Grants $1 000,000 $525,189 $474,811 $474,811
TOTAL ] $1,273,623 $695,469 $578,154 $501,850

Notes:

’Based on 7 applications: 2 received by March 31, 2017; 3 received after March 31, 2017; and 2 anticipated
by June 30, 2017, with the anticipated applications calculated as $4.50 per square foot with an average of
4,000 square feet.
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Fiscal Year 2017-18

The following table indicates estimated revenue and expenses for the Legacy Business Program for
fiscal year 2017-18.

EXHIBIT 12: Proposed Legacy Business Program Budget for Fiscal Year 2017-18
Difference

. - Carryforward
Estimated | Estimated Between :
Budget ltom Revenue Expenses | Revenue and fo N?“ Fiseal
ear
Expenses
Staffing ; ;
9774. Legacy Business Program ‘ , -
Manager + Fringe Benefits vidloeg $147’,524 : $0 $0
9772: Business Assistance Pro;ect $129,351 $129.351 ‘ $0 %0

Manager + Fringe Benefits

Subtotal Staffing |  $276,875 | $276,875 -ﬂ-ﬂ

Program Expenses

Carryforward Program Expenses ,
(From Fiscal Year 2016-17) =il 4 0
Translation Services $41,439 $0 $O

$20,400
Marketing (Branding; Collateral)

Subtotal Program Expenses | $41,439 $41,439 -mw

_Application Fees

Carryforward Application Fees ~ ~ »
(From Fiscal Year 2016-17) : oo $10,800 0 0
_Application Fees , $4 8008 ,
Subtotal Application Fees $1o 800 $10,800 -E] -ﬂ
Grants
Carryforward Grants ‘ $0 $0 $0

(From Fiscal Year 2016-17)
Business Assistance Grant

i o ‘
$171120 8171120

_ Rent Stabilization Grant _ $352,640"

Subtotal Grants $1 474,811 $1 303,691 $171 120 $171 120
‘ TOTAL | $1,803,925 | $1,632,805 $171,120 $171,120

Notes:
8Eight applications per month at $50 per application.

®Calculated as $515 per FTE ($500 plus an estimated 3.00 percent Consumer Price Index increase) with an
average of 15.65 FTEs per Business Assistance Grant applicant for a total of 118 applicants (the number of
Legacy Businesses expected through September 30, 2017).

OCalculated as $4.64 per square foot ($4.50 plus an estimated 3.00 percent Consumer Price Index lncrease)
with an average of 4,000 square feet per Rent Stabilization Grant applicant for 19 applicants (10 percent of
the 190 Legacy Businesses expected through June 30, 2018).
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Fiscal Year 2018-19

The following table indicates estimated revenue and expenses for the Legacy Business Program for
fiscal year 2018-19.

EXHIBIT 13: Estimated Legacy Business Program Budget for Fiscal Year 2018-19
Difference

. - Carryforward
Estimated | Estimated Between .
Bldget Item Revenue Expenses | Revenue and to N?t Fiscal
ear
Expenses
Staffing ' ‘
9774 Legacy Business Program ; cico nr ]
Manager + Fringe Benefits e e ; ‘ - 1 W
9772: Business Assistance Project | $134.274 $134.27 4 $0 i $0

Manager + Fringe Benefits

Subtotal Staffing | $287,330 | $287,330 -n_m

Program Expenses

Carryforward Program Expenses | ' -
(From Fiscal Year 2017- 18) " o , 2 $O;
Translation Services 1 $0 1 $Oﬁ

$20, 400 $20 400
Marketing (Branding; Coilateral)

Subtotal Program Expenses | $20,400 | $20,400 -ﬂ -ﬂ

Apphcatlon Fees

grmaswene oW & B e
Application Fees ]  $4, 80011 - $4,800
m m
Grants
(?%ﬁ?ﬁﬁggp ;Sm 7.18) ‘ , o0 %0 $0
Business Assistance Grant $1,171,120 $892,636'12 ~
Rent Stabilization Grant . $278,484'% - .

Subtotal Grants | $1,171,120 | $1,171,120 m_n
TOTAL | s1483,650 | stasaeso] s s0]

Notes:
"Eight applications per month at $50 per application.

2Calculated as $266.53 per FTE with an average of 15.65 FTEs per Business Assistance Grant applicant for
a total of 214 applicants (the number of Legacy Businesses expected through September 30, 2018).

3Calculated as $3.66 per square foot with an average of 4,000 square feet for the 19 prior year Rent
Stabilization Grant applicants and $0 for any new applicants. Total does not multiply to $278,484 due to
rounding.
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MAJOR UPCOMING ACTIVITIES

Following are major upcoming activities for the Legacy Business Program for the fourth quarter of
fiscal year 2016-17 and for fiscal year 2017-18:

Marketing and branding for the Legacy Business Registry including logo development, brand
identity, branding, website design and marketing to promote Legacy Businesses.

Hiring of a full-time Business Assistance Project Manager at the Small Business Development
Center to provide business technical assistance to Legacy Businesses. ‘

Issuing and processing the Business Assistance Grant for fiscal year 2017-18, which will be
translated into Spanish, Chinese and Tagalog.

Processing Rent Stabilization Grants.
Developing policies to measure and analyze the impacts of the Business Assistance Grant and
Rent Stabilization Grant, and developing protocols to address the growing demand for the

grants.

Transferring the Legacy Business Program database into a custom-made Salesforce database
to improve customer relationship management.

Providing resources and training to Legacy Businesses for succession planning in partnership
with the San Francisco Small Business Development Center, the Democracy at Work Institute
and the University of San Francisco’s Gellert Family Business Resource Center.

Providing real estate technical assistance and researching new opportunities for assisting
Legacy Businesses with the purchase of commercial buildings and commercial spaces.
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From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Friday, June 02, 2017 11;10 AM

To: BOS-Supervisors

Subject: FW: 2009.0159E 1500-1540 Market St. (One Oak St.) Project Responses to Comments
Attachments: 2009.0159E_1500 Market Street (One Oak Street) Project RTC June 1 2017 pdf

From: Livia, Diane (CPC)

Sent: Thursday, June 01, 2017 2:21 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>

Subject: 2009.0159E 1500-1540 Market St. {One Oak St.) Project Responses to Comments

Attached is the Responses to Comments document for the 1500-1540 Market Street (One Oak Street) Project DEIR.
The Planning Commission hearing will be on June 15, 2017.
Hard copy is coming through inter-office mail.

Please direct any questions to me.

Diane Livia
Environmental Planner

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-8758 Fay: 415-558-6409

Email: diane.livia@sfgov.org

Welb: www.sfplanning.org
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DRAFT EIR PUBLICATION DATE: NOVEMBER 16, 2016
DRAFT EIR PUBLIC HEARING DATE: JANUARY 5, 2017
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE: June 1, 2017

TO: Members of the Planning Commission and Interested Parties
FROM: Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer

Re: Attached Responses to Comments on Draft Environmental

Impact Report Case No. 2009.0159E, 1500 Market St. (One Oak)

Attached for your review please find a copy of the Responses to Comments document
for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the above-referenced project. This
document, along with the Draft EIR, will be before the Planning Commission for
Final EIR certification on June 15, 2017. The Planning Commission will receive public
testimony on the Final EIR certification at the June 15, 2017 hearing. Please note that the
public review period for the Draft EIR ended on January 10, 2017; any comments
received after that date, including any comments provided orally or in writing at the
Final EIR certification hearing, will not be responded to in writing.

The Planning Commission does not conduct a hearing to receive comments on the
Responses to Comments document, and no such hearing is required by the California
Environmental Quality Act. Interested parties, however, may always write to
Commission members or to the President of the Commission at 1650 Mission Street and
express an opinion on the Responses to Comments document, or the Commission’s
decision to certify the completion of the Final EIR for this project.

Please note that if you receive the Responses to Comments document in addition to the
Draft EIR, you technically have the Final EIR. If you have any questions concerning the
Responses to Comments document or the environmental review process, please contact
Diane Livia at 415-575-8758 or diane.livia@sfgov.org.

Thank you for your interest in this project and your consideration of this matter.

Memo
Revised 4/28/14

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377
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1. INTRODUCTION

A. PURPOSE OF THIS RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

The purpose of this Responses to Comments (RTC) document is to present comments submitted
on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed One Oak Project, to respond
in writing to comments on environmental issues, and to revise the DEIR as necessary to provide
additional clarity, including presenting changes to the proposed project that have occurred since
publication of the DEIR to ensure that environmental impacts associated with the revised project
are adequately addressed and evaluated as part of the Final EIR. Pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resource Code Section 21091(d)(2)(A) and (B), the
Planning Department has considered the comments received on the DEIR, evaluated the issues
raised, and provided written responses that address each substantive environmental issue that has
been raised. In accordance with CEQA, the responses to comments focus on clarifying the
project description and addressing significant environmental effects associated with the proposed
project. “Significant effects on the environment” means substantial, or potentially substantial,
adverse changes in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project.
Economic or social changes alone are not considered a significant effect on the environment.!
Therefore, this document focuses primarily on responding to comments that relate to physical
environmental issues in compliance with CEQA.? In addition, this RTC document includes text
changes to the DEIR initiated by Planning Department staff. The reasons for the text changes
related to the description of the proposed project’s program and operational characteristics are
also presented.

No significant new information that warrants recirculation of the DEIR is: 1) provided in the
comments received on the DEIR, or 2) reflected in the changes to the proposed project as
described in RTC Chapter 2, Revisions and Clarifications to the Project Description. The
comments do not identify, nor do the revisions to the project result in, any new significant
environmental impacts, or substantial increase in the severity of previously identified
environmental impacts, or feasible project alternatives or mitigation measures that are
considerably different from those analyzed in the DEIR that would clearly lessen the significant
environmental impacts of the project, but which the project sponsor has not agreed to implement.

The San Francisco Planning Department is the lead agency under CEQA responsible for
administering the environmental review of projects within the City and County of San Francisco.
The DEIR together with this RTC document constitute the Final EIR for the project in fulfillment

1 CEQA Guidelines. Section 15382.
2 CEQA Guidelines. Sections 15382; 15064(c); and 16064(d).
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of CEQA requirements, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132. The Final EIR has
been prepared in compliance with the CEQA Guidelines® and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco
Administrative Code. This EIR is an informational document for use by: (1) governmental
agencies (such as the San Francisco Planning Department) and the public to aid in the planning
and decision-making process by disclosing the physical environmental effects of the project and
identifying possible ways of reducing or avoiding the potentially significant impacts; and (2) the
City Planning Commission, other Commissions/ Departments and the Board of Supervisors prior
to their decision to approve, disapprove, or modify the project. If the Planning Commission,
Board of Supervisors, or other city entities approve the proposed project, they would be required
to adopt CEQA findings and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) to ensure
that mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR are implemented.

B. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

The San Francisco Planning Department prepared the DEIR for the One Oak Street (1500-1540
Market Street) Project in accordance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines in Title 14 of the
California Code of Regulations, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. The
DEIR was published on November 16, 2016. The DEIR identified a 56-day public comment
period from November 16, 2016 to January 10, 2017 to solicit public comment on the adequacy
and accuracy of information presented in the DEIR. Paper copies of the DEIR were made
available for public review at the following locations: (1) the San Francisco Planning
Department, 1650 Mission Street, and the Planning Information Center, 1660 Mission Street; and
(2) the San Francisco Main Library, 100 Larkin Street. The Planning Department also distributed
notices of availability of the Draft EIR, published notification of its availability in a newspaper of
general circulation in San Francisco, and posted notices of availability at locations around the
project site.

Comments on the DEIR were made in written form during the public comment period and as oral
testimony received at the public hearing on the DEIR before the Planning Commission on
January 5, 2017. A court reporter was present at the public hearing to transcribe the oral
comments verbatim and provide a written transcript.

The comments received during the public review period are the subject of this Responses to
Comments document, which addresses all substantive written and oral comments on the DEIR.
Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15201, members of the public may comment on any aspect of
the project. Further, CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a) states that the focus of public review
should be “on the sufficiency of the [DEIR] in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on

3 Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Chapter 3, Guidelines for Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act.
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the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or
mitigated.” In addition, “when responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to
significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by
reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.” CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088 specifies that the lead agency is required to respond to the comments on the major
environmental issues raised in the comments received during the public review period.
Therefore, this RTC document is focused on the sufficiency and adequacy of the DEIR in
disclosing the significance of the environmental impacts of the proposed project that were
evaluated in the DEIR; because a number of revisions were made to the project and the project
variant since publication of the DEIR, the significance of these changes is also discussed in RTC
Chapter 2, Revisions and Clarifications to the Project Description.

The San Francisco Planning Department distributed this RTC document for review to the San
Francisco Planning Commission as well as to the agencies, neighborhood organizations, and
persons who commented on the DEIR. The Planning Commission will consider the adequacy of
the Final EIR — consisting of the DEIR and the RTC document — in complying with the
requirements of CEQA. If the Planning Commission finds that the Final EIR is adequate,
accurate and complete and complies with CEQA requirements, it will certify the Final EIR and
will then consider the associated MMRP, and the requested approvals for the revised project.

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, the MMRP is designed to ensure
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR and adopted by decision-
makers to mitigate or avoid the project’s significant environmental effects. CEQA also requires
the adoption of findings prior to approval of a project for which a certified EIR identifies
significant environmental effects (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15092). Because this
EIR identifies one significant adverse impact that cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant
levels, the Commission must adopt findings that include a Statement of Overriding
Considerations for this significant unavoidable impact (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093[b]) if
the revised project would be approved. The project sponsor would be required to implement the
MMRP as a condition of project approval.

C. DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

This RTC document consists of the following chapters:

Chapter 1, Introduction, discusses the purpose of the RTC document, the environmental review
process for the EIR, and the organization of the RTC document.

Chapter 2, Revisions and Clarifications to the Proposed Project, summarizes changes to the
description of the proposed project, as described in DEIR Chapter 2, that the sponsor has initiated
since publication of the DEIR. Chapter 2 also analyzes whether these revisions to the project
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would result in any new or more severe significant environmental impacts not already discussed
in the DEIR.

Chapter 3, Public Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals Commenting on the DEIR,
presents the names of persons who provided comments on the DEIR during the public comment
period. This chapter includes three tables: Public Agencies Commenting on the DEIR,
Organizations Commenting on the DEIR, and Individuals Commenting on the DEIR.
Commenters are listed in alphabetical order within each category. These lists also show the
commenter code (described below) and the format (i.e., public hearing transcript, letter, or email)
and date of each set of comments.

Chapter 4, Responses to Comments, presents the comments excerpted verbatim from the public
hearing transcript and written correspondence. Comments are organized by environmental topic
and, where appropriate, by subtopic. They appear as single-spaced text and are coded in the
following way:

e Comments from agencies are designated by “A-" and an acronym of the agency’s name.

e Comments from non-governmental organizations are designated by “O-"and an acronym
of the organization’s name.

o Comments from individuals are designated by “I-” and the commenter’s last name

In cases where a commenter has spoken at the public hearing and submitted written comments, or
has submitted more than one letter or email, the commenter’s last name, or the acronym or
abbreviation of the organization name represented by the commenter, is followed by a sequential
number by date of submission. A final number at the end of the code keys each comment to the
order of the bracketed comments within each written communication or set of transcript
comments. Thus, each discrete comment has a unique comment code. The coded comment
excerpts in Chapter 4 tie in with the bracketed comments presented in Attachments A and B of
this Responses to Comments document, described below.

Preceding each group of comments is a summary of issues raised by specific topic. Following
each comment or group of comments on a topic are the Planning Department’s responses. In
some instances the responses may result in revisions or additions to the DEIR. Text changes are
shown as indented text, with new text underlined and deleted material shown as strikethrough
text.

Chapter 5, DEIR Revisions, is a complete presentation of text changes to the DEIR as a result of
a response to comments and/or staff-initiated text changes identified by Planning Department
staff to update, correct, or clarify the DEIR text. Staff-initiated text changes are identified by an
asterisk (*) in the margin. These changes and minor errata do not result in significant new
information with respect to the proposed project, including the level of significance of project
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impacts or any new significant impacts. Therefore, recirculation of the DEIR pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5 is not required.

Attachments A and B present, respectively, a complete transcript of the Planning Commission
hearing and a copy of the written correspondence received by the Planning Department in their
entirety, with individual comments bracketed and coded as described above. An additional code
points the reader to the topic and subtopic in Chapter 4 in which the bracketed comment appears
and the response that addresses it.

This RTC document will be consolidated with the DEIR as its own chapter, and upon certification
of the EIR the two documents will together comprise the project’s Final EIR. The revisions to the
EIR’s text called out in Chapter 5, DEIR Revisions, of the RTC document will be incorporated
into the DEIR text as part of publishing the consolidated Final EIR.

June 1, 2017 15 One Oak Street Project
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2. REVISIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS TO THE
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Since publication of the DEIR, the project sponsor has initiated revisions to the proposed project
as it was described in DEIR Chapter 2, Project Description. This RTC section summarizes these
current revisions to the proposed project (collectively, the “revised project”) and analyzes
whether such revisions would result in any change to the environmental effects reported in the
Initial Study and DEIR, and evaluates whether such changes could result in any new significant
environmental impacts not already discussed in the DEIR. This section also identifies the project
variant as the project sponsor’s preferred project and summarizes design refinements for the
variant.

See RTC Section 5, DEIR Revisions, pp. 5.18-5.29, which presents the specific text changes to
the DEIR Project Description that are necessitated by the sponsor’s revisions to the proposed
project and the project variant.

A. SUMMARY OF REVISIONS TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The revisions include the following: (1) specifying that the project sponsor has selected the
project variant described in the DEIR and presenting design refinements for the selected variant;
(2) reducing the number of project parking spaces; and (3) actively discouraging the use of the
existing Market Street loading zone for project operations. The revisions also include minor text
revisions to the EIR Project Description.

Project Sponsor Selection of the Project Variant and Variant Design Refinements

The DEIR Project Description is revised to update the EIR by specifying that the project sponsor
has selected the Muni Station Elevator and Emergency Access Variant to be presented for
approval. This variant is substantially the same as the proposed project, is described in the EIR
on p. 2.30, and is evaluated in tandem with the proposed project in EIR Chapter 4, Environmental
Setting and Impacts. The variant was included in the EIR description of the proposed project as
an option that the sponsor or decision-maker may select. However, for the purposes of this
section, the selected project variant and additional updated information about the variant
presented below are referred to as the “preferred project” to distinguish it from the proposed
project and variant as they were described in the DEIR.

In addition to retaining the Muni elevator within the project site and not implementing the
proposed Franklin Street contraflow fire lane, the preferred project includes additional detail and
updated information about the proposed Oak Plaza that was not included in the DEIR.

June 1, 2017 2.1 One Oak Street Project
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2. Revisions and Clarifications to the Project Description

Muni Elevator

The existing Muni elevator is currently incorporated into the existing 1500 Market Street building
(All-Star Café) and conveys passengers between the street level and the concourse level of the
Van Ness Muni Metro station. The proposed project called for relocation of the elevator off site
to One South Van Ness Avenue, as described on EIR p. 2.26. The project sponsor has selected
the project variant as the preferred project, with no relocation of this elevator, described on EIR
p. 2.30. As such, the elevator would not be relocated off site to One South Van Ness Avenue.
Under the preferred project, the elevator would remain in its current location, and would be
enclosed in a new freestanding structure (housing the elevator and its overrun) within the
proposed Oak Plaza.

No Franklin Street Fire Lane

The proposed project included creation of a dedicated southbound fire lane along the east side of
Franklin Street south of Oak Street, as described on EIR pp. 2.26-2.28 (see Figure 2.14: Proposed
Site Plan and Surroundings, on EIR p. 2.23). The project sponsor has selected the project variant
that does not provide for a fire lane on Franklin Street, described on EIR p. 2.30, as the preferred
project and as such, no Franklin Street fire lane would be constructed. Instead, under the
preferred project, Oak Street would continue to function as the primary east-west emergency
vehicle access corridor, as it does under existing conditions, providing access for fire trucks to
Market Street.

Design Refinements for Oak Plaza

In its selection of the variant as the preferred project, the project sponsor has provided updated
details and design refinements for Oak Plaza, in conformity with the Better Streets Plan and in
response to input from the Department of Public Works. See new Figure 2.17: Revised Oak
Plaza, Plan, and new Figure 2.18: Revised Oak Plaza, Rendering, shown on the following
pages. Revised features for Oak Plaza under the preferred project are described below.

North Sidewalk

As described for both the proposed project and variant in the DEIR, the north sidewalk was to be
15 feet wide, as under existing conditions. Under the preferred project, the north sidewalk would
be widened by 5.5 feet to accommodate a zone for street trees, seating, and lighting along the
curb line.

June 1, 2017 2.2 One Oak Street Project
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2. Revisions and Clarifications to the Project Description

Shared Street

As described for both the proposed project and variant in the DEIR, the Oak Street roadway for
the shared public way, or shared street, would be 14 feet wide, with an additional 6 feet of
horizontal clearance to provide for emergency access. Under the preferred project, the shared
street would be 20 feet wide extending westward from the Van Ness Avenue curb line by about
180 feet, at which point it would widen further to accommodate a new universal accessible
passenger loading aisle with a curb ramp fronting the residential lobby entrance on the south side
of Oak Street. Vehicles entering Oak Street would turn right from southbound Van Ness Avenue
onto a tabled crosswalk ramping up 6 inches, flush with the Van Ness Avenue sidewalk, then
ramp back down 4 inches onto the shared street. Vehicles would continue westbound along the
shared street for approximately 202 feet, at which point they would ramp down 2 inches to the
existing Oak Street roadway at the western edge of the project site. As described for the proposed
project and variant, the entire shared street would be raised 2 inches above street level, while the
pedestrian-only plaza would be raised another 4 inches from the shared street, distinguished by a
4-inch curb. Both the pedestrian plaza and the shared street would be distinguished by a
distinctive paving pattern, with existing asphalt paving remaining along the vehicle-only Oak
Street roadway to the west.

At the west end of the shared street, new pavement striping and a curb ramp would be provided to
convert the easternmost existing diagonal parking space fronting 50 Oak Street into a universal
accessible passenger loading aisle.

Pedestrian Plaza

Under the preferred project, the south sidewalk along Oak Street would be widened from 15 feet
to 27.5 feet. The widened sidewalk, together with the publicly accessible, private open space
provided at the east end of the building site, would combine to form a pedestrian plaza along the
east and north sides of the proposed building. The central plaza area could accommodate flexible
uses such as performances by members of neighboring cultural institutions, farmers markets, and
other events. The plaza areas would be furnished with custom precast concrete planters with
small ornamental trees and plants. The planters would also serve as seating for pedestrians. The
proposed plaza would be managed by a non-profit stewardship entity specifically organized for
plaza management, and the maintenance and operating expenses would be funded by a
Community Facilities District.

Revised Oak Plaza Wind Canopy Design

The design of the Oak Plaza wind canopies has been revised under the preferred project. See new
Figure 2.17 on RTC p. 2.4. The revised canopies under the preferred project would consist of

June 1, 2017 2.5 One Oak Street Project
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2. Revisions and Clarifications to the Project Description

three freestanding pergola-like structures comprised of perforated metal blades, each forming a
broad, wing-like “V,” suspended along a central spine supported by vertical columns. In plan
view, the blade coverage would be up to 75 percent porous, including the spaces between the
blades. Two of the canopies would generally follow the curve of the tower base, while the third
canopy would have an opposing converse curvature, rising in height from 18 feet above the Oak
Street lobby entrance to 30 feet at the Market Street property line.

Passenger Loading

As described for the proposed project and variant in the DEIR, a 60-foot-long passenger loading
zone would be provided along the south side of the proposed Oak Street near the One Oak Street
lobby entrance to accommaodate three vehicles. Under the preferred project, to maximize
sidewalk space for pedestrians, the passenger loading zone would be reduced to 22 feet in length
to accommodate one vehicle on the south side of the proposed Oak Street shared public way near
the One Oak residential lobby entrance.

Retail Kiosks

The revised project would include four retail kiosks as part of the street furniture of the proposed
Oak Plaza. The kiosks would be located along the southern facade of the 25 Van Ness Avenue
building (the existing building along the north side of the proposed Oak Plaza across from the
project site). The kiosks would occupy four of the existing seven recessed archways, occupying
the recessed area within the archways and extending 3 to 4 feet into the immediately adjacent
proposed plaza. The kiosks would be approximately 9-11 feet in height. They would not be
attached to the 25 Van Ness building, but would be anchored to the sidewalk. They may receive
electrical power and water through either the sidewalk or the basement of the 25 Van Ness
building.

Reduction in Project Parking Spaces

The project sponsor has revised the project and the project variant to reduce the number of
parking spaces provided from 155 spaces as previously described and analyzed in the DEIR (a
0.50 parking rate), to 136 spaces as currently proposed (a 0.44 parking rate).

Response TR-7, on RTC pp. 4.38-4.39, identifies Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
measures to meet the required 13 TDM target points for the proposed project which now includes
136 parking spaces.! It also includes additional TDM measures, totaling 12 points that the project
sponsor voluntarily offers in response to commenter’s concerns, for a total of 25 points, in the

1 Per Section 169.3(e) of the TDM Ordinance, because the project’s development and environmental
application was submitted before September 4, 2016, the proposed project is subject to 50 percent of its
applicable target.
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event that the requested conditional use authorization for parking in excess of 0.25 is granted and
the Project Sponsor elects to build the additional spaces authorized by the Conditional Use
authorization. The project sponsor may elect to further reduce parking from 136 spaces to 77
spaces (a 0.25 parking rate), in which event the revised project would include a correspondingly
lower point value of TDM measures (a 10 point reduction from those identified for the project
with 136 parking spaces).

Existing Market Street Loading Zone

The DEIR Project Description identified the existing recessed loading zone along Market Street
as serving the proposed residential and commercial uses under proposed project or variant (see
DEIR p. 2.22). The use of the existing Market Street loading zone was intended to supplement
loading options for the proposed project or variant. However, its use is not required to satisfy
Planning Code loading requirements.

In response to public comments on the DEIR, the project sponsor has revised the DEIR Project
Description to specify that the existing Market Street loading zone would not be used for
proposed project loading. In addition, the project sponsor has agreed to implement new
improvement measures that would actively discourage use of the loading zone. (See

Response TR-5 in Section 4.C, Transportation and Circulation, on RTC pp. 4.30-4.34.)

Other Minor Revisions

The sponsor has introduced a number of minor revisions to clarify or address more accurately
specific details of the proposed project or setting described in the DEIR. The revisions to the
Project Description include the following:

e Revising a project objective pertaining to the proposed pedestrian plaza;

e Revising the reported number of parking spaces within the existing surface parking lot on
the project site that would be eliminated by the proposed project, from 30 to 47 and
clarifying that these existing 47 spaces are valet spaces;

o Modifying text to describe uses on the upper floors of the existing All Star Café; and

o Clarifying and revising project approvals from several agencies that were not included in
the DEIR.

These revisions are reflected in text changes in the Project Description in RTC Section 5, DEIR
Revisions, pp. 5.18-5.35.
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2. Revisions and Clarifications to the Project Description

B. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE REVISED PROJECT

Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires recirculation of an EIR when “significant
new information” is added to the EIR after publication of the DEIR but before certification. The
CEQA Guidelines state that information is “significant” if “the EIR is changed in a way that
deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including
a feasible project alternative) that the project proponents have declined to implement.”

Section 5088.5 further defines “significant new information” that triggers a requirement for
recirculation as including, but not limited to, identification of a new significant impact, a
substantial increase in the severity of an impact (unless mitigation is adopted to reduce the impact
to a less-than-significant level), or identification of a new feasible alternative or mitigation
measure that would lessen the environmental impacts of the proposed project that the project
sponsor is unwilling to adopt. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b) states that recirculation is
not required if “new information in the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant
modifications in an adequate EIR.”

The current revisions and clarifications to the proposed project would not result in any new
significant impacts that were not already identified in the DEIR, nor would these changes
increase the severity of any the project’s impacts identified in the DEIR. Mitigation measures
identified in the DEIR and the Initial Study would continue to be required in order to reduce or
avoid significant environmental impacts. No new or modified measures would be required to
mitigate the significant impacts identified for the proposed project in either the Initial Study or
DEIR.

Land Use

The revised project would be substantially the same as the proposed project described in the
DEIR with respect to the land use program, character, and intensity. The project’s land use
impacts are described and evaluated in EIR Section 4.B, Land Use and Land Use Planning. As
described for the proposed project, the revised project would not disrupt or divide the surrounding
community or adversely affect the existing character of the vicinity. No new significant impact
related to Land Use would result from the revised project.

The number of residential units and the amount of ground floor commercial space identified in
the DEIR’s Project Description would remain the same with the revisions to the project. The
residential parking under the proposed project is ancillary to the residential use and, as such, the
reduction of parking under the revised project would not change the residential land use character
or density under the proposed project.
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Restricting and discouraging the project’s residential and commercial loading activities to Oak
Street and excluding these activities within the Market Street loading zone would not divide an
established community nor adversely affect the existing character of the vicinity.

The addition of the retail kiosks to Oak Plaza would not substantially change or alter the use or
description of the proposed project. These changes would not disrupt or divide the surrounding
community or adversely affect the existing character of the vicinity, a less-than-significant Land
Use impact.

For these reasons, as with the proposed project described in the DEIR, the revised project would
not result in significant Land Use impacts.

Transportation

Muni Station Elevator and Emergency Access Variant

The transportation and circulation impacts of the Muni Station Elevator and Emergency Access
Variant were described and evaluated in EIR Section 4.C, Transportation and Circulation, in
tandem with those of the proposed project so that this option could be available for selection by
the decision-makers or project sponsor. These effects now relate to the preferred project
component of the revised project.

The revised project would include the same amount of residential and restaurant/retail land uses
as the proposed project and variant described in the DEIR. Therefore, trip generation, mode split,
trip distribution, and loading demand would not change from the DEIR, and the revised project
would result in the same transportation impacts identified in the DEIR.

Continued Operation of Muni Station Elevator Onsite

The proposed re-location of the onsite Muni elevator under the proposed project is described on
EIR p. 2.26. Under the project variant (now the preferred project), the Muni elevator would
continue operation in its current location and no elevator would be constructed at One South Van
Ness. As such there would be no change to elevator access to the station and no operational
impact related to access to the Muni station. As discussed on EIR p. 4.C.67, construction of a
new elevator within the project site would require a period of about four months during which
elevator access to the Van Ness station would not be possible. Muni riders would be advised that
the elevator would not be available (e.g., via Muni Alerts) and would be directed to use the Muni
Civic Center station elevator (about 0.45 mile to the east). The EIR concludes that the proposed
project or its variant’s construction-related transportation impacts would be less than significant.
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Elimination of Proposed Franklin Street Contraflow Fire Lane

The proposed Franklin Street fire lane is described on EIR p. 2.26. Under the project variant,
now the preferred project, no Franklin Street contraflow fire lane would be constructed.

Pedestrian Conditions: As discussed on EIR pp. 4.C.53-4.C.54, the project variant would
not include the proposed Franklin Street fire lane, and instead SFFD fire trucks would
continue to travel eastbound within the westbound travel lane on Oak Street to access
Market Street east of Franklin Street, as under existing conditions. Fire truck access
through the shared street would not substantially affect pedestrians, as pedestrian-only
areas protected from vehicular traffic would be provided as part of the Oak Plaza and
shared street design.

Loading: Under the variant, the elimination of two on-street commercial loading spaces
on Franklin Street necessitated by the proposed contraflow fire lane, as discussed on EIR
p. 4.C.56, would not occur.

Emergency Vehicle Access: Under the variant, the changes to emergency vehicle access,
as called for under the proposed contraflow fire lane and discussed on EIR pp. 4.C.60-
4.C.61, would not occur. As discussed on EIR p. 4.C.62, emergency vehicle access
conditions associated with the project variant would be the same as under existing
conditions. As with existing conditions, emergency service providers under the
variant/preferred project would continue to have access onto Oak Street and across the
proposed Oak Plaza to access Van Ness Avenue and Market Street.

Construction: Under the variant, the construction activities necessitated by the proposed
contraflow fire lane, as discussed on EIR p. 4.C.66-4.C.67, would not occur.

Parking: Under the variant, the elimination of 18 on-street parking spaces (two on Oak
Street west of Franklin Street and 16 spaces on Franklin Street between Oak and
Page/Market streets) and a passenger loading/unloading zone, as necessitated by the
contraflow fire lane in the proposed project and discussed on EIR p. 4.C.72, would not
occur.

Design Refinements for the Proposed Oak Plaza

As discussed below, the design refinements for Oak Plaza under the preferred project would not
result in a significant impact related to Transportation and Circulation.

Trip Generation: The retail kiosks along the north side of Oak Plaza under the preferred
project would be approximately 90 square feet each and are intended to serve and activate
the proposed Oak Plaza public open space. In themselves, they would not be destinations
that would generate substantial new vehicle trips because at approximately 90 square feet
each, the kiosks could serve only small-scale retail needs of the immediate neighborhood
(e.g., a flower stand or coffee stand).

Pedestrian Circulation: The kiosks and customers would reduce the passable area of the
existing 15-foot-wide sidewalk along the north side of Oak Street. Under the preferred
project, the north sidewalk would be widened by 5.5 feet to accommodate a street
furniture zone for tree plantings, seating, lighting, etc., along the curb line. With the
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projection of the kiosks into the Oak Street sidewalk (3-4 feet), a 10- to 11-foot-wide
unobstructed pedestrian “throughway zone” would be provided between the kiosks and
the street furniture zone, exceeding the applicable standards of the Better Streets Plan,
which calls for a 6-foot-wide sidewalk pedestrian throughway zone for commercial
streets such as Oak Street.?

o Emergency Access: The modifications to Oak Street to create the Oak Plaza public open
space and shared street would also comply with the applicable standards of San Francisco
Fire Code, Section 503.2.1, which requires a minimum of 20 feet of unobstructed
roadway and a vertical clearance of not less than 13 feet, 6 inches for existing roadways.?
No part of the canopies, kiosks, or plaza furniture would be within or overhang the 20-
foot-wide shared street and emergency access zone (San Francisco Fire Code,

Section 5.01). In addition, the canopies would not interfere with fire protection for the
building, as the proposed new building would be a “Type I-A” building (i.e., a fire-
resistive non-combustible high-rise building) and would not require truck ladder
operations. As such the design refinements for Oak Plaza would not obstruct emergency
vehicle access.

e Passenger Loading: The reduction of passenger loading spaces adjacent to the project
site from three spaces to one space under the preferred project would not result in
insufficient passenger loading. If the passenger loading space were occupied, passenger
drop-offs and pick-ups could also be conducted adjacent to the project driveway, within
the planned two-space commercial loading zone directly west of the project site, or
within the existing four passenger loading/unloading spaces on the north side of Oak
Street. Passenger drop-offs and pick-ups could also be accommodated within the shared
street. The 20-foot width of the shared street would allow one-way westbound through-
traffic to bypass vehicles that are stopped briefly to load or unload passengers.

For these reasons, the project sponsor’s selection of the Muni Station Elevator and Emergency
Access Variant and current design refinements to Oak Plaza would not create new or substantially
more severe significant impacts than identified in the DEIR. Where different from the proposed
project, impacts of the variant would be reduced.

Parking Reduction

The reduction in the number of project parking spaces from the 155 spaces described in the DEIR
to 136 spaces under the revised project and variant would not result in any new significant
impact. As discussed on EIR p. 4.A.1, CEQA Section 21099(d) provides that parking impacts of
a residential project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered
significant impacts on the environment. Accordingly, parking is not considered in determining if
a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects. As with the proposed
project as described in the EIR, any secondary effects of drivers searching for parking would be

2 San Francisco Planning Department, et al., Better Streets Plan, Summary of Sidewalk Guidelines,
December 7, 2010, p. 101

3 San Francisco Fire Code, Section 503.2.1. Available online at, http://sf-fire.org/501-street-widths-
emergency-access
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offset by a reduction in vehicle trips due to some drivers, aware of constrained parking conditions
in the area, shifting to other forms of transportation.

Market Street Loading Zone

The proposed project and project variant as described in the DEIR, contemplated using the
existing recessed Market Street loading zone to supplement loading options for the proposed
project. In response to public concern for potential conflicts that could result from vehicles
crossing the bicycle lane to access the Market Street loading zone, the project sponsor has revised
the proposed project to eliminate Improvement Measures I-TR-B and I-TR-C, which would have
facilitated the access and use of the existing Market Street loading zone, as described in the
DEIR. (This revision is shown on RTC pp. 5.32-5.34.) This revision to the EIR regarding the
Market Street loading zone would instead leave the loading zone in its current condition
(including leaving the existing flexible bollards and signage in place) and would implement
improvement measures that call for building management to actively discourage the use of the
loading zone for building operations.

e Bicycles: Eliminating Improvement Measures I-TR-B and I-TR-C, and revising
Improvement Measure I-TR-D to actively discourage the use of the Market Street loading
zone by building residents and for building operations, would serve to reduce use of the
existing Market Street loading zone. As such, existing conditions with respect to loading
activity within the Market Street Loading Zone, would be maintained to the extent
feasible and enforceable by building management. These revisions would reduce the
potential for conflicts between bicycles within the westbound bicycle lane and vehicles
crossing the bicycle lane in order to access the Market Street loading zone.

e Loading: Adequate freight loading for the revised project would be provided by the
loading spaces within the proposed building. Adequate passenger loading for the
proposed project would be provided along Oak Street north of the building. As with the
proposed project, the revised project does not rely on the use of the Market Street loading
zone to satisfy any Planning Code loading requirements, and all freight and passenger
loading operations would be accommodated from Oak Street under the revised project.
Although these changes would reduce the building’s options for loading somewhat, it
would not create a deficit of loading spaces. As with the proposed project described in
the DEIR, this change would not result in a significant impact related to loading.

Retail Kiosks in Oak Plaza

The retail kiosks along north side of the Oak Plaza under the revised project would be
approximately 90 square feet each and are intended to serve and activate the proposed Oak Plaza
public open space. In themselves, they would not be destinations that would generate substantial
new vehicle trips because at approximately 90 sq. ft. each, the kiosks could serve only small-scale
retail needs of the immediate neighborhood (e.g., a flower stand or coffee stand). The kiosks and
customers would reduce the passable area of the existing 15-foot-wide sidewalk along the north
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side of Oak Street. However, under the revised project, the north sidewalk would be widened
with a 5.5-foot sidewalk bulb-out fronting the kiosks, and a 10- to 11-foot-wide passable
pedestrian zone would remain. As such, the retail kiosks would not obstruct pedestrian
circulation within the sidewalk on the north side of Oak Street.

Conclusion

For these reasons the revised project would not result in any significant impact related to
Transportation and Circulation.

Wind and Shadow

The revised project would not entail any changes to the location, height, massing, and
configuration of the proposed building. As with the wind canopies that are described and
illustrated on EIR pp. 2.24-2.25, the redesigned wind canopies under the revised project and
variant would serve to buffer and disperse strong winds that may occur within Oak Plaza, and
enhance the safety and comfort of plaza users and passers-through. Wind and shadow impacts of
the revised project would be substantially the same as those reported in the DEIR. The
redesigned canopies would provide similar protection to the public from strong winds as provided
by the previous design within and around the proposed Oak Plaza.* Wind conditions, in terms of
the total numbers of hazard exceedance locations and hours per year, would not materially
deteriorate as a result of the redesigned canopies. Wind conditions in the vicinity of the proposed
project would remain suitable for the pedestrian environment in accordance with the hazard
criterion specified in Section 148 of the San Francisco Planning Code. As such no new
significant impact related to wind and shadow would result.

Cultural Resources

The 25 Van Ness building is rated Category | “Significant” under San Francisco Planning Code
Article 11. As a resource that is included in a local register of historical resources, 25 Van Ness
is presumed to be an historical resource for the purposes of CEQA (CEQA Guidelines, Section
15064.5). The kiosks would occupy four recessed archways of 25 Van Ness along its Oak Street
frontage and would be partially within the 25 VVan Ness property line. As such, the kiosks would
be subject to review and approval of a Permit to Alter under Planning Code Article 11. Approval
of the kiosks under a Permit to Alter requires that the Historic Preservation Commission, or the
Planning Department on behalf of the Historic Preservation Commission, determine that the

4 BMT Fluid Dynamics, One Oak Street Project, Wind Microclimate Studies, Correspondence Reference:
431906/RC/070, May 31, 2017.
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alteration is consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties (Secretary’s Standards).®

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(3) provides that a project that conforms to the Secretary’s
Standards “shall be considered mitigated to a level of less-than-significant impact on the
historical resource.” As such, review and approval of an Article 11 Permit to Alter only upon a
determination that the kiosks would comply with the Secretary’s Standards, would ensure the
kiosks would have a less-than-significant impact on the 25 Van Ness building historical resource.
No new significant impact related to Cultural Resources (as described and analyzed in the Initial
Study, EIR Appendix A) would occur under this revised project.

Conclusion

For these reasons, the proposed changes to the DEIR described above and in RTC Section 5 do
not present significant new information with respect to the proposed project, would not result in
any new significant environmental impacts or present new feasible alternatives or mitigation
measures, and would not result in a substantial increase in the severity of a significant impact
identified in the DEIR. Therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5 is not required.

5 San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission Motion No. 0289, October 5, 2016.
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3. PUBLIC AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS
COMMENTING ON THE DEIR

Public agencies, non-governmental organizations, and individuals submitted written comments
(letters and emails) on the One Oak Street Project DEIR, which the City received during the
public comment period from November 16, 2016 to January 10, 2017. In addition, the Planning
Commission held a public hearing about the DEIR on January 5, 2017, and Commissioners,
organizations, and individuals made oral comments at that hearing. Tables 3.1 through 3.3,
below, list the commenters’ names, along with the corresponding commenter codes used in
Chapter 4, Responses to Comments, to denote each set of comments, the comment format, and
the comment date. This Responses to Comments document codes the comments in three
categories:

e Comments from agencies are designated by “A-" and the acronym of the agency’s name.

e Comments from organizations are designated by “O-" and an acronym of the
organization’s name. In cases where several commenters from the same organization
provided comments, the acronym is followed by the commenter’s last name.

o Comments from individuals are designated by “I-” and the commenter’s last name

Within each of the three categories, commenters are listed in alphabetical order. In cases where
commenters spoke at the public hearing and submitted written comments, or submitted more than
one letter or email, comment codes end with a sequential number.

Table 3.1: Public Agencies and Commissions Commenting on the DEIR

Commenter Code Name of Person and Agency Submitting Comment Comment Date
Comments Format

A-BOS-Avalos Jeremy Pollock, Legislative Aide, on Behalf | DEIR Hearing January 5, 2017
of Supervisor John Avalos

A-CPC-Melgar Commissioner Myrna Melgar, San Francisco | DEIR Hearing January 5, 2017
Planning Commission

A-CPC-Moore Commissioner Kathrin Moore, San DEIR Hearing January 5, 2017
Francisco Planning Commission

A-CPC-Richards Commissioner Vice President Dennis DEIR Hearing January 5, 2017
Richards, San Francisco Planning
Commission

A-DOT-Maurice Patricia Maurice, District Branch Chief, Letter January 17, 2017

Local Development - Intergovernmental
Review, California Department of
Transportation
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Commenting on the DEIR

Table 3.2: Organizations Commenting on the DEIR

Commenter Code Name of Pe_rsc_Jn and Organization Comment Comment Date
Submitting Comments Format

O-CBC Dave Snyder, Executive Director, California | Letter January 5, 2017
Bicycle Coalition

O-CHNA Marlayne Morgan, President, Cathedral Hill Email January 4, 2017
Neighbors Association

O-HANC Rupert Clayton, HANC Housing and Land Letter January 9, 2017
Use Chair, Haight Ashbury Neighborhood
Council

O-HVNA-Anderson Bob Anderson, Hayes Valley Neighborhood | DEIR Hearing January 5, 2017
Association

O-HVNA-Baugh Gail Baugh, President, Hayes Valley DEIR Hearing January 5, 2017
Neighborhood Association

O-HVNA-Warshell Jim Warshell, Hayes Valley Neighborhood DEIR Hearing; January 5, 2017
Association Submission of

Newspaper
Article

0O-HVNA-Hendersonl Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Letter January 4, 2017
Planning Committee, Hayes Valley
Neighborhood Association

O-HVNA-Henderson2 Jason Henderson, Hayes Valley DEIR Hearing January 5, 2017
Neighborhood Association

O-HVNA-Henderson3 Jason Henderson, Hayes Valley Email January 7, 2017
Neighborhood Association

O-HVNA-Welborn Tess Welborn, Hayes Valley Neighborhood | DEIR Hearing January 5, 2017
Association

O-LC1 Tom Radulovich, Executive Director, DEIR Hearing January 5, 2017
Livable City

O-LC2 Tom Radulovich , Executive Director, Letter January 10, 2017
Livable City

O-MPNA1 Moe Jamil, Chair, Middle Polk Letter January 4, 2017
Neighborhood Association

O-MPNA2 Moe Jamil, Middle Polk Neighborhood DEIR Hearing January 5, 2017
Association

0O-SC Howard Strassner, Member, San Francisco Letter January 10, 2017
Group Executive Committee, Sierra Club

O-WSF Cathy DeLuca, Policy and Program Letter January 10, 2017
Director, Walk San Francisco
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3. Public Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals
Commenting on the DEIR

Table 3.3: Individuals Commenting on the DEIR

Commenter Code Name of Individual Submitting Comment Comment Date
Comments Format

I-Bregoff Rob Bregoff Email January 4, 2017
|-Fraser Justin Fraser Email January 5, 2017
I-Hestorl Sue C. Hestor Letter January 4, 2017
I-Hestor2 Sue C. Hestor Letter January 10, 2017
I1-Hong Dennis Hong Email January 10, 2017
1-Judith Judith DEIR Hearing January 5, 2017
I-McManus Brad McManus Email January 9, 2017
I-Schweitzer Daniel Schweitzer Email January 5, 2017
|-Sullivan Andrew Sullivan Email January 4, 2017
I-Vaughan Sue Vaughan Email January 10, 2017
I-Weinzimmer David Weinzimmer Email January 9, 2017
I-Yamamoto Jiro Yamamoto DEIR Hearing January 5, 2017
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4, COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

INTRODUCTION

Chapter 4, Comments and Responses, summarizes the substantive comments received on the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and presents the responses to those comments.

Comments have been assigned unique comment codes, as described on RTC p. 1.4, and organized
by topic. Comments related to a specific DEIR analysis or mitigation measure are included under
the relevant topical section. Within each topical section, similar comments are grouped together
under subheadings designated by the topic code and a sequential number. For example, the first
group of comments in Subsection 4.B, Land Use and Land Use Planning, coded as “LU,” is
organized under heading LU-1. The order of the comments and responses in this section is
shown below, along with the prefix assigned to each topic code.

Section 4 Topic Topic

Subsection Code
4.A Land Use and Land Use Planning LU
4.B Transportation and Circulation TR
4.C Wind WI
4.D Shadow SH
4.E Population and Housing PH
4.F Cultural Resources CR
4.G Construction Cco
4H Cumulative Effects Cu
4.1 Aesthetics AE
4] General Environmental Comments GE

Each comment is presented verbatim, except for minor typographical corrections, and concludes
with the commenter’s name and, if applicable, title and affiliation; the comment source (i.e.,
public hearing transcript, letter, or email); the comment date; and the comment code. Boldface,
italicized, and CAPITALIZED text from the original written comments is reproduced in the
comment excerpts. Photos, figures, and other attachments submitted by commenters and
referenced in individual comments are presented in RTC Attachment B: Comments Letters on the
DEIR; they are not reproduced as part of the comments in this chapter. For the full text of each
comment in the context of each comment letter or email, the reader is referred to RTC
Attachment B.
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Following each comment or group of comments, a comprehensive response is provided to address
physical or environmental issues raised in the comments and to clarify or augment information in
the DEIR, as appropriate. The responses provide clarification of the DEIR text and may also
necessitate revisions or additions to the DEIR. Revisions to the DEIR are shown as indented text.
New text is underlined, and deleted material is shown with strikethrough text.

Revisions to the DEIR called for, and presented in, responses to comments in this chapter are also
presented in Chapter 5, DEIR Revisions.
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4. Comments and Responses

A. LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING

The comments and corresponding responses in this section relate to the topic of Land Use,
evaluated in EIR Section 4.B.

COMMENT LU-1: REQUEST FOR LAND USE MAP

“Two maps must be added to One Oak/1500 Market DEIR

“The first map needed in the EIR is in Land Use and Land Use Planning, 4.B.1. Land Use was
scoped out of the EIR in the Notice of Preparation process. As a result the EIR fails to provide
information on changes to the underlying Market/Octavia Area Plan and the adjacent Western
SoMa Area Plan itself part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan. Map #1 provides needed
context for the EIR.

“Map #1

“A map showing the boundaries of the Market/Octavia Area Plan PLUS the boundaries of the
Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan with its 5 sub-area Plans (including the Western SoMa
Area Plan). The M/O plan should show sub-area Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential
Special Use District.

“Provide on this map the boundaries of the proposed Central SoMa Area Plan, The Hub, and
all other Plans that amend these Area Plans. This includes the 5M plan at 5th & Market which
amended part of the Eastern Neighborhood Area Plan. PLUS any other proposed Map
Amendments to either Market/Octavia or the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, including that
proposed on THIS block in a pending PPA. ALSO the proposed Area Plan changes for the 1500
Mission project.

“This map is necessary
e To understand various discussions in the DEIR

e Show the changes/proposed changes to Market/Octavia Plan and Eastern Neighborhoods
Plan

e Show how close the Mission Area Plan is to the boundary of the area analyzed in this
EIR.

“For each Plan please provide the date of City adoption of that Plan (I believe 4/17/08 for M/O
and 12/19/08 for EN.) Also provide the dates for the analysis of area covered by the Area Plan in
the community planning effort or its EIR. Western SoMa was the most recent of the Area Plans.

“For each of the areas and sub-areas provide the amount of residential parking REQUIRED by
projects in that area, if parking is required at all.” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, January 10, 2017
[1-Hestor2-3])
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A. Land Use and Land Use Planning

RESPONSE LU-1: REQUEST FOR LAND USE MAP

The comment requests that the EIR provide a new land use map that includes the boundaries of
various existing area plans and zoning districts (including the Market and Octavia Neighborhood
Area Plan, the Western SoMa Plan, and the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special
Use District), the proposed Central SoMa Area Plan and the proposed Market Street Hub Project
pertaining to the project site, as well as provide other details about these districts (dates of
adoption, parking requirements).

The Land Use topic was eliminated in the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study from further
consideration in the EIR because the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study concluded that the
proposed project would not result in any significant impacts related to dividing an established
community and adversely affecting the character of the site and vicinity; however, the topic was
included in the EIR for context and informational purposes.

Figure RTC-1: Area Plans and Planning Areas Near the Oak Street Project Site, shows the
recently adopted area plans, including the Market & Octavia Area Plan (adopted in 2008), the
four Eastern Neighborhoods plans (Mission, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, Central Waterfront,
East SoMa) (adopted in 2008), the Western SoMa Plan (adopted in 2013), Rincon Hill Plan
(updated plan adopted in 2005), and Transit Center District Plan (adopted in 2012). The figure
also shows the area of the proposed Central SoMa Plan and the area covered by the proposed Hub
planning effort. The nearby-proposed (1500 Mission Street Project, Case No. 2014-000362ENV)
site is also shown, as is the approved 5M Project site. Each of these plans contains parking
maximums, rather than parking minimums.

The Hub Project “is not included in the cumulative impact analysis in the EIR because at this
point, it is in its planning stages and is considered speculative” (EIR p. 4.A.13; see also RTC
Section 4.H, Foreseeable Projects, pp. 4.92-4.95). However, a description of the proposed Hub
Project is provided on EIR p. 3.9 for informational purposes. The provisions of the MO Plan and
the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District that are applicable to the
project site are discussed on EIR pp. 3.2-3.4.

The EIR’s analysis of Land Use is adequate under CEQA because a sufficient description of
existing uses was provided to establish that the addition of the proposed uses would not result in a
significant land use impact applying the applicable significance thresholds. The inclusion of the
requested additional details about the MO Plan, the Western SOMA Plan, the Van Ness and
Market Downtown Residential Special Use District, the proposed Central SoMa Area Plan,
required residential parking in the area, and the proposed Hub Project is not necessary for an
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4. Comments and Responses
A. Land Use and Land Use Planning

adequate disclosure of the environmental impacts of the proposed project. The comment does not
provide substantial evidence that a significant cumulative impact related to Land Use would
result, or that inclusion of the additional information would change any of the conclusions of the
EIR, or is otherwise necessary for the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA.

As discussed in EIR Chapter 3, Plans and Policies, on p. 3.1, the focus of the EIR is on the
adverse physical environmental impacts that may result from a conflict with plans and policies.
To the extent that such impacts may result, they are analyzed in the specific topical sections in
EIR Chapter 4, Environmental Setting and Impacts, and in the Initial Study (EIR Appendix A).
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4. Comments and Responses

B. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

The comments and corresponding responses in this section relate to the topic of Transportation
and Circulation, evaluated in EIR Section 4.C. For ease of reference these comments are grouped
into the following transportation-related issues that the comments raise:

e TR-1: Transportation Setting

e TR-2: Vehicle Miles Traveled and Traffic Impacts

e TR-3: Transit Impacts

e TR-4: Pedestrian Impacts

e TR-5: Bicycle Impacts

e TR-6: Loading Impacts

e TR-7: Improvement Measure I-TR-A, TDM Plan

e TR-8: Project Parking Supply

e TR-9: Project Alternatives with Less or No Parking

A corresponding response follows each grouping of comments.

COMMENT TR-1: TRANSPORTATION SETTING

“Two maps must be added to One Oak/1500 Market DEIR...

“The second map gives necessary context to the transportation analysis in DEIR 4.C. It shows
the real world context of freeway access, particularly in light of the excessive residential parking
provided in both the One Oak/1500 Market Street and the 1500 Mission Street projects. They are
located in a transit rich area that ALSO has extremely short distances to the regional freeway
system.

“Map #2 Provide a map showing the location of the FREEWAY'S plus freeway ramps/access just
south and west of One Oak/1500 Market. This should include the exit route in front of 1650
Mission that turns north on South Van Ness and goes north on Van Ness adjacent to Project site.
The route ONTO US 101 goes south on Van Ness adjacent to project site. DEIR 4.C.2 states that
project site is accessible by local streets with connections to and from these regional
freeways. This is 1-80, US Highway 101 and 1-280. Show it. There is an increasing amount of
reverse commuting INTO San Francisco at the end of the work day - so that the City provides
HOUSING particularly for the Peninsula. There are currently 18 lanes of traffic into San
Francisco from the South. The DEIR should be amended to state that those same freeways allow
people to EXIT San Francisco to go to work. Reverse commuting is a FACT.

“The mini-map on DEIR 2.3 does not provide much useful information.
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“The reverse-commute pattern from Silicon Valley has dumped demand for fairly high end
housing into the area of 1500 Mission and One Oak/1500 Market. Map #2 will help explain why
excessive residential parking at One Oak/1500 Market and 1500 Mission can affect use of nearby
freeways by those residents.

“The "Google buses" which go past this site began in the very recent past, long after adoption of
the M/O and EN Area Plans. Discuss how those Area plans were designed to accommodate the
demand for San Francisco housing based mostly on San Francisco employment and
residents. In 2017 San Francisco is producing housing for Silicon Valley, which encourages
employees from Mountain View, Cupertino, Menlo Park and other places on the Peninsula to
LIVE in San Francisco but WORK on the Peninsula by PROVIDING FREE DIRECT BUSES
INTO SAN FRANCISCO RESIDENTIAL AREAS. Since these are not low income employees,
the demand is for rather high-end housing. THERE ARE FREEWAY CONNECTIONS RIGHT
THERE for those who may want to drive at least part of the time.

“A MAP of the freeway access and ramps will help understand travel patterns and possible
impacts. And direct attention to the excessive parking provided in this "TRANSIT RICH" area.
There is a freeway off ramp AT THE CORNER to the right of the Planning Department. There is
an on ramp at South Van Ness and 13th. There is a Central Freeway ramp BEHIND the Planning
Department. (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, January 10, 2017 [I-Hestor2-4])

RESPONSE TR-1: TRANSPORTATION SETTING

The comment requests a map presenting the nearby freeways access ramps. Figure RTC-2:
Regional Freeway Facilities, presented on the next page, identifies the regional freeway
connections in the vicinity of the project site. The project site is about 1,600 feet east of the U.S.
101 ramps at Octavia Boulevard, 1,900 feet north of the U.S. 101 off-ramp at Mission Street, and
2,200 feet north of the U.S. 101 on-ramp at South Van Ness Avenue. Access between the project
site and the freeway facilities is described on EIR pp. 4.C.1-4.C.2, and therefore the EIR text does
not need to be amended to state that the freeway ramps are used to enter and exit San Francisco.

See also Response LU-1: Request for Additional Land Use Map, RTC pp. 4.4-4.6, regarding area
plans in the project vicinity.

COMMENT TR-2: VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED (VMT) AND TRAFFIC
IMPACTS

“...1 am really interested in getting a more thorough application of the VMT as a measurement
tool to not just this project, but as Commissioner Richards was talking about, that helps in
general.
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“Because | do think it could be a really great tool for us on the local level to apply and come up
with our own measurement methodologies and benchmarks when it comes to transit hubs. And
I'm thinking because we've been getting so much correspondence about the Balboa Reservoir, for
example, this is a tool that we could use. And | think that we're just barely using it as it -- you
know. So I think, this is really interesting, but | would like a little bit deeper analysis.”
(Commissioner Myrna Melgar, San Francisco Planning Commission, DEIR Hearing Transcript,
January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Melgar-2])

“I'm very grateful to Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association to do such a thorough overview of
issues that do come into mind when reading the Draft EIR. I'm in full support of the observations
that have been shared, including the challenges that Mr. Radulovich posed in terms of auto
capacity reduction and a number of other traffic related issues.” (Commissioner Kathrin Moore,
San Francisco Planning Commission, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-
Moore-1])

“TR-1and C-TR-1 (VMT and Traffic Impacts): The DEIR uses the Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research’s new approach of analyzing traffic impacts through changes to vehicle
miles traveled (VMT). While this is a useful proxy for many environmental impacts of a
development’s effect on traffic, it relies heavily on selecting the correct criteria for measurement.

“The OPR guidelines were amended at a late stage so that “a project that generates greater than
85 percent of regional per capita VMT, but less than 85 percent of city-wide per capita VMT,
would still be considered to have a less than significant transportation impact”. [OPR Revised
Proposal for Implementing SB 743, page 111:23] The intent is clear that this change is to avoid
penalizing projects that incrementally improve VMT outside of metropolitan centers.

“There is no indication that OPR intended to favor the converse interpretation: that a project has a
less than significant transportation impact if it exceeds 85 percent of city-wide per capita VMT so
long as it generates less than 85 percent of regional per capita VMT. Indeed, if this converse
interpretation were to be adopted (in which per capita VMT for San Francisco becomes
irrelevant), it is hard to imagine how any project in San Francisco could be found to create a
significant traffic-based impact when compared to a VMT per capita level based on a region that
stretches from Cloverdale and Vacaville to Gilroy. Incorrectly, the DEIR assumes that this
converse interpretation holds true and for this reason the DEIR is not adequate. [DEIR page
4.C.35 note 23]

“The DEIR Traffic Analysis should have assessed the project’s impact based on San Francisco
VMT figures and not purely regional VMT. It is important that new projects contribute to San
Francisco’s positive effect on regional VMT, rather than promote a regression to the mean. To
this end:

o The DEIR Traffic Analysis should be reworked to assess the net impact of the project on
VMT within the study area.

e The analysis should account for the reasonably foreseeable high rate of commuting trips
by private vehicle from the project site to and from the Peninsula and South Bay.
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“The analysis should include a more comprehensive examination of traffic flow and the impact of
vehicle trips to and from the project site on nearby transit, bike and car traffic. This is compatible
with the state’s revised traffic analysis guidelines, as any disruption to the many busy commuter
routes is likely to cause significant environmental impact.” (Rupert Clayton, HANC Housing and
Land Use Chair, Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council, Letter, January 9, 2017 [O-HANC-5])

“TR-1 (VMT & Traffic): The DEIR does not adequately analyze per capita daily vehicle miles
travel (VMT) and localized impacts of VMT. The transportation data used in the DEIR is
uninformative about present day trip distribution and underestimates car commuting to the South
Bay. The location of One Oak is a unique transportation corridor of citywide importance. It has
exceptionally high transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic that will be negatively impacted by car
circulation to and from One Oak. The relationship between VMT and local car circulation and
impacts on pedestrians, bicycles, and transit must be thoroughly studied, understood, and
mitigated.” (Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley
Neighborhood Association, Letter, January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson1-2])

“TR-I and Chapter 4.C-1: VMT and Traffic Impacts

“The One Oak DEIR dismisses the very real traffic circulation and safety impacts of the project.
The LCW (2016) One Oak Transportation Impact Study, which is the basis for the DEIR
analysis, uses antiquated and inadequate methods for analysis of traffic impacts. The DEIR’s
reliance on the regional-scale threshold of significance for VMT results in inadequate analysis
because the location provides a unique transportation corridor that needs to be thoroughly
studied.

“Nine important Muni bus lines, five Muni light rail lines, and one Muni streetcar line traverse
the corridor, carrying almost 14,000 passengers in the weekday am peak hour and 13,500 in the
weekday pm peak hour (DEIR, Table 4.C.3.)%. Every weekday there are thousands of cyclists
using Market Street, with 1,400 in the two- hour pm peak period alone (DEIR, 4.C.22).

“Car and transit capacity is strained at this location. At the Market and Van Ness Intersection,
3,700 motor vehicles cross in every direction in the am peak hour, and almost 4,000 traverse the
intersection in the pm peak hour (LCW, 2016, Figures 7a and 7b). At peak times cars frequently
block crosswalks and also accelerate at yellow light phases. Transit capacity, as demonstrated in
the capacity utilization metric exhibited in Table 4.C.3 in the DEIR, is at capacity or approaching
capacity.

“The Market and Van Ness intersection is a top “Vision Zero” location identified by the city as a
priority to make safer for pedestrians and cyclists. The SFMTA plans to invest considerable
resources in Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit well as the Mission 14 bus as part of Muni Forward.
Bicycle and pedestrian conditions are to be addressed in Vision Zero, the San Francisco Bicycle
Plan, and Better Market Street Plans. All of these will involve reducing roadway capacity for
automobiles and trucks, meaning less room to add additional cars from One Oak and other nearby
new development. Most transportation demand from development like One Oak must be oriented
towards walking and bicycling. The DEIR acknowledges none of this.
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“The DEIR lacks a detailed analysis of the site’s circulation and traffic safety impacts, ostensibly
because the site is located in TAZ 588 (see attachment 1) [For attachment 1, see the complete
copy of Letter O-HVNAL presented in RTC Attachment B.], with daily per capita VMT (3.5 miles
per day) that is lower than the regional per capita VMT threshold. TAZ 588 is a five city block
triangle bounded by Oak Street to the North, Market Street to the South, Gough to the West, and
Van Ness to the East. This TAZ, like the Market and Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan, is
characterized by mostly older, pre-automobile era buildings and rental housing, with low rates of
car ownership and buildings with little to no parking. In the Market and Octavia Plan Area, per
capita daily VMT is roughly 4 miles.?

“The LCW transportation study shows that cars are still the biggest mode share of the project,
adding 131 new car trips in the am peak, and 171 car trips in the pm weekday peak (LCW, 2016,
Table 11, p. 53). This is despite being in a dense, transit rich location, suitable for utilitarian
cycling, walkable, and near an array of urban services and jobs. It is a substantial increase in car
trips over existing conditions, in a very congested part of the city with 1,400 cyclists on Market in
the afternoon peak time and tens of thousands of transit passengers.

“The analysis says nothing about how car trips generated by One Oak will circulate, nor how the
excess parking (0.5:1 (155 spaces) is accentuating these car trips. Even if the car trips were at a
per capita VMT of 3 or 4 miles per day, this would be a significant impact on the immediate area.
This is a part of the city where the tolerance for more VMT is zero, and this needs to be
considered.

“The inadequacy of the analysis is aggravated by the trip distribution discussion (LCW, 2016,
p.54). Based on data from 1990, LCW’s transportation report downplays the volume of car
traffic that would likely go to Silicon Valley using the nearby 101 Freeway. Using 1990 data
does not reflect two tech booms and the internet-based economy to the South of the City.
Based on existing patterns of development in this part of San Francisco, a substantial portion of
the residents of One Oak will be employed in high-paying tech jobs in Silicon Valley. This means
more commuting to Silicon Valley, with the largest mode share by car. 1990 data is inadequate
for this analysis.

“The analysis fails to consider the negative impact on VMT by Transportation Network
Companies (TNCs) like Uber or Lyft. It does not consider the localized swarming of TNC’s that
will occur the One Oak site, and TNC’s are omitted from the city’s transportation analysis despite
upwards of 45,000 operating in the city on a daily basis. Lack of understanding of TNC impacts
on cyclists, pedestrians, and transit means the DEIR is inadequate in identifying impacts and
necessary mitigation.

“The DEIR circulation and safety analysis is wholly inadequate and needs a thorough
revision that includes more accurate, up-to-date data and methods, and that captures
TNCs. The DEIR must include a fine-grained analysis of One Oak’s VMT impacts on
cyclists, pedestrians, and public transit in the immediate vicinity of the project.

“In addition, the way the city currently considers the VMT thresholds of significance is
inappropriate. Right now the city defines the threshold of significance at 15 percent less than the
regional per capita VMT (17.2 miles per day x 0.15 = 14.6 miles per day). Since the VMT in
TAZ 588 is below the regional threshold (14.6 miles per day), it is assumed no significant impact
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and so no further analysis is required. This does not adequately reflect the impacts new car trips
will have on the immediate area, or on the city, which will be significant.

“The DEIR should be using the new VMT metric in a more useful and beneficial way that
acknowledges that car trips, even short local car trips, are a significant environmental
impact. Instead of a regionally defined threshold (14.6 miles per day), the significance threshold
of daily per capita VMT should reflect the Market and Octavia neighborhoods (4 miles per day)
in which this project is located.

“It should be noted that the State’s CEQA guidelines recommend but do not require the regional
VMT as the benchmark. The city can use VMT analysis more robustly if it lowers the threshold
to neighborhood-scale such as Market and Octavia.

“THE DEIR must analyze how parking impacts VMT. The DEIR must analyze One Oak
with residential off-street parking alternatives of 0.25:1 and zero parking.

“Additionally, the DEIR does not discuss the VMT impacts of valet parking for residents. With
excess parking above what is permitted (155 spaces instead of 73) and easy access to cars via
Valet and two elevators, there could be much more driving because of the ease of access to cars
by residents (see valet parking discussion below).

“The DEIR TR-1 impact section also proposes a TDM mitigation focused on reducing VMT but
does not ever state what the project’s per capita daily VMT will be. The success or failure of the
TDM cannot be evaluated because proper data about VMT is not provided by the DEIR. Without
proper data, it is not possible to know how to mitigate and how to evaluate the TDM strategies,
whatever they might be.

“A project within a low per capita daily VMT TAZ can still have significant impacts locally. The
DEIR needs to analyze the impacts of additional cars from the One Oak Project on this corridor
and benchmarked against the per capita VMT in the Market Octavia Plan area. Standards MUST
be appropriate to the site. Concomitantly a detailed transportation analysis should be
undertaken that analyzes an off-street residential parking scenario of zero parking, and compared
with residential parking ratios of 0.25:1 (73 spaces) and 0.5:1 (155 spaces).

“The DEIR needs finer-grained, higher resolution analysis of VMT and localized circulation
impacts. Mitigation in the form of wide, safe cycle tracks, wider and safer crosswalks and
sidewalks, stringer transit lane separation or enforcement must be included in the study.
Elimination of private automobiles and TNCs from Market Street between 10th Street and
Franklin Street must also be analyzed and part of the DEIR mitigations.

“If the off street residential parking is permitted at One Oak, mitigation should include
restricting the operation of the valet and elevators. Cars should not be allowed access or
egress to One Oak on weekdays between 7am-9am peak hours and between 4pm and 7pm
peak hours to limit the impacts of peak car trips on the surrounding area.

“Off-Street Parking Ratios

“The One Oak Project is in an area of the Market and Octavia Plan where the permitted parking is
0.25:1 but zero parking is also permitted. If the project follows the rules, it would have no more
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than 73 parking spaces. Yet the DEIR for One Oak includes a residential off-street parking ratio
that is double what is permitted as of right (0.5:1, or 155 parking spaces).

“The project sponsor has ignored repeated requests by the adjacent community to consider a
building with zero parking. In January of 2015 HVNA explicitly objected to excess parking in a
letter to Build, Inc. Two Initial Study letters, available from the planning department, asked for
reduced parking, and the public comments at several “HUB” planning meetings included requests
to develop One Oak with zero parking.

“One Oak’s residential parking at 0.5:1 is excessive and no compelling reason has been given to
justify allowing it to be doubled from 73 to 155 spaces. The One Oak DEIR discusses residential
off-street parking without considering alternatives with less parking. There is considerable
evidence, based on the groundbreaking work of Professor Donald Shoup, that parking generates
car trips.® The SFMTA acknowledges this: https://www.sfmta.com/aboutsfmta/blog/growing-
case-new-approach-sfs-parking-problem. The Market and Octavia Better Neighborhood Plan
acknowledges this and permits zero parking throughout the plan for that reason.

“The project also proposes valet parking without analyzing how valet parking might increase
VMT and other traffic impacts. An analysis of valet parking must be part of the DEIR.
Residents might order their cars in advance and easily access them. Residents will also find it
easy to drop their cars off and not have to worry about queues or waiting times. The LCW
Transportation study suggests Oak Street loading zones will be used by Valets to store cars as
residents come and go. New Apps and other methods will be used by residents to have easy
access to their cars. The valet renders parking stackers and dependently-accessible parking a
useless deterrent to driving.

“The DEIR must include analysis of transportation impacts with zero parking. The DEIR must
include revised transportation analysis methods that are responsive to the sensitivity of parking
provision (not the 2002 SF Planning approach, which ignores the impacts of off street parking in
residential buildings). The analysis must also include the impacts of valet parking on VMT and
trip generation.

“The DEIR must also acknowledge that based on the planning department’s own estimate, the
current foreseeable projects in the “Hub” are estimated at 1,682 parking spaces. Like One Oak
many of these future projects will be requesting a CU for more than the permitted parking, This
geographically-small, transit rich, bicycle and pedestrian neighborhood will be overwhelmed with
more cars. The DIER analysis must include cumulative impacts of all of this potential future
parking on VMT, and on pedestrian, bicycle, and transit systems in the area.

“The City is currently studying the Hub, but this DEIR shows One Oak does nothing the Hub
promises, and is completely unlinked to that Hub study.”

[Footnotes cited in the comment:]
1 Figures for peak am and pm Muni ridership calculated by adding inbound and outbound ridership
columns in table 4.C.3.

2 Foletta and Henderson (2016) Low Car(bon) Communities, pp. 64-65 (based on SFCTA SFChamp
model)
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% Shoup (2005) The High Cost of Free Parking

(Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley Neighborhood
Association, Letter, January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson1-9])

“I'm going to speak to the inadequacy of this EIR...

“So first of all, on the transportation impacts, we believe that there needs to be a deeper and
thorough analysis of VMT. Even though you've selected a metric that lets you come in under the
regional threshold of significance, we think that this project is such a unique location at a very
high traffic intersection that you should dive deeper into -- even if the car trips are three miles per
capita per day, if you look at the transportation study, you're generating hundreds of car trips
from this development at a very constrained intersection. So even if those car trips are short,
they're causing problems. They're interacting with pedestrians, with cyclists; they're slowing
down transit. So this needs a deeper analysis.” (Jason Henderson, Hayes Valley Neighborhood
Association, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson2-1)

“TR-1 (VMT & Traffic): The DEIR does not adequately analyze per capita daily vehicle miles
travel (VMT) and localized impacts of VMT. As noted above, it only analyzes a single alternative
with excess parking, and neglects to analyze any alternative with parking within principally-
permitted amounts. The transportation analysis used in the DEIR relies on both inadequate
methods and outdated data. It relies on a trip-generation methodology that does not account for
the amount of parking, or the presence of or absence of other TDM measures, when estimating
auto trips. It does not use current trip-distribution patterns, and underestimates commutes to the
South Bay. VMT and Traffic must be adequately analyzed, using both a sufficient range of
alternatives, a methodology based on sufficient evidence, including the Planning Department’s
own substantial body of evidence connecting amounts of parking and other TDM measures with
travel behavior, and current data on trip distribution.” (Tom Radulovich, Executive Director,
Livable City, Letter, January 10, 2017 [O-LC2-2])

“TR-1 (VMT & Traffic): The DEIR does not adequately analyze per capita daily vehicle miles
travel (VMT) and localized impacts of VMT. The transportation data used in the DEIR is
uninformative about present day trip distribution and underestimates car commuting to the South
Bay, increased congestion on all nearby streets and on the Central Freeway, exacerbated air
guality issues, and increased emissions of greenhouse gases. The location of One Oak is a
unique transportation corridor of citywide importance. It has exceptionally high transit,
pedestrian, and bicycle traffic that will be negatively impacted by car circulation to and from One
Oak. The relationship between VMT and local car circulation and impacts on pedestrians,
bicycles, and transit must be thoroughly studied, understood, and mitigated. The DEIR proposes
transportation demand management (TDM) to reduce per capita daily VMT, but no information is
provided to benchmark VMT in the project. Since VMT is not adequately analyzed,
understanding the success of failure of TDM is not possible;” (Sue Vaughan, Email, January 10,
2017 [1-Vaughan-2])
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RESPONSE TR-2: VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED AND TRAFFIC IMPACTS

The comments cite concerns related to the methodology used to assess impacts of the proposed
project on vehicle miles traveled (VMT), including project-specific detailed analysis, effects of
parking on VMT, and thresholds of tolerance for additional VMT. The comments allege that the
VMT analysis in the EIR is inadequate for misapplication of the VMT metric. The comments also
raise concerns regarding methodologies used to estimate project travel demand, additional vehicle
trips generated by the proposed project, including transportation network company (TNC)
vehicles, as well as impacts on cyclists, pedestrians, and transit.

As indicated on EIR p. 1V.C.26, California Senate Bill 743 requires the California Office of
Planning and Research (OPR) to establish criteria for determining the significance of
transportation impacts that shall promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the
development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses. The statute
calls for OPR, in developing the criteria, to recommend potential metrics including VMT. VMT
is a measure of the amount and distance that a project causes potential residents, tenants,
employees, and visitors to drive, including the number of passengers within a vehicle. The San
Francisco Planning Commission replaced automobile delay (vehicular level of service or LOS)
with VMT criteria via Resolution 19579, which was adopted at the Planning Commission hearing
on March 3, 2016. This is discussed in more detail on EIR pp. 4.C.26 and 4.C.34-4.C.36.

Attachment F of the March 3, 2016, staff report (Methodologies, Significance Criteria,
Thresholds of Significance, and Screening Criteria for VVehicle Miles Traveled and Induced
Automobile Travel Impacts, which includes an appendix from the San Francisco County
Transportation Authority) provides the Planning Department’s methodology, analysis and
recommendations for the VMT analysis.* The Department’s approach to VMT analysis under
CEQA is based on a screening analysis which compares development-estimated VMT to the
regional average, as recommended by OPR in a technical advisory that accompanied its January
2016 draft CEQA guidelines implementing Senate Bill 743. As recommended by OPR, the
Planning Department uses maps illustrating areas that exhibit low levels of existing and future
VMT to screen out developments that may not require a detailed VMT analysis.? The Planning
Department relies on the San Francisco Chained Activity Model Process (SF-CHAMP) model

1 San Francisco Planning Department, Executive Summary, Resolution Modifying Transportation Impact
Analysis, Hearing date: March 3, 2016.

2 State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Revised Proposal on Updates to the
CEQA Guidelines on Evaluation Transportation Impacts in CEQA, Implementing Senate Bill 743
(Steinberg, 2013), January 20, 2016., pages I11.20-21 (use of screening thresholds).
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runs prepared by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority to estimate VMT within
different geographic locations (i.e., Traffic Analysis Zones, or TAZs) throughout San Francisco.

As described on EIR p. 4.B.23, for residential projects, a project would generate substantial
additional VMT if it exceeds the regional household VMT per capita minus 15 percent. For
office projects, a project would generate substantial additional VMT if it exceeds the regional
VMT per employee minus 15 percent. For retail projects, the Planning Department uses a VMT
efficiency metric approach: a project would generate substantial additional VMT if it exceeds the
regional VMT per retail employee minus 15 percent. This approach is consistent with CEQA
Section 21099 and the thresholds of significance for other land uses recommended in the Office
of Planning and Research’s proposed transportation impact guidelines. For mixed-use projects,
each proposed land use is evaluated independently, per the significance criteria described above.

As documented in the Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating
Transportation Impacts in CEQA (“proposed transportation impact guidelines”),® a 15 percent
threshold below existing development is “both reasonably ambitious and generally achievable.” It
is also noted that the threshold is set at a level that acknowledges that a development site cannot
feasibly result in zero VMT without substantial changes in variables that are largely outside the
control of a developer (e.g., large-scale transportation infrastructure changes, social and economic
movements, etc.).

VMT and Use of SF-CHAMP Model

One rationale for using the SF-CHAMP maps to screen out projects, instead of a project-by-
project detailed VMT analysis, is because most development projects are not of a large enough
scale and/or contain unique land uses to substantially alter the VMT estimates from SF-CHAMP.
SF-CHAMP is not sensitive to site-level characteristics for a development project (e.g., the
amount of parking provided for a development). The amount of parking provided for a
development, as well as other project-specific transportation demand management (TDM)
measures, could result in VMT that differs from the SF-CHAMP estimation. As part of the
“Shift” component of the Transportation Sustainability Program, the City adopted a citywide
TDM Program (effective March 2017). For the TDM Program, staff prepared the TDM Technical
Justification document®, which provides the technical basis for the selection of and assignment of
points to individual TDM measures in the TDM Program. As summarized in the TDM Technical
Justification document, a sufficient amount of research indicates that more parking is linked to

3 State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Revised Proposal on Updates to the
CEQA Guidelines on Evaluation Transportation Impacts in CEQA, Implementing Senate Bill 743
(Steinberg, 2013), January 20, 2016.

4 San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Demand Management Technical Justification, June
2015. Available online at: http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-
programs/emerging_issues/tsp/TDM_Technical_Justification.pdf
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more driving and that people without dedicated parking are less likely to drive. However, at this
time, there is not sufficient data to quantify the specific relationship between parking supply and
VMT for a development project in San Francisco. Instead, various data collection and literature
review resources were used in formulating the point value assigned to any given proposed
development or the Parking Supply measure in comparison to other TDM measures in the menu.
The TDM point assignment is not a surrogate for the effects of a development project’s parking
supply for purposes of the VMT analysis under CEQA. CEQA discourages public agencies from
engaging in speculation. Therefore, the quantified VMT estimates in CEQA documents for a
development currently do not directly account for the effect on VMT of a development project’s
parking supply. The project would comply with the City’s TDM Program, and Implementation of
a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan was included in the EIR as an improvement
measure (Improvement Measure I-TR-A: Travel Demand Management Plan, pp. 4.C.44-4.C.45).

VMT and For-Hire Vehicles

SF-CHAMP estimates VMT from private automobiles and taxis, the latter of which is a type of
for-hire vehicle. The observed data within SF-CHAMP is from the years with the latest data
available, 2010-2012. Since that time, the prevalence of for-hire vehicles has increased in San
Francisco and elsewhere. This growth is primarily a result of the growth in transportation network
companies. Transportation network companies (TNCs) are similar to taxis in that drivers take
passengers to and from destinations typically using a distance-based fare system. SF-CHAMP
estimates the probability of driving based on auto ownership, household income, and other
variables. To the extent that people previously would have traveled in another for-hire vehicle
(i.e., taxi), now travel using a transportation network company service, this would be accounted
for in previous household travel surveys.

To date, there is limited information as to how the introduction/adoption of transportation
network companies affects travel behavior (e.g., whether people using these services are making
trips they would not otherwise make, or substituting a transportation network company ride for a
trip they would make by another mode). The Census Bureau and other government sources do not
currently include transportation network company vehicles as a separate travel mode category
when conducting survey/data collection (e.g., American Community Survey, Decennial Census,
etc.). Thus, little can be determined from these standard transportation industry travel behavior
data sources. Further, the transportation network companies are private businesses and generally
choose not to disclose specifics regarding the number of vehicles/drivers in their service fleet,
miles driven with or without passengers, passengers transported, etc. Thus, based on the
information currently available it is currently difficult, if not impossible, to document how
transportation network company operations quantitatively influence overall travel conditions in
San Francisco or elsewhere. Thus, for the above reasons, the effects of for-hire vehicles as it
relates to transportation network companies on VMT is not currently estimated in CEQA
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documents, except to the extent those trips are captured in taxi vehicle trip estimates for a
development.

The Effect of Valet-Assisted Parking

Valet-assisted vehicle parking is included as part of the proposed project primarily due to the
physical constraints of the project site, and not as a convenience for residents. Regardless of the
method of vehicle parking and retrieval (i.e., valet-assisted or self-park), residents with parking
spaces would have accessibility to their vehicle at all times. However, wait times for valet
service, particularly during peak hours, would likely be inconvenient. This inconvenience may
serve as a disincentive for residents to use private vehicles. Overall, the provision of valet-
assisted parking is unlikely to have a significant effect on a resident’s decision to drive.
Specifically, provision of valet-assisted parking at the project site is unlikely to result in more
driving, because trip purpose and destination characteristics (i.e., distance, availability of parking,
etc.), the key parameters affecting travel time and cost of the trip, would primarily determine the
mode of travel for the resident. Providing valet-assisted parking at the destination, rather than
within a residential building, would more likely affect the resident’s decision to drive; however,
this would not be affected whether the proposed project includes valet-assisted parking or not.

Project Travel Demand

Project travel demand, including the number of project-generated vehicle trips, was estimated
based on the methodology requirements in the San Francisco Transportation Impact Analysis
Guidelines for Environmental Review (SF Guidelines). Consistent with the SF Guidelines, the
mode split information for the new residential uses was based on the 2008-2013 American
Community Survey data for census tract 168.02 in which the project site is located, while mode
split information for the restaurant/retail uses was based on information contained in the SF
Guidelines for employee and visitor trips to the C-3 district. The trip distribution data for the
residential uses was based on the 1990 Census, while the trip distribution information for the
restaurant/retail uses was based on the SF Guidelines. Because intersection vehicle delay and
level of service is no longer a factor in determining significant impacts pursuant to CEQA (i.e.,
replaced with VMT criteria, as described above), the distribution of the project-generated vehicle
trips to the roadway network does not affect the VMT impact analysis. The assessment of traffic
safety hazards and impacts on transit operations, however, considered the impact of all project-
generated vehicle trips. The more residents may drive to the South Bay, as opposed to other parts
of San Francisco, the East Bay, or the South Bay, would not affect the assessment, as the impact
of all project-generated vehicles was considered, regardless of their destination. It should be
noted that the Planning Department’s last update to the SF Guidelines was in 2002. Since that
time, the Department has instituted various updates to the conditions, data, and methodology
within that document. These updates are recorded in various memos, resolutions, and emails. The
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Department intends to update the guidelines comprehensively. For this effort, substantial data
collection and analysis is currently underway, primarily at newer development sites, which will
result in the creation of new trip generation rates, mode split, and loading demand rates. With this
data, the Department hopes to quantify the effects of for-hire vehicles and the amount of parking
and VMT and update the effects delivery companies and for-hire vehicles have on a
development’s commercial and passenger loading demand.

VMT Methodology

The commenters’ disagreement over the methodology used for assessing VMT impacts in this
EIR is noted. However, a lead agency has substantial discretion in determining the appropriate
threshold of significance to evaluate the severity of a particular impact. Where an agency’s
methodology is challenged, the standard of review for a court reviewing the selected
methodology is the “substantial evidence” standard, meaning the court must give deference to the
lead agency’s decision to select particular significance thresholds, including the threshold for
traffic impacts. This EIR’s use of VMT as a significance threshold consistent with established
City standards is founded on substantial evidence. Accordingly, further study is not required.

Impact TR-1, on EIR pp. 4.C-41-4.C.45, and Impact C-TR-1, on EIR pp. 4.C.77-4.C.78, present
the assessment of the impact of the proposed project on VMT for existing and cumulative
conditions, respectively. The project site is located within an area of the City where the existing
and projected future cumulative VMT are more than 15 percent below the regional VMT
thresholds, and therefore the proposed project’s land uses (residential and retail/restaurant) would
not generate a substantial increase in VMT. Furthermore, the project site’s transportation features,
including sidewalk widening, on-street commercial loading spaces and passenger
loading/unloading zones, and curb cuts, fit within the general types of projects that would not
substantially induce automobile travel. Therefore, the proposed project would not exceed the
project-level thresholds for VMT and induced automobile travel under existing conditions, and
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to VMT impacts.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety

As noted in a comment, both Market Street and Van Ness Avenue are high injury streets for
bicyclists and pedestrians, and are the focus of the City’s efforts in implementing Vision Zero.
The City adopted Vision Zero as a policy in 2014, committing to build better and safer streets,
educate the public on traffic safety, enforce traffic laws, and adopt policy changes that saves
lives. Impact TR-3: Pedestrian Impacts (EIR pp. 4.C.51-4.C.54), and Impact TR-5: Bicycle
Impacts (EIR pp. 4.C.54-4.C.55) present a qualitative discussion of the impacts of the proposed
project related to pedestrian and bicyclist safety. TNC vehicles, and their operation within the
general traffic flow, were considered in the assessment of impacts on pedestrians and bicyclists.
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As described in these sections, while the proposed project and variant would result in an increase
in pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles, this increase would not be substantial enough to affect
non-motorized travel modes and transit in the vicinity. In addition, the proposed project and
variant would not include any features that would result in a traffic hazard or in a significant
impact on pedestrians or bicyclists. Nor would the proposed project features conflict or preclude
implementation of any Vision Zero safety improvement projects on Market Street or Van Ness
Avenue. See Response TR-4: Pedestrian Impacts, RTC pp. 4.25-4.26, and Response TR-5:
Bicycle Impacts, RTC pp. 4.30-4.34, for additional discussion of pedestrian and bicycle impacts,
respectively.

The proposed project and variant would not result in significant transportation impacts on VMT,
transit, pedestrians, bicyclists, loading, or emergency vehicle access, and therefore mitigation
measures are not required (the proposed project and variant could contribute to cumulative
construction-related transportation impacts, and therefore Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-7:
Cumulative Construction Coordination, is identified on EIR pp. 4.C.88-4.C.89). In response to
comments that the project should include mitigation to sidewalks, crosswalks, and bicycle
facilities in the area, it is noted that the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) project, currently
under construction, will improve transit and pedestrian facilities at the adjacent intersection of
Van Ness Avenue/South Van Ness Avenue/Market Street. In addition, the proposed Better
Market Street project includes implementing various improvements for pedestrians, bicyclists,
and transit along the Market Street corridor between Octavia Boulevard and The Embarcadero.
Thus, the Better Market Street project is intended to address many of the concerns raised in the
comments, as well as in the comments that suggest eliminating private autos and TNC vehicles
from Market Street between 10th and Franklin streets. The proposed project and variant would
not preclude implementation of any of the Better Market Street improvements.

Transportation Demand Management

Implementation of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan was included in the EIR
as an improvement measure (Improvement Measure I-TR-A: Travel Demand Management Plan,
pp. 4.C.44-4.C.45), and not as a mitigation measure. See Response TR-7: TDM Plan, RTC p.
4.38-39, regarding the project’s compliance with the recently legislated TDM Ordinance. Also,
see Response TR-8: Project Parking Supply, RTC p. 4.42-4.44, regarding the proposed project
parking supply, and Response TR-9: Project Alternatives with Less or No Parking, RTC p. 4.48-
4.51, regarding the need to analyze the project with less parking.
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COMMENT TR-3: TRANSIT IMPACTS

“Modernizing Environmental Review on Transportation - DEIR 4.C. The rapid changes in
rather anarchic vehicle and bus traffic in San Francisco has resulted in environmental reviews that
fail to capture the reality of how vehicles and buses move on City Streets - particularly south of
Market and VVan Ness. The traffic impedes Muni surface vehicles.

“Muni operates on City streets through traffic. The use of VMT and screen-lines far away
from Van Ness the Market and Van Ness intersection results in a lack of information on the effect
of traffic congestion on Van Ness and Market that affects Muni bus operations. Real
observations from people traveling through the VVan Ness corridor shows the obstructions public
transit, especially Muni buses on surface streets face. Muni uses an out-dated cellular network
that feeds GPS bus location into a NextBus system that projects the time the next bus will arrive
on various lines.

“Updating this system is underway by MTA.

“To adequately understand the impediments to Muni buses, it is necessary that information -
beyond the location of particular Muni buses - be fed into a single mapping system for as many
public vehicles as possible.

“GPS systems are used to locate individual vehicles by a variety of vehicles. The City should use
its approval power to require that the vehicles operate by systems over which the City or state has
approval power use any GPS "transponder” to feed their exact location into a single mapping
system maintained for the benefit of the Muni. It could enable Muni operators and planners to
understand IN REAL TIME what obstructions, what wandering vehicles, are obstructing traffic,
making illegal maneuvers, creating congestion and otherwise affecting surface public transit
operations. It could allow more efficient transit operation.” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter,

January 10, 2017 [I-Hestor2-8])

“NON-PRIVATE vehicles that travel on City streets, including Van Ness, Market, Mission, the
south of Market, and which affect MUNI public transit surface operations, should be required to
continually transmit GPS location information include -

e So-called "google" buses that dump tech workers from the Peninsula onto Van Ness,
Mission and other streets to housing.
Licensed taxis

o Shuttle bus systems authorized when they seek Planning approval, e.g. CPMC
Shuttle buses that roam SF streets with absolutely no approval - eg mostly empty AAU
buses

e Uber and Lyft vehicles
regional transit buses (SamTrans, Golden Gate Transit)

“Where the City does not currently have power to require vehicles to transmit location
information, the MTA and CTA can pursue it. This includes UCSF which operates its own bus
system and should be asked.
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“San Francisco could pursue with the California PUC requiring that Uber and Lyft, and any
similar operator, provide the City with the ability to track the impacts of their vehicles. Their
operation on City streets, particularly in the area used for cumulative analysis around this Project
and in the south of Market, has increased dramatically since the original NOP was issued. These
vehicles have no one monitoring or tracking their operations.

“1 have personally seen Uber and Lyft vehicles stop in the middle of traffic lanes to pick up or
drop off a passenger. They make illegal turns at intersections. They make illegal U turns on
Market and Mission. Since they have proliferated so rapidly, the transportation analysis,
particularly the VMT, does not take Uber and Lyft into account.

“Many of these vehicles, INCLUDING MUNI, Regional Transit and many private buses, use a
GPS and a transponder sends a signal to a tower/satellite that maps out where each vehicle is at
any given time. A major improvement to environmental review and Muni operations would be
for the CTA and MTA to fund a mapping system AND REQUIRE THAT VEHICLES send
information into one City system. It would help Muni operations by providing REAL TIME
information on the location of congestion so that traffic "police™ could help unjam traffic and
Muni can operate at its best.” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, January 10, 2017 [I-Hestor2-9])

RESPONSE TR-3: TRANSIT IMPACTS

The comment raises concerns regarding transit impact methodology related to transit capacity
utilization and operations (i.e., transit delay) and impacts on Muni buses, particularly south of
Market Street and on Van Ness Avenue. The comment also states that the City should obtain real
time data from vehicles equipped with transponders to track and manage traffic (including illegal
turns) and transit operations.

Transit impacts of the proposed project are presented in the EIR in Impact TR-3, pp. 4.C.51-
4.C.54, for existing plus project conditions and in Impact C-TR-3, pp. 4.C.83-4.C.84, for 2040
cumulative conditions. The transit impact assessment follows the methodologies in the SF
Guidelines. It includes a qualitative assessment of the impacts of the project and variant on Muni
capacity in terms of ridership and capacity utilization, and qualitatively assesses the impact of the
project vehicle trips on transit operations (i.e., delay to transit vehicles). Impact TR-2, on EIR pp.
4.C.45-4.C.51, presents the transit impact analysis for existing plus project conditions, while
Impact C-TR-2, on EIR pp. 4.C.78 -4.C.84, presents the transit impact analysis for cumulative
conditions.

As stated on EIR p. 4.C.13, the Muni capacity utilization analysis is conducted at the maximum
load point (MLP) of the transit route, which represents the location along the route where transit
ridership is greatest. There are 15 Muni routes serving the project vicinity: nine bus routes, five
light rail lines, and the F Market & Wharves historic streetcar. For the east-west bus routes the
MLPs are located to the east of the project site (generally at or east of Van Ness Avenue), and for

June 1, 2017 4,23 One Oak Street Project
Case No. 2009.0159E Responses to Comments



4. Comments and Responses
B. Transportation and Circulation

the north-south bus routes the MLP is located to the north of the project site. The MLP for the J
Church and N Judah lines is at the intersection of Duboce/Church, while the MLP for the K
Ingleside, L Taraval, and M Ocean View routes is at the Van Ness station. The addition of project
trips to the MLP is a conservative analysis, as some riders may exit the transit vehicle prior to the
MLP or get on after the MLP, where transit ridership is lower. The capacity utilization analysis
was conducted for the north/south and east/west bus routes and rail lines serving the project site,
as well as for the Southwest screenline of the Muni downtown screenlines. Therefore, the analysis
was conducted for the routes directly serving the project site, and adequately analyzes capacity
utilization impacts.

The impact of the proposed project and variant on operations of nearby transit routes is presented
on EIR pp. 4.C.50-4.C.51. The proposed project and variant do not include any driveways on
Van Ness Avenue or Market Street that would interfere with transit service on these streets (i.e.,
the 47 Van Ness and 49 Van Ness-Mission on Van Ness Avenue, and the 6 Parnassus, 7 Haight-
Noriega, and F Market & Wharves historic streetcar on Market Street). The vehicular access to
the site is proposed to be from Oak Street for both parking and loading as well as passenger pick-
up/drop-off, and the main pedestrian access is also on Oak Street. Under cumulative conditions,
with completion of the Van Ness BRT project, buses on Van Ness Avenue and South Van Ness
Avenue will run in an exclusive median transit-only lane and would not be subject to congestion
within adjacent mixed-flow travel lanes; therefore, vehicles accessing Oak Street via Van Ness
Avenue southbound would not impact transit operations. In addition, because vehicular access to
and from Market Street is restricted (e.g., left turn prohibitions, forced turns), the proposed
project and variant would not add a substantial number of vehicles to Market Street. Therefore,
the proposed project and variant would not conflict with or delay transit vehicles as to result in a
significant transit impact under either existing plus project or cumulative conditions.

As described on EIR pp. 4.C.73-4.C.76, a number of cumulative projects would enhance the
transit network in the project vicinity, including implementation of transit-only lanes and other
enhancements. These include the ongoing Van Ness BRT project on Van Ness Avenue and
South Van Ness Avenue described above, and the Muni Forward project on Mission Street that
will complete and upgrade the transit-only lane network for bus routes on Mission Street.
Transit-only lanes currently exist on Market Street east of 12th Street/\VVan Ness Avenue, and the
proposed Better Market Street project will further enhance transit operations in the vicinity of the
project site through various transportation and streetscape improvements.

The suggestion that the City should track vehicles over which it has approval power in real time
is noted, and will be forwarded to SFMTA for consideration. However, this suggestion does not
alter the adequacy of the methodology utilized in this EIR’s transit impact analysis. As noted in
Response TR-2: Vehicle Miles Traveled and Traffic Impacts, on RTC pp. 4.16-4.21, a lead
agency is vested with substantial discretion in determining the appropriate threshold of
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significance to evaluate the severity of a particular impact. This EIR adequately provides
supporting evidence and explanation of the methodology to accurately analyze impacts and to
support its conclusions. Accordingly, further study is not required.

Also see Response TR-2 for a response to concerns about impacts related to VMT and updates to
the transportation impact methodologies.

COMMENT TR-4: PEDESTRIAN IMPACTS

“l am still also not very clear about pedestrian circulation, increased safety for people who are
using transit, who are crossing on bicycle, and on slower modes of moving across the
intersection. The sidewalks in front of the project in question today are far too narrow to
accommodate the increased pedestrian -- safe increased pedestrian movement, particularly if
loading is not being moved to Oak Street, and, particularly, if we continue to not constructively
address how we deal with the random unregulated patterns of Uber and Lyft regarding pickup and
delivery of passengers. (Commissioner Kathrin Moore, San Francisco Planning Commission,
DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Moore-4])

RESPONSE TR-4: PEDESTRIAN IMPACTS

The comment notes that the sidewalks adjacent to the project site are too narrow to accommodate
increased pedestrians, particularly if loading is not being moved to Oak Street, and particularly in
light of unregulated passenger loading drop-offs provided by transportation network companies
such as Uber and Lyft. The comment requests clarification about pedestrian circulation around
the project site and safety for persons using transit and crossing the intersection.

The impacts of the proposed project on pedestrians are discussed in Impact TR-3 on EIR p.
4.C.51-4.C.54. The pedestrian analysis includes a quantitative level of service analysis of the
effects of project-generated pedestrian trips on the Market Street sidewalk adjacent to the project
site, and a qualitative discussion of the increased pedestrian volumes and proposed changes to the
immediate pedestrian network and their potential to result in hazardous pedestrian conditions.
The proposed project includes reconfiguration of Oak Street adjacent to the project site to provide
a shared street and add a pedestrian plaza that would increase the pedestrian-only area at the
intersection of Van Ness Avenue/Market Street/Oak Street.

As described on EIR pp. 4.C.18-4.C.19, the sidewalks adjacent to the project site are 15 feet wide
on Oak Street and VVan Ness Avenue, and between 15 and 25 feet wide on Market Street. The
existing sidewalk widths adjacent to the site currently meet the minimum and recommended
sidewalk widths specified in the Better Streets Plan (minimum of 12 feet, and recommended
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width of 15 feet for a commercial thoroughfare). However, a stairway and escalator for the Muni
Van Ness station is located on the section of Market Street where the sidewalk is 25 feet wide,
which reduces the width of walkway area at this location to 9 feet.

The majority of the pedestrian trips would be added to the Oak Street sidewalk, from where
project-generated pedestrians would be distributed along Market Street and Van Ness Avenue.
The quantitative pedestrian LOS analysis was conducted at the most-constrained sidewalk
location adjacent to the project site (i.e., between the building at the property line and the Muni
Van Ness station stairway). With the addition of the project-generated pedestrians, the pedestrian
LOS at this location would be LOS C, reflecting acceptable pedestrian walking conditions.

Thus, the new pedestrian trips would be accommodated on the existing pedestrian network and
would not substantially affect the pedestrian conditions on sidewalks and crosswalks in the
project vicinity. The proposed project would add pedestrian trips to nearby crosswalks, but would
not introduce new hazardous design features to the intersections. Impact TR-3 concludes that the
additional pedestrian trips would not substantially affect pedestrian levels of service and that the
improvements along Oak Street under the proposed project and variant would not create
hazardous conditions or interfere with pedestrian accessibility in the area. Increased pedestrian
activity is expected due to planned VVan Ness BRT operations, but sidewalk area is expected to be
adequate since, as noted above, the proposed project would add a pedestrian plaza that would
increase the pedestrian-only area at the intersection of Van Ness Avenue/Market Street/Oak
Street which would be adjacent to the southbound BRT platform within the Van Ness Avenue
median.

The proposed project would provide on-site loading spaces accessed via Oak Street as well as a
passenger loading/unloading zone on Oak Street. The existing Market Street commercial loading
zone would not be used for project loading, and use would be actively discouraged. See Response
TR-6: Loading Impacts, on RTC pp. 4.36-4.37, for a response to concerns about passenger
loading.

COMMENT TR-5: BICYCLE IMPACTS

“All of that [concerns for pedestrian circulation loading, bicycle safety] will have a direct impact
here, particularly crossing over the dedicated bike lanes is something which is already enough of
a threat, but it has not been put forward as a traffic measure, but which we're bringing it into the
context of a discussion on EIR and protecting pedestrians, bicycles, et cetera.” (Commissioner
Kathrin Moore, San Francisco Planning Commission, DEIR Hearing Transcript,

January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Moore-5])
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“Some other things that came to mind here as well, I've had the occasion to be down at that
intersection recently several times and | do understand that that loading zone is not used. So it's
an existing condition because it's physically there, but it isn't being used. And I think that we
need to understand if we actually reactivate it -- because there's nothing to unload to there right
now. You can't -- the donut shop doesn't unload donuts. There's nothing there to unload. There's
an empty lot. So if we were to reactivate that, what's it really going to have? What's the impact
going to be specifically on cyclists?

“l was at the Planning Department last night, and | had to drive my car, unfortunately, but it was
late; I could park it in front. And when | went home in the dark, I tried to make a turn on Duboce
from Valencia, and | have to tell you, at night, when there's bicyclists coming down Valencia and
it's raining and you're trying to make a turn to understand where cars are coming at you, it's
harrowing. You know, | almost hit a bicyclist making that right turn. So I project what | -- my
experience last night into this intersection with that loading zone, not far from that corner, on a
rainy night, when it's dark, and | see the same kind of things happening. So I really think we need
to look at the impact of bicyclists on that loading zone -- the loading zone on the impact of a
cyclist.” (Commission Vice President Dennis Richards, San Francisco Planning Commission,
DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Richards-2])

“TR-4 (Bicycle Impacts): The DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts of One Oak on
bicycling, especially on Market Street. It ignores hazards to bicycling from on-street loading and
wind. New analysis is needed of loading and wind impacts on bicycling, with mitigations to
ensure safe bicycling. Mitigation in the form of fully-separated, wide cycle tracks on Market
Street and other bicycle infrastructure must be considered. (Jason Henderson, Chair,
Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, Letter,
January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson1-4])

“TR-4 Hazardous Conditions for Bicyclists

“The DEIR fails to consider that the proposed on-street loading zone on Market Street and the
impacts of winds will have a hazardous impact in bicycles. The impacts of the loading zones and
winds are described below using the same sub headings of the DEIR summary table.

“TR-5: Loading Demand & Impact on Bicycles

“The DEIR for One Oak discusses a 130-foot recessed loading zone on westbound Market Street
but mischaracterizes the loading zone as an existing condition. The loading zone has been
inactive for at least a decade, with very few trucks using the zone. On page 47 of the LCW
transportation report it is noted that no trucks currently use the loading zone. Meanwhile
cycling has increased dramatically on Market Street, and notably, in a physical environment
where this loading zone has been inactive. Today during weekday pm peak commute hours, 1,400
cyclists use this part of Market Street, and existing conditions are such that these 1,400 cyclists do
NOT presently cross paths with delivery trucks or TNCs. The activation of this loading zone
will be a significant change to the physical environment and present hazards to cyclists. The
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DEIR needs to analyze this. (Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee,
Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, Letter, January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson1-10])

“The DEIR proposes removing bicycle-safety measures (flexible bollards or “safe-hit” posts) on
Market Street in order to make truck deliveries and loading easier for trucks on Market Street. It
fails to discuss the negative impact this will have on the 1,400 cyclists using Market during the
weekday pm commute.

“The 130-foot loading zone must be considered a new loading zone because it will go from
inactive to active, and will be a very real change to the physical environment. The loading zone
will present new hazards to incumbent cyclists on Market Street, and will further degrade
conditions for cyclists if safe-hit posts are removed.

“The Draft EIR should be revised to analyze an alternative with no loading on Market Street, and
a shift of all loading to the Oak Street side of the project. It should also analyze more creative
loading strategies, such as loading further off site (westward on Oak and on Franklin) and
deploying the use of human-powered push carts and cargo bicycles to service One Oak.

“The curb for the inactive loading zone must be repurposed to wider sidewalks and fully
separated cycle tracks for pedestrian and bicycle safety, and this should be analyzed as mitigation
for One Oak.” (Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley
Neighborhood Association, Letter, January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson1-12])

“The other issue is that loading zone. That loading zone is, | think, mischaracterized. We're
talking about the one on Market Street. It's characterized as an existing condition, but the reality
is it's a physical change of the built environment, because it's been, for ten years, not really used.
Your own transportation report says "No trucks have been observed using that loading zone." So
in the meantime, over the past decade, you've seen an increase in cycling. So the incumbent
cyclists are now going to have vehicles all day long crossing that bike lane. That is a change to
the physical environment. That is a significant change.

“The EIR ignores it. In fact, it even says, "Oh, well, we'll make it easier for the delivery vehicles
by removing soft-hit posts." That's insane. Okay, so we got the bicycle impacts and we got the,
loading -- the wind and the loading on bicycles.” (Jason Henderson, Hayes Valley Neighborhood
Association, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson2-3)

“Loading Demand (TR-5): Curb loading, including delivery vehicles, TNCs, and taxi trips, are a
significant source of conflicts with the safety and access of pedestrians and cyclists. Additionally,
the volume of curb loading vehicles has increased significantly in recent years and continues to
increase, as noted by SFMTA and others. The DEIR must identify stronger mitigations for
loading impacts created by the project, including mitigation measures to reduce loading along
Market Street and re-orient loading to the Oak Street side of the project.” (Tom Radulovich,
Executive Director, Livable City, Letter, January 10, 2017 [O-LC2-4])
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“I’ve read through parts of the EIR. I’m a daily bicycle commuter that often cycles along Market
St at that intersection. I’m very concerned that the effects on cycling in the area have not been
fully addressed.

“1) Putting a loading zone on Market St would be a huge hazard to cyclists. That is a main
thoroughfare and would impact the bike lane on Market St.” (Justin Fraser, Email,
January 5, 2017 [I-Fraser-1])

“Also, | think that loading zones -- you know, regardless of the parking number, loading zones
are really critical to maintain in terms of safety. There's so much loading, double space, and just
illegal loading and unloading which really impedes bicycles, especially, and also normal transit
and cars, which Van Ness, of course, is going to have the bike -- the bus lanes, special bus lanes.

“l would also -- so | would move the loading zone to someplace, | guess, off Market. It sounds
like Oak, maybe, and | would make sure that there is a loading zone. Sometimes loading zones
are entitled, but then white zones are taken away because the pressure to put parking meters on
those spaces and get revenue is just too tempting for the relevant agency.

“l would suggest that you have the developer add city bike memberships in lieu of parking.
That's a way to encourage more of the bike share, and that would be a great place to have a bike
share. And if it was subsidized by the developer by providing free bike share memberships to
their residents that would be great.” (Judith, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017
[1-Judith-2])

“Another concern of mine is the proposed loading zone for cars on Market St. There are already
plenty mixing zones and conflict areas for bikes and cars in that area. Just east of Van Ness on
Market, there is a dangerous area where cars turn right and bikes proceed straight through the
intersection. Just past the proposed location at Market and Rose St, there is another dangerous
mixing zone between cars and bikes. In fact, this area is a de facto loading zone for TNCs
already. If there is yet another dangerous mixing zone in between these two, | will really fear for
the safety of the cyclists that pass through here every evening on their commute home from work,
on such an important cycling corridor here on Market St.

“At a time when confidence is low in our Vision Zero 2024 progress, we need to be making the
right decisions that will make our streets safer. | urge you to do anything that you can to support
the separated bike lane on Market St from the Better Market project, especially when developers
are coming in and threatening its viability with projects like this. Lives are at stake!”

(Brad McManus, Email, January 9, 2017 [I-McManus-2])

“TR-4 (Bicycle Impacts): The DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts of One Oak on
bicycling, especially on Market Street. It ignores hazards to bicycling from on-street loading and
wind. New analysis is needed of loading and wind impacts on bicycling, with mitigations to
ensure safe bicycling. Mitigation in the form of fully-separated, wide cycle tracks on Market
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Street and other bicycle infrastructure must be considered;” (Sue Vaughan, Email, January 10,
2017 [1-Vaughan-3])

“I'm also concerned about the loading zone. This is west of Van Ness, and that area is where the
main bike lane is for people riding from downtown through the western part of the City. And, of
course, with vision zero, the intent is to decrease the number of injuries and fatalities, and with
the increase in the amount of automobiles emanating from that building and using that as a
loading zone, one might imagine for people using cabs and other TNCs, that there will be
significantly more traffic interactions with bicyclists, and that will lead to more injuries.”

(Jiro Yamamoto, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [I-Yamamoto-2])

RESPONSE TR-5: BICYCLE IMPACTS

The comments raise concerns regarding the existing recessed commercial loading zone on Market
Street adjacent to and west of the proposed project site, particularly its characterization and
potential conflicts between vehicles accessing the loading zone and bicyclists traveling in the
westbound bicycle lane on Market Street. The comments also object to the two improvement
measures in the DEIR related to facilitating truck access to the existing commercial loading zone
on Market Street, and state that a project design that does not rely on use of the existing zone on
Market Street should have been analyzed.

As described on EIR p. 4.C.23, there is an existing recessed commercial loading zone adjacent to
the project site that extends to the west of the site to the intersection of Market Street/12th Street.
This existing loading zone is about 130 feet in length, and has a “No Standing Except Trucks with
at least 6 Wheels, 30 Minutes at All Times” restriction. The westbound bicycle lane adjacent to
the loading zone is buffered with striping and flexible bollards for the portion of the zone adjacent
to the project site. As stated on EIR p. 4.C.23, no trucks were observed parking within this zone
during field surveys conducted for this project; however, trucks have been observed at other
times, and this curb area is indeed an existing commercial loading zone. The existing loading
zone is lightly used because the project block has vacant lots, surface parking lots, and
underutilized buildings, and because existing uses on the block are served by on-street loading
spaces on Oak (i.e., All Star Café) and Franklin streets (i.e., ground-floor retail and residential
uses at 20 Franklin/1580-1598 Market Street).

The DEIR contemplated the use of the existing Market Street recessed commercial loading zone
to supplement the loading options for the proposed project. However, the proposed project does
not rely on the Market Street loading zone to satisfy any Planning Code Requirement for loading.
The proposed project is designed to provide pedestrian, bicycle, vehicle, and loading access to the
building via Oak Street, and includes on-site loading spaces to accommodate delivery and service
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vehicles with driveway access from Oak Street, as well as a passenger loading/unloading zone
(e.g., for taxis, TNC vehicles) adjacent to the project site on Oak Street. The proposed project
loading demand would be accommodated within the proposed facilities on Oak Street. However,
because residential move-in and move-out activities are occasionally conducted via large moving
vans, the DEIR acknowledged that these activities could be conducted from the existing recessed
commercial loading zone on Market Street and connect with the building elevators via a service
corridor.

In response to concerns raised in the comments that residents and retail tenants at the proposed
project would use the existing Market Street loading zone for deliveries, move-ins and passenger
loading, thereby creating potential conflicts with bicyclists, the project sponsor has committed to
implement measures prohibiting all project-related loading operations at the Market Street
commercial loading zone, and these actions have been incorporated into Improvement Measure |-
TR-B: Loading Operations Plan (see below). Building management would prohibit any project-
related loading operations, including residential deliveries, retail deliveries, passenger loading
and move-in and move-out activities, from occurring within the existing commercial loading zone
on Market Street. To achieve this, building management would be instructed to proactively direct
residents and retail tenants to utilize the on-site loading spaces. In addition, the project sponsor
would require retail tenants to use the on-site loading spaces, and would include within its leases,
vendor contracts, and governing documents (i.e., Covenants, Conditions & Restrictions and Rules
& Regulations) written prohibitions against any and all project-related loading and unloading
operations from occurring within the existing commercial loading zone on Market Street. These
operations include, but are not limited to, residential deliveries, move-in and move-out activities,
and passenger pick-up and drop-off activities.

Improvement Measure I-TR-B: Revision of Truck Restrictions on Market Street, and
Improvement Measure I-TR-C: Removal of Flexible Bollards on Market Street, p. 4.C.58, were
included in the DEIR to facilitate use of the existing zone by trucks serving the planned and
proposed new uses on the block, including the proposed project. However, because the proposed
project and variant would not require use of this zone to accommodate project operations and
would actively manage all building loading operations via Oak Street (including freight/service
vehicle and passenger loading/unloading), these improvement measures have been deleted from
the EIR. In addition, Improvement Measure I-TR-D: Loading Operations Plan, pp. 4.C.58-
4.C.59, has been re-designated as I-TR-B and expanded to exclude the use of this zone by the
proposed project residential and retail/restaurant uses. Revised Improvement Measure I-TR-B
could be a condition of approval and included in the proposed project’s Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program.

In response to the comments, the text on EIR pp. 4.C.58-4C.59 has been revised as follows
(deleted text is shown as strikethrough and new text is underlined):
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While the loading impacts of the proposed project or its variant would be less than
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Mar—keté}#eet—and Improvement Measure | TR B: Loadlng Operatlons Plan
presented below, is are-identified to further reduce the proposed project’s or its variant’s
less-than-significant impacts related to loading. The Planning Commission may consider
adopting this these-improvement measures as a condition of project approval.

Improvement Measure 1-TR-BB: Loading Operations Plan

As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations,
including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles on Oak and Market
streets, the project sponsor could prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan
for review and approval by the Planning Department and the SFMTA prior to receiving
the final certificate of occupancy. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan could be
periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the Planning Department, and the SFMTA and
revised as necessary and #-feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or
circulation conditions.

The Loading Operations Plan would include a set of guidelines related to the operation of
the Oak Street driveways into the loading facilityies, and large truck curbside access
guidelines, and would specify driveway attendant responsibilities to ensure that truck
queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project loading/unloading activities and
pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos do not occur. Elements of the Loading
Operations Plan may include the following:

o Commercial loading for the project should be accommodated on-site and; within

planned on-street commercial loading spaces along-Market-Street-and-on-street
freight-loading/drop-offspaces on Oak Street. Loading activities should comply

with all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions.

e Double parking or any form of illegal parking or loading should not be permitted
on Oak or Market streets. Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers,
building management should ensure that no project-related loading activities
occur within the Oak Street pedestrian plaza, or within the Market Street bicycle
lanes, or upon any sidewalk, or within any travel lane on either Market, Franklin,
or Oak streets.
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¢ Building management should direct residents to schedule all move-in and move-
out activities and deliveries of large items (e.g., furniture) with building
management.

e All move-in and move-out activities for both the proposed project and the
adjacent 1546-1554 Market Street residential project should be coordinated with
building management for each project. For move-in and move-out activities that
would require loading vehicles larger than 40 feet in length, H-necessary,
building management should request a reserved curbside permit for Oak Street
from the SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out activities.*®

o Reserved curb permits along Oak Street should be available throughout the day,
with the exception of the morning and evening peak periods on weekdays, or 60
minutes following the end of any scheduled events at any adjacent land uses on
the project block of Oak Street or at the proposed pedestrian plaza, whichever is
later, to avoid conflicts with commercial and passenger loading needs for
adjacent land uses and the proposed pedestrian plaza. Weekend hours should not
be restricted, with the exceptions that if events are planned on weekend days at
adjacent land uses on the project block or within the pedestrian plaza, reserved
curb permits should be granted for 60 minutes following the end of any
scheduled events at any adjacent land uses on the project block of Oak Street or
at the proposed pedestrian plaza.

e The granted hours of reserved curbside permits should not conflict with posted
street sweeping schedules.

o Building management should implement policies which prohibit any project-
related loading operations, including passenger loading, residential deliveries,
retail deliveries, and move-in and move-out activities, from occurring within the
existing commercial loading zone on Market Street. To achieve this, building
management should be instructed to proactively direct residents and retail tenants
to utilize the on-site loading spaces and the Oak Street loading zones. In addition,
building management should include within its leases, vendor contracts, and
governing documents (i.e., CC&Rs and Rules & Regulations), written
prohibitions against project-related loading and unloading operations from
occurring within the existing commercial loading zone on Market Street. These
operations include, but are not limited to, residential deliveries, move-in and
move-out activities, and passenger pick-up and drop-off activities.

o The HOA should make commercially reasonable efforts to request of the service
provider that all trash, recycling and compost pick-up activity should be
scheduled to occur only during non-AM and PM peak hours (9 am to 3:30 pm
and 6 pmto 7 am).

e Trash bins, dumpsters and all other containers related to refuse collection should
remain in the building at street level until the arrival of the collection truck.
Refuse should be collected from the building via Oak Market-Street, and bins
should be returned into the building. At no point should trash bins, empty or
loaded, be left on MarketStreet-or Oak Street on the sidewalk, roadway, or
proposed pedestrian plaza.
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Implementation of Improvement Measures+-F+R-B;--FR-Cand I-TR-BB would not
result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.

[Footnote 36 on EIR p. 4.C.59:]
% Information on SFMTA temporary signage permit process available online at
https://www.sfmta.com/services/streets-sidewalks/temporary-signage

With the proposed project changes to the ground-floor access to the building, as described above,
and operations of the building as incorporated into the Loading Operations Plan, the potential for
conflicts between the proposed project activities and bicyclists riding westbound within the
bicycle lane on Market Street would be reduced. In addition, as described on EIR p. 4.C.76, the
ongoing Better Market Street project proposes redesign of Market Street between Octavia
Boulevard and The Embarcadero to provide various transportation and streetscape improvements
to better serve transit riders; provide safer bicycle facilities; improve pedestrian accessibility,
safety, and mobility; accommodate commercial vehicle and passenger loading; and support
planned growth along the corridor. The Better Market Street project is developing and analyzing
a number of alternatives and variants that provide options on accommodating the competing
needs. These alternatives will include removal of all or some commercial vehicle and passenger
loading zones on Market Street, with new zones created on adjacent cross-streets. Thus, the
Better Market Street analysis will consider existing and future needs for these zones in
developing the designs to improve bicycle facilities on Market Street, while accommodating
existing and new development. The proposed project’s loading operations on Oak Street would
not conflict with the Better Market Street project.

Also see Response TR-6: Loading Impacts, RTC pp. 4.36-4.37, and Response WI-2: Wind
Impacts on Bicyclists, RTC pp. 4.64-4.67.

COMMENT TR-6: LOADING IMPACTS

“| think the adequacy of the EIR as well needs to understand the changes in the retail landscape.
Yesterday morning | had to go to a meeting, but what was in my driveway? An Amazon car
delivering to the nextdoor neighbor. | didn't even know they delivered by car. | thought they just
delivered by truck.

“But, you know, so many things are happening that's overtaking our ability to understand them,
changes in retail, on demand meals. When I go home tonight, I'm going to have Munchery, and
they're going to deliver it to my house because I'm not going to cook. I'll probably take an Uber
home.

“So, | mean, all this stuff is happening, and I'm not sure we're really getting a real understanding
of it as it pertains to this really sensitive site. With this many units and this many people and this
demand, I'm really having to stretch, trying to understand how we're going to accommodate it.
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“The other issue, the one that we had on -- | think it was 39 1st Street, the loading and unloading
of people moving in and out needs to be considered, that maybe it's not an EIR thing; I think it's a
project-specific thing, but I'll go out on a limb here. Without an ability to have people drive their
U-Haul van in, unload it, put it in an elevator, get it up to their unit on Floor 30, to have them
down on the street carrying stuff in, lamps and stuff, you know, from the street in and trying to
get it through the lobby or some other way, just really doesn't make much sense. So | know
there's a big loading area there, but I'm assuming that that's really more for bigger trucks. But
we'll have to see. So | think that's -- that's an issue.

“I think we need to be creative around all these things | mentioned about where the world is going
as it pertains to this project and other projects in the, neighborhood, and get really creative,
because maybe the model of having the delivery happen right at your site no longer works.

“The post office uses rhino boxes where they'll deliver it to a rhino box and have to go get it. So,
I mean, we need to think about be creative here and maybe take a different lens.” (Commission
Vice President Dennis Richards, San Francisco Planning Commission, DEIR Hearing
Transcript, January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Richards-3])

“TR-5 (Loading Demand): The DEIR analysis of loading demand is inadequate and does not
reflect present-day trends in retail delivery and transportation network companies (TNCs). The
DEIR must discuss stronger mitigation for loading impacts for residential online shopping and
TNC passengers and re-orient all loading to the Oak Street side of the project.”

(Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley Neighborhood
Association, Letter, January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson1-5])

“The DEIR for One Oak underestimates the volume of daily deliveries to One Oak and the
methodology for estimating deliveries must be updated to reflect change. The DEIR and LCW
Report suggest One Oak’s 700 residents will receive approximately 27 deliveries per day (based
on the antiquated SF Transportation Guidelines of 2002) (see page 69, LCW Report). If there are
700 residents in One Oak, and each receives one delivery per month, on business days only (22
days), that amounts to almost 32 deliveries per day. This does not acknowledge the rapid
proliferation of internet retail goods and household items, as well as food deliveries to residential
buildings.

“The Draft EIR needs to update the calculation of delivery to reflect present-day reality, and to
reveal how many delivery trucks and vehicles will potentially cross and impede the Market
Street bike lane. This includes analyzing deliveries at similar existing towers. This must also
include a cumulative analysis of deliveries for 1554 Market, which is sharing the loading zone on
Market Street.(Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley
Neighborhood Association, Letter, January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson1-11])
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“TR-5 (Loading Demand): The DEIR analysis of loading demand is inadequate and does not
reflect present-day trends in retail delivery and transportation network companies (TNCs). The 2
DEIR must discuss stronger mitigation for loading impacts for residential online shopping and
TNC passengers and re-orient all loading to the Oak Street side of the project;” (Sue Vaughan,
Email, January 10, 2017 [I-Vaughan-4])

RESPONSE TR-6: LOADING IMPACTS

The comments raise general concerns about the changing environment due to deliveries of
products (e.g., meals) and services (e.g., Uber), the frequency of loading events and calculation of
loading demand, and the need for loading mitigation measures.

The impact of the proposed project and variant on loading is presented in Impact TR-5, on EIR
pp. 4.C.55-4.C.57, and includes discussion of truck and service vehicle loading demand,
accommodation of loading demand, move-in and move-out activities, and passenger
loading/unloading activities. The proposed project and variant includes loading spaces with
access from Oak Street to accommodate the freight deliveries and service vehicle demand,
residential move-in and move-out activities, as well as a passenger loading/unloading zone
adjacent to the project site on Oak Street to accommaodate taxis and TNC vehicles. The proposed
project would not utilize the existing on-street commercial loading zone on Market Street.

The SF Guidelines methodology for estimating truck and service vehicle loading demand assesses
whether the peak loading demand could be accommodated within the proposed facilities, and
considers the loading demand for the nine-hour period between 8 AM and 5 PM. The loading
demand does not take into account delivery trips that occur during the early morning (i.e., trash
removal) or in the evening (e.g., pizza delivery). These types of delivery trips are typically not
accommodated on-site and generally occur outside of the peak commute periods when the
number of pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and other vehicles is lowest. Nor does the loading
demand estimate account for taxis and TNC vehicles, which would be accommodated within the
proposed passenger loading/unloading zone on Oak Street.

The comment’s [O-HVNA-Henderson1-11]) calculation of 32 deliveries per day is incorrect in
that it assumes that each delivery is delivered in a separate vehicle, whereas in buildings with
multiple units, such as the proposed project, multiple residents are served with one delivery trip
(e.g., UPS delivers multiple packages to one building address at one time). As stated on EIR p.
4.C.56, the project loading demand of 28 delivery/service vehicle trips per day corresponds to a
peak demand for two loading spaces, which would be accommodated within the proposed
project’s on-site loading supply. The proposed project and variant would not result in a
significant loading impact, and therefore mitigation measures are not required.
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In response to the comment regarding use of the existing truck loading bay on Market Street by
project-generated vehicles and conflicts with bicyclists within the westbound bicycle lane,
Improvement Measure I-TR-B: Revision of Truck Restrictions on Market Street, and I-TR-C:
Removal of Flexible Bollards on Market Street, have been eliminated from further consideration,
and Improvement Measure I-TR-D: Loading Operations Plan, has been redesignated as I-TR-B
and expanded to further manage project-generated loading activities, as described in

Response TR-5, RTC pp. 4.30-4.34. Improvement Measure I-TR-B: Loading Operations Plan
sets forth periodic review of loading operations by the SFMTA and the Planning Department to
ensure that improvement measures are working.

Residential move-in and move-out activities are described on EIR p. 4.C.56, and, for move-ins or
move-out conducted via smaller trucks, would occur via the on-site loading space with access
from Oak Street. Larger moving trucks would be accommodated within on-street commercial
loading and/or general parking spaces on Oak Street. As provided in Improvement Measure |-
TR-D, all move-in and move-out activities would be scheduled with building management, who
would request a reserved curbside permit from the SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out
activities involving larger trucks (e.g., cross-country moving trucks), if necessary.

COMMENT TR-7: IMPROVEMENT MEASURE I-TR-A, TDM PROGRAM

“The other one is Commissioner Melgar included me in TDMs mentioned in the DEIR. I'd love
to see the TDM applied. So if you have .5 parking spaces or .25 or none, what are the other
things on the menu of 20-odd something things need to do to get to the acceptable number? |
believe, it's 28 or whatever. What do they have to do? What's it going to look like? So maybe
that's a project-specific thing, but it would really help us understand viability of what the parking
ratio could look like.” (Commission Vice President Dennis Richards, San Francisco Planning
Commission, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Richards-7])

“The DEIR proposes transportation demand management (TDM) to reduce per capita daily VMT,
but no information is provided to benchmark VMT in the project. Since VMT is not adequately
analyzed, understanding the success or failure of TDM is not possible.” (Jason Henderson,
Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, Letter,
January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson1-3])

“I have one additional comment or suggestion regarding the Draft EIR. I think it would be good
to add the TDM proposal by SFMTA-Planning-SFCTA as a informational item. You could then
analyze the project with 0 parking, 0.25:1, and 0.5:1 parking ratios and compare the proposed
TDM point system.
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“It seems this TDM calculation/methodology would be something incorporated into EIRs - no?”
(Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley Neighborhood
Association, Email, January 7, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson3-1])

RESPONSE TR-7: IMPROVEMENT MEASURE I-TR-A, TDM PROGRAM

The comments request additional information regarding the Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) Plan for the proposed project. Improvement Measure I-TR-A: TDM Plan, EIR pp.
4.C.44-4.C .45, outlines the types of measures that could be included in the TDM Plan. The
measure follows the outline of the City’s TDM Ordinance, which, at the time of publication of the
One Oak Project Draft EIR, was recommended for approval by the Planning Commission and
was being forwarded for legislative action to the Board of Supervisors. On February 7, 2017, the
Board of Supervisors approved legislation for the TDM Ordinance, and the proposed project
would be subject to its requirements. In order to ensure consistency of the project TDM Plan
with the TDM Ordinance as ultimately approved by the Board of Supervisors, Improvement
Measure I-TR-A did not include details about the plan, however, stated on EIR p. 4.C.44. that if
the Planning Code amendments are legislated by the Board of Supervisors, the proposed project
would be subject to the requirements of the TDM program. Because, the TDM Ordinance is how
law, the following describes the project’s conformity with the recently adopted requirements.

The proposed project would include 310 residential units with total of 136 vehicle parking spaces
(0.44 spaces per unit), and 4,025 gsf of ground-floor retail/restaurant uses . Because less than
10,000 gsf of retail/restaurant uses are proposed, the retail/restaurant use is not subject to the
TDM Program. Therefore, the 136 residential parking spaces were used to calculate the TDM
Program target points. The project’s parking rate of 0.44 spaces per unit is below the
neighborhood parking rate of 0.65 per unit for the Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) in which it is
located. The target points take into account the proposed parking rate compared to the
neighborhood parking rate, and are calculated as follows: base target of 13 points, plus an
additional 12 points for each additional 10 parking spaces over 20 parking spaces (thus, 136
minus 20 = 116 spaces, divided by 10 = 12 points), for a total of 25 points. However, per Section
169.3 (e) of the TDM Ordinance, because the proposed project had its development application
and environmental application completed before September 4, 2016, it is subject to 50 percent of
its applicable target. Therefore, the proposed project’s target points are 13 points. The project
sponsor would be required to finalize its TDM measures prior to issuance of the building or site
permit for the project. However, the project sponsor has preliminarily identified the following
TDM measures from TDM Program Standards: Appendix A to meet the 13 target points.

e Parking-1: Unbundled Parking, Location D — 4 points (residential neighborhood
parking rate less than or equal to 0.65, and all spaces leased or sold separately from the
retail or purchase fee).
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e Parking-4: Parking Supply, Option D - 4 points (residential parking less than or equal
to 70 percent, and greater than 60 percent of the neighborhood parking rate).

e Active-1: Improve Walking Conditions, Option A — 1 point (streetscape
improvements consistent with Better Streets Plan).

e Active-2: Bicycle Parking, Option B — 2 points (exceeding Planning Code required
Class 1 and Class 2 bicycle parking).

Active 5A: Bicycle Repair Station — 1 point (bicycle repair station within a designated,
secure area within the building, where bicycle maintenance tools and supplies are readily
available on a permanent basis).

o Delivery-1: Delivery Supportive Services — 1 point (provide staffed reception area for
receipt of deliveries and temporary parcel storage, including clothes lockers and
refrigerated storage).

In addition to the TDM measures identified above, in response to commenter’s concerns
regarding the amount of proposed parking, the project sponsor has voluntarily offered to provide
additional TDM measures representing 12 additional points for a total of 25 points in the event
that the requested conditional use authorization for parking in excess of 0.25 is granted and the
Project Sponsor elects to build the additional spaces authorized by the conditional use
authorization.

e Active-4: Bike Share Membership — 2 points (offer bike share membership to each unit
and/or employee, at least once annually, for 40 years).

e Active-5B: Bicycle Repair Services — 1 point (provide bicycle repair services to each
unit and/or employee, at least once annually, for 40 years).

e CShare-1C: Car-Share Parking, Option C — 3 points (provide car-share memberships
to each unit, and provide car-share parking as required by the Planning Code).

e Family-1: Family TDM Amenities — 1 point (provide amenities that address particular
challenges that families face in making trips without a private vehicle).

e Info-1: Multimodal Wayfinding Signage — 1 point (provide multimodal wayfinding
signage in key location to support access to transportation services and infrastructure).

o Info-3C: Tailored Transportation Services, Option C — 3 points (provide
individualized, tailored marketing and communication campaigns to encourage
alternative transportation modes).

¢ Info-2: Real Time Transportation Display — 1 point (provide real time transportation
information screen in a prominent location on-site).

The project sponsor could choose to revise the selected TDM measures to exceed the target points
prior to issuance of a Site Permit, or to further reduce the parking supply to meet or exceed the
target point requirement, but would not be required to do so; therefore, alternative parking supply
ratios for the proposed project and associated TDM target points are not presented.
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COMMENT TR-8: PROJECT PARKING SUPPLY

“And most of my comments have now been made redundant, based on Commissioner Richard's
excellent presentation earlier. If any of you don't have the article, | have a copy of it for you that
he referenced, and Mr. Radulovich's statements which make many of the points as to the
adequacy of this EIR that | had intended on making. [See Attachment B: DEIR Hearing
Transcript, last page, for the newspaper article referenced in this comment.]

“Not exploring zero parking is something that makes this inadequate, especially since this is the
flagship first major development of The Hub where 1,682 additional parking spaces are now
estimated to be in this general area. As we all know, it's one of the most traffic-choked areas in
the City. And not exploring that option is faulty in the EIR, let's say. Not to have challenged the
.5 request when no compelling reason to justify, doubling from the entitled .25 is further an error
in the EIR that needs to be rectified. And that basically covers most of my points.

“This is, you know, the densest, most transit- rich environment in the City. The Hub is supposed
to be evaluating comprehensive impacts of the entirety of the development, but this EIR for One
Oak is setting the worst possible example, requesting .5, ignoring the .25 as of right, and not even
considering the zero option.

“There is a very famous saying, "If not now, when?" You could sort of amend that, "If not here,
where?" We should be looking at zero very, very seriously.

“It's interesting, there was a very interesting broadcast by the sponsors of Park Merced talking
about their incentives to people to not own cars, and over 90 percent of people offered the
incentives took them. If that can work in Park Merced, which is a much more car-dependent,
limited, transit area, then we should be certainly looking at it very, very aggressively here.” (Jim
Warshall, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017
[O-HVNA-Warshall-1])

“The study carefully counted the number of vehicles for residential and commercial use entering
and leaving the project garage. The study should have also considered that the existence of
valets to park the cars will generate additional non residential users for the garage using both the
driveway and the vacated residential spaces in the garage and that this will increase the total
number of vehicles entering and leaving the garage during every hour. This use is typical in the
upper eastside of Manhattan where all of the apartment house garages welcome non-resident
short and long term parking.” (Howard Strassner, Member, San Francisco Group Executive
Committee, Sierra Club, Letter, January 10, 2017 [O-SC-2])

“At the same time, Walk SF is concerned with the Draft EIR’s lack of analysis of the
impacts that the proposed parking will have on the safety of people walking and on
sustainable transportation more holistically. The project sponsor is requesting permission to
build up to 0.5 spaces per dwelling unit subject to criteria and procedures for a Conditional Use
authorization, rather than building the as-of- right ratio of 0.25 spaces per unit.
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“Despite the City’s many efforts, there has not been a significant reduction in serious and fatal
traffic collisions since the City adopted Vision Zero in 2014. To make progress, every planning
decision the City makes must analyze opportunities to make our streets safer. Making sure the
environmental review process assesses a development project’s traffic safety impacts is a crucial
piece of this puzzle.

“The One Oak Street project is located at the corner of two high-injury corridors — the 12% of
San Francisco’s streets where over 70% of severe and fatal crashes occur. People traveling along
these corridors are already more likely to be involved in crashes than people on other city streets.
We are extremely concerned that the addition of 150 parking spaces to this already
dangerous area will make the streets even more dangerous.

“Supporting our concern is research showing that more parking leads to more driving. The
Planning Department’s own June 2016 Technical Justification document for its Transportation
Demand Management Program highlighted the following research findings:

e Areas with more parking are associated with more overall vehicular traffic than areas
with less parking.

¢ Individuals who have dedicated parking at their origins or destinations are more likely to
drive than those who don’t have dedicated parking.

“More vehicle trips mean more opportunities for vehicle-pedestrian conflict. Because more
parking leads to more trips, more parking is therefore associated with an increased danger for
people walking.

“Our concern over the project’s rate of parking also stems from expected changes to allowed
parking ratios for the geographic area in which the project is located. The Planning Department’s
Market Street Hub Project will likely cap the amount of permissible parking for future projects in
this area at 0.25 spaces/unit, with no ability to request higher ratios (as is allowed currently). If
the Planning Department’s analysis led them to recommend this as a final parking maximum, we
think it’s important that the EIR includes an analysis of similar factors that the Planning
Department examined to reach this recommended rate.

“Therefore, we believe strongly that the EIR should analyze the safety impacts of One Oak
Street’s proposed parking on people walking, biking, driving, and taking transit. More
specifically, we’d like to see the EIR analyze the impacts of the proposed parking rate (0.5)
compared to the as-of-right parking rate (0.25), compared to zero parking, and set forth
recommendations and mitigations that would stymie new automobile trip generation in this
already vehicle-congested, transit-rich area of the City. If the proposed amount of parking is
found to have substantial safety and environmental impacts, mitigations should include reducing
the parking ratio and other measures deemed significant to reduce single occupancy vehicle use.

“We urge you to revisit the EIR analysis for the One Oak Street project to ensure that the project
is consistent with the City’s Vision Zero and environmental/mode shift goals.” (Cathy DeLuca,
Policy and Program Director, Walk San Francisco, Letter, January 10, 2017 [O-WSF-2])
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“2) There’s way too much parking allowed. It looks like it’s 1 space for every 2 condos which is
more than what zoning allows. Adding cars to that very transit rich area would have a negative
impact on safe cycling and walking in that area.” (Justin Fraser, Email, January 5, 2017
[I-Fraser-2])

“As a daily bike commuter, | am distressed to learn of the One Oak project. The City is
committed to Vision Zero - eliminating traffic fatalities on its streets by 2024 - yet there are
provisions in this project that cannot co-exist with the Vision Zero goal.

“In particular, this structure offers one parking space per two condos which does not help direct
our city to a less car dependent future. How can it be that this development requests double the
normal amount of parking spaces with its proximity to the Van Ness Muni station?”

(Brad McManus, Email, January 9, 2017 [I-McManus-1])

“l am unable to make it to the public commenting period. I'd like to share my belief that since this
intersection is: 1) A huge transit hub, 2) Located on a main bike route, and 3) Already difficult
and dangerous to navigate with a car, the new building going up should have no parking spots
(similar to the building going up at Church & Market where the Home restaurant used to be).”
(Daniel Schweitzer, Email, January 5, 2017 [I-Schweitzer-1])

“XVI. Transportation and Traffic — the projects conflicts with current zoning for the area
because the project sponsor is seeking a conditional use permit to increase the amount of parking
included in the project. In seeking a conditional use permit to increase the amount of parking — in
fact, in adding parking at all — the project conflicts with the city’s Transit First Policy. Page 2-20
of the DEIR also notes that vehicles leaving One Oak Street would travel westbound on Oak
toward Franklin (and presumably Gough). Both Franklin and Gough are already highly
congested. Has this project been evaluated as a part of the larger plan to build housing and add
parking and increase VMT?” (Sue Vaughan, Email, January 10, 2017 [I-Vaughan-13])

“To get to vision zero, we got to do some changes. Increasing parking at that area would be a bad
idea.” (Jiro Yamamoto, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [I-Yamamoto-3])

RESPONSE TR-8: PROJECT PARKING SUPPLY

The comments raise concerns regarding the amount of vehicle parking spaces that would be
provided as part of the proposed project, and its impacts on the adjacent streets with respect to
pedestrian safety. The comments also recommend that the project be revised to provide a lower
ratio of vehicle spaces per unit (e.g., 0.25 space per unit which represents the maximum
principally permitted under the Planning Code without a conditional use authorization) or zero
parking.
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As noted in RTC Chapter 1, Introduction, and RTC Chapter 2, Revisions and Clarifications to the
Project Description, in response to comments on the DEIR, the project sponsor revised the
number of vehicle parking spaces for the 310 residential units from 155 to 136 spaces, a reduction
of 19 spaces. As stated on EIR p. 4.C.70, under Planning Code Section 151, the proposed project
would be permitted to provide up to one parking space for each four units (i.e., 77 spaces), while
up to 0.5 space per unit would be permitted subject to criteria and procedures for a Conditional
Use authorization (i.e., up to 155 parking spaces). The proposed project would provide 136
parking spaces (i.e., 0.44 space per unit) and would require a Conditional Use authorization from
the Planning Commission for the parking spaces in excess of the 77 spaces permissible as-of-
right. The proposed project would eliminate a surface parking lot with space for up to 47
vehicles. The proposed project vehicular access to the project parking garage and on-site loading
area would be on Oak Street, which is not designated as a Vision Zero High Injury Network
street.

EIR pp. 4.C.68-4.C.73 present the parking discussion related to the proposed on-site parking
supply, changes to on-street parking spaces due to project streetscape improvements, and parking
demand compared to the proposed supply. As stated on EIR p. 4.C.68, San Francisco does not
consider parking supply as part of the permanent physical environment and therefore does not
consider changes in parking conditions to be environmental impacts as defined by CEQA. The
Planning Department acknowledges, however, that parking conditions may be of interest to the
public and the decision-makers; therefore, parking is analyzed for informational purposes. The
potential impacts of the proposed parking supply, with respect to creating hazardous conditions or
significant delays affecting transit, bicycles, or pedestrians are presented in Impact TR-2 (EIR pp.
4.C.45-4.C.51) for transit impacts, Impact TR-3 (EIR pp. 4.C.51-4.C.54) for pedestrian impacts,
and Impact TR-4 (EIR pp. 4.C.54-4.C.55) for bicycle impacts. Proposed project transit,
pedestrian, and bicycle impacts were determined to be less than significant. The impact
assessment discussion would not change if the number of on-site parking spaces were to be
decreased, and the impact determination would remain less than significant. No mitigation
measures are required.

Because parking supply is not considered with regard to physical environmental impacts as
defined by CEQA, the absence of an analysis of less or no parking at the project site does not
render the EIR insufficient because parking is not considered an environmental impact. Reducing
the amount of parking provided as part of the proposed project and variant would not change any
impact determination related to the transportation impact criteria listed on EIR pp. 4.C.29-4.C.30,
and transportation impacts of the proposed project, with the exception of cumulative construction
impacts, would be less than significant.

A comment asserts that the existence of valets would generate additional non-residential users
parking in the driveway and vacated residential spaces of the project parking garage. The use of
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the proposed project garage would be limited to building residents, as described on EIR p. 2.20.
Vacant residential parking spaces of the proposed project would not be available to the public.

Also, please see Response TR-9: Project Alternatives with Less or No Parking, RTC pp.
4.48-4.51, regarding the need to analyze alternatives with no parking at the project site.

COMMENT TR-9: PROJECT ALTERNATIVES WITH LESS OR NO PARKING

“Supervisor Avalos asked me to pass on a few comments. And I think it reiterated a lot of what's
been said already. | think there's serious concerns about the parking in this project. | think this is
such a crucial hub for the transportation system, | think we need to be very careful in analyzing
every new parking space that goes in in this area. And | think the fact that this -- the EIR doesn't
study a zero parking alternative is totally inadequate and needs to be reanalyzed.” (Jeremy
Pollock, Legislative Aide, on Behalf of Supervisor John Avalos, DEIR Hearing Transcript,
January 5, 2017 [A-BOS-Avalos-1])

“So some of the commenters raised some issues, and | had to go back into the DEIR to see what
the project sponsor's goals were for the project. And the last bullet is to provide adequate parking
and vehicular unloading access to serve the needs of project residents and their visitors. | get
that. Makes sense.

“But when you're looking at it through the lens of what we're doing here to understand the study,
it says that the EIR needs to be adequate, accurate, and objective, and need not be exhaustive, but
the sufficiency of an EIR needs to be reviewed in light of what's reasonably feasible.

“I think what's reasonably feasible is a no parking alternative, a conforming parking alternative at
.25 as well as the project sponsor's .5. So | don't think it's objective if we don't look at those other
alternatives.” (Commission Vice President Dennis Richards, San Francisco Planning
Commission, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Richards-1])

“I'm here to talk about the adequacy and the completeness of the EIR/EIS for this project. This
project is in an area called The Hub. The Hub is the intersection of Van Ness and Market.

“If you look at all of the proposed projects that are either under construction now or proposed for
building, the amount of development in this area will increase several fold. We'll have many,
many more residents living here; we'll have many, many more offices there. It's also a very
important place in the City's transportation network. Market Street's perhaps the most important
transit street in the City. It's certainly one of the most important, if not the most important
pedestrian streets and cycling streets.

“Van Ness is also a very important transit street. If you work or live in the area as | do, you'll
know that there's not a lot of room on the streets for more cars. So as we look at developing this
area, we really need to add net zero new automobile trips for two reasons.
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“One, it's already too congested. Two, in order to do the things that we need to do to make the
area safer for walking and for cycling and to move transit vehicles through this area and
accommodate ever larger numbers of people who need to more by those sustainable modes, we
might end up with less road space. Better Market Street would close -- reduce the automobile
capacity on Market and the VVan Ness BRT project is already reducing the automobile capacity on
Van Ness Avenue.

“So you have tools in your toolbox available to you. You can use current knowledge. You can
use research that this department has done to make this project the best it can be. It's a smart
place to put development, but that development can not then destroy the very assets, that
transportation richness that is the reason for developing in that area in the first place.

“So one of the take-aways from all the TDM research is adding more parking to your project
increases automobile trips. The most potent tool in your toolbox for managing transportation
demand, according to your own research, is reduced parking. So therefore this EIR/EIS should
include a zero parking alternative. Zero parking alternative will do two things.

“One, it will reduce the number of automobile trips coming into the area. The second thing it
does is it reduces the number of conflicts created by automobile circulation. So cars coming into
or out of a parking garage, all of those right turns, all of those maneuvers do every time we have a
right turn and it endangers pedestrians and cyclist. So all of those automobile movements
actually have a big impact on the movement, safe movement of transportation, walking, cycling,
and transit.

“So this project's asked for .5. That's double the amount of as of right. They should get no more
than the as of right and a zero parking alternative should be studied. Now, we say this with every
EIR/EIS that comes up, you know in areas where no parking is, required, and where no parking is
actually desirable.

“You need to study that alternative in your EIR. If you don't, your EIR is not adequate. You can't
look at those different alternatives and say which one is the best for walking, cycling, transit if
you only analyze one and the one you analyze isn't even conforming. So those alternatives need
to be added to this one, and as of right and a zero parking alternative for it to be complete.”

(Tom Radulovich, Livable City, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [O-LC1-1])

“The proposed project is a 310-unit, 40-story residential tower with ground floor retail, atop a
new residential parking garage. It is located at the corner of Market Street and VVan Ness Avenue
at the edge of Downtown San Francisco. Market and Van Ness are two of the most significant
public transit corridors in San Francisco, with well over a hundred thousand transit trips per day
passing nearby on numerous surface transit lines. Market and Van Ness are both significant
walking corridors, and Market Street is the City’s most-used street by people on bikes. The City
has identified both Market and Van Ness as high-injury corridors — the 5% of city streets where
over half of the city’s traffic deaths and serious injuries occur.

“The proximity of the site to frequent transit, and convenient walking and cycling access to
Downtown and Civic Center jobs, make it a good site for high-density, transit-oriented housing,
as identified in the Market and Octavia Plan. However its location at the intersection of
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important, and congested, streets in the City’s walking, cycling, and transit networks makes it
imperative that the project reduce and mitigate its negative environmental impacts to the greatest
extent possible.

“The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Section 15126.6(a)) state that an
environmental impact report must describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the
proposed project that would feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives, yet would avoid
or substantially reduce significant adverse environmental effects of the project. Providing the
public and policymakers with a reasonable range of feasible alternatives fosters informed
decision-making and public participation.

“CEQA also requires that an EIR’s factual conclusions be supported by substantial evidence.
However substantial evidence assembled by the Planning Department and available to both
planners and the public suggests does not support certain factual conclusions of the DEIR’s
transportation analysis.

“The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) is inadequate. It provides inadequate analysis of
impacts under CEQA, does not describe and analyze a reasonable range of alternatives, and does
not adequately identify mitigations for certain adverse environmental impacts of the project.
Specifically, the DEIR does not adequately analyze the following alternatives and impacts
(presented in order of Table S-1: Summary of Impacts):

“Alternatives analyzed. The project is at the western end of the Downtown Commercial (C-3)
zoning district, and within the Van Ness and Market Special Use District. C-3 districts, like the
adjacent districts, require no parking. The Van Ness and Market Special Use District principally
permits up to .25 parking spaces per unit, with additional parking (up to 3 spaces for every four
units) only with Conditional Use Authorization, subject to certain findings being made by the
Planning Commission.

“C-3 and adjacent districts contain hundreds of buildings — market-rate condominiums, market-
rate apartments, affordable condominiums and apartments, and commercial buildings of all kinds
- with no parking at all, and with parking at or below the current principally-permitted amounts.
The Planning Department’s research for its Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
ordinance notes the reduced supply of off-street parking correlates with the area’s generally low
rates of automobile use and vehicle miles travelled (VMT), and concludes that reducing parking
is an effective, and likely the most effective, means of changing travel behavior and reducing
vehicle miles travelled.

“According to the Planning Code (Section 150), the Code’s parking off-street parking provisions
are “intended to require facilities where needed but discourage excessive amounts of automobile
parking, to avoid adverse effects upon surrounding areas and uses, and to encourage effective use
of walking, cycling, and public transit as alternatives to travel by private automobile.” The
maximum amount of parking principally permitted — .25 spaces per dwelling unit — was
established by the Market and Octavia Plan to further those purposes. To approve excess parking,
the Planning Commission must find affirmatively, in addition to other criteria, that “Vehicle
movement on or around the project site associated with the excess accessory parking does not
unduly impact pedestrian spaces or movement, transit service, bicycle movement, or the overall
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traffic movement in the district.” In order to conclude that, the Planning Commission must be
able to compare a project containing excess parking with the principally permitted project.

“DEIR analyzed a single ‘build’ alternative, which contains double the amount of parking
principally permitted. Based on substantial evidence available gathered by the Planning
Department, a project with less parking than the single alternative analyzed — either the maximum
permitted as-of-right, or zero parking — would have significantly reduced transportation impacts
under CEQA. These as-of-right alternatives would both reduce the number of auto trips generated
by the project, and reduce conflicts with walking and cycling created by turning automobiles,
since less off-street parking results in fewer vehicles accessing garages. In a district with
hundreds of such buildings and where such buildings are principally permitted, these alternatives
would be both feasible and reasonable. Therefore the EIR must analyze an alternative or
alternatives with a principally-permitted amount of parking — zero spaces, and 25 spaces per
unit.” (Tom Radulovich, Executive Director, Livable City, Letter, January 10, 2017 [O-LC2-1])

“The study listed all of the driving limitations of the streets surrounding the project. But, the
study should also have considered the tortuous path and the multiple conflicts with transit,
pedestrians and bicyclist as each vehicle negotiates the driving limitations to approach or leave
the garage especially when crossing Market Street or Van Ness is required.

“The study should have considered that the shared pedestrian/vehicle space is also the approach
for music students approaching their conservatory and that a typical shared pedestrian/vehicle
space is in a parking lot (see Stonestown) where the of number spaces per aisle is limited to
reduce the number of vehicles traversing the shared way during any hour. The study should have
also considered that a few vehicles will turn right off Van Ness, each hour, looking for a nearby
on street or off-street parking space.

“The short length of shared pedestrian/vehicle space that is part of this project provides room for
useful pedestrian and social amenities in front of the project. However googling, shared spaces
and maximum vehicles, indicates that the number vehicles traversing a shared space should be
less than 100 per hour. However, the study shows 110 vehicles per hour entering the garage
during the PM peak plus: deliveries, valet parking additions, and vehicles seeking nearby parking.
This total makes the shared space much less than ideal. Therefore, the study should have
considered an alternate project with a garage with only 73 parking spaces, the maximum allowed
per the planning code for this use. Studying this alternate is also essential to provide the Planning
Commission and the Board of Supervisors sufficient information to decide whether or not a
Conditional Use forl155 spaces is “necessary and useful.” In addition, less parking leads to less
driving and San Francisco has to reduce driving as a method of meeting the carbon reduction
requirements of AB 32 and SB 375.

“Unfortunately Planning continues to analyze parking demand and then thankfully appropriately
concludes that parking demand is not an environmental impact.” (Howard Strassner, Member,
San Francisco Group Executive Committee, Sierra Club, Letter, January 10, 2017 [O-SC-3])
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“Add Alternative with NO PRIVATE PARKING or drastically reduced parking.

“The Proposed project has 155 parking spaces for 310 dwelling units. Providing valet parking -
even if parking stacked - will provide a service that accommodates higher-income persons who
want to drive to work at least part of the week using the nearby freeways.

“Inclusion of a No Parking Alternative, or one which SEVERELY limits parking to various car
sharing modalities, is needed so that the Planning Commission can consider approving a project
that uses this transit rich site for residents who are not dependent on, or own, private
automobiles. (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, January 10, 2017 [I-Hestor2-5])

RESPONSE TR-9: PROJECT ALTERNATIVES WITH LESS OR NO PARKING

The comments generally state that the alternatives described and analyzed in Chapter 6,
Alternatives, of the EIR are inadequate, and that range of alternatives should include some with
less residential parking and/or no parking.

As described above in Response TR-8, San Francisco does not consider parking supply as part of
the permanent physical environment and therefore does not consider changes in parking
conditions to be environmental impacts as defined by CEQA. The potential impacts of the
proposed parking supply, with respect to creating hazardous conditions or significant delays
affecting transit, bicycles, or pedestrians were assessed in the EIR, and impacts were determined
to be less than significant. Thus, mitigation measures or an alternative to lessen or avoid
significant impacts due to the provision of on-site parking are not required. However, the
Planning Commission could adopt an alternative consisting of the proposed project or variant
with no changes other than a reduction in on-site parking, if desired, pursuant to its conditional
use authority.

As summarized on EIR p. 6.1, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states that an EIR must
describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project that would
feasibly attain most of the proposed project’s basic objectives, and would avoid or substantially
lessen any identified significant adverse environmental impacts of the proposed project. The
range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the EIR to
set forth only those potentially feasible alternatives necessary to foster informed public
participation and an informed and reasoned choice by the decision-making body (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)). Therefore, not every conceivable alternative must be addressed,
nor do infeasible alternatives need to be considered. CEQA generally defines “feasible” to mean
the ability to be accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking
into account economic, environmental, social, technological, and legal factors. The following
factors may also be taken into consideration when assessing the feasibility of alternatives: site
suitability; economic viability; availability of infrastructure; General Plan consistency; other
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plans or regulatory limitations; jurisdictional boundaries; and the ability of the proponent to attain
site control (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1)). An EIR need not consider an alternative
whose impact cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and
speculative. Furthermore, CEQA does not require analysis of every imaginable alternative but
rather it gives agencies the flexibility to eliminate certain alternatives that either do not reduce
environmental impacts or do not further the project’s main objectives. A lead agency may
eliminate an alternative from detailed consideration in the EIR either because of its “inability to
avoid significant environmental impacts” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (c)) or because it
would not achieve primary project objectives.

An alternative that does not include any residential parking spaces was not considered, because
the purposes of alternatives is to lessen or avoid significant impacts, and in this instance a
reduced or no parking alternative does not address CEQA’s guidance to examine alternatives that
lessen or avoid identified significant impacts. Further, alternatives should also achieve most of
the project objectives. The project sponsor has indicated that such an alternative would not
achieve the primary project objectives, which include providing parking to serve the needs of the
project residents and achieving a viable project. Accordingly, based on the project sponsor’s
analysis of market conditions and advice from marketing professionals, the project sponsor
believes that providing no residential parking would result in a non-viable project.

One comment states that a project alternative that includes a garage with only 73 parking spaces
should have been included because the shared pedestrian/vehicle space is less than ideal. This
comment is an opinion on the merits of the project, and not germane to the environmental
analysis. The comment states that typical shared pedestrian/vehicle spaces, such as parking lots,
are designed to limit the number of vehicles that pedestrians encounter, while the proposed
project’s shared public way would have too many vehicles accessing Oak Street. The proposed
project’s shared public way on Oak Street would function differently from a shared
pedestrian/vehicle space such as a parking lot, and therefore the comparison and conclusion in the
comment are not appropriate for the proposed project.

The easternmost end of the Oak Street roadway within the project site would be narrowed from
about 39 feet (including existing parking lanes on the north and south sides) to a 20-foot-wide
vehicle-pedestrian shared public way at its narrowest point across a public pedestrian plaza
extending westward from the Van Ness Avenue curb line by about 202 feet. Vehicles would turn
right from southbound Van Ness Avenue onto Oak Street, onto a tabled crosswalk ramping up 6
inches, flush with the Van Ness Avenue sidewalk, and back down 4 inches onto the shared public
way. Vehicles would continue along the shared public way for approximately 180 feet, at which
point they would ramp down 2 inches to the existing Oak Street roadway at the western edge of
the shared public way near the western edge of the project site. The entire shared public way
would be raised 2 inches above street level, while the pedestrian-only plaza would be raised
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another 4 inches from the shared street (i.e., the plaza would be at the same level as the sidewalk).
Both the pedestrian plaza and the shared public way would be distinguished from the vehicle-only
Oak Street roadway to the west of the shared public way by a distinctive paving pattern. Each
end of the shared public way (at Van Ness Avenue to the east, and midblock) would contain a
pedestrian crosswalk. In addition, the existing 15 foot wide sidewalks on either side of Oak Street
would be maintained on the north side of the street and on the south side west of the project site,
and substantially widened adjacent to the site.

Thus, the design of the shared public way narrows the vehicular path from Van Ness Avenue in
order to discourage vehicles, slow vehicular traffic, and identify the space as a shared pedestrian
realm, and identifies pedestrian-only portions of Oak Street. Furthermore, the proposed project
would result in the removal of an existing surface parking lot accommodating up to 47 vehicles
on the project site that has access via Oak Street, as well as 24 existing on-street parking spaces.
This would further reduce the number of vehicles accessing Oak Street. Due to the one-way street
system and the median on Van Ness Avenue, vehicular access to and from the project site may be
somewhat roundabout, however, the sidewalks on the project block (i.e., on Market and Oak
Streets, and on Van Ness Avenue) are complete and meet the Better Streets Plan requirements,
adjacent intersections have pedestrian countdown signals, and continental crosswalks are
provided at intersections. Both Market Street and VVan Ness Avenue have a high level of
pedestrian, transit, and bicycle activity, although not at levels that would be affected by changes
in the proposed project parking supply.

One comment noted that the project is located within the Hub, which is the intersection of Market
and Van Ness Avenue. As discussed in EIR p. 4.A.13, The Hub Project “is not included in the
cumulative impact analysis in the EIR because at this point, it is in its planning stages and is
considered speculative” (see also RTC Section 4.1, Cumulative Effects, p. 4.91). However, a
description of the proposed Hub Project is provided on EIR p. 3.9 for informational purposes.
The project site is within the Market Street Hub project area, which is the high density core of the
Market and Octavia Plan Area. Study and development of proposals are currently underway by
the Planning Department, which proposes to study changes to the public realm and to the current
zoning designations in the area. In March 2017 the Draft Market Street Hub Public Realm Plan,
which sets forth a vision for how streets, alleys and open spaces could be designed, was
published. Legislation of related zoning changes that have yet to be determined, but could
potentially include reductions in the maximum permitted parking, is anticipated to be
implemented in 2019, at the earliest, following environmental review of that proposal.

The proposed project’s travel demand was based on the number of residential units and square
footage of the restaurant/retail space, and is not affected by the number of on-site vehicle parking
spaces. Reducing the number of on-site parking spaces would not be likely to result in any
increased environmental effects or cause adverse safety impacts, and, as described above in
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Response to Comment TR-8: Project Parking Supply, RTC p. 4.42, significance determinations
for all transportation impact topics would remain the same as the proposed project and variant.
Accordingly, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), a no parking or reduced parking
alternative is not required as part of this EIR because such alternatives would not avoid or
substantially lessen any identified significant adverse environmental impacts of the proposed
project.

Also, see Response TR-8 regarding the proposed on-site parking supply.
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C. WIND

The comments and corresponding responses in this section relate to the topic of Wind, evaluated
in EIR Section 4.D. For ease of reference, these comments are grouped into the following wind-
related issues:

e WI-1: Wind Methodology Approach and Reduction Methods (Canopies)
e WI-2: Wind Impacts on Bicyclists
e WI-3: EIR Wind Section Tables

A corresponding response follows each group of comments.

COMMENT WI-1: WIND METHODOLOGY APPROACH AND REDUCTION
METHODS (CANOPIES)

“l have one other question, one other comment that might not be something current EIRs can
answer, but I'd like to put that in as the project moves forward. It's triggered by a comment from
the public speaker about the interference of construction beyond property line.

“The question I'm asking here, as wind mitigation we are hearing about wind foils as wind
detractors These particular wind foils extend over the public right-of-way or over the -- or are in
the public realm, and | am wondering how much the public realm is served by the need for public
-- by privately necessitated wind mitigation.

“I question that | am looking at sidewalks having wind foils on them, particularly when in San
Francisco we mostly like to walk on sunny sidewalks when the sun is there. | just pulled that as a
question, but I'd like that to go forward as a comment on the particular configuration regarding
wind mitigation for this project.” (Commissioner Kathrin Moore, San Francisco Planning
Commission, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Moore-6])

“W-1 (Wind Impacts): Aside from the missing data mentioned above, the analysis of wind
impacts in the DEIR entirely ignores the effects of the project and any proposed mitigation
measures on key groups such as seniors, people with disabilities and cyclists. For this
reason, the DEIR is inadequate in its current form. (Rupert Clayton, HANC Housing and
Land Use Chair, Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council, Letter, January 9, 2017 [O-HANC-2])

“The project is also located on two of the city’s major transit arteries, within three blocks of City
Hall and close to many city offices and arts venues. The surrounding sidewalks and streets are
used regularly by many people with limited mobility. Again, this group includes many Haight
Ashbury residents. Despite this setting, Section 4.D of the DEIR contains no analysis of the
effect of increased wind on seniors and disabled people.
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“We are particularly alarmed to see that the summarized wind study results on page 4.D.18
indicate that the project will create wind exceeding the hazard criteria for even able-bodied
people at test point 57 (in the western crosswalk across Market Street at Van Ness Avenue. This
is a heavily used pedestrian crosswalk near multiple transit stops across the city’s major artery.
Where a project causes a wind speed rated as a hazard this is deemed a significant impact under
CEQA, and the San Francisco Planning Code Section 148 stipulates that “No exception shall be
granted and no building or addition shall be permitted that causes equivalent wind speeds to reach
or exceed the hazard level of 26 miles per hour for a single hour of the year.” The project clearly
causes winds to reach hazard level at test point 57 where they do not do so currently. For this
reason, the DEIR inadequately analyses the additional hazard created by the development
and must be amended to find the wind impact to be significant.

“The DEIR states that the project results in “no net increases in the number of test points that
would exceed the hazard criteria” [4.D.17] and uses this “no net increase” criterion to conclude
that “the proposed project would not alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public
areas.” By inventing this “net increase” standard, the DEIR wrongly interprets SF Planning Code
Section 148 as exempting projects that create hazard-level winds in some places and reduce them
in others. This interpretation would allow any developer to create new wind hazards and offset
them by choosing sufficient testing points in areas where wind is reduced. This is plainly not the
intent of either CEQA or the San Francisco Planning Code.

“C-W-1 (Cumulative Wind Impacts): The DEIR improperly evaluates the cumulative wind
impacts of One Oak and other existing and proposed developments. While the report does
analyze the effect of the project in combination with these other buildings via a form of
regression analysis, the DEIR does not directly compare cumulative configurations with and
without the proposed project. A direct comparison of configurations that differ only in the
presence of the proposed project is required in order for the DEIR to adequately assess whether
the project contributes to significant cumulative wind impacts. The cumulative wind impact
section of the DEIR must therefore be rewritten, and if necessary additional wind tunnel
analysis must be performed.” (Rupert Clayton, HANC Housing and Land Use Chair, Haight
Ashbury Neighborhood Council, Letter, January 9, 2017 [O-HANC-4])

“The DEIR improperly turns the cumulative impacts analysis for wind on its head. The DEIR
considers One Oak Project in the context of other future projects but then improperly subtracts
out its impact. Since the cumulative impact of this and other buildings creates a significant impact
for pedestrians and Muni passengers, the EIR must find the cumulative wind impacts significant
and provide mitigation.” (Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee,
Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, Letter, January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson1-14])

“Wind Study Regulatory Framework DEIR 4.D.3

“Reliance on a regulatory framework for C-3-G sites refers to Planning Code Section 148, which
was adopted in 1985 as part of the Downtown Plan. The emphasis of that plan was on
development in the eastern end of the C-3, specifically in C-3-O and expansion into the C-3-
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O(SD). The major wind study done for the C-3-G/Market & Van Ness area - the winds coming
down the Hayes Street hill pouring onto VVan Ness, Hayes, towards Market Street - was done
MUCH LATER by Environmental Review for the Redevelopment Agency. The wind study was
done for the proposed federal building at 10th & Market. THAT wind study was the first real
study that focused on the wind impacts IN THIS AREA. There was no significant development
pending or approved in the C-3-G area in the 1980s when the Downtown Plan was fresh.

“Since that time, bicycle lanes have been added and become a significant mode of travel.
Pedestrian volumes are increasing. Interplay between shadows and wind has not been revisited
since the Downtown Plan. The amount of development, specifically including dense residential
buildings, has increased dramatically. The gusting patterns as winds come over hills and hit very
tall buildings, with the complication of afternoon fog, has not been revisited.

“Ironically the impact of winds - and terrain - was noted in the 1/1/17 Chronicle in relation to a
wine appellation for the Petaluma Gap -

To approve an AVA, the Tax and Trade Bureau requires evidence that the area in
guestion is geographically distinct from its immediate surroundings. Consider
Healdsburg’s Russian River and Dry Creek valleys: Though adjacent, the former gets
shrouded in fog, the latter pounded relentlessly by sun, and as a result they grow different
grape varieties.

“When people talk about Petaluma Gap, the wind is the first thing that comes up,”
said Doug Cover, a home winemaker in Petaluma who drafted the petition on behalf of
the Winegrowers Alliance. Even the AVA’s name is a reference to what’s called the

wind gap. “The major cooling influence isn’t the fog, like a lot of people think, but
the wind tunnel.”

Wind blows in from the Pacific Ocean and funnels through this low-lying gap,
nestled among coastal mountain ranges, until it hits Sonoma Mountain. A powerful
wind continues to channel south toward San Pablo Bay. As in Santa Barbara’s
Santa Rita Hills, the wind pattern runs west to east, as opposed to north to south —
rare for California.

“As wind pours east over the Hayes Street hill (and other hills as you travel north on Van Ness)
tall BUILDINGS create the wind tunnels that accelerate winds and impacts to pedestrians and
bicycles. Here development of tall buildings at both 1500 Mission and 1500 Market (One Oak) is
happening simultaneously. Wind impacts of BOTH must be considered together.

“Market and Polk Wind Canopy

“When has the public and commission discussed the Market and Polk Wind Canopy - DEIR
2.28? In conjunction with either the Fox Plaza addition, or the 10th & Mission project. Where is
the analysis of the impacts of THIS particular canopy? Although approved many years ago, the
Fox Plaza addition has not been built. Is it coming soon? What are the impacts on bicyclists and
pedestrians from the erection of this canopy?” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, January 10, 2017
[1-Hestor2-10])

June 1, 2017 454 One Oak Street Project
Case No. 2009.0159E Responses to Comments



4. Comments and Responses
C. Wind

“3. Canopy at Fox Plaza: What purpose does the new Canopy at the Fox Plaza do?

“4. Canopies at One Oak: Will the new proposed canopies along Oak and Van Ness survive this
windy corner? Many residents agree this has to be one of the windiest corners in the City, even in
the DEIR the studies show this.” (Dennis Hong, Email, January 10, 2017 [I-Hong-5])

“It also underestimates negative impacts of wind hazards on seniors, on adjacent buildings, and
on how the proposed wind canopies will deflect winds.” (Sue Vaughan, Email, January 10, 2017
[1-Vaughan-6])

RESPONSE WI-1: WIND METHODOLOGY APPROACH AND REDUCTION
METHODS (CANOPIES)

Comments express concern for the City’s implementation of wind testing to demonstrate
compliance with Planning Code Section 148 in considering the net wind hazard increase of a
project.

As described in the “Regulatory Framework” discussion in Section 4.D, Wind, of the EIR, the
City uses the Section 148 hazard criterion as a significance threshold for CEQA purposes. In
addition, because the project site is located within the C-3 zoning district, the proposed project
design must comply with Section 148 in order to obtain a project approval. Section 148
establishes a hazard criterion, which is a 26 mph equivalent wind speed for a single 1-hour period
averaged over a year.> Under Section 148, new buildings and additions may not cause wind
speeds that meet or exceed this hazard criterion. This hazard criterion is used to determine
significant effects on wind patterns pursuant to CEQA, and an exceedance of this criterion is
considered a significant impact pursuant to CEQA. Under Section 148, no exception may be
granted for buildings that result in winds that exceed the hazard criterion.

The City applies Section 148 regarding wind hazards by considering the total hazard exceedances
at wind study test points that are caused by a project rather than the emergence of any new
individual exceedance at a wind study test point. The City has consistently applied this approach
in other environmental documents (for recent examples, see the 150 Van Ness Avenue Community
Plan Exemption, Case No. 2013.0973E, and the 5M Project Final EIR, Case No. 2011.0409E

5 The comfort criteria are based on wind speeds that are measured for one minute and averaged. In
contrast, the hazard criterion is based on wind speeds that are measured for one hour and averaged.
Because the original wind data were collected at one-minute averages (i.e., a measurement of sustained
wind speed for one minute collected once per hour), the 26-mph hourly average is converted to a one-
minute average of 36 mph, which is used to determine compliance with the 26-mph one-hour hazard
criterion in the Planning Code.
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Wind test points are selected by the City pursuant to test protocols agreed to by the Planning
Department in accordance with Section 148(c) of the Planning Code, which calls for
Environmental Planning to establish procedures and methodologies for implementing Section
148. In analyzing wind impacts under CEQA, as well as for the purpose of confirming
compliance with Section 148, City staff with expertise in wind studies select a number of points
surrounding the project site for study. The locations selected are those publicly accessible areas
where, in the experience of the Planning Department staff, pedestrians are likely to sit, stand, or
traverse, such as a seating area, a transit stop, or a sidewalk corner where they might await a
traffic signal change. The wind study for this project, and all wind studies undertaken under
Section 148, included locations on and along sidewalks, existing and future locations of transit
stops, locations in the proposed plaza where persons might be seated, sidewalk corners where
persons would congregate to wait for a traffic signal change, as well as transitory spaces in
crosswalks near the site. Typically, the locations selected by the City in wind studies do not
include crosswalks, but in this instance, four crosswalks in the immediate vicinity were included
in order to have a more comprehensive understanding of the wind in the area.

The EIR wind analysis concludes that the proposed project would not exceed the hazard criterion
as defined by Planning Code Section 148. This conclusion is based on no net increases in the
number of test points that would exceed the hazard criterion in the Project Scenario compared to
the number of points exceeding the criterion under existing conditions. Further, the EIR notes that
the duration of hazardous winds would be reduced from 83 hours annually under existing
conditions to 80 hours annually under the project scenario. Accordingly, the EIR concludes that
the proposed project’s impacts on winds would be less than significant. As such, the requested
mitigation measures are not required under CEQA.

See Response WI-2 on RTC pp.4.64-4.67 for a discussion of wind effects on bicyclists.
Also, see the discussion of cumulative wind impacts below, on RTC pp. 4.59-4.60.
Wind Impacts on Seniors

Comments suggest that the City’s criterion is insufficient because it does not distinguish among
potential pedestrians to analyze impacts that might specifically apply to seniors, the infirm, or the
disabled.

The EIR’s significance criterion for wind impacts does not include special considerations for
specific population groups that may be affected, either seniors or frail or smaller persons. No
special analysis of wind effects on these subpopulations is provided or required in this EIR.
Planning Code controls and review processes regulate the physical environment to reduce adverse
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effects. Note, however, that in developing the criteria under Section 148, a range of ages, heights,
and weights were included in wind tunnel trials as test subjects.®

To date, there are no specific widely accepted standard criteria for the assessment of wind effects
specifically for seniors. However, international criteria, known as the Lawson Criteria,” used by
government agencies in other parts of the world establish a threshold wind speed at which
persons would be expected to become destabilized. Under the Lawson Criteria, a wind speed
greater than 15 meters per second occurring once a year (equivalent to a mean-hourly wind speed
of 33.5 mph) is classified as having the potential to destabilize the less able members of the
public (such as the elderly, and children), as well as cyclists. In the absence of standalone
criteria specific to seniors, the Lawson Criteria could be a useful point of comparison for
considering the impact of wind on seniors. By comparison, San Francisco’s Section 148 hazard
criterion for 26 miles per hour averaged over one hour is lower, and therefore more protective,
than the Lawson threshold applicable to the elderly.

A lead agency is vested with substantial discretion in determining the appropriate threshold of
significance used to evaluate the severity of a particular impact, as stated in the CEQA Guidelines
(see CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064(b). This EIR’s use of a significance threshold consistent
with established City standards is founded on substantial evidence. Accordingly, further study is
not required.

City decision-makers may consider special concerns related to wind impacts on senior residents,
independent of the environmental review process under CEQA, as part of their deliberations on
whether to approve, modify, or disapprove the proposed project and variant.

& A 1989 scientific journal article discusses the development of the provisions of San Francisco’s Planning
Code Section 148. This 1989 article cites the results of wind tunnel experiments conducted in 1976, as
one of the bases for the criteria developed for the San Francisco wind ordinance in the 1980s. These
experiments involved about 40 men and women between the ages of 19 and 62 who were generally
shorter than 5 feet, 10 inches and lighter than 154 pounds. The results of the 1976 wind tunnel
experiments led to a conclusion that strong winds are likely to result in greater impacts on seniors than
on younger people. See E. Arens, D. Ballanti, C. Bennett, S. Guldman, and B. White, “Developing the
San Francisco Wind Ordinance and its Guidelines for Compliance,” Building and Environment,
Volume 24, No. 4, pp. 297-303 (1989). See also J.C.R. Hunt, E.C. Poulton, and J.C. Mumford, “The
Effects of Wind on People,” Building and Environment, Volume 11, pp. 15-28 (1976). A copy of these
documents is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2009.0159E.

7 BMT Fluid Mechanics, One Oak Street Project — Wind Microclimate Studies, April 26, 2017.
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Wind Canopies

Comments express concern for the amount of space and secondary effects (shadow) the proposed
wind canopies would cause, including the use of the public realm for such features, effects on
pedestrian safety and comfort, and effects on cyclists.

The wind canopies are included as part of the proposed project, located within the Oak Street
right-of-way on the project site and at the northeast corner of Polk Street and Market Street.
These project features are intended to slow and deflect ground-level wind speeds to enhance
pedestrian safety and comfort in accordance with the requirements of Planning Code Section 148.
Planning Code Section 148 requires that “wind baffling measures” be included to reduce the
wind-related impacts of a proposed project. The dimensions and structure of the Oak Plaza wind
canopies are described on EIR p. 2.25. The Oak Street wind canopies are illustrated on EIR p.
2.24. The Market Street wind canopy is described on EIR p. 2.30.

Since publication of the DEIR, the project sponsor has refined the design for the Oak Plaza wind
canopies. The revised Oak Street canopies are described on RTC p. 2.5-2.6 and illustrated on
RTC p. 2.4, as part of the revised project described in RTC Section 2. As with the wind canopies
that are described and illustrated on EIR pp. 2.24 -2.25, the redesigned wind canopies under the
revised project and variant would serve to buffer and disperse strong winds that may occur within
Oak Plaza, and enhance the safety and comfort of plaza users and passers-through. The wind
canopies under the revised project are expected to meet or exceed the performance of the
formerly proposed wind canopies.

The effects of implementing the canopies are considered in the EIR. The wind canopies would be
engineered to withstand the winds in the area and would be composed of porous elements that
would diffuse wind that strikes them, rather than shed or redirect wind towards pedestrians or
cyclists. The canopies would be installed on sidewalks or in public plazas and would not be in
street rights-of-way; therefore, they would not physically impede bicycles or emergency vehicles.

As such, the wind canopies proposed as part of the project are wind baffling measures
necessitated by Planning Code Section 148 for the purposes of enhancing pedestrian safety and
comfort. These features would also serve as public art sculptures, which are intended to further
enhance the public realm. The installation of the canopies would require approvals set forth on
EIR p. 2.35, including approval by the Board of Supervisors of a Major Encroachment Permit. In
addition, the canopies would be designed to meet San Francisco Fire Code Section 5.01 for
emergency access, which requires a minimum vertical clearance of 13 feet, 6 inches. The
proposed canopy at Market and Polk Streets would improve wind conditions at that intersection
from existing conditions even without implementation of the proposed project, thus enhancing
pedestrian safety and comfort at that location.
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The proposed wind canopies would create new shadow on streets and sidewalks. As discussed on
EIR p. 4.E.21-4.E.22, the canopies’ shadow impact on comfort would be offset by the
enhancement of comfort resulting from the wind-diffusing effects of the wind canopies.

Cumulative Wind Impacts

Comments express concern for the methodology employed to assess the cumulative wind impacts
of the proposed project, in particular, the regression analysis testing that was undertaken. As is
typical and sufficient for wind analyses in San Francisco EIRs, the EIR for the proposed project
tested a cumulative scenario that included the proposed project together with reasonably
foreseeable projects in the vicinity. In addition, the regression analysis tested additional
cumulative test configuration combinations in the wind tunnel, to investigate the relative
contribution to cumulative wind from the proposed project in relation to other foreseeable
projects in the vicinity. This supplemental analysis is not customarily tested, but was undertaken
in addition to, rather than instead of, the standard cumulative scenario model testing that includes
reasonably foreseeable projects in the project vicinity.

As discussed on EIR pp. 4.D.21-4.D.25, the regression analysis under the Additional Cumulative
Wind Analysis tested various cumulative configurations. Removal of foreseeable projects at

30 Van Ness Avenue and 10 South Van Ness Avenue resulted in substantial improvements in
cumulative wind conditions. By testing the project configurations in the above manner, the data
led to the conclusion that both 30 VVan Ness Avenue and 10 South Van Ness Avenue contribute
considerably to the significant wind hazards of the Cumulative Scenario. This may be due to the
details available and reflected in the modeling of foreseeable projects at these sites. Typically,
the more detailed the models, the more accurate test outcomes may be available. While not
entirely conclusive, these data support a reasonable inference that the proposed project and
variant would not contribute considerably to increases in total hazard exceedance hours and the
total number of exceedance locations under the Cumulative Scenario.

The EIR also notes that reasonably foreseeable projects at 30 Van Ness Avenue and 10 South
Van Ness Avenue were conceptual at the time wind tunnel tests were conducted, so the modeling
was based on a preliminary massing scheme allowable under existing height and bulk controls.
Actual building designs for these sites will differ from those modeled for this analysis. These and
other reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects within the C-3 District must each comply with
Planning Code Section 148, which prohibits a project from creating a net new number of
locations with wind speeds that exceed its hazard criterion. Under Section 148, no exception may
be granted for buildings that result in increases in the total number of test point locations that
exceed the wind hazard criterion and result in an increase of wind hazard hours compared to
existing conditions at the time of testing. Section 148 is a rigorous performance standard, the
future adherence to which is mandatory under the Planning Code for each proposed new building.
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At the time that each future project is seeking approval, a model of its then-current design would
be submitted for wind analysis and it would be modeled in the context of the then-existing
baseline setting of buildings, including newer buildings that have already complied with Section
148. By contrast, the City’s cumulative wind methodology does not model reasonably
foreseeable buildings that each meet the Section 148 performance standard. As such, this
cumulative impact analysis represents a conservative disclosure of cumulative impacts (i.e., one
that may overstate, rather than understate, the magnitude of cumulative wind impacts) as it is
presumed that all future buildings in the C-3 District, the specific designs for which are
unknowable at this time, would each have to comply with Section 148.

COMMENT WI-2: WIND IMPACTS ON BICYCLISTS

“And | think Supervisor Avalos also agrees with the concerns about the wind analysis. | think,
you know, anyone who has biked around, you know, from City Hall here to Market Street on a
summer afternoon knows that the wind is really disturbing in the afternoon coming down Polk
Street, and especially up Market Street.

“I think looking at the cumulative impacts that were projected from all the other development
going on is also very concerning. The wind canopies are -- it's encouraging to see that being
considered, but how those affect the bike lane, | think, is not at all analyzed, and this EIR needs to
be considered. And I think the -- looking at the cumulative bicycle impacts doesn't seem to
adequately take into account the Better Market Street Plan.

“And if we establish a fully separated bicycle track along the length of Market Street, we'll -- we
should see a significant increase in bike traffic. Anyone biking westbound on Market during rush
hour already knows that it's a very crowded bike lane already. And I think if we added additional
crowding to that when you are in a constrained space of a separated raised cycle track and you
have significant wind impacts, | think that definitely has some potential to create hazardous
conditions, and this EIR does not study them. So | think that is all my points. (Jeremy Pollock,
Legislative Aide, on Behalf of Supervisor John Avalos, DEIR Hearing Transcript,

January 5, 2017 [A-BOS-Avalos-2])

“I'm not going to belabor the points that Commissioners Richards and Moore made so well. |
also would like a more thorough analysis of the impact of wind on bicycles, and also the
affordable housing component.” (Commissioner Myrna Melgar, San Francisco Planning
Commission, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Melgar-1])

“l am writing to bring your attention to one particular issue in the draft EIR of the One Oak
project that is worth your consideration: it does not consider wind impacts on bicyclists.

“As anyone who pedals along Market Street near Polk Street is aware, wind impacts from tall
buildings can pose a significant challenge to comfortable and safe pedaling. Strong wind at that
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location will blow people several feet sideways into the next lane. It’s strong enough to
sometimes cause crashes. Will the new tall building in this windy area have similar, or worse
effects? We don’t know, and we should. The Planning Commissioners should be made aware,
through the Environmental Impact Report, of the effect of wind on bicycling safety and comfort.

“Please revise the Draft Environmental Impact Report to consider wind impacts on bicyclists so
that appropriate mitigation measures can be taken, if necessary.” (Dave Snyder, Executive
Director, California Bicycle Coalition, Letter, January 5, 2017 [O-CBC-1])

“The project location is adjacent to the city’s primary bike-commuting route (Route 50, along
Market Street and used by many residents in the Haight Ashbury) so the effect on cyclists is
particularly important to study. However, neither Section 4.C nor Section 4.D of the DEIR
provides any analysis of the effect of wind on cyclists, such as the increased risk of cyclists
being blown into vehicle traffic, or the potential reduction in bike usage due to people avoiding
increasingly frequent street-level winds.” (Rupert Clayton, HANC Housing and Land Use Chair,
Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council, Letter, January 9, 2017 [O-HANC-3])

“l am here to talk about something that | think was omitted from the DEIR, and that is a study of
wind on bicycling. | have some questions that were not addressed in the DEIR. Basically, what
is the effect of wind on the bicycle, on bicycles in general? There is an estimated 1,400 cyclists

that travel through Market and VVan Ness on a daily basis of peak hours, Monday through Friday.

“You know, my question is what happens when people are going through the intersection?
Where does the wind go once it bounces off the buildings? None of this has been studied or
represented in the DEIR. Will the winds be deflected onto Market Street? There's a major lane
there, as | said, and is the wind going to now hit the cyclists as they're coming through?

“I think that, you know, Market and VVan Ness is one of the windiest areas in the City. The effect
of the winds on cyclists is not really understood by the City. And the goal of the City is to
increase the San Francisco Bay, making it safer and more accessible for more residents to cycle in
San Francisco.

“The Market and Octavia Plan, the Better Neighborhoods Plan and The Better Market Street Plan
and the SFMTA strategic vision is to increase cycling within San Francisco, especially, on
Market Street. The DEIR has no discussion of wind mitigation for cyclists, so, in my estimation,
it's a real omission from the DEIR itself, which renders it inadequate in that area.

“In Danville, California, cyclists were ignored on an EIR examining housing development. The
EIR was challenged, and the decision was directed towards bicyclists, that they must be included
in the plan. And | would ask that that be true for this area as well.

“For myself, as a resident in the area and also a cyclist, | have commuted in the City for over 20
years and have done a lot of long distance cycling and cross-country trips, | know what wind can
do to people when they're trying to cycle on a bicycle. It can really stop them from wanting to do
it if the wind is too strong. And it is also very dangerous, given the amount of traffic and the
congestion. And as a person that lives on Van Ness, it is congested constantly.” (Bob Anderson,
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Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [O-HVNA-
Anderson-1])

“W-1 (Wind Impacts): The DEIR wind analysis completely ignores bicycling. It also
underestimates negative impacts of wind hazards on seniors, on adjacent buildings, and on how
the proposed wind canopies will deflect winds. Without understanding wind impacts on
bicycling, appropriate mitigation, such as wide, safe, separated cycle tracks, are omitted.”
(Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley Neighborhood
Association, Letter, January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson1-6])

“W-1: Wind Impacts on Bicycles:

“The One Oak Project Draft EIR needs to be revised to include a thorough analysis of impacts on
bicyclists. The DEIR contains an extensive discussion of potential impacts of wind on pedestrians
and public transit passengers waiting for buses at nearby bus stops, but it completely omits
analysis of the impact of wind on the thousands of cyclists using Market Street and other nearby
streets. Thus, the DEIR fails as informational document.

“The existing conditions, especially in spring and summer afternoons, are both uncomfortable and
hazardous to cyclists. The DEIR provides no acknowledgement of this. Nor does it elaborate on
how One Oak wind impacts will make conditions more hazardous for cyclists. The EIR should
find that the increased wind a significant impact. The One Oak DEIR needs to analyze the
following:

e impacts of wind on bicycles, especially down-wash winds
impact of One Oak downwash wind and wind canopies on bicyclists on Market Street
and surrounding streets.

e impact of the proposed canopies deflecting wind directly into Market Street and into bike
lanes on Market Street and Polk Street.

e adequate mitigations to make cycling safe and comfortable on Market Street, such as
fully-separated cycle tracks and other infrastructure that make it less likely a cyclist
collides with motor vehicles or buses when wind conditions are hazardous for bikes.
Mitigation must include restricting private cars on Market between 10th Street and
Franklin Street.

“Market and VVan Ness is probably one of the windiest intersection in the city. The City does not
understand wind impacts on cycling, because the EIR does not even address these impacts.
Consequently, the DEIR does not analyze how the increased wind might deter from other
citywide goals seeking to increase bicycle mode share and make cycling safer. The Market and
Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan, the Better Market Street Plan, and the SFMTA’s strategic
plans all seek to increase cycling, especially on Market Street. This DEIR does not analyze how
these citywide goals might be undermined by wind hazards from One Oak.

“Failure to analyze the wind impacts and identify them as significant, means that the DEIR fails
to even consider possible mitigation. The DEIR has no discussion of wind mitigation to cyclists.
This is a major omission rendering this part of the DEIR inadequate. The EIR must include a
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thorough discussion of wind impacts on cyclists — especially on the busiest cycling corridor in the
city.” (Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley
Neighborhood Association, Letter, January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson1-14])

“There is precedent for revising an EIR based on an EIR ignoring safety impacts on cyclists. In
Danville CA, bicycles were ignored in an EIR for the proposed Magee Ranch development. The
EIR was appealed and a decision directed the town of Danville to analyze bicycle safety. The
decision document is attached at the end of this comment letter. [For the decision document
referenced in the comment, see the copy of this letter presented in RTC Attachment B.]

“Mitigation for wind impacts on bicyclists must be considered. These must include
substantially wider, fully separated cycle tracks on Market Street between 10th Street and
Franklin to make room for error and sudden gusts pushing cyclists off-course. The
mitigation must also consider restricting private cars and TNCs on Market Street between
10th Street and Franklin Street in order to reduce collisions in windy situations.”

(Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley Neighborhood
Association, Letter, January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson1-16])

“The bicycle impacts are a glaring omission from this document. And we're supposed to be a city
that is encouraging a higher mode split. The SFMTA is targeting about 9 percent by 2018 with a

longer term goal of 20 percent at some point. You're not going to get that if you're not discussing
the livability and the hazard conditions towards cyclists.

“So on two points, the wind study, which was thorough on pedestrians and on the impacts at bus
stops, doesn't mention bicycling at all. And that's -- you got to go back and understand the
physics and how turbulent winds affect bicycling.” (Jason Henderson, Hayes Valley
Neighborhood Association, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017
[O-HVNA-Henderson2-2])

“Bicycle Impacts (TR-4): The DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts of One Oak on
bicycling, principally on Market Street. It ignores hazards to bicycling from curb loading vehicles
and wind, and proposes no mitigations for these hazards. An analysis of loading and wind
impacts on bicycling, with mitigations to ensure safe bicycling. Mitigation in the form of fully
separated bicycle lanes of adequate width on Market Street must be considered, along with other
bicycle access improvements. Project alternatives with principally-permitted amounts of parking
will reduce auto trips in the vicinity, which would further mitigate impacts on bicycling, but such
alternatives were not studied.” (Tom Radulovich, Executive Director, Livable City, Letter,
January 10, 2017 [O-LC2-3])

“Wind Impacts (W-1): The DEIR wind analysis ignores the impact of wind on people on bikes,
and does not address the cumulative wind impact of the project and other proposed projects in the
vicinity. Exacerbating wind impacts on people walking and cycling both directly impacts safety
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and livability of residents, visitors, and commuters, and could worsen traffic impacts by reducing
the appeal of sustainable, human-powered modes of transport.” (Tom Radulovich, Executive
Director, Livable City, Letter, January 10, 2017 [O-LC2-5])

“3) It looks like there was some analysis of the affects of wind changes, but it doesn’t look like it
was done with cyclists in mind. How will this project change wind patterns that affect cycling?”
(Justin Fraser, Email, January 5, 2017 [I-Fraser-3])

“W-1 (Wind Impacts): The DEIR wind analysis completely ignores bicycling.” (Sue Vaughan,
Email, January 10, 2017 [I-Vaughan-5])

“Without understanding wind impacts on bicycling, appropriate mitigation, such as wide, safe,
separated cycle tracks, are omitted.” (Sue Vaughan, Email, January 10, 2017 [I-Vaughan-7])

“I'm concerned about the EIR and the impact of wind blast on single track vehicles, primarily
bicyclists, but, however, scooters as well and motor-cyclists.

“As you probably know from your own experiences riding a bicycle, should you be pushed from
the side by a blast of wind, you'll veer. And considering the amount traffic in that area, it could
easily lead to a crash. So | think that was not particularly examined in the EIR.”

(Jiro Yamamoto, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [I-Yamamoto-1])

RESPONSE WI-2: WIND IMPACTS ON BICYCLISTS

Comments express concern for the wind impact of the proposed project on bicyclists. Comments
assert that the proposed project would cause hazardous wind impacts on cyclists and that the EIR
must analyze safety impacts on bicyclists and identify mitigation, such as installing a separate
bicycle lane. One comment asserts that there is legal precedent for requiring that an EIR analyze
impacts on cyclists.

As discussed at greater length in Response WI-1 above, the City has established comfort and
hazard criteria for use in evaluating the wind effects of proposed buildings. The wind hazard
criterion that is defined in Planning Code Section 148 is used by the Planning Department as a
significance threshold in the CEQA environmental review process to assess the environmental
impact of projects throughout San Francisco and is therefore the basis of the analysis in this EIR.
Planning Code Section 148 criteria are based on pedestrian-level wind speeds that include the
effects of wind turbulence; these are referred to as “equivalent wind speeds,” defined in the
Planning Code as “an hourly mean wind speed adjusted to incorporate the effects of gustiness or
turbulence on pedestrians.” As such, the City’s established methodology is based on a proposed
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project’s effect on pedestrian safety and comfort and does not explicitly include any criteria
specifically applicable to cyclists. The Planning Code Section 148 criteria were derived from
studies that analyzed the effect of wind on pedestrians.® The comments appear to disagree with
the methodology used in this EIR, and suggest different thresholds of significance that, in the
commenters’ views, should have been used to assess the severity of wind impacts on bicyclists.
However, none of the comments offer an alternative methodology or scientific studies supporting
a different methodology or threshold of significance.

As discussed above, the City’s CEQA wind testing protocols are established under Planning Code
Section 148. Some of the sidewalk pedestrian test points, as well as test points within the
crosswalks, that were studied in the EIR may serve as proxies to inform the degree of impacts on
cyclists in the bike lane near these points.

With respect to wind impacts on bicyclists, the City and County of San Francisco has adopted no
significance threshold for wind impacts on bicyclists, and consequently the EIR is not required to
analyze, evaluate, and mitigate such impacts. To date, there is no specific widely accepted
industry standard criteria for the assessment of wind effects on bicyclists. There are, however,
international criteria, known as the Lawson Criteria,® used by government agencies in other parts
of the world (such as the London Borough of Tower Hamlets (Canary Wharf), The City of
London, and The City of Westminster) to establish a threshold wind speed at which cyclists
would be expected to become destabilized. When conducting Lawson Criteria wind studies, test
points are commonly positioned in key areas of substantial pedestrian use and activity, such as on
public sidewalks, building main entrances, bus-stops and drop-off areas, benches in outdoor
parks, and outdoor dining areas, etc. Positioning test points on bicycle lanes or roads within a
study area is relatively uncommon when carrying out a Lawson wind microclimate assessment.
Thus, the selection of test points for Lawson Criteria wind studies is very similar to the selection
of the test points analyzed in the One Oak Street study, except that the One Oak Street wind study
also included test points in the crosswalks of the street.

Under the Lawson Criteria, pedestrian safety is determined for the “able-bodied” and for the
‘general public’ (including elderly, cyclists and children). The safety criteria are based on the
exceedance of threshold wind speeds, either the mean-hourly value or the equivalent wind speed

8 See E. Arens, D. Ballanti, C. Bennett, S. Guldman, and B. White, “Developing the San Francisco Wind
Ordinance and its Guidelines for Compliance,” Building and Environment, Volume 24, No. 4, pp. 297-
303 (1989). See also J.C.R. Hunt, E.C. Poulton, and J.C. Mumford, “The Effects of Wind on People,”
Building and Environment, Volume 11, pp. 15-28 (1976). A copy of these documents is available for
review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File
No. 2009.0159E.

® BMT Fluid Mechanics, One Oak Street Project — Wind Microclimate Studies, April 26, 2017.
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(which takes into account the turbulence intensity) — whichever is greater — occurring once per
year:

o A wind speed greater than 15 meters-per-second occurring once a year is classified as
having the potential to destabilize the less able members of the public such as the elderly,
and children, as well as cyclists. This wind speed threshold equates to a mean-hourly
wind speed of 33.5 mph.

e Able-bodied users are those determined to experience distress when the wind speed
exceeds 20 meters-per-second once per year. This wind speed threshold equates to a
mean-hourly wind speed of 44.7 mph.

In absence of standalone criteria for wind hazards specific to bicyclists, the Lawson Criteria could
serve as a useful reference point of comparison for considering the impact of wind on bicyclists.
By comparison, San Francisco’s Section 148 hazard criterion for impacts on the general
population (26 miles per hour averaged over one hour) is lower, and therefore more protective,
than the Lawson threshold applicable to bicyclists.

As discussed in Response WI-1, RTC p. 4.57, a lead agency has discretion in determining the
appropriate threshold of significance used to evaluate the severity of a particular impact and does
not violate CEQA when it chooses to apply a significance threshold that is founded on substantial
evidence. This EIR’s use of a significance threshold consistent with established City standards is
founded on substantial evidence. Accordingly, no further study is required.

One comment states that there is precedent for revising an EIR based on an EIR’s safety impacts
on cyclists. The precedent referenced is SOS-Danville Group v. Town of Danville CA1/1, No.
A143010, 2015 Cal. App. Unpub. LEXIS 6527 (Cal. App. 1st Dist. Sept. 11, 2015), which is an
unpublished opinion of the California Court of Appeal. Per California Rule of Court,

rule 8.115(a), parties and courts are prohibited from citing or relying upon opinions not certified
for publication or ordered published; in other words, such unpublished opinions cannot be cited
as binding, precedential, or even persuasive authority by a party or a court. As such, the case
cited does not establish any precedent for revising a San Francisco EIR based on an allegation
that it ignored safety impacts on cyclists. Furthermore, the case cited by the commenter is not
applicable to the proposed project. In SOS-Danville Group v. Town of Danville CA1/1, the issue
before the court concerned the potential impact of increased vehicular traffic on bicycle use on
the existing roadway system, and the court found the EIR inadequate because it failed to support,
with substantial evidence, its finding that the project would have no significant impact on bicycle
safety. By contrast, hazardous traffic and access conditions for bicyclists under the proposed
project are analyzed under Impact TR-4 on EIR pp. 4.C.54-4.C.55. The comment does not
present substantial evidence that the proposed project would result in hazardous traffic conditions
for bicyclists. No mitigation measures (such as providing a physically separated bicycle lane) are
required under CEQA.
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The conclusions of the EIR with respect to wind impacts on pedestrians are supported by
substantial evidence in the record. The comments do not present substantial evidence that the
proposed project would cause a significant wind impact under CEQA. Therefore, further study is
not required.

COMMENT WI-3: EIR WIND SECTION TABLES

“Request for reissue of material and extension of comment period: The “Wind Comfort
Analysis Results” presented on pages 4.D.10-11 and 4.D.15-16 of the DEIR are truncated at all
four margins and therefore the DEIR’s summary of wind analysis results fails to present key
data from which any reader is expected to draw conclusions. These data must be reissued in
a readable format and the comment period extended or reopened in order to permit
genuine public review. Simply correcting this data in the final EIR will not allow the public
sufficient opportunity to evaluate the adequacy of this analysis and have their comments
addressed.” (Rupert Clayton, HANC Housing and Land Use Chair, Haight Ashbury
Neighborhood Council, Letter, January 9, 2017 [O-HANC-1])

RESPONSE WI-3: EIR WIND SECTION TABLES

A comment notes that some of the information presented in Table 4.D.2: Wind Comfort Analysis
Results, EIR pp. 4.D.10-4.D.11, and Table 4.D.3: Wind Hazard Analysis Results, EIR pp. 4.D.15-
4.D.16, was cut off at the edges of the pages of the One Oak Street Project Draft EIR on the
Environmental Planning Department’s website and in the PDF version on CD. This was due to a
production error when the table pages were converted to a PDF. In the printed, bound copies of
the DEIR and in the CD version sent to individuals as part of the EIR distribution process, the
table pages are complete and the data fully visible. For the reader’s convenience, Tables 4.D.2
and 4.D.3 are presented in RTC Chapter 5, DEIR Revisions, on pp. 5.36-5.39

The comment requests that the public review period be extended to give the public adequate time
to review Tables 4.D.2 and 4.D.3 in their entirety. The comment period for the One Oak Street
Project Draft EIR was 56 days (considerably longer than the 45-day comment period required by
the San Francisco Administrative Code), affording the public ample time to contact the Planning
Department and request the tables or a corrected copy of the DEIR before the public comment
period ended. Planning Department contact information and instructions for obtaining a paper
copy, either by calling or emailing the Planning Department or by going to the Planning
Information Counter, are provided in the Notice of Public Hearing and Availability of the EIR and
in EIR Chapter 1, Introduction, on p. 1.8. In addition, Tables 4.D.2 and 4.D.3 were excerpted
from the One Oak Street Project Wind Microclimate Study, which was also available for public
review upon request, as noted in footnote 1 on p. 4.D.1.
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All wind study test points and wind hazard exceedances under the Existing Scenario at particular
test point locations are presented in Figure 4.D.2: Wind Hazard Results — Existing Scenario, EIR
p. 4.D.14. All wind study test points, wind hazard exceedances, and hours of wind hazard
increase under the Existing Scenario at particular test point locations are presented in

Figure 4.D.3: Wind Hazard Results — Project Scenario, EIR p. 18, and Figure 4.D.4: Wind
Hazard Results — Cumulative Scenario, EIR p. 4.D.19.

All wind hazard exceedances are described by test point in the text under the EXisting, Project,
and Cumulative scenarios on EIR pp. 4.D.13-4.D.21. All wind comfort exceedances are
described in the EIR text by test point under the Existing Scenario and Project Scenario on EIR
pp. 4.D.9-4.D.13, and on 4.D.17-4.D.20 for the Cumulative Scenario (for informational purposes,
as the wind hazard criterion, not the wind comfort criterion, is the significance threshold for wind
impacts).

The comment provides no substantial evidence that the cut-off table pages on the website version
precluded meaningful public review of the DEIR.
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The comments and corresponding responses in this section relate to the topic of Shadow,
evaluated in EIR Section 4.E.

COMMENT SH-1: ADEQUACY OF SHADOW ANALYSIS

“The one issue that was not mentioned by HVNA is the issue of concerns for shadow on Patricia's
Green and Koshland Park. I, myself, am very concerned that as we are not increasing the number
of neighborhood parks in these already congested neighborhoods, that the overlay of The Hub,
which came much later than the Hayes Valley Market/ Octavia Plan, creates additional pressure
on this park which is really the one and foremost commuter gathering space.

“So | would support a cautionary comment that the EIR is very cognizant of the effect on it. At
this moment this particular park is not a protected park under Prop M -- Prop K, actually, and |
would appreciate that there will be additional study on what that really means to this growing
neighborhood.” (Commissioner Kathrin Moore, San Francisco Planning Commission, DEIR
Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Moore-2])

“I think shadow on Brady Park, which is in the Market/Octavia Plan, not a park yet, should be
looked at. What's the impact there going to be if that does become a park?” (Commission Vice
President Dennis Richards, San Francisco Planning Commission, DEIR Hearing Transcript,
January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Richards-4])

“S-1 (Shadows): DEIR does not adequately analyze shadow impacts on Patricia’s Green and
Koshland Park. The DEIR fails to consider that usage patterns are changing and that morning sun
draws people to parks.” (Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee,
Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, Letter, January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson1-7])

S-1: Shadows

“The DEIR for One Oak discusses that there will be brief shadows in the early morning on
Patricia’s Green during March and September. It also discusses morning shadows on Koshland
Park playground during Late June. The DIER suggests these are less than significant, based on
historic uses of parks. However, with increased density and residential development in Hayes
Valley, these parks are experiencing rapidly increasing use, and much of this also takes place in
the morning. For example, exercise and meditation are common in Koshland in summer
mornings. The DEIR fails to consider that usage patterns are changing and that morning sun
draws people to parks. The DEIRs analysis of shadows is inadequate.” (Jason Henderson, Chair,
Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, Letter,
January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson1-17])
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“S-1 (Shadows): DEIR does not adequately analyze shadow impacts on Patricia’s Green and
Koshland Park. The DEIR fails to consider that usage patterns are changing and that morning sun
draws people to parks;” (Sue Vaughan, Email, January 10, 2017 [I-Vaughan-8])

RESPONSE SH-1: ADEQUACY OF SHADOW ANALYSIS

Comments express concern for shadow on Patricia’s Green and on Koshland Park, cast by the
proposed project and from future projects in the area. Comments assert the EIR is inadequate for
failing to consider changing usage patterns of Patricia’s Green in the morning. A comment also
concerns shadow on Brady Park, which is a planned park that may be developed in the future as
identified in the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Area Plan.

Patricia’s Green

Since publication of the DEIR, the shadow figures and shadow calculations relied upon for the
DEIR’s analysis of the proposed project’s shadow impacts on Recreation and Park Commission
properties have been updated to reflect the results of a recent separate shadow study, prepared by
independent consultant PreVision Design for the separate review of the proposed project under
Planning Code Section 295.° These changes update the EIR based on more recent, refined, and
precise data. The conclusions of the revised and updated shadow analysis are substantially
consistent with those of the DEIR, and as such the impacts of the proposed project’s shadow
would remain less than significant. See RTC pp. 5.49-5.52, which summarizes the results of the
updated shadow study.

The Market and Octavia Neighborhood Area Plan envisioned Patricia’s Green as a small urban
plaza defined by the streetwalls of the buildings that front it to the east and west (the Freeway
Parcels). The area around Patricia’s Green is expected to continue growing in population with the
construction of new infill buildings in the area, adding to the population of park users throughout
the day and to the cumulative shadow load on the park. Building shadow (particularly early
morning and late afternoon shadow) within such open spaces is an expected and accepted
occurrence in such a dense urban setting and was anticipated at the time Patricia’s Green was
adopted in the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan. As shown in EIR Table 4.E.2 (as revised
on RTC p. 5.56 to report updated results from subsequent shadow analysis), under cumulative
conditions, shadow from the proposed project would amount to 0.22 percent of the total sunlight
on Patricia’s Green, compared to 16.46 percent of the total available sunlight shaded by
cumulative projects (in particular, with the addition of buildings within the adjacent Freeway

10 Prevision Design, Shadow Analysis Report for the Proposed One Oak Street Project Per SF Planning
Code Section 295 Standards, April 19, 2017.
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Parcels). Note, however, that all project shadow on Patricia’s Green throughout the day and year
would be entirely subsumed by shadow from the foreseeable development of the Freeway Parcels
to their allowable height and massing, particularly those parcels along the east side of Octavia
Street. At no time would the proposed project create shadow on Patricia’s Green that extends
beyond the shadow from the Freeway Parcels developments.

The comments do not provide substantial evidence of changes in park usage (activities, location,
and time) nor of how such new uses would be substantially affected by project shadow.

Koshland Park

Since publication of the DEIR, the shadow figures and shadow calculations relied upon for the
DEIR’s analysis of the proposed project’s shadow impacts on Recreation and Park Commission
properties have been updated to reflect the results of a recent separate shadow study, prepared by
independent consultant PreVision Design for the separate review of the proposed project under
Planning Code Section 295 (see RTC Chapter 5, DEIR Revisions, p. 5.40-5.58, that shows the
specific revisions to the DEIR Shadow Section necessitated by this additional shadow analysis).
These changes update the EIR based on more recent, refined, and precise data. The PreVision
shadow study found that project shadow would not reach Koshland Park at any time of the day or
year. The EIR has therefore been revised to update the DEIR text to eliminate Koshland Park
from analysis in the EIR, and the corresponding text and figure changes are shown on RTC pp.
5.40-5.49. No new significant impact is identified by these changes. Rather, the revised study
shows improved shadow conditions under the proposed project from those of the DEIR, since the
less-than-significant impact identified in the DEIR for Koshland Park is eliminated with the
subsequent analysis.

Brady Park

The site of the proposed Brady Park would be located at Brady Street midway between Market
Street and Otis Street. As a future park, it is not part of the existing affected recreational setting
of the proposed project. In addition, as it is located about 550 feet due south of the project site, it
would not be shaded by the proposed project at any time of the day or year.
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The comments and corresponding response in this section relate to the topic of Population and
Housing, evaluated in Section E.2 of the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (Appendix A to the
EIR).

COMMENT PH-1: BELOW MARKET RATE UNITS AND HOUSING
AFFORDABILITY

“PH-1 and C-PH-1 (Impact of Market-Rate Housing on Demand for BMR Housing): The
Draft EIR fails to adequately analyze the environmental impact caused by the project’s
generation, both individually and cumulatively, of further unmet demand for below-market-rate
housing in the immediate vicinity and across San Francisco.

“The proposed development would create 320 new market rate units and zero BMR units. Rather
than include BMR units, the developer proposes to pay a fee that might be used by the Mayor’s
Office of Housing and Community Development to fund some BMR housing at an unknown date
and location. The DEIR references a communication by the developer that the in-lieu fee might
fund an “Octavia BMR Project” on former freeway parcels between Haight and Oak, to be
overseen by MOHCD and built by a non-profit. This is purely aspirational and there are
significant reasons to doubt whether a BMR project will ever be built at this site, and whether the
in-lieu fee will fund it.

“Given this, the correct approach for analysis would be to assume that the proposed project will
increase the supply of market rate housing in the neighborhood and do nothing to increase the
supply of BMR housing. To accurately assess the impact on housing and population, the EIR
must analyze the following areas that are not adequately addressed:

e How the addition of these 320 market rate units will affect local housing prices and
housing affordability.

e The additional demand for affordable housing that will be created by this extra market-
rate housing. (Other studies have shown that each 100 new market rate units creates
demand for 30 or more BMR units.)

e The expected impact of the proposed project’s market rate housing on gentrification and
displacement in nearby neighborhoods, causing a rise in commute distances and VMT by
displaced low-income households

e The true BMR impact of this additional market rate housing, as measured by San
Francisco’s Residential Nexus study. The DEIR fails to identify whether the nexus is
closer to the 12 percent/ 20 percent on site/off-site requirements pre-Prop C (2015) or if
the nexus is closer to the 25 percent/ 33 percent onsite/off-site ratio established by
Prop C.”

(Rupert Clayton, HANC Housing and Land Use Chair, Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council,
Letter, January 9, 2017 [O-HANC-6])
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“I'm one of several speakers from HVNA, and | will devote my time to the issue of below market
rate housing in the Draft EIR. To reaffirm our letter now in your hands, this project does not
include any BMR units; instead, moving those units to one of the parcels on Octavia Boulevard
without any language to guarantee that those BMR units will be built. In addition, the proposed
BMRs on Octavia Boulevard, which may be -- including the transitional age youth complex on
Parcel U, yet the BMR's proposed may not be in kind, as per the housing required by the
Market/Octavia Plan for family housing as well as single persons.

“Kindly consider carefully to require specific BMR units for the One Oak site, as there is no
guarantee that similar BMR units will be included in another development. 38 Dolores, built by
Prado Developers, promised BMRs on site, only to pay the fee instead after the project was
entitled. So far, no affordable housing has been built within the area as a result of the in lieu fee
payment.

“Also note that developers are selling entitled properties to other developers. We've experienced
these new developers changing entitled properties without community engagement -- 555 Fulton
Street, Avalon Bay's development which Build Inc. Sold to Avalon Bay, and that closed street
level retail on Laguna and Oak, and we're still awaiting other retail on Oak at Octavia.

“In a successful development at the UC Regents Campus at 55 Laguna, we devoted ten years in
collaboration with different developers and numerous agencies for the new apartment complex
that also includes on-site BMRs, community gardens, the new Haight Street Art Center, and a
new Waller Street walkway.

“HVNA's participation in this EIR process and future entitlement for the One Oak Street
development is to embrace this development with BMRs on site, with the outcome that provides a
livable neighborhood for the project residents, as well as those who already live, work, and pass
through this area.” (Gail Baugh, President, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, DEIR
Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [O-HVNA-Baugh-1])

“Below Market Rate Housing and CEQA: The DEIR omits discussion and analysis of the
environmental impact of market rate housing on below market rate housing (BMR) and on
gentrification and displacement. The DEIR also omits a discussion of the environmental impacts
of the proposed off-site housing on Octavia Boulevard, which should be part of the analysis.”
(Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley Neighborhood
Association, Letter, January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson1-8])

“Impact of Market Rate Housing on demand for BMR Housing.

“The DEIR must consider the impact that market rate housing has on demand for below
market rate housing, and the related environmental impacts.

“The current proposal for One Oak has no onsite affordable housing and the DEIR points out that
the project sponsor intends to pay an in-lieu fee, with no guarantee that any affordable housing
gets built in the vicinity of the Market and Octavia Plan Area. The DEIR includes a vague
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expression by the project sponsor for a desire to direct the in-lieu fee to an “Octavia BMR
Project” on former freeway parcels (between Haight and Oak) which would be overseen by MOH
and built by a non-profit. But this is not guaranteed.

“All of this raises important issues not addressed in the DEIR and making it inadequate. The
following analysis must be part of the revised DEIR.

e The physical impact of new market rate development on local housing prices and housing
affordability.

o demand for affordable housing created by market-rate housing, and environmental
impacts

e The extent in which market rate housing cause gentrification and displacement, leading to
increased longer-distance commuting by lower income households, specifically the
impact of One Oak.

e Using the city’s nexus study, the true BMR impact of the market rate housing. The DEIR
does not describe if the nexus is closer to the 12 percent/ 20 percent on site/off site
requirements pre-Prop C (2015) or if the nexus is closer to the 25 percent/ 33 percent
onsite/ off site ratio established by Prop C.

“The One Oak project's affordable housing proposal is coming in far short of the actual need that
is created by the project, and this needs to be acknowledged and analyzed in the DEIR.

“There is precedent in considering market rate housing impacts on BMR, including a November
2016 CEQA appeal of the 1515 South Van Ness project. The appeal asked what is the
environmental impact of displacement in the Mission caused by market rate housing proposed by
Lennar Corp.

“The One Oak Project DEIR must consider the nexus of how many BMR are needed due to
proliferation of market-rate housing, and then consider the environmental consequences of the
BMR demand.

“The DEIR must consider the environmental impact of zero parking on housing affordability,
especially since parking adds considerable cost to housing production.”

“The DEIR must include analysis of the proposal for the off-site BMR on Octavia. There is
much uncertainty about this scheme. The intent is to direct in lieu fee to Octavia BMR Project on
parcels R, S, and U (between Haight and Oak) which would be overseen by MOH and built by a
non-profit. The project sponsor claims this might bring up to 72 BMR units. Yet is the project
sponsor expected to finance all of the units, or just a portion? How will the 72 units reflect the
Market and Octavia unit size requirements? Will these 72 units be micro units? If so, that does
not reflect the proper unit-mix required in the Market and Octavia Plan.” (Jason Henderson,
Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, Letter,
January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson1-18])

“The below market rate housing issue is also something very important to us, and I think it does
speak to CEQA, or CEQA can speak to that. There is precedent. There is discussion in the City
about the relationship between market rate housing, what demands it has on BMRs, and how that
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affects the built environment, how people might end up commuting longer distances and so on.”
(Jason Henderson, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, DEIR Hearing Transcript,
January 5, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson2-4)

“I'm also with the Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association and wish to follow up on some of the
points about the below market rate housing.

“There's no guarantee that below market rate housing would be built in the vicinity of this project.
And when the Market/Octavia Plan was produced many years ago, many of us were around and
participated in it. The idea was that we were allowing many new market rate housing units to be
built in the Market/Octavia area with lower and moderate income housing too.

“So we feel very strongly that below market rate housing must be attached to this project and the
consideration must be included in this DEIR. There's no guarantee right now that any affordable
housing would be built in this plan area in the current DEIR.

“And a vague plan to put in 72 units on three tiny parcels over where the freeway was doesn't
guarantee -- well, first, it doesn't obviously guarantee any units, but it doesn't guarantee that the
units will be of comparable size and condition to the One Oak project.

“Besides that -- so obviously a full discussion of any below market rate units should be included
in this EIR. This also does not include any discussion about the gentrification and displacement.
It doesn't include any discussion about where connecting the City's Nexus Study which shows
that -- the BMR impact of market rate housing. So what -- what Nexus Study are they using?
Are they using -- | mean, which percentages? Are they using the 12 percent on-site and the 20
percent off-site, or are they using the Prop C 25 percent on-site or 33 percent off-site?

“These defects have to be fixed to get this EIR to be comprehensive. We need to know what size
the BMR units would be, make sure that they're comparable to the One Oak unit sizes, and also
reflect the Market/Octavia unit sizes and mix.

“Please take these comments and get -- and request that the EIR be re -- fixed.” (Tess Welborn,
Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [O-HVNA-
Welborn-1])

“Request specifically includes comments on cumulative displacement and housing, including
excessive parking in this transit-rich area with heavy traffic GOING STRAIGHT ONTO and
EXITING FREEWAYS. Provision of significant amounts of residential parking in BOTH
projects encourages occupancy by middle and upper income people who drive to work out of San
Francisco instead of using public transit.” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, January 10, 2017
[I-Hestor2-2])
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“Discuss effect on housing costs of approved Van Ness corridor projects with excessive
parking.

“Van Ness - Highway 101 - has a high volume of traffic, including trucks. As BRT lanes are
added, vehicle traffic becomes more constrained. As new of market rate residential projects are
approved, developers request more and more parking because the units sell for more money. If
Planning appears to accommodate each request for parking AND FOR MAXIMUM PARKING,
the cost of development sites goes up. The sales price ASSUMES approval of the maximum
amount of parking. Housing prices go up. “Has the City done a study of what effect
eliminating parking on this transit corridor would have on housing prices? How much do
prices increase when the maximum amount of parking, versus ZERO residential parking, is
provided?” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, January 10, 2017 [I-Hestor2-6])

“5. Housing / Occupancy in the proposed Residential Tower, nice job with the distribution of
Studios, One Bed Room, and etc. What provisions are being made to accommodate the relocation
of these business and residents at the One Oak site?

“a. | noticed that the affordable housing requirements - MOHCD will provide up to 72
affordable BMR units - known as the "Octavia BMR Project” - page 2.12. What measures are in
place to make sure this happens so it does not slip thru the cracks? I think this step needs to be
closely monitored making sure this happens and does not get lost in the process. Is there a table
showing how many type of units will be provided such as; number of studios, one bedroom, two
bedroom, three bedroom units? | believe there should be more three bedrooms units for families.
Is here a time line for this to happen?” (Dennis Hong, Email, January 10, 2017 [I-Hong-7])

“Below Market Rate Housing and CEQA: The DEIR omits discussion and analysis of the
environmental impact of market rate housing on below market rate housing (BMR) and on
gentrification and displacement. The DEIR also omits a discussion of the environmental
impacts of the proposed off-site housing on Octavia Boulevard, which should be part of the
analysis.” (Sue Vaughan, Email, January 10, 2017 [I-Vaughan-9])

“XI11. Population and housing — this neighborhood in the City has some tall office buildings,
auto dealers, a Goodwill (slated for transformation into housing), a few other retail outfits, and
increasing number of tall, market-rate and luxury housing buildings, but traditionally, the people
who have lived in this part of the city, have been low- to moderate-income. Has the DEIR
assessed displacement? Will there be pressure on lower-income people to leave? Where will
there be efforts by residential property owners in the neighborhood to evict lower-income tenants
and replace them with higher income tenants? Lower-income tenants who lose their homes are
unlikely to be able to find replacement housing here in transit-rich and walkable San Francisco,
and in all likelihood they will be forced to relocate to far-flung suburbs, perhaps far from their
places of work and without robust mass transit, making them more car dependent and increasing
VMT;” (Sue Vaughan, Email, January 10, 2017 [I-Vaughan-12])
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RESPONSE PH-1: BELOW MARKET RATE UNITS AND HOUSING
AFFORDABILITY

Economic and Social Effects under CEQA

Several comments express concern for the proposed project’s impact on affordable housing,
displacement of residents or existing business in the surrounding area, and/or neighborhood
gentrification.

The proposed project would replace the existing surface parking lot and two buildings containing
office and commercial uses with the construction of a new residential building with
approximately 4,000 sq. ft. of retail use. There are no existing residential uses on the proposed
project site. The Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (EIR Appendix A, p. 54) concluded that the
proposed project would not displace any housing units nor create the demand for additional
housing.

The comments regarding the project’s impact on affordable housing demand, displacement of
residents or businesses in the surrounding area, the impact of eliminating parking on housing
prices, and/or neighborhood gentrification do not provide substantial evidence or analysis linking
those economic and/or social issues to physical environmental impacts of the proposed project.
The comments provide only general assertions that impacts may arise, but do not identify any
environmental impacts that may result from the proposed project that require further study or
mitigation under CEQA. As such, no further analysis is required.

Sections 15126 and 15126.2 of the CEQA Guidelines require that EIRs must identify and discuss
a proposed project’s “significant environmental effects.” Furthermore, Section 15382 defines
“significant effect on the environment” as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse
change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project including land,
air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance.”
Section 15382 states further that “[a]n economic or social change by itself shall not be considered
a significant effect on the environment,” but a “social or economic change related to a physical
change may be considered in determining whether the physical change is significant.”

Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines states generally that “[e]Jconomic or social information
may be included in an EIR or may be presented in whatever form the agency desires”; however,
Section 15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that “[e]Jconomic or social effects of a project
shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment,” unless those effects are part of a
chain of cause and effect between the project and a physical change. Furthermore, “[e]conomic
or social effects of a project may be used to determine the significance of physical changes
caused by the project.”
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The CEQA Guidelines clarify that social or economic impacts alone shall not be treated as
significant effects on the environment. Evidence of social or economic impacts (e.g., rising
property values, increasing rents, changing neighborhood demographics, etc.) that do not
contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment are not substantial
evidence of a significant effect on the environment. In short, social and economic effects are only
relevant under CEQA if they would result in or are caused by an adverse physical impact on the
environment. With those important limitations in mind, those public comments related to
socioeconomic issues, including gentrification, tenant displacement, and housing affordability,
are briefly discussed here. Decision makers may consider these and other issues in their
deliberations on approval of the proposed project, but they are not necessarily CEQA issues.

The proposed project would not cause the displacement of residents or the loss of residential
units. Rather, the proposed project would create 310 new market-rate residential units on the
project site and would support the construction of new affordable residential units in the
neighborhood. As described in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, on p. 2.12, the proposed
project is subject to the City’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Planning Code Section
415), the Market-Octavia Affordable Housing Fee (Planning Code Section 416) and the VVan Ness
& Market Special Use District Affordable Housing Fee (Planning Code Section 249.33).%

Additionally, the EIR analyzes the impact of the proposed project on the existing character of the
built environment and on the land use character of the neighborhood Section 4.B, Land Use and
Land Use Planning on EIR pp. 4.B.1-4.B.9. The EIR concludes that the proposed project would
not divide an established community and would not be inconsistent with the varied mix of land
uses in the area and with the City’s vision for future building heights in the area. As such, the
EIR concludes that the proposed project would not have a significant impact related to Land Use.

By accommodating housing consistent with regional growth projections and, in particular, by
increasing the supply of both market-rate and affordable BMR housing where none exists today,
the proposed project would provide some relief from the housing market pressures on the City’s
existing housing stock. However, the public’s perceptions of the causal relationship between new
market rate housing and housing affordability in general is a source of controversy as indicated
by the comments received on this EIR. While there is a consensus among housing experts that a
chronic shortage of new housing in general, and new affordable BMR housing in particular, is

11 Working together with the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD), the
project sponsor has voluntarily relinquished development rights at Parcels R and S on Octavia Boulevard
and assigned them, along with preliminary designs and entitlement applications, to MOHCD to allow the
future production of 100 percent below market rate (BMR) housing, including approximately 16 BMR
units of transitional aged youth (“TAY™) housing, within a 1/3 mile of the proposed project. In
exchange, MOHCD agreed to “direct" the project’s Section 415 in-lieu fee toward the production of
housing on three Octavia Boulevard Parcels (R, S & U).
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contributing to the on-going displacement of lower-income residents in San Francisco, public
opinions differ on many of the underlying causes.

The City’s Office of the Controller — Office of Economic Analysis determined that new market-
rate housing in San Francisco has the effect of lowering, rather than raising, housing values and
rents at the local and citywide level.'?> The analysis further determined that locally imposing
limits on market-rate housing in the city would, in general, place greater upward pressure on city
housing prices, and reduce affordable housing resources to a greater extent than if no limit on
market rate housing were imposed. In addition, the Office of Economic Analysis indicates that at
the regional scale, producing more market-rate housing will decrease housing price escalation,
and reduce displacement pressures, although this effect would be enhanced by the production of
more subsidized BMR housing in addition to market-rate housing. However, at the local level,
market rate housing may not necessarily have the same effect as at the regional scale, due to a
mismatch between demand and supply.*?

An increase in private real estate investment and higher income residents may accelerate
neighborhood gentrification, potentially increasing the likelihood of displacement of low-income
tenants in existing rental properties in the general area. However, as discussed above, the
proposed project would reduce this social effect through the payment of the in lieu fee under
Planning Code Section 415 which, subject to a letter agreement and conditions imposed by the
MOHCD, will be directed towards the future development of the Octavia BMR Project located
within 1/3 mile of the project site. Furthermore, in addition to the payment of the in-lieu fee
under Section 415 of the Planning Code, the proposed project will also pay the Market-Octavia
Affordable Housing Fee (Planning Code Section 416) and the Van Ness & Market Special Use
District Affordable Housing Fee (Planning Code Section 249.33), which would fund the
production of additional affordable BMR housing within the City.

In sum, CEQA prohibits the finding of significant impacts that are not based on substantial
evidence of a proposed project’s adverse physical changes to the environment. The social and
economic concerns related to affordable housing, neighborhood gentrification and tenant
displacement are being addressed through the City’s rent control, planning and policy
development processes. As discussed above, there is no evidence that the proposed project would
result in potential social and economic effects that would indirectly result in significant effects to
the physical environment and are therefore beyond the scope of this EIR. Changes to the physical

12 City and County of San Francisco, City Office of the Controller — Office of Economic Analysis,
Potential Effects of Limiting Market-Rate Housing in the Mission, September 10, 2015.

13 Berkeley Institute of Governmental Studies (IGS), Housing Production, Filtering and Displacement:
Untangling the Relationships, May 2016.
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environment directly caused by the proposed project are addressed in the appropriate
environmental topics in this EIR and the accompanying Initial Study.

Provision of Below Market Rate Units under the Proposed Project

Several comments express concern for the provision of Below Market Rate (BMR) units under
the proposed project. Such comments are related to social and economic issues and are not
comments about the adequacy and accuracy of the analysis of physical environmental impacts in
the EIR. However, for informational purposes, further information and clarification about this
aspect of the proposed project are provided here.

As discussed in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, on p. 2.12, to meet its affordable housing
requirements under the City’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Planning Code
Section 415) the project sponsor would pay an inclusionary housing in-lieu fee. The Mayor’s
Office of Housing and Community Development acknowledged in a letter to the project sponsor
that the project sponsor relinquished certain exclusive negotiating rights the sponsor held to
acquire and develop Parcels R and S in the former Central Freeway right-of-way for market-rate
housing in order to allow those parcels to be used in the development of 100 percent affordable
housing, and that the project sponsor also agreed to share with any future non-profit developer
chosen by MOHCD all of its pre-development work products related to Parcels R and S. In
consideration of the sponsor’s relinquishment of those exclusive negotiating rights, MOHCD
stated that if certain conditions are fulfilled, including compliance with CEQA and certain future
discretionary approvals, for both the One Oak Project and the potential development of 72
affordable BMR units located on former Central Freeway Parcels R, S, and U, within 0.3 mile of
the project site (collectively, “the Octavia BMR Project”), MOHCD intends to direct the in-lieu
affordable housing fees required for the proposed project pursuant to Planning Code Section 415
to the development of the Octavia BMR Project by a non-profit selected by MOHCD and subject
to its own approval separate from the proposed project.

The proposed project is not conditioned upon the approval of the Octavia BMR project. Rather,
the One Oak Project would be required, as a condition of its approval, to pay an in-lieu
inclusionary housing fee which does not require its use at any particular site. As such, the
proposed One Oak Project does not include the Octavia BMR project as part of the proposed
project. The Octavia BMR Project is a separate and independent project that would pursue its
own independent environmental review under CEQA and project approvals. As such, it is not
necessary, and would be speculative, to analyze the environmental impacts of the proposed
Octavia BMR Project as part of the proposed project in this EIR. Similarly, because the Octavia
BMR Project is a separate project which will pursue its own independent approvals, a discussion
of the sizing and unit mix of the Octavia BMR units is also unnecessary and speculative.
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In addition to the affordable housing requirements applicable to the One Oak Project pursuant to
Planning Code Section 415, and because the proposed project is located in the Van Ness &
Market Downtown Residential Special Use District and exceeds the base 6:1 FAR limitation, it
would be required to pay to the City’s Citywide Affordable Housing Fund an additional fee as
required by Planning Code Section 249.33(b)(6)(B) for the increment of FAR between 6:1 and
9:1, to be administered in accordance with Planning Code Section 415. Furthermore, because the
proposed project is within the Market and Octavia Area Plan, it would also be required to pay the
Market & Octavia Inclusionary Housing Fee, which would be used to fund additional affordable
housing pursuant to Planning Code Section 416.

Several comments request clarification regarding the in-lieu fee percentage applicable to the
proposed project under Planning Code Section 415. As noted above, such comments are beyond
the scope of this EIR because they do not relate to the adequacy and accuracy of the analysis of
physical environmental impacts of the proposed project. However, further information and
clarification is provided here for informational purposes only. As noted above, the proposed
project is subject to the provisions of the City’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (Planning Code
Section 415) in addition to the Market-Octavia Affordable Housing Fee (Planning Code

Section 416) and the VVan Ness & Market Special Use District Affordable Housing Fee (Planning
Code Section 249.33). Section 415 provides a graduated scale of inclusionary requirements,
depending on the date of the filing of complete Environmental Evaluation Applications (EEA).
The EEA for the One Oak project was filed before January 1, 2013 and the project is therefore
subject to a 20 percent inclusionary in-lieu fee. As noted in the discussion above, in addition to
paying the inclusionary fee pursuant to Section 415, the project sponsor has relinquished its
development rights at Parcels R and S on Octavia Boulevard and assigned them, along with
preliminary designs and entitlement applications, to MOHCD to allow the future production of
100 percent below market rate (BMR) housing, including approximately 16 units of transitional
aged youth (“TAY”) housing, within a 1/3 mile of the project. In exchange, the MOHCD agreed
to “direct” the project’s Section 415 inclusionary in-lieu fee toward the production of housing on
three Octavia Boulevard Parcels (R, S, and U). In addition to the Section 415 affordable housing
fees pursuant to the proposed project’s directed fee agreement with MOHCD, the project would
also pay Market-Octavia Affordable Housing Fees and Van Ness & Market SUD Affordable
Housing Fees. These additional affordable housing fees, in turn, would fund additional BMR
housing.

One comment suggests that the provision of parking makes housing less affordable. Under the
TDM Ordinance, the project would be required to offer the parking at the site as a separate option
(unbundled) for residents and therefore the cost of parking would not be reflected in the cost of
each unit.
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F. CULTURAL RESOURCES

The comments and corresponding response in this section relate to the topic of Cultural
Resources, evaluated in Section E.3 of the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (Appendix A to the
EIR).

COMMENT CR-1: NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION

“Cultural Resources

“There is no Native American consultation documented in the DEIR or the Initial Study. In
accordance with CEQA, we recommend that the San Francisco Planning Department conduct
Native American consultation with tribes, groups, and individuals who are interested in the
project area and may have knowledge of Tribal Cultural Resources, Traditional Cultural
Properties, or other sacred sites.” (Patricia Maurice, District Branch Chief, California
Department of Transportation, Letter, January 17, 2017 [A-DOT-1])

RESPONSE CR-1: NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION

The comment recommends that the Planning Department conduct Native American consultation
for the proposed project.

Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) (Chapter 532, Statutes of 2014), effective July 1, 2015, amended
CEQA by adding Public Resources Code Section 21704, which establishes a new category of
cultural resources to be considered under CEQA, called “tribal cultural resources.” AB 52 also
amended CEQA by adding Section 21080.3.1, which establishes a new procedure for notification
and consultation with California Native American tribes that are culturally affiliated with the
geographic area of the proposed project. AB 52 Section 11(c) states, “This act shall apply only to
a project that has a notice of preparation or a notice of negative declaration or mitigated negative
declaration filed on or after July 1, 2015.” A Notice of Preparation for the proposed project was
filed with the State Clearinghouse on June 17, 2015. As such, the requirement for Native
American Consultation under AB 52 does not apply to the proposed project.
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G. CONSTRUCTION

The comments and corresponding response in this section relate generally to project construction.
The environmental impacts of construction are discussed and evaluated in the EIR and the Notice
of Preparation/Initial Study (Appendix A to the EIR) under various environmental topics (in
particular, Transportation and Circulation, Noise and Vibration, Air Quality, Geology and Soils,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Hydrology and Water Quality).

COMMENT CO-1: PROJECT CONSTRUCTION

“Construction Impacts (various): The project alternative studied proposes significant
excavation to create a large underground parking garage. Project alternatives with less parking —
either the maximum principally permitted, or zero — would reduce the amount of soil excavated
by the project. This would in turn reduce various environmental effects of the project — reduced
congestion, noise, and air quality impact from trucks removing soil, less potential exposure of
workers and the public to contaminated soil, less dust, and reduced excavation impact on
groundwater and adjacent buildings and public transit lines. Such reduced construction impacts
are both significant and quantifiable.” (Tom Radulovich, Executive Director, Livable City, Letter,
January 10, 2017 [O-LC2-6])

“8. CONSTRUCTION: One of my major concerns with these projects is the use of Best
Practices with the construction work. All to often this fails, for example all the work being done
with the Transit Center; Dust control, hours of construction operation, noise, vibration, control of
vehicle traffic, pedestrian safety, staging of material, the list list goes on. The construction issues
needs to be better controlled. This area is one of the city's busiest and windiest intersection in
town. One of the most recent projects that had sort of a magic touch to this issue was DPR's -
Construction of the Chinese Hospital up in Chinatown had some unique control of this issues.”
(Dennis Hong, Email, January 10, 2017 [I-Hong-9])

“...I haven't had a chance to review the EIR yet, but I'm very familiar with the area. And | just
have a few comments based on some previous studies of other documents.

“One of the things is the construction, ... because this is such a congested area and because I use
transit and also drive on this area regularly and have noticed that there's been a lot encroachment
by construction projects on public right of ways -- and | think that because there is so much going
on in this area, you should really limit all construction to the lot line and not allow them to push
pedestrians into the street, to push bike lanes into car lanes and things like that.

“So strict adherence to the lot line for any construction. This has not been to adhered to on Van
Ness; this has not been adhered to on 9th. There's just too much encroachment on public right-of-
way.” (Judith, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [I-Judith-1])
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RESPONSE CO-1: PROJECT CONSTRUCTION
Impacts from Project Construction

Comments express concern with the various impacts resulting from project construction
(including impacts related to transportation, noise and vibration, air quality, and exposure to
hazardous materials).

Project construction (foundation, excavation, duration and phasing) is described on EIR pp. 2.32-
2.33. The comments do not raise any specific issue regarding the EIR’s description of anticipated
construction activities and its evaluation of project construction transportation impacts under
Impact TR-7 on EIR pp. 4.C.62-4.C.68. Construction activities would differ day to day and by
construction phase. Overall, because construction activities would not be permanent and must be
conducted in accordance with City requirements, the proposed project and variant’s construction-
related transportation impacts were determined to be less than significant. The EIR identifies
Improvement Measure I-TR-E: Construction Measures, pp. 4.C.67-4.C.68, that would further
reduce the less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between construction
activities, transit, and autos. Elements of Improvement Measure I-TR-E include developing a
construction management plan for transportation and providing construction updates for adjacent
businesses and residents. City decision-makers may choose to include this improvement measure
as a condition of approval for the proposed project.

However, the EIR identifies several foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site, the
construction periods of which could overlap with the proposed project’s construction. As such,
the EIR discloses that the proposed project and variant, in combination with past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future development in the vicinity, would contribute considerably to
cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure
C-TR-7: Cumulative Construction Coordination, pp. 4.C.87-4.C.89, which would reduce, but not
avoid, a significant cumulative transportation impact of project construction. The EIR concludes
that this impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

The comments do not raise any specific issues regarding the description and analysis of
construction noise and vibration impacts of the proposed project presented in the Initial Study
(1S) (included in the EIR as Appendix A) on pp. 77-81. The IS concludes that construction of the
proposed project could result in a significant project-level construction noise impact (Impact
NO-2, IS pp. 77-81) as well as in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
temporary increase in noise (Impact C-NO-2, IS pp. 85-86). The IS identifies Mitigation
Measure M-NO-2: General Construction Noise Control Measures (pp. 79-80) to ensure that

June 1, 2017 4.84 One Oak Street Project
Case No. 2009.0159E Responses to Comments



4. Comments and Responses
G. Construction

project construction noise would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. The IS concludes
that with implementation of this mitigation, the impact of construction noise under the proposed
project would be reduced to a less-than-significant level and would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts.

The comments do not raise any specific issues regarding the description and analysis of air
quality impacts of the proposed project presented in the IS on pp. 97-101. The IS concludes that
construction of the proposed project would generate toxic air contaminants that could expose
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations (Impact AQ-2, pp. 97-101) as well as in
a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant air quality impact (Impact C-AQ-1,

p. 106). The IS identifies Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality (pp. 99-101) to
reduce construction emissions on nearby sensitive receptors to a less-than-significant level and to
reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts to a less-than-
significant level. As such, no alternative that would reduce air quality is required under CEQA.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(d) requires that a public agency approving a project for which
an EIR has been certified (in this case, the San Francisco Planning Commission and the Board of
Supervisors) adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). The MMRP will
include the mitigation measures identified in the EIR that are adopted to avoid or lessen a
significant environmental impact. An MMRP specifies the implementation, monitoring, and
reporting duties of the project sponsor, contractors, and various public agencies with monitoring
and enforcement purview over the construction and operation of the proposed project. The City
and County of San Francisco enforces the adopted MMRP as conditions of project approval. The
EIR also identifies improvement measures. The Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors
may also adopt the improvement measures as conditions of approval to lessen impacts found to
be less than significant. A violation of conditions of approval constitutes a violation of the
Planning Code. Adopted conditions of approval have the force of law and are enforceable with
consequences for non-compliance. The Planning Department’s code enforcement process does
not affect the City Attorney’s Charter authority to bring its own civil enforcement action.

The IS, on pp. 148-152, discloses the presence of hazards and hazardous materials on and in the
vicinity of the project site, based on an Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) conducted for the
property. The ESA did not document any acutely hazardous materials within the project site.
The abatement of hazardous materials that may be released during construction is regulated by
federal, state, and local regulations. The NOP/IS concludes that compliance with these
regulations would ensure that implementation of the proposed project would not create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment.
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Limiting Construction Activities to the Project Site

A comment suggests that construction activities should be limited to the lot lines of the project
site. Given the constraints of this and most other sites in this densely developed urban area, it is
infeasible to confine project construction activities to the lot lines of their sites and out of public
rights-of-way, as could be accomplished within a large suburban or rural site with yards and
setbacks that are accessible from the street.

The EIR, on p. 4.C.64, describes and discloses how construction staging would occur within the
adjacent sidewalk and parking lane on Oak Street, which would be closed during the construction
period. As noted above, construction-related impacts of the project, including any construction
that would occur outside the lot lines of the project, are adequately discussed and analyzed in EIR
Section 4.C, Transportation and Circulation. Accordingly, the comment does not relate to the
adequacy or accuracy of the EIR. However, for informational purposes and the reader’s
convenience, the description of construction staging is excerpted below.

Based on information obtained from the project sponsor, construction staging
would occur within the adjacent parking lane on Oak Street. The Oak Street
sidewalk adjacent to the project site would be closed during the construction
period, and pedestrian traffic would need to be shifted to the sidewalk on the
north side of the street. No complete sidewalk closures are anticipated on Market
Street. Construction activities may require temporary travel lane closures, which
would be coordinated with the City in order to minimize the impacts on local
traffic, transit, pedestrians and bicyclists. Construction activities, such as delivery
of large construction equipment and oversized construction materials that would
require one or more temporary lane closures on Market Street, would need to be
conducted on weekend days when pedestrian, transit and traffic activity is lower.
Prior to construction, the project contractor would work with Muni’s Street
Operations and Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and
reduce any impacts to transit operations on Van Ness Avenue or Market Street.
Any temporary sidewalk or traffic lane closures would be required to be
coordinated with the City in order to minimize impacts on traffic. In general, lane
and sidewalk closures are subject to review and approval by SFMTA’s TASC for
permanent travel lane and sidewalk closures, and the Interdepartmental Staff
Committee on Traffic and Transportation (ISCOTT) for temporary sidewalk and
travel lane closures. Both TASC and ISCOTT are interdepartmental committees
that include Public Works, SFMTA, Police Department, Fire Department, and
Planning Department representatives.

While the project construction-related transportation impacts would be less than significant, the
EIR identifies Improvement Measure I-TR-C (originally I-TR-E in the DEIR) on EIR p. 4.C.67 to
further reduce the less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between construction
activities, pedestrians, transit, and autos within public rights-of-way. In addition, the EIR
conservatively identifies a significant cumulative construction-related transportation impact,
acknowledging several foreseeable projects with construction periods that could overlap with that
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of the proposed project, and identifies Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-7: Cumulative Construction
Coordination, on EIR p. 4.C.88-4.C.89. That mitigation measure would require the project
sponsor or contractor to coordinate with various City departments to develop and implement
coordinated plans to minimize cumulative construction-related transportation impacts for the
duration of construction overlap. With this mitigation, however, the EIR concludes the proposed
project would continue to contribute considerably to a significant cumulative construction-related
transportation impact.

As discussed on RTC p. 2.2, the Franklin Street contraflow lane is no longer under consideration
and therefore construction activities are expected to be slightly less disruptive under both project
and cumulative conditions.

As discussed on RTC p. 2.2, the relocation of the Muni elevator to an off-site location is no
longer under consideration and therefore construction activities are expected to be slightly less
disruptive under both project and cumulative conditions.

Construction Impact of a Reduced Parking Alternative

A comment asserts that a reduced parking alternative would reduce various construction impacts
of the proposed project with regard to excavation, truck traffic, soil removal, noise, etc. A
reduced parking alternative is not expected to substantially reduce the amount of excavation.
Although a reduced parking alternative would require a somewhat smaller subsurface garage,
such an alternative would still require over-excavation down to the Colma Formation layer
(approximately 35-40 feet below ground surface) on which to support a full-site mat foundation
(see EIR p. 2.32).

The EIR analyzes Alternative B: Podium-Only Alternative (EIR pp. 6.7-6.18) that would reduce
parking provided within the project site and would reduce construction-related impacts. The EIR
concludes that this alternative would reduce a considerable contribution to a significant and
unavoidable cumulative construction-related transportation impact (Impact C-TR-7 (EIR

pp. 4.C.87-4.C.89). The EIR concludes that the Podium-Only Alternative would reduce this
impact of the proposed project by reducing the construction duration (from 32 months under the
proposed project, to 26 months under the alternative). However, the EIR concludes that the
Podium-Only Alternative would not reduce the contribution to a significant construction-related
transportation impact to a less-than-significant level.

See Response TR-9: Project Alternatives with Less or No Parking, on RTC pp. 4.48-4.51, which
describes why analysis of a reduced parking alternative is not necessary in the EIR.
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H. CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

The comment and corresponding response in this section relate to the cumulative projects listed in
Section 4.A, Chapter Introduction, and evaluated in the topical sections in Chapter 4,
Environmental Setting and Impacts.

COMMENT CU-1: FORESEEABLE PROJECTS

“Another point, although not as much EIR-related, but as my own concern, The Hub itself is an
abstract concept which | would have liked to see studied in a programmatic EIR together with
overriding policies and principals which look at the transformation at this important point of the
City. That has never occurred.

“I've raised the same question when we very recently reviewed 1500 Mission Street, a project that
will be part of The Hub, and other projects slightly to through the south and to the west, a shared
vision on what that means in reducing automobile capacity, potentially even reconfiguring the
geometries on Van Ness on one of the most unfortunate intersections in the City of San

Francisco. Van Ness and Market is a missed opportunity to really have a hub that deals with
exciting new building forms, but makes the street itself more important than the transit
investment that we have put to intersect at that particular intersection.” (Commissioner

Kathrin Moore, San Francisco Planning Commission, DEIR Hearing Transcript,

January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Moore-3])

“And | do agree with Commissioner Moore. We just looked at 1500 Mission Street last week --
last meeting in December. Before that we had the Tower Car Wash site. | know the Honda site's
going to be coming. | know the carpet store on Otis and Mission is coming.

“When you put all this together, what does it look like? | mean, we have a Central SoMa EIR
which I'm reading right now; it's almost like we kind of need a Hub EIR. When you put all this
together, show me what it looks like. | don't want to make decisions in isolation. So this .5
parking and a Honda .5 parking and -- you know, it's all coming together. So I'd like to see how
this all fits together.” (Commission Vice President Dennis Richards, San Francisco Planning
Commission, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Richards-5])

“1 guess, two trailing points. We have a plan EIR for Market/Octavia, which we could use. But
when you're looking at increasing heights around The Hub, you're really changing things. So
that'[s] why | think the adequacy with the plan EIR may not actually cover all these projects
coming, especially if we're making changes midstream. So that's why I'm talking about kind of a
hub understanding.” (Commission Vice President Dennis Richards, San Francisco Planning
Commission, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [A-CPC-Richards-6])
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“There are 2 DEIRs out for development on blocks diagonally across Market and Van Ness/South
Van Ness at virtually the same time:

“Comments and Responses on TWO DEIRs should be coordinated

#1500 Mission St - southern half of AB 3506 2014-000362 - City office building, dense
market rate housing, on-site inclusionary housing, Planning Code and height increase,
parking. DEIR hearing 12/15/16, Comment DL 1/4/17.

“One Oak Street/1500 Market St - eastern portion of AB 836 2009.015E - Dense market
rate housing, Planning Code and height increase, parking. DEIR hearing 1/15/17,
Comment DL 1/10/17.

“The issues of wind, traffic, transit, impacts on pedestrians, changes in the General Plan and
Planning Code TO THE SAME Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District -
part of the Market/Octavia Area Plan - have EXTREMELY similar impacts, including cumulative
impacts. Market and Van Ness. Mission and South Van Ness. DIAGONAL BLOCKS. Sites
about 400" apart.

“The deadline for DEIR comments are less than a week apart. There is no rational reason why
public comments on the 2 DEIRs that have applications to BOTH projects should not be
considered by both.

“This specifically includes issues related to transportation and parking, winds, comments on
cumulative displacement and housing, including excessive parking in this transit-rich area with
heavy traffic GOING STRAIGHT ONTO FREEWAYS. The high parking allowance for
residences encouraging occupancy by middle and upper income people who drive instead of
using public transit.

“Environmental Review is ignoring these issues unless comments on issues relevant to both sites
are considered in BOTH Comments and Responses/FEIRs.” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter,
January 4, 2017 [I-Hestor1-1])

“There are 2 DEIRs out at virtually the same time for separate developments on blocks diagonally
across Market and VVan Ness/South VVan Ness:

#1500 Mission St - southern half of AB 3506 2014-000362 - City office building, dense
market rate housing, on-site inclusionary housing, Planning Code and height increase,
parking. DEIR published 11/9/16. Hearing 12/15/16, Comment DL 1/4/17.

“One Oak Street/1500 Market St - eastern portion of AB 836 2009.015E - Dense market
rate housing, Planning Code and height increase, parking. DEIR published 11/16/16.
Hearing 1/15/17, Comment DL 1/10/17.

“Please coordinate the Comments and Responses on the TWO separate DEIRS.

“The issues of wind, traffic, impacts on pedestrians, changes in the General Plan and Planning
Code to THE SAME Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District - part of the
Market/Octavia Area Plan - have EXTREMELY similar impacts, especially cumulative impacts.
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Market and VVan Ness. Mission and South Van Ness. DIAGONAL BLOCKS. Sites about 400'
apart.” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, January 10, 2017 [I-Hestor2-1])

“Please provide a list of residential projects that have been approved in the area along VVan Ness -
from Bay Street south to the Central Freeway. Starting with date before time studied in the
Market/Octavia Area Plan. Number of dwelling units, number of parking spaces. One block on
either side of Van Ness/South Van Ness (Polk - Franklin area) and similar area around South Van
Ness. This new housing is in a transit rich area, attractive to people who do not own a car.
Providing parking increases the probability that residents will use their cars and thereby increase
the traffic problems along Van Ness, and on the intersecting streets with Muni lines. Bay.
Chestnut. Lombard. Union. Pacific. Jackson. Washington. Clay. Sacramento. California.
Pine. Bush. Sutter. Post. Geary. O'Farrell. Eddy. Turk. Golden Gate. McAllister. Grove.
Hayes. Market. Mission. Folsom.

“Cumulative Projects List - DEIR 4.A.7-11

“There has been a recent proposal for a major project with a substantial increase in height and by
the French-American school. It is at the west end of THIS BLOCK at the SE corner of Franklin
and Oak. Please describe the project that has applied for a PPA. How would addition of that
project affect the wind and transportation analyses?” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, January 10, 2017
(I-Hestor2-7])

“...1 have been a resident of San Francisco for more than 70 Plus years and as requested I'm
making my comments to this One Oak Project. Not sure how this fits in with the original DEIR
(1500 Market Street) But I had been waffling back in forth with both of these two projects and as
I understand it now, it is combined into one Project - as the One Oak. With that said, | will focus
in on this Case #2009-0159E. 1 think this is a better choice.” (Dennis Hong, Email, January 10,
2017 [1-Hong-1])

“5. The Foreseeable Projects (Cumulative Land Use chart-??) just down the street the 1500
Mission Street-2014-000362ENV shows projects in this area will vary around - 40 Months (3.5

“Figure 13 map shows a number of projects in this area. Can this map or table include a few other
projects with construction time tables? Each of the foreseeable projects shown for the One Oak
does an excellent job with each of these foreseeable projects description (page 41-45). | do not
know what qualifies for the listing of these projects. | believe there are a few other projects in this
area of development. Can the following projects be listed as well on pages 39-45: a. 30 Van
Ness-2015-010013ENV, b. 30 Otis -2015-010013ENV, d. 1629 Market-2015-00584ENV, e.
200-214 Van Ness-2015-012994ENV, f. 101 Polk-20111.0702E, g. 35 Lafayette-2013.0113E, h.
The Market Street Hub-2015-000940ENV, may cover some of these sites. This is a very limited
area and will be getting a lot of major projects. That's why I think time lines for all this work is
important. | have not had the opportunity to review the DEIR for Central SoMa Plan; Case #
2011.1356E, but should this be massaged with the One Oak Project? Additionally, see my notes
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under construction use of /best practices. All these cumulative projects needs to be monitored
closely and do a good job with communicating all this work with the community.

“a. In addition to these projects can a project time lines be shown for each of these projects.
Can these be shown on a Table format?” (Dennis Hong, Email, January 10, 2017 [I1-Hong-6])

“Air quality and, VII, greenhouse gas emissions — There is a tremendous amount of
development now underway and/or in the pipeline in San Francisco and the region. To my
knowledge, the cumulative impacts of VMT generated by these projects has not been assessed
and MITIGATED. The totality of VMT generated by all the projects -- and concomitant air
quality degradation and greenhouse gas emissions generated -- for the area should be assessed
and MITIGATED. I note that the appendix of the DEIR lists several large projects near One Oak
with a total of 776 parking spaces proposed, in addition to the 153 sought by the project sponsor
of One Oak Street. Those projects are: 1546-1564 Market Street (28 off-street parking spaces),
150 Van Ness (218 off-street parking spaces), 1500-1580 Mission Street (309 parking spaces),
1601 Mission Street (93 parking spaces), 1 Franklin Street (18 off-street parking spaces), 1699
Market Street (97 below grade parking spaces), and Central Freeway Parcel T (13 parking
spaces).” (Sue Vaughan, Email, January 10, 2017 [I-Vaughan-11])

RESPONSE CU-1: FORESEEABLE PROJECTS
Cumulative Projects in the Project Vicinity

Comments express concern for other proposed and/or approved projects in the vicinity of the
proposed project site, including the adjacent 1546-1554 Market Street project, 1500 Mission
Street project, the Tower Car Wash site (at 1601 Mission Street), the San Francisco Honda site (at
10 South Van Ness), and a French American School project at the southeast corner of Franklin
and Oak streets. A comment requests that residential projects along Van Ness Avenue, from Bay
Street to the Central Freeway, be included in the cumulative analysis and that the number of units
and parking spaces be provided.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15355 requires that an EIR discuss cumulative impacts of a project.
Cumulative impacts are two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts. The cumulative
impact from several projects is the change in the environment which results from the incremental
impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable probable future projects. In conformity with CEQA Guidelines, cumulative impact
analysis in San Francisco generally may employ a list-based approach or a projections approach,
depending on which approach best suits the individual resource topic being analyzed.
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A list-based approach refers to “a list of past, present, and probable future
projects producing related or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those
projects outside of the control of the agency” (CEQA Guidelines,

Section 15130(b)(1)(A)). For topics such as shadow and wind, the analysis
typically considers large, individual projects that are anticipated in the project
area and the extent of the affected setting where possible similar impacts may
arise and combine with those of the proposed project. The cumulative analyses
in the Wind and Shadow sections each use a different list of nearby projects that
is appropriately tailored to the particular environmental topic based on the
potential for combined localized environmental impacts. (EIR p. 4.A.6)

The 1500 Mission Street project, the 1601 Mission Street project, and the 10 South VVan Ness
project are “projects not yet under construction but for which Planning Department
Environmental Evaluation Applications have been filed, and/or projects that the Department has
otherwise determined are reasonably foreseeable within the general vicinity of the project” (EIR
pp. 4.A.6-4.A.7). They are projects that are within a 1,500-foot radius of the project site and
could interact with the proposed project to alter ground-level wind conditions. As such, they are
included in the cumulative list of projects for the purposes of the Wind analysis. See the
“Cumulative Impact Evaluation” discussion in EIR Section 4.D, Wind, pp. 4.D.17-4.D.25. The
Cumulative shadow analysis considers reasonably foreseeable projects that would have the
potential to reach the same parks affected by the proposed project. See RTC Chapter 5, DEIR
Revisions, on RTC p. 5.52-5.58.

No Environmental Evaluation Application was filed for the French American School project at
the time the DEIR was published (application 2016-015922ENYV for the property was opened on
January 31, 2017). It is therefore not included in the cumulative list nor incorporated into the
cumulative analysis and is considered speculative.

Regarding the request for construction timing for cumulative projects, the particular start times
for these projects are unknown at this time and would be subject to numerous factors. As such,
providing this information in an EIR would be speculative,

The Transportation section cumulative analysis employs a projections-based approach. The
transportation analysis relies on a citywide growth projection model that also encompasses
anticipated transportation projects as well as many of the larger, individual projects in the
vicinity. It applies a quantitative growth factor to account for other growth that may occur in the
area (EIR p. 4.A.6). As such, existing and anticipated residential projects along Van Ness
Avenue, from Bay Street to the Central Freeway, are included in the citywide growth projection
model for the cumulative transportation analysis, and therefore any changes in traffic volumes
resulting from their construction would be accounted for in the analysis results. The comment
does not provide substantial evidence that a significant cumulative impact related Transportation
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would result or that identifying these distant residential projects would change any of the
conclusions of the EIR or is otherwise necessary for the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA.

It is not necessary to provide a list of these projects as the comment requests. (See Response TR-
8: Project Parking Supply, RTC pp. 4.42-4.44, which addresses the issue of residential parking as
a trip generator.)

Cumulative loading impacts are localized and the EIR’s analysis of loading considers cumulative
conditions with construction of the adjacent 1546-1554 Market Street project, as well as with the
potential elimination of the existing Market Street loading bay along Market Street under the
Better Market Street Project (see EIR pp. 4.C.85-4.C.86). Likewise, the Transportation section
considers the contribution of the proposed project and variant to cumulative construction impacts
of foreseeable cumulative projects in the area, the construction of which may overlap with project
construction (in particular, 22 Franklin Street, 1546-1554 Market Street, 1500 Mission Street,

10 South Van Ness Avenue, and 1601 Mission Street, and streetscape improvements under the
Van Ness BRT).

The Hub Project

Comments express concern that the proposed project is not being studied in the context of the
proposed development and street improvements to be studied under the Hub Project (an update to
the Market and Octavia Area Plan) programmatic EIR.

The EIR notes that at the time of publication of the DEIR on November 16, 2016, no
Environmental Evaluation Application had been filed for the Hub Project. As such the Hub
Project “is not included in the cumulative impact analysis in the EIR because at this point, it is in
its planning stages and is considered speculative” (EIR p. 4.A.13). The EIR acknowledges and
summarizes the anticipated features of the Hub Project, as well as identifies reasonably
foreseeable future projects within the Hub Project boundaries. However, potential policies and
regulatory requirements under the future Hub Project that could further alter the physical
conditions in the area and contribute to cumulative impacts are not known at this time.

The future Hub Project EIR would include the proposed One Oak Street Project, if approved, as
an existing condition or a reasonably foreseeable future cumulative project (if construction of the
One Oak Project has not begun at the time a Notice of Preparation for the Hub Project is
published, or within a reasonable time before publication of the Hub Project DEIR).

Coordination of Responses to Comments with the 1500 Mission Street Project

Comments request that responses to comments for the One Oak Street Project EIR be coordinated
and consolidated with those of the 1500 Mission Street Project.
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There is no requirement under CEQA that the review of these projects be consolidated as the
comment requests. As described above, the 1500 Mission Street project was included and
considered as part of the cumulative context as a reasonably foreseeable future project for the
proposed project cumulative analyses. The comments do no identify any specific inconsistency
with the EIR for the 1500 Mission Street Project EIR. Before publication of the One Oak Street
Project DEIR, the Planning Department reviewed the One Oak Street Project EIR for consistency
with the analyses and conclusions of the 1500 Mission Street Project EIR. Likewise, the
Planning Department has reviewed the One Oak Street Project EIR Responses to Comments
document for consistency with the responses and conclusions of the 1500 Mission Street Project
EIR Responses to Comments document and, to the extent relevant, finds no inconsistencies.

Cumulative Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

A comment expresses concern for the cumulative greenhouse gas and air quality impacts of the
proposed project.

The topic of Air Quality is, by its nature, a cumulative impact. (See Notice of Preparation/Initial
Study [EIR Appendix A], Air Quality Impacts on p. 106.) Emissions from past, present, and
future projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality and greenhouse gas emissions on a
cumulative basis. No single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in a significant
air quality impact. The project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants are based on levels by
which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a
considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Therefore, because the proposed project’s
construction (Impact AQ-1) and operational (Impact AQ-3) emissions would not exceed the
project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants, the proposed project would not be considered to
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality impacts.

Likewise, the topic of Greenhouse Gas emissions is, by its nature, a cumulative impact. (See
Notice of Preparation/Initial Study [EIR Appendix A], Greenhouse Gas Emissions, pp. 107-109.)
CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 allows for public agencies to analyze and mitigate GHG
emissions as part of a larger plan for the reduction of GHGs and describes the required contents
of such a plan. Accordingly, San Francisco has prepared Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas
Emissions (GHG Reduction Strategy), which presents a comprehensive assessment of policies,
programs, and ordinances that collectively represent San Francisco’s Qualified GHG Reduction
Strategy in compliance with CEQA Guidelines. Therefore, proposed projects that are consistent
with the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy would not exceed San Francisco’s applicable
GHG threshold of significance. Because the proposed project would comply with the City’s
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy, it would result in a less-than-significant impact with respect
to GHG emissions.
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l. AESTHETICS
The comments and corresponding response in this section relate to aesthetics.

COMMENT AE-1: AESTHETICS

“1. CEQA: Even though current CEQA does not require images renderings and etc. of the
proposed project. | disagree with this CEQA issue only because all to often words, black and
white elevations describing the design does not present what it will look like when finished. |
believe all too often some projects fail because of this missing link. This DEIR does an excellent
job with this issue and is a positive Plus for its justification and uniqueness to the blighted area.
Granted, design, color and materials are personal, but I studied and practiced both architecture
and urban design, now retired. To add just one link to this presentation would be to insert this
rendering in to an existing aerial photograph - to me that would be a spot on. So lets get started:”
(Dennis Hong, Email, January 10, 2017 [I-Hong-3])

“6. Project Aesthetics and Architectural Design:

“a. I like unique design for this site. It would be interesting how the 1546-1564 project would
blend in with this One Oak project.

“b. The renderings does an excellent job with communicating what this will look like, vs
black and white elevations. (Just a simple CEQA issue. | believe this issue is being currently
reviewed with CEQA and may soon be a requirement down the road). Figures 2.9 thru Figure
2.15 does an excellent with it's presentation.

“c. The public open space is another positive to this project.” (Dennis Hong, Email,
January 10, 2017 [I-Hong-8])

“Aesthetics — the project would substantially degrade the visual character of the neighborhood by
blocking the views of office tenants in nearby buildings and of residential tenants in parts of the
city at higher elevations. For example, employees at One South Van Ness now have expansive
views of the city as they ascend and descend escalators in the building. North-facing views might
be partially or entirely blocked by this project;” (Sue Vaughan, Email, January 10, 2017
[1-Vaughan-10])
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RESPONSE AE-1: AESTHETICS
Project Design

Comments express support for the design of the proposed project tower and proposed Oak Plaza
as well as for the inclusion of architectural renderings in the EIR.

For informational purposes, EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, presents three renderings
(Figure 2.11: Tower Rendering from the South Side of Market Street, Looking West, on p. 2.18;
Figure 2.12: Podium Rendering from Southeast Corner of VVan Ness Avenue, Looking Northwest,
on p. 2.19; and Figure 2.15: Proposed Plaza Rendering, on p. 2.24) that show views of the
proposed project.

As noted on EIR p. 1.2, the proposed project is subject to Public Resources Code

Section 21099(d). That provision applies to certain projects, such as the proposed project, that
meet the defined criteria for an infill site within a transit priority area. It eliminates the
environmental topic of Aesthetics (as well as the Transportation subtopic of parking) from
impacts that can be considered in determining the significance of physical environmental effects
of such projects under CEQA. Accordingly, this EIR does not include a discussion and analysis
of the environmental issues under the topic of Aesthetics. Likewise, this Responses to Comments
document construes comments related to Aesthetics to be comments on the merits of the proposed
project.

Although Aesthetics impacts are not part of the EIR analysis under Public Resources Code
Section 21099(d), comments about the design of the proposed project continue to be issues that
may be considered by the decision-makers as part of their decision to approve, modify, or
disapprove the proposed project. This consideration is carried out independent of the
environmental review process.

Private Views
A comment also expresses concern for the impact of the proposed project on private views.

Changes to private views resulting from the proposed project, although a concern of those
affected, would not be considered to substantially degrade the existing visual character of the
environment as CEQA is applied in San Francisco. This was so even before enactment of Public
Resources Code Section 21099(d).
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J. GENERAL ENVIRONMENTAL COMMENTS

The comments and corresponding responses in this section relate to general environmental
comments. For ease of reference, these comments are grouped into the following EIR-related
issues:

e GE-1: General Comments on the Adequacy of the EIR

e GE-2: General Comments in Opposition to or Support of the Proposed Project

A corresponding response follows each group of comments.

COMMENT GE-1: GENERAL COMMENTS ON THE ADEQUACY
OF THE EIR

“The Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association (HVNA), based on our longstanding support for
the Market and Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan, has the following concerns regarding the
proposed One Oak Street Project, because the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) is
inadequate. It fails as an informational document and does not adequately analyze the following
issues (presented in order of Table S-1: Summary of Impacts):” (Jason Henderson, Chair,
Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, Letter,
January 4, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson1-1])

“So really this needs to get a second look. It's not about the project itself; it's about the adequacy
of the environmental study. And we hope that you agree, and we'd be happy to talk further about
these comments.” (Jason Henderson, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, DEIR Hearing
Transcript, January 5, 2017 [O-HVNA-Henderson2-5)

“The One Oak Project is a significant project at a very important crossroads in our City. We are

keen to that the inadequacies of the Draft EIR are corrected in the final version. If you have any

questions about our comments, please don’t hesitate to contact us.” (Tom Radulovich, Executive
Director, Livable City, Letter, January 10, 2017[O-LC2-7])

“The Sierra Club appreciates your electronic publishing of the SEIR to save paper, printing and
mailing cost; however we have a comment on the format: a massive document like this should be
published similar to Amazon Kindle so that a commenter/reviewer can move directly from the
index to the sections of concern, similar to how one would insert labeled place marks with a paper
EIR.” (Howard Strassner, Member, San Francisco Group Executive Committee, Sierra Club,
Letter, January 10, 2017 [O-SC-1])
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“First of all | fully support this project. This DEIR is very comprehensive and covers just about
all the issues and has done an excellent job. Thank you for the opportunity to review and
comment on this Project. Here are my thoughts and comments.” (Dennis Hong, Email,
January 10, 2017 [I-Hong-2])

“I have the following concerns regarding the proposed One Oak Street Project, because the DEIR
is inadequate. It fails as an informational document and does not adequately analyze the
following issues, already pointed out in a letter submitted by Jason Henderson (my own additions
to his comments are in bold):” (Sue Vaughan, Email, January 10, 2017 [I-Vaughan-1])

RESPONSE GE-1: GENERAL COMMENTS ON THE ADEQUACY
OF THE EIR

Comments generally assert that the EIR does not adequately address environmental analysis and
disagree with the conclusions reached in the EIR. Other comments assert that the EIR is
adequate.

EIR adequacy is defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, Standards for Adequacy of an EIR,
which states:

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide
decisionmakers with information which enables them to make a decision which
intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the
environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the
sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible.
Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR
should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The
courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good
faith effort at full disclosure.

Disagreement with the conclusions of the EIR and general assertions of EIR inaccuracy and
inadequacy do not provide substantial evidence that the EIR is inadequate or that the EIR must be
recirculated. However, more specific comments regarding the accuracy or adequacy of the
environmental analysis and mitigation measures under specific environmental topics, where
necessary, are addressed elsewhere in this Responses to Comments document under the following
environmental topics: Land Use and Land Use Planning; Transportation and Circulation; Wind;
Shadow; Population and Housing; Aesthetics; Cultural Resources; Construction, Cumulative
Effects.

The San Francisco Planning Commission will consider the adequacy and accuracy of the DEIR,
based on the administrative record as a whole (including all comments submitted on the DEIR
and responses to them) when it is asked to certify the EIR as adequate and complete. If the
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Planning Commission certifies the EIR, its findings and additional information provided in the
Responses to Comments document will be considered and weighed by the decision-makers as
part of their decision to approve, modify, or disapprove the proposed project.

COMMENT GE-2: GENERAL COMMENTS IN OPPOSITION TO OR
SUPPORT OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

“Due to the excellent analysis provided by HVNA, Cathedral Hill Neighbors Association
(CHNA) also strongly urges the Commission to eliminate off street parking and Market Street
loading, to provide BMR units on site and to mitigate shadow impacts through community
benefits.” (Marlayne Morgan, President, Cathedral Hill Neighbors Association, Email,
January 4, 2017 [O-CHNA-1])

“We are in full support of the comment letter provided to this commission by Hayes Valley
Neighborhood Association earlier today. As a fellow neighborhood organization of the Van Ness
corridor, we stand together with Hayes Valley in the interest of making this project better for our
community and our environment.

“1 Oak set precedent for other large tower projects in the vicinity in light of the Hub rezoning.
The comments and requests detailed in the letter provided by Hayes Valley Neighborhood
Association raise thoughtful and important points related to the relationship this project will have
with the physical environment.

“We are confident that the project sponsor and the Planning Department can address the noted
concerns in the Draft EIR by further analysis with detailed mitigation combined with potential
modifications to the project to address community concerns and reduce environmental impacts.

“Such modifications could include (1) removal of the off-street parking (2) removal of any
loading on Market Street (3) inclusion of on-site BMR units (4) construction of off-site BMR units
simultaneously with the market-rate units and (5) contributions toward community benefits such
as additional affordable housing units or other appropriate measures to mitigate shadow impacts
on public parks.” (Moe Jamil, Chair, Middle Polk Neighborhood Association, Letter, January 4,
2017 [O-MPNA1-1])

“| essentially agree with the other public commenters here. Also, | made a note in our letter of
some — you know, what we think is easy fixes by the project sponsor on this, things like
additional mitigation for shadows, maybe, perhaps, additional affordable housing, some other
types of community benefits. And we think that that’s really the high road to take here.

“l think that the department did a great job of what was presented to them by the sponsor, so
perhaps changing what is presented to them can kind of fix all this. And I think that’s the easy
way, rather than having long delays and enforcing the department to do all this additional work,
where, really, just meet the community where the community is. And we’re not — not trying to,
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you know, stop an entire project. Actually, we say it’s a great idea, but here are some small
tweaks to it to make it even better. So that I’d submit.” (Moe Jamil, Middle Polk Neighborhood
Association, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017 [O-MPNA2-1])

“Walk San Francisco is excited about many aspects of the One Oak Street project, especially the
Oak Street plaza that will provide much-needed public space for the many people who live in,
visit, or work in the neighborhood. Such a plaza will encourage people to walk more, which will
help the City reach its environmental, mode-shift and Vision Zero goals.” (Cathy DeLuca, Policy
and Program Director, Walk San Francisco, Letter, January 10, 2017 [O-WSF-1])

“This development could sell out easily with zero parking. Inflicting the traffic generated by
150+ parking spaces harms the commutes of the tens of thousands of cyclists, pedestrians, and
MUNI riders who pass this location.

“Is there a location in SF that is more transit-friendly than VVan Ness and Market? Does the City
owe developers parking at the expense of others?

“SF needs to start thinking more like London, less like Fresno.” (Rob Bregoff, Email,
January 4, 2017 [I-Bregoff-1])

“2. TRAFFIC and Vision 0:

“A. At times Grove Street between Van Ness and Franklin becomes very busy. Can
something be done to calming the Franklin and Grove cross walk and also the VVan Ness and
Grove cross walk. Only because they intersect with two very busy streets. With the meridian in
the center of Van Ness Ave., this helps limit the traffic going north from entering Oak St.. In
Figure 2.2 it shows Oak Street as a one way, but all along | thought this was a two way. If so it’s
confusion on my part. What are the traffic improvements at Oak and Van Ness Ave. as shown in
Fig 2.2.

“B. Nice job with widening the curb/s at Oak and Van Ness as shown in Figure 2.2 page 24.

“C. | think the garage entry and exit on Oak to the new building may need some extra
attention, or it just may be me, only because Franklin is a fast and busy street, trying to turn right
from Franklin in to Oak and getting into the garage can cause some vehicle congestion.

“D. Will the existing Commuter Shuttle bus stop across the street in front of 10 South Van
Ness remain?

“E. | was unable to reconcile the pedestrian and vehicle traffic safety issue in the DEIR. Was
this issue considered at: - Market Street at Van Ness/South Van Ness?

“2. Elevators: I like the two proposed elevators to the underground station at OSVN, I think this
will get more use than just one one existing elevator at Oak Street and Van Ness. But then maybe
the new occupants of One Oak will use two proposed ones as well as the existing one. But
crossing this street takes courage. | tried to understand the variant and the written description of
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how this proposal would work and how these elevators would be used. I.E., One at Oak and the
two proposed ones at the corner of OSVN.” (Dennis Hong, Email, January 10, 2017 [I-Hong-4])

“9. In Conclusion: As | mentioned earlier, | fully support this project. This semi blighted area
needs this project so developers can continue to develop in this area. Let’s call it a new gateway
to further develop this part of town.” (Dennis Hong, Email, January 10, 2017 [I-Hong-10])

“1’d also love to see some public bathrooms. If they’re not going to do any BMR on-site, that
would be a great place and a great building to have some public bathrooms that pedestrians could
use, that transit people could use, because we’re not putting bathrooms underground anymore,
and that really makes that area not that great for families to use. It would really — and we know
that the City is doing some temporary bathrooms a few blocks away. That’s an ongoing cost. It
would be great to just have some public bathrooms available and provided by the building, as a
lot of churches do in the City now.” (Judith, DEIR Hearing Transcript, January 5, 2017
[1-Judith-3])

“I am writing to SUPPORT the One Oak project. This is a perfect design for a location that is
right on top of a major transit hub and walking distance to City Hall. If anything, it should be
taller! San Francisco urgently needs housing, especially along transit corridors.

“Please approve it immediately, without any additional delays. Please do not consider for one
minute the concerns about shadows and wind — this is a dense urban environment and such effects
are completely acceptable given the benefits of additional housing and activation of this
neighborhood.” (Andrew Sullivan, Email, January 4, 2017 [I-Sullivan-1])

“l wanted to leave my public comment that | am very surprised and dismayed to see that there
will be no below market rate housing provided on site at One Oak, and that the development is
seeking to provide excess parking above what is permitted. | would expect that a building that is
at the very center of the city and region’s transit infrastructure would provide parking BELOW
the permitted number rather than above, and providing more parking seems to be an unnecessary
and strong impact on the surrounding streets as well as greenhouse gas emissions.

“l am excited to see larger developments coming to San Francisco, and would love to see this
building well-integrated into the surrounding neighborhood, and supporting a dense, walkable
and transit- and bike-friendly environment.” (David Weinzimmer, Email, January 9, 2017
[1-Weinzimmer-1])

June 1, 2017 4101 One Oak Street Project
Case No. 2009.0159E Responses to Comments



4. Comments and Responses
J. Aesthetics

RESPONSE GE-2: GENERAL COMMENTS IN OPPOSITION TO OR
SUPPORT OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

A number of comments express support for, opposition to, or concern about the proposed project
(or particular aspects thereof) based on its merits. Comments may include suggestions for
modifying the proposed project, such as reducing project parking, including the required Below
Market Rate housing units on site, and including public restrooms.

These comments, in themselves, do not raise specific environmental issues about the adequacy or
accuracy of the EIR’s coverage of physical environmental impacts that require a response in this
Responses to Comments document under CEQA Guidelines Section15088.

However, to the extent that comments expressing support, opposition to, or concern about the
proposed project (or particular aspects thereof) may be based on concerns about impacts related
to the topics of Land Use and Land Use Planning, Transportation and Circulation, Wind, Shadow,
Population and Housing, Construction, Cumulative Effects, and Aesthetics, specific responses are
provided in the corresponding sections of this RTC document.

Although general comments in opposition to, or in support of, the proposed project (or particular
aspects thereof) do not raise specific issues concerning the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR’s
coverage of environmental impacts under CEQA, such comments, including recommendations
for modifications to the proposed project, may be considered and weighed by the decision-makers
as part of their decision to approve, modify, or disapprove the proposed project. This
consideration is carried out independent of the environmental review process.
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This chapter presents text changes for the One Oak Street Project Draft Environmental Impact
Report initiated by Planning Department staff. Some of these changes are revisions identified in
the responses in Chapter 3, Comments and Responses, and others are staff-initiated text changes
that add minor information or clarification related to the project and correct minor inconsistencies
and errors. The text revisions clarify, expand, or update the information presented in the Draft
EIR. The revised text does not provide new information that would result in any new significant
impact not already identified in the EIR or any substantial increase in the severity of an impact
identified in the EIR. In addition to the changes called out below, minor changes may be made to
the Final EIR to correct typographical errors and small inconsistencies.

Throughout the text and table revisions in this section, new text is underlined and deletions are
shown in strikethrough. Staff-initiated text changes are distinguished from changes called out in
the responses by an asterisk (*) in the left margin. EIR figures and tables included in this section
are marked with “(New)” or “(Revised)” before their title.

SUMMARY CHAPTER

The first complete paragraph on p. S.2 has been revised, as follows (new text is underlined):

An optional scheme that would relocate the existing Muni elevator north into the
proposed Oak Plaza is also being studied in this EIR as a variant to the proposed project.
This variant would not include the proposed contraflow fire lane. Since publication of

the Draft EIR, the project sponsor has indicated that this variant is now the preferred
project. Additionally, in its selection of the variant as the preferred project, the project
sponsor has provided updated details and design refinements for Oak Plaza, in

conformity with the Better Streets Plan and in response to input from the Department of
Public Works.

In Table S.1: Summary of Impacts of Proposed Project Identified in the EIR, several changes
have been made to the Improvement Measures listed for Impact TR-5 on pp. S.7-S.9 (new text is
underlined and deletions are shown in strikethreugh). The revisions are shown on pp. 5.2-5.4.

In Table S.2, Summary of Significant Impacts of Proposed Project Identified in the Initial Study,
Mitigation Measure M-CP-2: Archaeological Testing, Monitoring, Data Recovery, and
Reporting, on pp. S.17-S.22, has been replaced with an updated measure (new text is underlined
and deletions are shown in strikethrough). The revisions are shown on RTC pp. 5.6-5.17.
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(Revised) Table S.1: Summary of Impacts of Proposed Project Identified in the EIR [Excerpt]

Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than

Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; N

A = Not Applicable

Transportation and Circulation [Excerpt]

TR-5: The loading demand for
the proposed project or its variant
would be accommodated within
the proposed on-site loading
facilities, and would not create
potentially hazardous conditions
or significant delays for traffic,
transit, bicyclists, or pedestrians.

LTS

Improvement Measure I-TR-BB: Loading Operations Plan

As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations,
including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles on Oak and Market
streets, the project sponsor could prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan
for review and approval by the Planning Department and the SFMTA prior to receiving the
final certificate of occupancy. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan could be
periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the Planning Department, and the SFMTA and
revised as necessary and if-feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or
circulation conditions.

The Loading Operations Plan would include a set of guidelines related to the operation of
the Oak Street driveways into the loading facilityies, and large truck curbside access
guidelines, and would specify driveway attendant responsibilities to ensure that truck
queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project loading/unloading activities and

NA
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Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos do not occur. Elements of the Loading Operations
Plan may include the following:

e Commercial loading for the project should be accommodated on-site and; within

planned on-street commercial loading spaces aleng-Market-Street-and-on-street
freight-loading/drop-off-spaces on Oak Street. Loading activities should comply

with all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions.

e Double parking or any form of illegal parking or loading should not be permitted
on Oak or Market streets. Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers,
building management should ensure that no project-related loading activities
occur within the Oak Street pedestrian plaza, or within the Market Street bicycle
lanes, or upon any sidewalk, or within any travel lane on either Market, Franklin,
or Oak streets.

. Buﬂdlng management should direct reS|dents to schedule aII move- |n and move-

management.

e All move-in and move-out activities for both the proposed project and the
adjacent 1546-1554 Market Street residential project should be coordinated with
building management for each project. For move-in and move-out activities that
would require loading vehicles larger than 40 feet in length, H-necessary; building
management should request a reserved curbside permit for Oak Street from the
SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out activities.*

e Reserved curb permits along Oak Street should be available throughout the day,
with the exception of the morning and evening peak periods on weekdays, or 60
minutes following the end of any scheduled events at any adjacent land uses on
the project block of Oak Street or at the proposed pedestrian plaza, whichever is
later, to avoid conflicts with commercial and passenger loading needs for adjacent
land uses and the proposed pedestrian plaza. Weekend hours should not be

! Information on SFMTA temporary signage permit process available online at https://www.sfmta.com/services/streets-sidewalks/temporary-signage
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Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than

Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; N

A = Not Applicable

restricted, with the exceptions that if events are planned on weekend days at
adjacent land uses on the project block or within the pedestrian plaza, reserved
curb permits should be granted for 60 minutes following the end of any scheduled
events at any adjacent land uses on the project block of Oak Street or at the
proposed pedestrian plaza.

The granted hours of reserved curbside permits should not conflict with posted
street sweeping schedules.

Building management should implement policies which prohibit any project-
related loading operations, including passenger loading, residential deliveries,
retail deliveries, and move-in and move-out activities, from occurring within the
existing commercial loading zone on Market Street. To achieve this, building
management should be instructed to proactively direct residents and retail tenants
to utilize the on-site loading spaces and the Oak Street loading zones. In addition
building management should include within its leases, vendor contracts, and
governing documents (i.e., CC&Rs and Rules & Regulations), written

occurring within the existing commercial loading zone on Market Street. These
move-out activities, and passenger pick-up and drop-off activities.

The HOA should make commercially reasonable efforts to request of the service
provider that all trash, recycling and compost pick-up activity should be scheduled
to occur only during non-AM and PM peak hours (9 am to 3:30 pm and 6 pm to
7 am).

Trash bins, dumpsters and all other containers related to refuse collection should
remain in the building at street level until the arrival of the collection truck.
Refuse should be collected from the building via Oak Market-Street, and bins
should be returned into the building. At no point should trash bins, empty or
loaded, be left on Market-Street-or Oak Street on the sidewalk, roadway, or
proposed pedestrian plaza.
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Table S.2: Summary of Significant Impacts of Proposed Project Identified in the Initial Study [Excerpt]

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; N

A = Not Applicable

Cultural and Paleontological Resources [Excerpt]

CP-2: Construction activities for the
proposed project could cause a
substantial adverse change in the
significance of archaeological resources
and human remains, if such resources
are present within the project site.

S

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2: Archaeological Testing, Monitoring, Data
Recovery, and Reporting.

LTSM
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Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; N

A = Not Applicable
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Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; N

A = Not Applicable
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Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; N

A = Not Applicable
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Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; NA = Not Applicable
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Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Impact before Mitigation and Improvement Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; NA = Not Applicable

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present
within the project site, the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any
potentially significant adverse effect from the proposed project on buried or
submerged historical resources. The project sponsor shall retain the services of an
archaeological consultant from the rotational Department Qualified Archaeological
Consultants List (QACL) maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist. The
project sponsor shall contact the Department archeologist to obtain the names and
contact information for the next three archeological consultants on the QACL. The
archeological consultant shall undertake an archeological testing program as specified
herein. In addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct an archeological
monitoring and/or data recovery program if required pursuant to this measure. The
archeological consultant’s work shall be conducted in accordance with this measure and
with the requirements of the project archeological research design and treatment plan
(WSA Final Archaeological Research Design Treatment Plan for the 1510-1540

June 1, 2017 One Oak Street Project
Case No. 2009.0159E 5.10 Responses to Comments




5. DEIR Revisions

Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; N

A = Not Applicable

Market Street Project, February 2012) at the direction of the Environmental Review
Officer (ERQ). In instances of inconsistency between the requirement of the project
archeological research design and treatment plan and of this archeological mitigation
measure, the requirements of this archeological mitigation measure shall prevail.

All plans and reports prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted
first and directly to the ERO for review and comment, and shall be considered draft
reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring
and/or data recovery programs required by this measure could suspend construction of
the project for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the
suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if such a suspension
is the only feasible means to reduce to a less than significant level potential effects on a
significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a) and
(c).

Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an archeological site*
associated with descendant Native Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other
descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted. The representative of the
investigations of the site and to offer recommendations to the ERO regarding
appropriate archeological treatment of the site, of recovered data from the site, and, if
applicable, any interpretative treatment of the associated archeological site. A copy
of the Final Archaeological Resources Report shall be provided to the representative
of the descendant group.

4 By the term “archeological site” is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of burial.
5 An “appropriate representative” of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any individual listed in the current Native

American Contact List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the California Native American Heritage Commission and in the case of the

Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of America. An appropriate representative of other descendant groups should be determined in consultation

with the Department archeologist.
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Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; N

A = Not Applicable

Archeological Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare and
submit to the ERO for review and approval an archeological testing plan (ATP). The

archeological testing program shall be conducted in accordance with the approved
ATP. The ATP shall identify the propert es of the expected archeological
resource(s) that potentially could be adversely affected by the proposed project, the

the archeological testing program will be to determine to the extent possible the
presence or absence of archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate whether
any archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes an historical resource
under CEQA.

At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant
shall submit a written report of the findings to the ERO. If based on the
archeological testing program the archeological consultant finds that significant
archeological resources may be present, the ERO in consultation with the
archeological consultant shall determine if additional measures are warranted.
Additional measures that may be undertaken include additional archeological testing,
ERO or the Planning Department archeologist. If the ERO determines that a
significant archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely
affected by the proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either:

A The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to avoid any adverse
effect on the significant archeological resource; or

B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO
determines that the archeological resource is of greater interpretive than
research significance and that interpretive use of the resource is feasible.

Archeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO in consultation with the archeological
consultant determines that an archeological monitoring program shall be implemented
the archeological monitoring program shall minimally include the following provisions:
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Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; N

A = Not Applicable

The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult
on the scope of the AMP reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing
activities commencing. The EROQ in consultation with the archeological
monitored. In most cases, any soils- disturbing activities, such as demolition,
driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require
archeological monitoring because of the risk these activities pose to potential
archaeological resources and to their depositional context;

The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the
alert for evidence of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to

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

The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a
schedule agreed upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO until the
ERO has, in consultation with project archeological consultant, determined that
deposits;

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

If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities in
the vicinity of the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be
empowered to temporarily redirect demolition/excavation/pile
driving/construction activities and equipment until the deposit is evaluated. If
in the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological
monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity may affect an

appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation with the
ERO. The archeological consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the
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Impact

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; N

A = Not Applicable

encountered archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall make a
reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the

encountered archeological deposit, and present the findings of this assessment
to the ERO.

Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the archeological

consultant shall submit a written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the
ERO.

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

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements:

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

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

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

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation and Improvement Measures

Level of
Significance
after
Mitigation

Legend: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with mitigation; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable with mitigation; N

A = Not Applicable

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

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

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

e Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the
curation of any recovered data having potential research value, identification

of appropriate curation facilities, and a summary of the accession policies of
the curation facilities.

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of
human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during
any soils disturbing activity shall comply with applicable State and Federal laws. This

shall include immediate notification of the Coroner of the City and County of San
Francisco and in the event of the Coroner’s determination that the human remains are

Native American remains, notification of the California State Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD

(Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, ERO
and MLD shall have up to but not beyond six days of discovery to make all reasonable

efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of human remains and associated or
unassociated funerary objects with appropriate dignity (CEQA Guidelines. Sec.

15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the appropriate excavation

removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. Nothing in existing
ERO to accept recommendations of an MLD. The archeological consultant shall retain
possession of any Native American human remains and associated or unassociated
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A = Not Applicable

burial objects until completion of any scientific analyses of the human remains or
objects as specified in the treatment agreement if such as agreement has been made or
otherwise, as determined by the archeological consultant and the ERO.

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

resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report.

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows:
California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall

receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR
to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall
receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of
the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523
series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public
interest in or the high interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a
different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.
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Also in Table S.2, the following change has been made to item 2 in “A. Engine Requirements” in
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality, on p. S.27 (new text is underlined):

2. Where access to alternative sources of power are reasonably available, portable diesel
engines shall be prohibited.

On p. S.31, the third sentence of the paragraph under “No Project Alternative” has been revised,
as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

The existing 36-ear surface parking lot accommodating 47 vehicles at the central portion
of the project site would also remain in place.

The following revisions have been made to the Parking and Loading information shown in
Table S.3: Comparison of Characteristics and Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project to the
Alternatives, p. S.32 (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

(Revised) Table S.3: Comparison of Characteristics and Significant Impacts of the
Proposed Project to the Alternatives [Excerpt]

Alternative A: No
Proposed Project Project
(Existing Conditions)

Alternative B: Podium-
only

Parking and Loading

Surface Parking Spaces (Vehicles) | None 3047 None
Residential Spaces 155-136 None 59
Carshare Spaces 2 None 2
Off-Street Truck Loading Spaces 1 None 1
Service Vehicle Loading Spaces 2 None 2

On p. S.34, the following change has been made to the fifth complete sentence of the paragraph at
the top of the page (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

The alternative would provide fewer residential parking spaces than the proposed project
(59 as compared to 455 136 spaces).

On p. S.34, the following change has been made to the last sentence of the next-to-last paragraph
(new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

As with the proposed project or its variant, this alternative would have less-than
significant project-level and cumulative-level wind and shadow impacts, but its effects
would be reduced and, unlike the proposed project or its variant, it would not cast shadow
on Patricia’s Green; or Page and Laguna Mini Park-erleoshland-Park during the times of
day covered under Planning Code Section 295.

CHAPTER 1, INTRODUCTION

The following text change has been made to the second paragraph on p. 1.1 (new text is
underlined):

June 1, 2017 One Oak Street Project
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An optional scheme that would relocate the existing Muni elevator north into the
proposed Oak Plaza is also being studied in this EIR as a variant to the proposed project.
This variant would not include the proposed contraflow fire lane. Since publication of
the Draft EIR, the project sponsor has indicated that this variant is now the preferred
project.

The last two paragraphs on p. 1.4 have been revised, as follows (new text is underlined and

deletions are shown in strikethrough):

On February 26, 2009, a previous project sponsor submitted an Environmental

Evaluation Application to the Planning Department for a-previeus-proposal-within the
project site {thenthe 15101540 Market Street-Project™), and subsequently revised the

Environmental Evaluation Application on August 27, 2012. The previous project (a 37-
story, 435-foot-tall, 258-unit residential tower with ground-floor retail and 69 parking

spaces in two basement levels) occupied Lots 2, 3, 4, and 5 but did not include the
easternmost lot on the block (Lot 1) within the project site. The Planning Department
published a Notice of Preparation for the previous iteration of the project on October 10,

2012. That proposal prejeet did not advance and the project was subsequently revised, as
described below.

The current project sponsor, One Oak Owner, LLC, has submitted a+revised

Environmental-Evaluation-Application updated information to the Planning Department
for the currently proposed project under the same Planning Department Case Number as

that assigned to the previeusly-proposed previous iteration of the project (Case No.

2009.0159E). The current proposal includes Lot 1 in the project site. For the sake of
clarity, a Notice of Preparation was published for the current proposal, which
mcorgorated mformatlon from the eror NOP for the 5|te and descrlbed the revisions to

On p. 1.5, the third sentence of the paragraph after the bulleted list has been revised, as follows
(new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

The number of residential parking spaces would be reduced from 160 spaces as
previously proposed to 455 136 spaces.

CHAPTER 2, PROJECT DESCRIPTION

As discussed in RTC Section 2, Revisions and Clarifications to the DEIR Project Description,
since publication of the Draft EIR the project sponsor has initiated revisions to the proposed
project as described in DEIR Chapter 2, Project Description. The corresponding revisions to the
text, tables, and figures in DEIR Chapter 2 are shown below.

The first three paragraphs on p. 2.1 have been revised, as follows (new text is underlined and

deletions are shown in strikethrough):
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The proposed One Oak Street Project consists of the demolition of all existing struetures
features on the project site at 1500-1540 Market Street, including removal of a valet-

operated surface parking lot accommodating 47 vehicles, and the construction of a new
310-unit, 40-story residential tower (400 feet tall, plus a 20-foot-tall parapet, and a 26-

foot-tall elevator penthouse (measured from the 400-foot roof level) with ground-floor
commercial space, one off-street loading space, and a subsurface parking garage for
residents. Bicycle parking would be provided for residents on the second-floor
mezzanine and for visitors in bicycle racks on adjacent sidewalks. The proposed project
would also include the following: construction of a public plaza and shared street (where
slow-moving vehicles and pedestrians may share a roadway) within the Oak Street right-
of-way; construction of several wind canopies within the proposed plaza and one wind
canopy within the sidewalk at the northeast corner of Market Street and Polk Street to
reduce pedestrian-level winds; relocation of the existing Van Ness Muni station elevator
entrance from the eastern end of the project site to the ground floor of the existing One
South Van Ness building at the southeast corner of South Van Ness Avenue and Market
Street, approximately 170 feet from its current location, with two elevators provided at
the new location compared to one existing; and creation of a southbound contraflow fire
lane exclusively for emergency vehicles along the east side of Franklin Street between
Market Street and Oak Street that would shift the three existing northbound travel lanes
on Franklin Street to the west.

An optional scheme that would relecate retain the existing Muni elevator in its current
location or relocate it 20 feet north into the proposed Oak Plaza is also being studied in
this EIR as a variant to the proposed project. This variant would not include the proposed

contraflow fire lane. Since publication of the Draft EIR, the project sponsor has indicated
that it has selected this variant as the preferred project.

The proposed project would necessitate approval of legislative text and map amendments
to shift the existing Height and Bulk District 120/400-R-2 designation at the eastern end
of the project site (Assessor Block 0836/01) to the western end portion of the project site
(Assessor Block 0836/05).

* The following changes are made to the second bulleted item in the list under “B. Project
Sponsor’s Objectives” on pp. 2.1-2.2 (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in
strikethrough):

The project sponsor seeks to achieve the following objectives by undertaking the One
Oak Street Project:

e toincrease the City’s supply of housing in an area designated for higher density due
to its proximity to downtown and accessibility to local and regional transit.

e to create a welcoming public plaza and shared street that calms vehicular traffic, and
encourages pedestrian activity, consistent with the City’s Better Streets Plan;-and
celebrates-the cutturalarts.

e to permit a more gracious and engaging street-level experience for pedestrians, transit
users, and future residents.

The second paragraph under “Building Site” on p. 2.5 has been revised, as follows (new text is
underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

June 1, 2017 One Oak Street Project
Case No. 2009.0159E 5.19 Responses to Comments



5. DEIR Revisions

The easternmost portion of the building site, 1500 Market Street (Lot 1), is currently
occupied by an existing three-story, 2,750-sq.-ft. commercial building, built in 1980.
This building is partially occupied by a convenience retail use (“All Star Café”) on the
ground floor and offices on the upper floors. The building also contains an elevator
entrance to the Muni Van Ness station that opens onto Van Ness Avenue. Immediately
west of the 1500 Market Street building is an existing 30-ear valet-operated surface
parking lot accommodating 47 vehicles (on Lots 2, 3, and 4). The parking lot is fenced
along its Market Street and Oak Street frontages and is entered from Oak Street. The
westernmost portion of the building site at 1540 Market Street (Lot 5) is occupied by a
four-story, 48,225-sq.-ft. commercial office building, built in 1920. As of 2016, this

building is eurrently partially occupied.

Table 2.1: Summary of Proposed Project Uses, p. 2.7, the following change has been made to the
number of spaces shown for the Resident Parking Garage, under Parking, Loading and Bicycle
Spaces (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

(Revised) Table 2.1: Summary of Proposed Project Uses [Excerpt]
PARKING, LOADING, AND BICYCLE SPACES

Resident Parking Garage 455 136 spaces
Carshare 2 spaces
Truck Loading 1 space
Service Vehicle Loading Spaces 2 spaces
Bicycle Spaces 370 spaces
Class 1° 310 spaces
Class 2 60 spaces

[Note b in Table 2.1]

b. Class 1 Bicycle Parking Spaces are “Facilities which protect the entire bicycle, its components and accessories
against theft and inclement weather, including wind-driven rain (Planning Code Section 155.1(a)). Class 1 bicycle
parking would be provided in the building interior. Class 2 bicycle parking would be provided on racks along the
building’s Oak Street frontage subject to MTA approval.

Figure 2.3: Proposed Ground Floor Plan, on p. 2.8, has been revised to change the label for
“Loading and Bike Corridor” to “Bike and Service Corridor.” The revised figure is shown on the
following page.

On p. 2.12, the following change has been made to the second sentence of the first complete
paragraph (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

The proposed publicly accessible open space area at the ground level of the building site
{Lots-1-5) and a portion of the proposed Oak Plaza within the Oak Street right-of-way
has have been designed to satisfy the requirements for common open space for building
residents under Planning Code Sections 135, 138, and 249.33.

On p. 2.20, the following revisions have been made to the first paragraph under “Parking Garage”
(new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

June 1, 2017 One Oak Street Project
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The entrance to the proposed 60,090-gsf subsurface parking garage would be located at
the northwest corner of the project site (see Figure 2.3 on p. 2.8). Vehicles would access
the garage from westbound Oak Street, and vehicles exiting the garage would travel
westbound on Oak Street toward Franklin Street. The proposed parking garage would
contain 455 136 accessory parking spaces for building residents in a three-level below-
grade garage accessed by two car elevators (see Figure 2.13: Proposed Basement
Garage Plan, Level B1). All of the 455 136 vehicle parking spaces are accessed through
the use of valet.

The following change has been made to the last sentence of the second paragraph under “Parking
Garage” on p. 2.20 (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

Two carshare spaces would be provided for residents and the general public within 800
feet of the building site in at the 110 Franklin Street parking lot.

The following change has been made to the third sentence under “Bicycle Parking” on p. 2.20
(new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

Residents would also have the option of taking their bicycles to the bicycle storage room
via the-freightHoading an entrance on Market Street (southwest corner of the project site),
along a service corridor, through a vehicle queuing area in the garage, and into a
designated valet room.

The paragraph under “Loading” on p. 2.20, continuing on p. 2.22, has been revised, as follows
(new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethreugh):

The proposed project would include one on-site truck loading space e within the ground
floor and two on-site service vehicle loading spaces within the first below-grade level of
the project garage. The on-site truck loading space would be accessed from Oak Street,
and would be 13 feet wide by 45 35 feet in length, with a 12-foot vertical clearance (see
Figure 2.13 on p. 2.21), and would be used for move-ins and large deliveries for both
residential and retail uses. Fhese The two on-site service vehicle loading spaces located
within the first below-grade level of the garage would be used for smaller move-ins and
deliveries, and would primariy-te accommodate vehicles serving the building (e.g.,
utility repalr) MW%WH%@MM&W@GS%%

. The on-site service vehicle loading spaces
would be 8 feet wide by 20 feet in length, with a 12-foot vertical clearance. Valet
operators would access these two spaces via the car elevator.

The discussion of loading in the first full paragraph on p. 2.22 has been revised, as shown below,
to remove the reference to the existing Market Street loading zone (new text is underlined and
deletions are shown in strikethrough). This loading zone is within the public right-of-way and
therefore under the jurisdiction of the SFMTA. However, in response to public concern, use of
this existing on-street loading zone would be actively discouraged under the proposed project and
variant. (See also Response TR-5: Bicycle Impacts, on RTC pp. 4.30-4.34, which calls for text
changes to Transportation Improvement Measures in order to discourage the use of the existing
Market Street loading zone.)
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Small package deliveries would use either the proposed on-street passenger
loading/unloading zone area near the proposed project’s residential lobby entrance doors
along the south side of Oak Street, of the planned on-street commercial loading zone on
the south side of Oak Street directly west of the project site (i.e., the planned commercial
loading zone for the adjacent approved 1546-1564 Market Street project), or the on-site

truck loading bay in the garage. Such deliveries would be stored in the package storage
room immediately adjacent to the valet office. Residents would pick up stored packages
from the front desk attendant who would have direct access to the package storage room.

a¥a ommae ataTalTaTala on-N\/
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Freight deliveries would reach the upper floors via one of the four elevators accessible

from the following locations: from beth the on-site truck loading space through a corridor
just south of the truck loading space accessed by an overhead door; from the on-street
loading zone on the south side of Oak Street through the garage area into a service
corridor directly east of the car elevators; and from the on-site service vehicle loading
spaces through the first level basement parking area. All on-street and on-site freight
loading and deliveries would be accessed via Oak Street and the service corridor at the
southwestern corner of the building site to bring deliveries from the on-site loading zone
to the retail spaces. The existing on-street loading zone on Market Street would not be
used as part of the proposed project and, furthermore, the project sponsor has agreed to
implement measures to prohibit all project-related retail and residential loading
operations for passengers, move-ins or deliveries from occurring in the existing Market
Street commercial loading zone.

* The following text change has been made to the two paragraphs under “Project Variant” on
p. 2.30 (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

An optional scheme, the Muni Station Elevator and Emergency Access Variant (project

variant), is also studied in this EIR. Since publication of the DEIR, the project sponsor

has indicated that it has selected this variant as the preferred project. The project variant
is substantially the same as the proposed project with respect to building form and

dimensions, land use character and residential and commercial program, ground-level
plans (i.e., pedestrian access, vehicular access, loading), second floor plans (i.e., bicycle
parking), and below-grade level plans (vehicle parking, service vehicle loading), as
described above.

However, two aspects of the project variant differ from the proposed project: re-cladding
and/or relocation of the existing Muni VVan Ness station elevator at in Oak Plaza rather
than relocation to the One South Van Ness building, and no provision of a Franklin Street
contraflow fire lane. These variations, described below, are analyzed at a sufficient level
of detail in this EIR so that either or both would be available for selection by the
decision-makers and/or project sponsor as part of a project approval action. In all other
respects the features of the project variant would be substantially the same as those of the
proposed project.

* The second sentence of the paragraph under “Onsite Muni Van Ness Station Elevator” on p. 2.30
has been revised as follows to delete the reference to Figure 2.17: Project Variant, Basement Plan,

June 1, 2017 One Oak Street Project
Case No. 2009.0159E 5.23 Responses to Comments



5. DEIR Revisions

(deletions are shown in strikethreugh), and Figure 2.17, on p. 2.31, has been deleted. Since the
elevator under the revised variant remains in its existing location, this figure is no longer
necessary to show a new connection between the elevator and the Muni station.

The single elevator would remain within Lot 1 and would be located in Oak Plaza at ef

near the existing Muni station elevator {see-Figure 2. 17— Project\ariant-Basement
Plan).

The following new text has been added after the last paragraph on p. 2.30 (new text is
underlined). This change also introduces two new figures that have been added to Chapter 2:
Figure 2.17: Revised Oak Plaza, Plan, and new Figure 2.18: Revised Oak Plaza, Rendering.

Design Refinements for Oak Plaza

In its selection of the variant as the preferred project, the project sponsor has provided
updated details and design refinements for Oak Plaza, in conformity with the Better
Streets Plan and in response to input from the Department of Public Works. See new
Figure 2.17: Revised Oak Plaza, Plan, and new Figure 2.18: Revised Oak Plaza,
Rendering, shown on the following pages. Revised features for Oak Plaza under the
preferred project are described below.

North Sidewalk

As described for both the proposed project and variant in the DEIR, the north sidewalk
was to be 15 feet wide, as under existing conditions. Under the preferred project, the
north sidewalk would be widened by 5.5 feet to accommodate a zone for street trees,
seating, and lighting along the curb line.

Shared Street

As described for both the proposed project and variant in the DEIR, the Oak Street
roadway for the shared public way, or shared street, would be 14 feet wide, with an
additional 6 feet of horizontal clearance to provide for emergency access. Under the
preferred project, the shared street would be 20 feet wide extending westward from the
Van Ness Avenue curb line by about 180 feet, at which point it would widen further to
accommodate a new universal accessible passenger loading aisle with a curb ramp
fronting the residential lobby entrance on the south side of Oak Street. Vehicles entering
Oak Street would turn right from southbound Van Ness Avenue onto a tabled crosswalk
ramping up 6 inches, flush with the Van Ness Avenue sidewalk, then ramp back down 4
inches onto the shared street. Vehicles would continue westbound along the shared street
for approximately 202 feet, at which point they would ramp down 2 inches to the existing
Oak Street roadway at the western edge of the project site. As described for the proposed
project and variant, the entire shared street would be raised 2 inches above street level,
while the pedestrian-only plaza would be raised another 4 inches from the shared street,
distinguished by a 4-inch curb. Both the pedestrian plaza and the shared street would be
distinguished by a distinctive paving pattern, with existing asphalt paving remaining
along the vehicle-only Oak Street roadway to the west.
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At the west end of the shared street, new pavement striping and a curb ramp would be
provided to convert the easternmost existing diagonal parking space fronting 50 Oak
Street into a universal accessible passenger loading aisle.

Pedestrian Plaza

Under the preferred project, the south sidewalk along Oak Street would be widened from
15 feet to 27.5 feet. The widened sidewalk, together with the publicly accessible, private
open space provided at the east end of the building site, would combine to form a
pedestrian plaza along the east and north sides of the proposed building. The central
plaza area could accommodate flexible uses such as performances by members of
neighboring cultural institutions, farmers markets, and other events. The plaza areas
would be furnished with custom precast concrete planters with small ornamental trees
and plants. The planters would also serve as seating for pedestrians. The proposed plaza
would be managed by a non-profit stewardship entity specifically organized for plaza
management, and the maintenance and operating expenses would be funded by a
Community Facilities District.

Revised Oak Plaza Wind Canopy Design

The design of the Oak Plaza wind canopies has been revised under the preferred project.
The revised canopies under the preferred project would consist of three freestanding
pergola-like structures comprised of perforated metal blades, each forming a broad, wing-
like “V,” suspended along a central spine supported by vertical columns. In plan view,
the blade coverage would be up to 75 percent porous, including the spaces between the
blades. Two of the canopies would generally follow the curve of the tower base, while
the third canopy would have an opposing converse curvature, rising in height from 18
feet above the Oak Street lobby entrance to 30 feet at the Market Street property line.

Passenger Loading

As described for the proposed project and variant in the DEIR, a 60-foot-long passenger
loading zone would be provided along the south side of the proposed Oak Street near the
One Oak Street lobby entrance to accommodate three vehicles. Under the preferred
project, to maximize sidewalk space for pedestrians, the passenger loading zone would be
reduced to 22 feet in length to accommodate one vehicle on the south side of the
proposed Oak Street shared public way near the One Oak residential lobby entrance.

Retail Kiosks

The revised project would include four retail kiosks as part of the street furniture of the

proposed Oak Plaza. The kiosks would be located along the southern facade of the 25
Van Ness Avenue building (the existing building along the north side of the proposed

Oak Plaza across from the project site). The kiosks would occupy four of the existin

seven recessed archways, occupying the recessed area within the archways and extending
3 to 4 feet into the immediately adjacent proposed plaza. The kiosks would be
approximately 9-11 feet in height. They would not be attached to the 25 Van Ness
building, but would be anchored to the sidewalk. They may receive electrical power and
water through either the sidewalk or the basement of the 25 VVan Ness building.

The fourth sentence of the second paragraph under “Construction Phasing and Duration” on
p. 2.32 has been revised, as follows (new text is underlined):
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If relocating the elevator to One South VVan Ness Avenue is not feasible, under the Onsite
Muni Van Ness Station Elevator Variant, construction or re-cladding of the onsite Muni
elevator would require a period of about two to four months, which would occur
concurrently with base building construction.

The sentence under “Project Approvals” on p. 2.33 has been revised, as follows (new text is
underlined):

The project as currently proposed requires approvals, including the following, which may
be reviewed in conjunction with the project’s requisite environmental review, but may
not be granted until such required environmental review is completed.

The first bulleted item in the list of approvals by the Planning Commission on p. 2.34 has been
revised as follows (new text is underlined):

o [Initiation Hearing of the San Francisco General Plan (General Plan) amendment to
revise Map 3 of the Market and Octavia Area Plan and Map 5 of the Downtown Area

Plan and amendment to Height and Bulk Map HTQ7 to shift the Height and Bulk
District 120/400-R-2 designation from Lot 1 to Lot 5 on Assessor’s Block 0836 and

reclassify Lot 1 on Assessor’s Block 0836 to 120-R-2.

The following bulleted item has been added to the list of approvals by the Planning Commission
on p. 2.34 (new text is underlined):

o Approval of a conditional use authorization for parking exceeding principally
permitted amounts pursuant to Planning Code Section 151.1 and 303.

The following bulleted item has been added to the list of approvals by Zoning Administrator on
p. 2.34 (new text is underlined):

o Approval of an elevator penthouse height exemption under Planning Code Section
260(b)(1)(B).

The bulleted items in the list of approvals by the Board of Supervisors on p. 2.35 have been
revised as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

e Approval of a General Plan amendment to revise Map 3 of the Market and Octavia Area
Plan and Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan to shift the Height and Bulk District
120/400-R-2 designation from Lot 001 to Lot 005 on Assessor’s Block 0836 and
reclassify Lot 001 on Assessor’s Block 0836 to 120-R-2.

o If required, aAdoption of the proposed Oak Plaza into the City’s Plaza Program, pursuant
to SF Administrative Code Section 94.3.

o If required, aApproval of a Street Plaza-Encroachment Permit Application for
improvements (including retail Kiosks) within the proposed Oak Plaza and wind canopies

streets).
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* In the bulleted items in the list of approvals by the Department of Public Works on p. 2.35, the
second item has been deleted and the third and ninth items have been revised, as follows (new
text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

o ApprovalefaMajerEncroachmentPermit
e If required, aApproval of a Street Plaza Encroachment Permit.
e Street Encroachment Permit, to be approved by the Director of Public Works, and by the

Board of Supervisors if required by the Director, for awind canopyies in the public right
of way te-be-located-at (at Oak Plaza and at the corner of Market and Polk streets) and for

improvements (including retail kiosks) within the proposed Oak Plaza.

* The first bulleted item on p. 2.36, part of the list of approvals by the Municipal Transportation
Agency, has been revised, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in
strikethrough):

e Approval by SEFMTA of (1) the replacement and relocation of the existing Muni Metro
elevator by-SFMTA to {&) a new location at or north of the existing location adjacent to

the plaza, (2) re-cladding of the existing Muni Metro elevator, or (2 3) a new location
within the footprint of the One South Van Ness building.

* The following bulleted item has been added to the end of the list of approvals by the SFMTA on
p. 2.36 (new text is underlined):

e Approval of the passenger loading (white) zone on the south side of the proposed Oak
Street shared street pursuant to the SFMTA Color Curb program.

* The second bulleted item under “Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART)”on p. 2.36, part of the list of
approvals, has been revised, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in
strikethrough):

o Approval of (1) the replacement and relocation of the existing Muni Metro elevator to (&)
a new location at or north of the existing location adjacent to the plaza, (2) re-cladding of

the existing Muni Metro elevator, or (2 3) a new location within the footprint of the One
South Van Ness building.

* The following approval has been added after the TASC approval on p. 2.36 (new text is
underlined):

Department of Public Health

o Approval of project compliance with San Francisco Health Code Article 22A (the
Maher Ordinance).
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SECTION 4.C, TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

The following revision has been made to the third sentence of the last paragraph on p. 4.C.1 (new
text is underlined):

Immediately west of the 1500 Market Street building is an existing 36-car surface
parking lot accommodating 47 vehicles.

A new sentence has been added to Note “c” in Table 4.C.8: Off-Street Public Parking Supply and
Utilization — Weekday Midday and Evening Conditions, on p. 4.C.25, as follows (new text is
underlined):

(Revised) Table 4.C.8: Off-Street Public Parking Supply and Utilization — Weekday Midday
and Evening Conditions [Excerpt]

Notes:

& Midday period between 1 and 3 PM, and evening period between 7 and 9 PM.

b Facilities close at 7 PM.

¢ Parking occupancy of more than 100 percent indicates that more vehicles than the striped humber of
self-park spaces were observed, and generally represent valet operations at the facility. The maximum

number of vehicles that could be accommodated within the surface parking lot on the project site is 47
vehicles.

The first sentence of the first complete paragraph on p. 4.C.31 has been revised, as follows (new
text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

The proposed project would also include construction of a three-level, subsurface parking
garage with 455 136 vehicle parking spaces.

The fourth paragraph on p. 4.C.31 has been revised, as follows (new text is underlined and

deletions are shown in strikethrough):

The proposed project would include one truck loading space on the ground floor and two
service vehicle spaces within the first below-grade level of the project garage. The truck
loading space would be accessed from Oak Street, and would be 13 feet wide by 45 35
feet in length, with a 12-foot vertical clearance, and would be used for move-ins and
large deliveries for both residential and retail uses. The two_on-site service vehicle
loading spaces would be provided within the first below-grade level of the parking
garage, and would be 8 feet wide and 20 feet long with a 12-foot vertical clearance. The
service vehicle spaces would be used for smaller move-ins and deliveries, and would
pﬁmamb,qe accommodate vehlcles servmg the bwldmg (e. g for ut|I|ty repalr)—tcatleetE

operators would access these two spaces via the car elevator.

The first complete paragraph on p. 4.C.32 has been deleted, as follows (deletions are shown in

strikethrough):
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The fourth sentence of the second paragraph under “Proposed Project Travel Demand” on
p. 4.C.38 has been revised, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in

strikethrough):
Immediately west of the 1500 Market Street building is an existing 36-ear surface
parking lot accommodating 47 vehicles.

The first two paragraphs on p. 4.C.56 have been revised, as follows (new text is underlined and

deletions are shown in strikethrough):

The new uses associated with the proposed project would generate about 28
delivery/service vehicle-trips to the project site per day, which corresponds to a demand
for two loading spaces during the peak hour of loading activities and one space during the
average hour of loading activities. The loading demand would be generally split between
the residential and restaurant uses, and would be accommodated on-site. In addition,

trucks serving the project site would be able to use the existing-en-streetrecessed
commerciaHoading-bay-on-Market Street-and-the planned on-street commercial loading
space to the west of the project site for the 1546-1554 Market Street building. The
existing commercial loading zone on Market Street would not be utilized as part of the
proposed project, as the on-site loading spaces and the planned on-street commercial
loading zone on Oak Street would be used to accommodate project loading demand. In
addition, the project sponsor has agreed to implement measures to prohibit all project-
related retail and residential loading operations from occurring within the existing on-
street commercial loading zone on Market Street.

As part of implementation of the Franklin Street fire lane, two on-street metered
commercial loading spaces on Franklin Street adjacent to the 20 Franklin Street building
would be removed. Trucks making deliveries to the residential and ground-floor retail
uses would need to use the existing recessed commercial loading bay zone on Market
Street directly east of the building. Because a physically separated contraflow fire lane
would be provided directly adjacent to the curb on the east side of Franklin Street, and
because of the high volume of vehicles on northbound Franklin Street throughout the day,
it is not anticipated that the removal of the on-street commercial loading spaces would
result in double-parking along Franklin Street. As noted in “Loading Conditions” on

p. 4.C.23, the existing on-street recessed commercial loading bay zone on Market Street
is about 130 feet in length, has a “No Standing Except Trucks with at Least 6 Wheels,

30 Minutes at All Times” restriction, and is able to accommodate about three trucks.

neea N N a¥a lhida Man aea O-tha ro N ala M da Nrole AL

The following revisions have been made to the paragraph under “Residential Move-In and Move-
Out Activities” on p. 4.C.56 (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

June 1, 2017 One Oak Street Project
Case No. 2009.0159E 531 Responses to Comments



5. DEIR Revisions

Residential move-in and move-out activities are anticipated to occur from the on-site
loading dock accessed at the northwest edge of the proposed prOJect fromtherecessed

Market%treet—and—the—elevater—eere)—and from the planned 40-foot- Iong commercral
loading and passenger loading/unloading zone on the south side of Oak Street in front of
the 1546-1564 Market Street site (access between the elevator core and Oak Street would
be via the garage entry/loading area). The project sponsor anticipates that move-in and
move-out activities would occur Monday through Friday, throughout the day, with the
exception of the morning and evening peak periods; on Saturdays between 11:00 AM and
7:00 PM and on Sundays between 8:00 AM and 3 4 00 PM Beeausemeve—mand—meve-

* The following revisions have been made to the paragraph under “Trash, Recycling, and Compost
Pick-up” on p. 4.C.57 (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

Trash, recycling, and compost for residential, retail, and restaurant uses would be stored
on-site within a trash/recycling/compost room on the ground floor, which would be
accessed via an-internal-corridor-to-Market Oak Street. Trash, recycling, and compost
chutes on each floor would lead into the ground-floor trash/recycllng/compost room. For

e#theprejeet—srteen—Marketétreet—and the trash collectlon company personnel Would
retrieve the trash containers by accessing the building frem-Market-Street-or from Oak
Street via the garage/loading area. The same protocol would be in place for the variant.

* The first complete paragraph on p. 4.C.58 and Improvement Measures I-TR-B through I-TR-D
that follow on pp. 4.C.58-4.C.59 have been revised, as follows (new text is underlined and

deletions are shown in strikethrough):

While the loading impacts of the proposed project or its variant would be less than
srgnrfrcant merewment—Measure—LIR—B—Rewsmn—eﬁmek—Restneﬂens—en

Mar—ket%treet—and Improvement Measure | TR DB: Loadlng Operatlons Plan
presented below, is are-identified to further reduce the [ proposed project’s or its variant’s
less-than-significant impacts related to loading. The Planning Commission may consider
adopting this these-improvement measures as a condition of project approval.
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Improvement Measure I-TR-BB: Loading Operations Plan

As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations,
including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles on Oak and Market
streets, the project sponsor could prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan
for review and approval by the Planning Department and the SFMTA prior to receiving
the final certificate of occupancy. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan could be
periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the Planning Department, and the SFMTA and
revised as necessary and #-feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or
circulation conditions.

The Loading Operations Plan would include a set of guidelines related to the operation of
the Oak Street driveways into the loading facilities, and large truck curbside access
guidelines, and would specify driveway attendant responsibilities to ensure that truck
queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project loading/unloading activities and
pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos do not occur. Elements of the Loading
Operations Plan may include the following:

o Commercial loading for the project should be accommodated on-site and; within

planned on-street commercial loading spaces along-Market-Street-and-on-street
freight-loading/drop-offspaces on Oak Street. Loading activities should comply with

all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions.

o Double parking or any form of illegal parking or loading should not be permitted on
Oak or Market streets. Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers, building
management should ensure that no project-related loading activities occur within the
Oak Street pedestrian plaza, or within the Market Street bicycle lanes, or upon any
sidewalk, or within any travel lane on either Market, Franklin, or Oak streets.

. Bwldmg management should dlrect residents to schedule all move- in and move-out

o All move-in and move-out activities for both the proposed project and the adjacent
1546-1554 Market Street residential project should be coordinated with building

management for each project. For move-in and move-out activities that would require

loading vehicles larger than 40 feet in length, H-recessary; building management
should request a reserved curbside permit for Oak Street from the SFMTA in advance

of move-in or move-out activities.®

e Reserved curb permits along Oak Street should be available throughout the day, with
the exception of the morning and evening peak periods on weekdays, or 60 minutes
following the end of any scheduled events at any adjacent land uses on the project
block of Oak Street or at the proposed pedestrian plaza, whichever is later, to avoid
conflicts with commercial and passenger loading needs for adjacent land uses and the
proposed pedestrian plaza. Weekend hours should not be restricted, with the
exceptions that if events are planned on weekend days at adjacent land uses on the
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project block or within the pedestrian plaza, reserved curb permits should be granted
for 60 minutes following the end of any scheduled events at any adjacent land uses
on the project block of Oak Street or at the proposed pedestrian plaza.

e The granted hours of reserved curbside permits should not conflict with posted street
sweeping schedules.

o Building management should implement policies which prohibit any project-related
loading operations, including passenger loading, residential deliveries, retail
deliveries, and move-in and move-out activities, from occurring within the existing
commercial loading zone on Market Street. To achieve this, building management
should be instructed to proactively direct residents and retail tenants to utilize the on-
site loading spaces and the Oak Street loading zones. In addition, building
management should include within its leases, vendor contracts, and governing
documents (i.e., CC&Rs and Rules & Regulations), written prohibitions against
project-related loading and unloading operations from occurring within the existing
commercial loading zone on Market Street. These operations include, but are not
limited to, residential deliveries, move-in and move-out activities, and passenger
pick-up and drop-off activities.

o The HOA should make commercially reasonable efforts to request of the service
provider that all trash, recycling and compost pick-up activity should be scheduled to
occur only during non-AM and PM peak hours (9 am to 3:30 pm and 6 pm to 7 am).

e Trash bins, dumpsters and all other containers related to refuse collection should
remain in the building at street level until the arrival of the collection truck. Refuse
should be collected from the building via Oak Market-Street, and bins should be
returned into the building. At no point should trash bins, empty or loaded, be left on
Market-Street-or Oak Street on the sidewalk, roadway, or proposed pedestrian plaza.

Implementation of Improvement Measures+-+R-B;-+-FR-Cand I-TR-BD would not
result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.

[Footnote 36 on EIR p. 4.C.59:]
3% Information on SFMTA temporary signage permit process available online at
https://www.sfmta.com/services/streets-sidewalks/temporary-signage

On p. 4.C.69, the first sentence of the first paragraph under “Project Parking” has been revised, as
follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

The proposed project would provide 455 136 vehicle parking spaces (including
six three ADA spaces) for the 310 residential units.

The third sentence of the second paragraph under “Off-Street Parking Requirements under the
Planning Code” on p. 4.C.70 has been revised, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions

are shown in strikethrough):

The proposed project or its variant would include 55 136 parking spaces, all of which
would be accessible via the valet operator.

The following revisions have been made to Table 4.C.19: Proposed Project New Parking Supply
and Demand, on p. 4.C.71 (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):
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(Revised) Table 4.C.19: Proposed Project New Parking Supply and Demand

Analysis Period/Land Use Supply Demand (Shortfall)/Surplus

Midday

Residential 155136 321 {166} (185)

Restaurant/Retail 0 13 (13)
Midday Total 155136 334 £79) (198)

Overnight

Residential 155 136 402 247 (266)

Sources: SF Guidelines 2002; LCW Consulting, 2016

The following revisions have been made to the second sentence of the paragraph under
“Overnight Demand” on p. 4.C.71 (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in
strikethrough):

During the overnight period, the 310 residential units would generate a parking demand

for about 402 spaces, which, compared to the proposed supply of 455 136 parking spaces,
would result in an unmet parking demand of 247 266 parking spaces.

The following revision has been made to the third sentence of the first paragraph on p. 4.C.72
(new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethreugh):

Overall, the proposed project or its variant would result in an unmet parking demand
during the midday of about 3798 198 parking spaces.

The third sentence of the first complete paragraph on p. 4.C.84 has been revised, as follows (new
text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

For example, the proposed project would eliminate an existing off-street parking facility
(30-parking-spaces accommodating 47 vehicles), while the approved 1546-1554 Market
Street Project would replace an existing auto repair shop and other commercial uses, and
both projects would provide limited on-site parking for the residential uses (455 136
spaces for the 310 residential units for the proposed project, and 28 spaces for the 109
residential units for the approved 1546-1554 Market Street Project), and no parking for
the commercial uses.

SECTION 4.D, WIND

Owing to a production error, some of the information presented in Table 4.D.2: Wind Comfort
Analysis Results, on pp. 4.D.10-4.D.11, and Table 4.D.3: Wind Hazard Analysis Results, on pp.
4.D.15-4.D.16, was cut off at the margins in the PDF of the One Oak Street Project Draft EIR on
the Environmental Planning Department’s website. The tables were printed correctly in the paper
copies of the EIR. However, for the reader’s convenience, Tables 4.D.2 and 4.D.3 are shown on
the following pages.
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Table 4.D.2: Wind Comfort Analysis Results
Existing Conditions Configuration Proposed Project Configuration Cumulative Configuration
Location Co_qurt Wind Speed Pel_’centage of Wind Speed Pe_rcentage of | Speed Qhange Wind Speed Pe_rcentage of | Speed Qhange Speed ?hange
Number Criterion exceedgd Time Wind Exceeds exceedgd Time Wind Rela}tlye to Exceeds exceedgd Time Wind Relqtlye to Relatl_ve to Exceeds
(mph) 10% of time Speed Exceeds 10% of time Speed Exceeds Existing 10% of time Speed Exceeds Existing Project
(mph) 11 mph (mph) 11 mph (mph) (mph) 11 mph (mph) (mph)

1 11 20 47% e 20 46% 0 e 19 42% -1 -1 e
2 11 16 31% e 16 31% 0 e 16 28% 0 0 e
4 11 17 36% e 17 36% 0 e 14 24% -3 -3 e
5 11 16 33% e 17 35% 1 e 15 29% -1 -2 e
6 11 14 23% e 18 41% 4 e 19 43% 5 1 e
7 11 9 4% 10 5% 1 10 8% 1 0
9 11 14 21% e 12 13% -2 e 11 11% -3 -1 e
10 11 10 6% 11 9% 1 9 6% -1 -2
11 11 8 3% 13 18% 5 p 16 32% 8 3 p
12 11 7 1% 14 25% 7 p 12 15% 5 -2 p
13 11 8 2% 13 17% 5 p 15 24% 7 2 p
14 11 10 5% 10 6% 0 11 10% 1 1
15 11 9 3% 11 11% 2 p 11 11% 2 0 p
16 11 8 2% 13 21% 5 p 12 12% 4 -1 p
17 11 8 1% 9 2% 1 11 9% 3 2
18 11 12 13% e 17 38% 5 e 12 14% 0 -5 e
19 11 12 15% e 12 13% 0 e 12 16% 0 0 e
20 11 11 8% 10 7% -1 11 9% 0 1
21 11 10 7% 10 5% 0 11 10% 1 1
22 11 9 4% 7 1% -2 8 2% -1 1
23 11 10 8% 12 13% 2 p 11 9% 1 -1
24 11 10 6% 10 5% 0 13 21% 3 3 p
25 11 12 13% e 16 32% 4 e 13 18% 1 -3 e
26 11 10 8% 11 10% 1 12 15% 2 1 p
27 11 12 15% e 15 27% 3 e 19 41% 7 4 e
28 11 13 18% e 15 28% 2 e 19 45% 6 4 e
29 11 17 37% e 18 38% 1 e 23 51% 6 5 e
30 11 13 18% e 12 16% -1 e 17 38% 4 5 e
31 11 11 11% e 9 4% -2 - 13 17% 2 4 e
32 11 13 17% e 11 11% -2 e 15 26% 2 4 e
33 11 14 25% e 13 20% -1 e 18 39% 4 5 e
40 11 17 36% e 17 37% 0 e 15 29% -2 -2 e
43 11 13 20% e 15 29% 2 e 12 13% -1 -3 e
50 11 14 23% e 14 24% 0 e 14 23% 0 0 e
52 11 14 21% e 13 20% -1 e 12 16% -2 -1 e
53 11 15 29% e 16 34% 1 e 17 35% 2 1 e
54 11 14 25% e 15 27% 1 e 19 43% 5 4 e
56 11 15 28% e 20 47% 5 e 16 32% 1 -4 e
57 11 11 10% e 17 34% 6 e 18 38% 7 1 e
58 11 11 11% e 18 37% 7 e 20 46% 9 2 e
61 11 17 35% e 17 36% 0 e 16 34% -1 -1 e
70 11 10 7% 13 20% 3 p 10 7% 0 -3
71 11 10 5% 13 20% 3 p 12 12% 2 -1 p
72 11 10 7% 14 25% 4 p 12 13% 2 -2 p
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Existing Conditions Configuration Proposed Project Configuration Cumulative Configuration
Location Co_mf(_)rt Wind Speed Percentage of Wind Speed Pefcentage of | Speed (_:hange Wind Speed Pefcentage of | Speed C_:hange Speed (_:hange
Number Criterion exceedgd Time Wind Exceeds exceedgd Time Wind Rela_tl\_/e to Exceeds exceedgd Time Wind Rele}tl\_/e to Relatl_ve to Exceeds
(mph) 10% of time Speed Exceeds 10% of time Speed Exceeds Existing 10% of time Speed Exceeds Existing Project
(mph) 11 mph (mph) 11 mph (mph) (mph) 11 mph (mph) (mph)

85 11 14 25% e 14 24% 0 e 13 18% -1 -1 e
92 11 13 19% e 14 25% 1 e 19 42% 6 5 e
97 11 16 26% e 16 30% 0 e 17 33% 1 1 e
101 11 11 10% 12 16% 1 p 12 17% 1 0 p
105 11 19 44% e 19 43% 0 e 19 44% 0 0 e
111 11 19 41% e 17 35% -2 e 17 33% -2 0 e
112 11 20 43% e 21 45% 1 e 21 42% 1 0 e
113 11 15 29% e 15 28% 0 e 15 26% 0 0 e
114 11 12 16% e 13 16% 1 e 10 7% -2 -3 -

115 11 10 7% 10 7% 0 8 2% -2 -2
116 11 11 11% e 10 8% -1 - 11 11% 0 1 e
117 11 15 27% e 13 20% -2 e 24 56% 9 11 e
118 11 12 15% e 12 14% 0 e 15 28% 3 3 e

Average Average Sum Average Average Average Sum Average Average Average Average Sum

12.6 17.7% 37 13.9 22.5% +1.2 45 14.4 24.1% +1.8 +0.6 46
Existing, e 37 Existing, e 35 Existing, e 36
New, due to proposed project, p 10 New, due to proposed project, p 10
New, at new location, n 0 New, at new location, n 0
Eliminated by Proposed Project, - 2 Eliminated by Proposed Project, - 1

Note: In the “Exceeds” column, an “e” indicates that the measured wind speed exceeds the wind hazard criterion, a blank indicates that the measured wind speed does not exceed the wind hazard criterion, and a

indicates that an exceedance is eliminated.

Source: BMT 2016
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Table 4.D.3: Wind Hazard Analysis Results
Existing Scenario Project Scenario Cumulative Scenario
. Hours per - Hours per Year . Hours per

Location Cngal_'d Wind Speed Year WF;nd Wind Speed WindpSpeed Hours Change Wind Speed Year W[?nd Hours Change | Hours Change
Number riterion Exceeded 1 Speed Exceeds Exceeds Exceeded 1 Exceeds Relative to Exceeds Exceeded 1 Speed Exceeds Relative to Relative to Exceeds

(mph) Hour per Year Hour per Year I Hour per Year I .

(mph) Ha}zar_d (mph) Ha_zarq Existing (mph) Ha_zarq Existing Project
Criteria Criteria Criteria
1 36 47 30 e 46 27 -3 e 46 20 -10 -7 e
2 36 36 0 36 0 0 34 0 0 0
4 36 39 3 e 39 3 0 e 25 0 -3 -3 -
5 36 36 1 e 38 1 0 e 27 0 -1 -1 -
6 36 22 0 30 0 0 37 1 1 1 p
7 36 14 0 15 0 0 19 0 0 0
9 36 26 0 24 0 0 22 0 0 0
10 36 18 0 22 0 0 19 0 0 0
11 36 15 0 22 0 0 29 0 0 0
12 36 12 0 22 0 0 25 0 0 0
13 36 12 0 19 0 0 27 0 0 0
14 36 16 0 17 0 0 20 0 0 0
15 36 14 0 22 0 0 17 0 0 0
16 36 15 0 32 0 0 26 0 0 0
17 36 13 0 13 0 0 18 0 0 0
18 36 22 0 30 0 0 15 0 0 0
19 36 29 0 27 0 0 20 0 0 0
20 36 24 0 22 0 0 18 0 0 0
21 36 19 0 16 0 0 16 0 0 0
22 36 14 0 11 0 0 9 0 0 0
23 36 17 0 22 0 0 15 0 0 0
24 36 15 0 14 0 0 21 0 0 0
25 36 23 0 36 0 0 18 0 0 0
26 36 20 0 15 0 0 17 0 0 0
27 36 18 0 27 0 0 34 0 0 0
28 36 19 0 23 0 0 36 0 0 0
29 36 36 0 32 0 0 45 24 24 24 p
30 36 20 0 20 0 0 34 0 0 0
31 36 17 0 14 0 0 17 0 0 0
32 36 23 0 22 0 0 23 0 0 0
33 36 22 0 22 0 0 47 22 22 22 p
40 36 33 0 34 0 0 25 0 0 0
43 36 23 0 29 0 0 23 0 0 0
50 36 27 0 27 0 0 28 0 0 0
52 36 28 0 25 0 0 25 0 0 0
53 36 26 0 29 0 0 34 0 0 0
54 36 24 0 24 0 0 40 4 4 4 p
56 36 23 0 36 0 0 32 0 0 0
57 36 18 0 38 1 1 p 35 0 0 -1
58 36 17 0 31 0 0 45 14 14 14 p
61 36 29 0 28 0 0 29 0 0 0
70 36 16 0 22 0 0 14 0 0 0
71 36 14 0 31 0 0 30 0 0 0
72 36 19 0 30 0 0 25 0 0 0
85 36 33 0 33 0 0 23 0 0 0
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Existing Scenario Project Scenario Cumulative Scenario
. Hours per . Hours per Year . Hours per
Location Cngard Wind Speed Year Wl?nd Wind Speed WindpSpeed Hours Change Wind Speed Year W[?nd Hours Change | Hours Change
Number riterion Exceeded 1 Speed Exceeds Exceeds Exceeded 1 Exceeds Relative to Exceeds Exceeded 1 Speed Exceeds Relative to Relative to Exceeds
(mph) Hour per Year Hour per Year - Hour per Year - .
(mph) Ha}zar_d (mph) Ha_zar_d Existing (mph) Ha_zar_d Existing Project
Criteria Criteria Criteria
92 36 27 0 27 0 0 51 45 45 45 p
97 36 38 1 e 37 1 0 e 38 2 1 1 e
101 36 16 0 20 0 0 21 0 0 0
105 36 50 40 e 50 41 1 e 49 32 -8 -9 e
111 36 40 4 e 29 0 -4 - 29 0 -4 0 -
112 36 40 4 e 42 6 2 e 36 0 -4 -6 -
113 36 32 0 31 0 0 27 0 0 0
114 36 22 0 23 0 0 16 0 0 0
115 36 19 0 19 0 0 13 0 0 0
116 36 23 0 21 0 0 17 0 0 0
117 36 23 0 19 0 0 48 42 42 42 p
118 36 24 0 20 0 0 24 0 0 0
Average Sum Sum Average Sum Sum Sum Average Sum Sum Sum Sum
23.8 83 7 26.4 80 -3 7 27.2 206 +123 +126 10
Existing, e 7 Existing, e 6 Existing, e 3
New, or increased time, p 1 New, or increased time, p 7
New, at new location, n 0 New, at new location, n 0
Eliminated by Proposed Project, - 1 Eliminated by Proposed Project, - 4
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SECTION 4.E, SHADOW
Updated Shadow Analysis

Since publication of the DEIR, the shadow figures and shadow calculations relied upon for the
DEIR’s analysis of the proposed project’s shadow impacts on Recreation and Park Commission
properties have been updated to reflect the results of a recent separate shadow study, prepared by
independent consultant PreVision Design for the separate review of the proposed project under
Planning Code Section 295. This more recent shadow study includes a more precise modeling of
existing grade conditions between the project site and Koshland Park / Page and Laguna Mini
Park, as well as a recent consensus as to the precise boundaries and area measurement for
Patricia’s Green.

Accordingly, the footnote at the end of the last sentence of the first paragraph on EIR p. 4.E.1 has
been revised, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

The analysis, calculations and shadow diagrams have been prepared by an independent
shadow consultant and are the primary sources of information included in this section.!

d ap h-Rise —San-FranciscoCA-Novembe - _Prevision
Design, Shadow Analysis Report for the Proposed One Oak Street Project Per SF Planning
Code Section 295 Standards, April 19, 2017.

These changes update the EIR based on more recent and precise data. They do not change any of
the analysis and conclusions as to the significance of impacts. Elimination of Koshland Park from
Shadow Analysis

The Section 295 Shadow Memorandum by Prevision found that Koshland Park is outside of the
maximum reach of the proposed project shadow (throughout the year and day, one hour after
sunrise and one hour before sunset). Koshland Park has therefore been eliminated from analysis
in the EIR, and the corresponding text and figure changes are shown below.

The bulleted item under the “Recreation and Park Commission” approval at the top of p. 2.34 has
been revised, as follows (deletions are shown in strikethreugh):

e Joint determination with the Planning Commission that the project would have no
adverse shadow impact on Patricia’s Green, Page and Laguna Mini Park, Keshland
Park; and Hayes Valley Playground, or other parks subject to Section 295 of the
Planning Code.

The first sentence of the second paragraph on EIR p. 4.E.1 and the associated footnote have been
revised, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

June 1, 2017 One Oak Street Project
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Two Fhree publicly accessible outdoor open spaces within Hayes Valley are potentially
within reach of the proposed project’s shadow: Patricia’s Green; and Page and Laguna
Mini Park-and-Keoshland-Park.?

[Revised Footnote]

2 This determination was made based on the-Planning-Department’s Prevision Design’s shadow
fan, discussed under “Approach to Analysis” on p. 4.E.11. The shadow fan shows the
maximum reach of project shadow throughout the entire day and entire year. Hayes Valley
Playground, a Recreation and Park Commission property at Hayes and Buchanan streets, and
Koshland Park, a Recreation and Park Commission property at Page and Buchanan streets, are
is not within the reach of project shadow under Planning Code Section 295. H-was They are
therefore eliminated from further review of shadow impacts.

Figure 4.E.1: Location of Affected Parks in relation to the Proposed Project, on EIR p. 4.E.2, has
been revised to remove Koshland Park. The revised figure is shown on the following page.

On EIR p. 4.E.5, the second and third paragraphs have been deleted to remove reference to
Koshland Park, and the fourth paragraph has been revised to introduce (Revised) Figure 4.E.2:
Page and Laguna Mini Park, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in

June 1, 2017 One Oak Street Project
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Page and Laguna Mini Park

Page and Laguna Mini Park, located in Hayes Valley approximately 1,550 feet southwest
of the project site on Lot 015 of Assessor’s Block 0852 {see-Figure-4-E-2). See (Revised)
Figure 4. E.2: Page and Laguna Mini Park. This fenced, 6,600-square-foot landscaped
linear park has a curving central walkway and a community garden. The park fronts on
Page Street, which is lined with mature street trees primarily at the west side of the park.

Figure 4.E.2: Koshland Park and Page and Laguna Mini Park, on EIR p. 4.E.6, has been revised
to remove Koshland Park from the figure title and to present only Page and Laguna Mini Park, as
shown on the following page.

The following revisions have been made to the first complete paragraph on p. 4.E.10 (new text is
underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

The Planning Commission and the Recreation and Park Commission have not established
Absolute Cumulative Limits for new shadow on Patricia’s Green; and Page and Laguna
Mini Park;and-Keshland-Park. This EIR analyzes the proposed project’s shadow
impacts on the three two affected parks that are subject to the provisions of Planning
Code Section 295.

The first paragraph and footnote 5 on EIR p. 4.E.11 have been revised, as follows (new text is
underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

Shadow Fan

In order to determine whether any properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and
Park Commission could be potentially be affected by project shadow, the-Planning
Department PreVision Design, an independent shadow consultant, prepared a “shadow
fan” diagram. The shadow fan is a tool that plots the maximum potential reach of project
shadow over the course of a year (from one hour after sunrise until one hour before
sunset for the spring and fall equinoxes and summer and spring solstices) relative to the
location of nearby open spaces, recreation facilities, and publicly accessible parks. The
shadow fan accounts for topographical variation but does not account for existing
shadows cast by existing buildings. The shadow fan is used by the Planning Department
as the basis for initially identifying which open spaces, recreation facilities, and parks
merit further study. Those that are outside the maximum potential reach of project
shadow do not require further study.’

[Rewsed Footnote]

No—ZQO&Oi%QK— PreV|5|on De5|gn! Shadow Anal¥3|s Regort for the Progosed One Oak Street
Project Per SF Planning Code Section 295 Standards, April 19, 2017.

The fourth full sentence on EIR p. 4.E.12 has been revised to remove reference to Koshland Park,
as follows (deletions are shown in strikethrough):

To date, ACL standards have been established for fourteen (14) downtown parks. An
ACL standard has not been adopted for Patricia’s Green-kKeshland-Park or Page and
Laguna Mini-Park.

June 1, 2017 One Oak Street Project
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The analysis of impacts on Page and Laguna Mini Park and Koshland Park, on EIR pp. 4.E.17-
4.E.20, has been revised to remove reference to Koshland Park, as follows (new text is underlined

and deletions are shown in strikethrough):
Page and Laguna Mini Park and-Keshland-Park

Shadow from the proposed project would also reach Page and Laguna Mini Park and
Koshland-Park-beth-of which are is subject to Section 295. The net new project shadow
from the proposed project that would reach these this parks would be limited in area and
time of occurrence during the day and year. For the purpose of this EIR analysis under
CEQA, the full extent and duration of that new shadow can therefore be adequately
described by the times and dates of occurrence and an image and the area of the largest
shadow. A full quantitative evaluation of year-round shadow, including the calculation
of the existing shadow baseline (such as that performed for Patricia’s Green),~weuld-be
has been part-ofa-separatefuture-supplemental-analysis prepared for the Recreation and
Park Commission and Planning Commission to evaluate conformity with the quantitative
criteria of Section 295.

New shadow from the proposed high-rise building at One Oak Street also would reach
Page and Laguna Mini Park-and-eshland Park during the times of day regulated by
Proposition K (see Figure 4.E.4: Maximum Extentef New Project Shadow on Page
and Laguna Mini Park and-entKeshland-Rark, 7:00 AM on June 27 21).

Because project shadow would be limited on beth Page and Laguna Mini Park anéd
Keoshland-Park, the time and date of the most extensive shadow coverage is used to
illustrate the shadow effects for purposes of CEQA analysis.

ini_Parl
Page and Laguna Mini Park lies approximately 1,550 feet to the west and south of the
project site. The largest net new project shadow would occur at 7:00 AM (less than 10
minutes after the first hour after sunrise) one week after the summer solstice. At this
time, Page and Laguna Mini Park would be_largely almest-entirely in shadow (81.2
percent) from existing adjacent buildings to the east of the park, except for a triangular
area at the northern (front) end of the park, occupied by plantings and a pathway adjacent
to the Page Street sidewalk, and another smaller planted area within the southwestern
portion of the park. Persons seeking a sunlight open space would generally not be using
the park at this time. Net new project shadow would entirely cover the sunlit triangular
area at the northern end of the park (645 622 sg. ft.). At this time shadow from the
project would be approximately 9:89.5 percent of the park area. By 7:15 AM, the project
shadow would rapidly-recede-westward-while-moving-nerthward; have receded entirely
off of the park, and would leave the park area along Page Street in sunlight. Existing
shadow from adjacent buildings to the east of the park would continue to cover most of
the rest of the park. New shadow from the proposed project would recur on the park for
approximately 15 minutes on successive days for up to four weeks before and four weeks
after the summer solstice. Shadow from the proposed project would not reach Page and
Laguna Mini Park at other times of year. As with early morning park uses observed for
Patricia’s Green, early morning use of Page and Laguna Mini Park is less than that

observed later in the mornlng isassumed—te%e—spapse—%dﬂpre%eanwﬂnemmam

shadow- As shown by Flgure 16, W|th|n the 30 mmute observatlon Qerlods! the Pag
Laguna Mini Park had very low levels of observed usage. During five of six visits, no

June 1, 2017 One Oak Street Project
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park visitors were observed to be present. On one occasion a single user was seen

walking through the park. As such, intensity of observed use of this park would be
considered low.

Conclusion

Due to the distances of Page and Laguna Mini Park-and-Keshland-Park from the
proposed new construction on the project site, small changes in the sun’s position in the
sky over the course of a day (in both its elevation above the horizon and in its apparent
southward motion in the sky) would result in rapid changes in the movement of project
shadow on the ground. Net new project shadow would begin in the early morning at 7:00
AM, and would be brief in duration, lasting 15 minutes, and would occur at a time of day
when park usage would typically be low. For these reasons, the proposed project or
variant would have a less-than-significant impact on Page and Laguna Mini Park and
Koshland-Park. No mitigation measures are necessary.

Figure 4.E.4: Maximum Extent of New Project Shadow on Page and Laguna Mini Park and
Koshland Park, 7:00 AM on June 27, on EIR p. 4.E.18, has been revised to remove Koshland
Park from the figure title, present only Page and Laguna Mini Park, and to use the updated
shadow projection diagram provided by PreVision. The revised figures is shown on the
following page.

June 1, 2017 One Oak Street Project
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The first full paragraph on EIR p. 4.E.22 has been revised to remove reference to Koshland Park,
as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

Figure 4.E.5: Foreseeable Projects shows the location of the Freeway Parcels projects
and foreseeable 400-foot-tall projects in the vicinity of the project site. Shadow from
foreseeable development of the Freeway Parcels would shade Patricia’s Green but would
not reach Keshland-Rark-or Page and Laguna Mini Park at any time. Shadow from
foreseeable 400-foot-tall projects in the vicinity of the project site would reach Patricia’s
Green, Keshland-Park; and Page and Laguna Mini Park. As discussed below, these
foreseeable projects were considered for their potential to create new shadow that would
combine with project shadow on Patricia’s Green-keshland-Park; and Page and Laguna
Mini Park.

The analysis of cumulative impacts on Page and Laguna Mini Park and Koshland Park, on EIR
pp. 4.E.28-4.E.29, has been revised to remove reference to Koshland Park, as follows (new text is
underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

Koshland-Park-and Page and Laguna Mini Park

Freeway Parcels

Shadow from the Freeway Parcel projects would not reach Page and Laguna Mini Park ¢
Koshland-Rark at any time of the day or year. As such, shadow from the proposed
project on these parks would not combine with other foreseeable projects.

Foreseeable 400-Foot-Tall Projects

Reasonably foreseeable development of 400-foot-tall buildings at or near the intersection
of Van Ness Avenue and Market Street, like the proposed project, could add shadow to
Koshland-Park-and-Page and Laguna Mini Park, but only for limited amounts of time in
the mornings, similar to the One Oak Street project shadows described above. These
high-rise projects are 30 Van Ness Avenue, 10 South Van Ness Avenue, and 1500
Mission Street. The shadow effects are described below:

e 30Van Ness Avenue isa conceptual de3|gn Ihe%u%ngweu@east—shadewen{e

30 Van Ness Avenue project would not reach far enough south to touch Page and
Laguna Mini Park.

June 1, 2017 One Oak Street Project
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in August (and for the corresponding weeks in late April through early May) within
the first 15 minutes of the day. 10 South VVan Ness would not shade Page and

Laguna Mini-Park on the same days as shadow from the proposed project around the
Summer Solstice.

e 1500 Mission Street would have one high-rise tower with a height of 250 feet and
one with a height of 400 feet. The 1500 Mission Street project would cast shadow in
the direction of beth-Keshland-Park-and Page and Laguna Mini Park, but shadow
from the 1500 Mission Street project would not reach either that property.

As with shadows from the proposed project, shadows from these-foreseeable-projeets 10
South Van Ness would reach Keshland-Park-and Page and Laguna Mini Park in the early

morning hours when the parks are already largely in shadow from existing buildings. As
such, park usage at these times is expected to be sparse and characterized by uses that do
not rely on access to sunlight. For these reasons, the proposed project would not
contribute to a significant cumulative shadow impact resulting from existing and
foreseeable projects.

Updated Project Shadow Analysis for Patricia’s Green

As mentioned above, the shadow impacts of the proposed project on Patricia’s Green have been
updated to reflect a recent consensus as to the precise boundaries and area measurement for
Patricia’s Green. They do not change any of the conclusions or analysis as to the proposed
project’s shadow impacts on Patricia’s Green.

Accordingly, the first sentence on EIR p. 4.E.3 has been revised to reflect the recent consensus as
to the precise boundaries area measurements of the park, as reflected in the Prevision Design
shadow study (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

Patricia’s Green is an approximately 48;736-17,903-square-foot (sg. ft.) urban park on
the 400 block of Octavia Street, in Hayes Valley, in the Western Addition neighborhood
of San Francisco.

Accordingly, the quantitative impact evaluation for Patricia’s Green, beginning at the bottom of
EIR p. 4.E.13 and ending with the “Conclusion” paragraph on EIR p. 4.E.17, has been revised, as
follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

Patricia’s Green

Patricia’s Green is about 48,736 17,903 sg. ft. in area, and has an annual available
sunlight of 69;722.662 66,622,661 square-foot-hours (sfh). As shown in Table 4.E.1:
Patricia’s Green Shadow Summary, Existing-plus-Project, existing shadow coverage
of Patricia’s Green is 34:779;967 12,034,236 sfh, which comprises 2120 18.06 percent of
the total annual available sunlight on Patricia’s Green. The proposed project would add

June 1, 2017 One Oak Street Project
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136,972 148,200 sfh of net new shadow over the course of a year, comprising 8-20 0.22
percent of the total theoretical sunlight on Patricia’s Green. Existing shadow and project
shadow would total 14,916,886 12,182,435 sfh, comprising 23-40 18.28 percent of the
park’s total annual available sunlight.

(Revised) Table 4.E.1: Patricia’s Green Shadow Summary, Existing-plus-Project

. Shadow Percent of Available
Shadow Scenarios (sfh) Sunlight
Existing Setting 14.779,907 12,034,236 21.2% 18.06%
Baseline
Proposed Project 136,972 148,200 0:2% 0.22%
Total 14916880 12,182,435 2149 18.28%
Shadow

Note: sfh — square foot hours
Source: ESA-2616 Prevision Design 2017

For most of the year, the project shadow would not reach Patricia’s Green at any time of
the day. Project shadow would reach the southern end of the park in the early mornings
(beginning around 8:15 8:00-AM) during two six seven-week periods, beginning around
September-20* 8" around the fall equinox (and beginning on Mareh-3* February 17"
around the corresponding period around the spring equinox) and sweep northward across
the park within 45 zero to 47 minutes. Shadow would move entirely off of the park by
9:00 8:45 AM. During this period, project shadow on the park would generally last
approximately £5-t6-30 on average 28 minutes a day. Over the next six seven weeks, the
proposed project’s shadow would begin the day incrementally further north than it had
the day before.

During-this4-weekperiod-sShadow from the proposed project would reach its maximum
area-ofcoverage at 8:30 AM on Octeber-11 October 4/March 8, when it would cover an

area of 9;483 9,604 sg. ft. in the central and northern portions of the park (see Figure
4.E.3: Maximum Extent-ef New Project Shadow on Patricia’s Green, 8:30 AM on
October 11 4 / March 2 8 (Revised Figure)). At this time, shadow from existing
buildings would cover 6;660 3,046 sqg. ft., comprising 36 17 percent of the park’s area.
Net new project shadow would cover an additional 49 54 percent of the park’s area at this
time, leaving 45 29 percent of the park in sunlight at that time.

As discussed above, annual project shadow would comprise 0.22 percent of the currently
available annual sunlight for the park. New project shadow would occur in the early
morning. As they are receding, shadows caused by the project would not displace any
park users who wished to avoid shadow. Somewhat fewer users were also observed in the
park in the morning observations (when the new shadow would be present) relative to
times later in the day, with approximately half the users walking through the park. At
these times, the southwest portion of the park would continue to be unshaded by existing
and project shadow and would be available to those park users seeking sunlight. For
these reasons, project shadow on Patricia’s Green would have no substantial effect on
outdoor recreation facilities, and no mitigation measures are necessary.
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DEIR Figure 4.E.3: Maximum Extent of New Project Shadow on Patricia’s Green, 8:30 AM on
October 11/March 2, on EIR p. 4.E.15, has been revised to use the updated shadow projection
diagram provided by PreVision, as shown on the following page.

Updated Cumulative Shadow Analysis for Patricia’s Green

As mentioned above, the shadow impacts of the proposed project on Patricia’s Green have been
updated to reflect a recent consensus as to the precise boundaries and area measurement for
Patricia’s Green. They do not change any of the conclusions or analysis as to the proposed
project’s contribution to cumulative shadow impacts on Patricia’s Green.

Accordingly, DEIR Figure 4.E.5: Foreseeable Projects, on EIR p. 4.E.23, has been revised to use
the updated map of foreseeable projects provided by PreVision, as shown on the following page.

Accordingly, the quantitative cumulative impact evaluation for Patricia’s Green, beginning with
the first complete paragraph on EIR p. 4.E.24 and ending with the last full paragraph on EIR p.
4.E.26 has been revised, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in
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The PreVision Section 295 shadow report considers shadows from other projects in the
vicinity of the proposed project that are considered by the Planning Department to be
“reasonably foreseeable” and could also potentially shade the parks or open spaces
affected by the proposed project. These projects are included in this report in order to
determine the cumulative shadow impact that would result from these projects combined
with the proposed project. The cumulative condition projects considered by this study
include the following (with building heights noted):

o 455 Fell Street, approximately 50 feet
e 300 Octavia Street (Parcel M), approximately 55 feet

e 350 Octavia Street (Parcel N), approximately 55 feet

e 1629 Market Street, approximately 85 feet

e 10 South Van Ness Avenue, approximately 400 feet

e 1500 Mission Street, approximately 420 feet

e 30 Otis Street, approximately 283 feet

e 915 Minna, approximately 40 feet

e 949 Natoma, approximately 40 feet

e Parcel K (no active application) Site Massing, 59 feet
e Parcel L (no active application) Site Massing, 59 feet

e 30 Van Ness Avenue (no active application), 420 feet

Table 4.E.2: Patricia’s Green Shadow Summary, Existing-plus-Project-plus-
Freeway Parcel-Projects Cumulative, quantifies the relative contribution of existing
shadow, project shadow, and foreseeable Freeway Parcel shadow to total park shadow.
As shown in the table, existing shadow coverage of the park is 14,779,907 12,034,236 sfh,
which comprises 2120 18.06 percent of the total annual available sunlight on Patricia’s
Green. The proposed project would add 136,972 148,200 sfh of new shadow over the
course of a year, comprising 8:20 0.22 percent of the total theoretical sunlight on
Patricia’s Green. Shadow from the-Freeway-Parcels-development cumulative projects
would cause new shadow on the park that would total 536207 10,814,758 sfh of
additional new shadow, comprising 40-80 16.24 percent of the total annual available
sunlight on Patricia’s Green.
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(Revised) Table 4.E.2: Patricia’s Green Shadow Summary, Existing-plus-Project-

plus-Freeway-PareelProjects Cumulative
Shadow Scenarios Shadow (sfh) Percent of Available
Sunlight
Existing Shadow 14,779,907 12,034,236 212%-18.06%
Proposed Project 136,972 148,200 0:2% 0.22%
-%530:207 10,814,758 10.-8% 16.24%

Cumulative Projects
Total Shadow 22,447,086 22,997,194 32:2% 34.52%
Note: sfh — square foot hours

Source: ESA Prevision

Total shadow on Patricia’s Green, including existing, proposed project, and Freeway
Pareel cumulative projects, would amount to 22,447,686 22,997,194 sth, comprising
32:20 34.52 percent of the total available sunlight on Patricia’s Green. Due to the close
proximity of the Freeway Parcels to Patricia’s Green (in particular, Parcels K and L
immediately to the east of the park), substantial shadow from these projects would remain
on the park through mid-morning throughout the year, to be replaced by afternoon shade
from existing buildings and from development of Freeway Parcel O southwest of the
park.

Under cumulative conditions, shadow from the proposed project would amount to 0.22
percent of the total sunlight on Patricia’s Green, compared to 16.46 percent of the total
available sunlight shaded by cumulative projects (in particular, with the addition of
buildings within the adjacent Freeway Parcels). Note, however, that all project shadow
on Patricia’s Green throughout the day and year would be entirely subsumed by shadow
from the foreseeable development of the Freeway Parcels to their allowable height and
massing, particularly those parcels along the east side of Octavia Street. At no time
would the proposed project create shadow on Patricia’s Green that extends beyond the
shadow from the Freeway Parcels developments.

June 1, 2017 One Oak Street Project
Case No. 2009.0159E 5.56 Responses to Comments
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Additionally, the last paragraph on EIR p. 4.E.27 has been revised, as follows (new text is
underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

June 1, 2017 One Oak Street Project
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However, the proposed project’s incremental shadow effect on Patricia’s Green, when
viewed in the context of past projects, current projects, and probable future projects,
would not be cumulatively considerable. As shown above in Table 4.E.2, shadow from
the proposed project would comprise 8:28 0.22 percent of the annual available sunlight
resource of the park. Together, shadow from existing projects (34,7#9,907-gst
12,034,236 sth), the proposed project (336,942 148,200 sfh), and the

cumulative projects (#530-207-gsf 10,814,758 sfh ) would total 22,447,086 22,997,194
sfh. As a portion of the total shadow on Patricia’s Green, the proposed project’s
contribution to this cumulative total would comprise 8-62 0.64 percent. The incremental
effect of the proposed project would not be cumulatively considerable in relation to total
shadow resulting from past, present, and foreseeable projects.

CHAPTER 6, ALTERNATIVES

The following revisions have been made to Table 6.1: Comparison of Characteristics and
Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project to the Alternatives, p. 6.2 (new text is underlined and

deletions are shown in strikethrough):

(Revised) Table 6.1: Comparison of Characteristics and Significant Impacts of the Proposed
Project to the Alternatives [Excerpt]

Alternative A: No . .
Proposed Project Project Alternative F’ Podium-
(Existing Conditions) only
Parking and Loading
Surface Parking Spaces None 3047 None
(Vehicles)
Residential Spaces 155-136 None 59
Carshare Spaces 2 None 2
Off-Street Truck Loading 1 None 1
Spaces
Service Vehicle Loading Spaces | 2 None 2

The last sentence of the first paragraph under “Description” on p. 6.4 has been revised, as follows
(new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

The existing 36-ear surface parking lot accommodating 47 vehicles at the central portion
of the project site would also remain in place.

The following revisions have been made to the first sentence of the last paragraph on p. 6.4 (new
text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed 310-unit, 40-story, 400-foot-tall (plus a
20-foot-tall parapet), 499,580-gross-square-foot residential building, which would
include 4,025 gsf of ground-floor retail/restaurant space and an approximately 60,090-gsf
subsurface parking garage with 455 136 spaces for residents, would not be constructed.

The third sentence of the paragraph under “Transportation and Circulation” on p. 6.5 has been
revised, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

June 1, 2017 One Oak Street Project
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The existing 30-spaee surface parking lot accommodating 47 vehicles in the central
portion of the project site would continue to operate and would continue to be accessed
from a curb cut along Oak Street.

The sixth sentence of the paragraph under “Building and Use Program” on p. 6.8 has been
revised, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

The alternative would provide 59 residential parking spaces, as compared to 455 136
spaces with the proposed project.

The third sentence of the first paragraph under “Loading Impacts” on p. 6.13 has been revised, as

follows (deletions are shown in strikethrough):

Similar to the proposed prOJect or |ts varlant trucks servmg the project site Would be able
to use the-e M Ad the
planned on- street commermal Ioadlng space to the west of the prOJect site for the 1546
Market Street building.

The following revisions have been made to Table 6.3: Comparison of Vehicle Parking Supply
and Demand, Proposed Project and Podium-only Alternative, on p. 6.14 (new text is underlined

and deletions are shown in strikethrough):

(Revised) Table 6.3: Comparison of Vehicle Parking Supply and Demand, Proposed Project
and Podium-only Alternative

Project/Alternative and Period Supply Demand (Shortfall)/Surplus
Midday

Proposed Project 155136 334 (2#9198)

Podium-only Alternative 5 134 (75)
Overnight

Proposed Project 155136 402 (247266)

Podium-only Alternative 5 150 (91)

Source: SF Guidelines 2002, LCW Consulting, 2016

The last sentence of the paragraph under “Shadow” on pp. 6.16-6.17, part of the Podium-only
Alternative discussion, has been revised, as follows:

Shadow under this alternative would not reach Patricia’s Green; or Page and Laguna Mini
Park-er-kKeshland-Park during the times of day covered under Planning Code Section
295.

June 1, 2017 One Oak Street Project
Case No. 2009.0159E 5.59 Responses to Comments
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CLERK: Commissioners, that will place
us on Item 8 for Case No. 2009.0160 E, at 1550 through
1540 Market Street, also known as One Oak Street. This
is also a Draft Environmental Impact Report. Please
note that written comments will be accepted at the
planning department until 5:00 P.M. on January 1l0th,
2017.

MICHAEL JACINTO: Good afternoon, and Happy New
Years, Commissioners. I'm Michael Jacinto, Planning
Staff. The purpose of today's hearing is to take public
comment on the adequacy, accuracy and completeness of
the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the proposed
project at 1500 1540 Market Street also refereed to as
the One Oak Street project. No commission approval
action is requested at this time.

The project site is located at the intersection
of Market and Oak Streets at Van Ness Avenue in the
southwest portion of the City's downtown Civic Center
neighborhoods. As described in the Draft EIR, the
proposal entails demolition of a surface parking lot,
demolition of the existing 1500 Market Street Building
containing commercial retail use, otherwise also known
as All Star Donuts, as well as the demolition of the
1540 Market Street Building that accommodates office

space.
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The proposed project includes construction of
a 400-foot tall, 40-story residential tower with ground
floor commercial space, 310 residential units, a
subterranean garage with 155 parking spaces, off-street
loading, and resident bicycle parking in the building's
mezzanine.

Immediately adjacent to the site, within the
Oak Street right-of-way, the project would develop a
publicly accessible plaza that would include seating,
planters, and installation of wind canopies that have
been designed to reduce pedestrian level winds near the
project site.

Commissioners, the Planning Department
conducted an Initial Study in 2015 to determine whether
the proposed project may result in significant affects
on the environment. Based on the Initial Study's
findings, the Planning Department prepared this EIR that
studies, in depth, the topics of traffic and
circulation, wind shadow, and cumulative impacts. The
EIR finds one significant impact related to the
cumulative construction traffic that may not be reduced
to a level of insignificance even with the mitigation
measures implemented during the project construction
phase.

The Planning Department published this draft
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EIR on November 1l6th, 2016. It has a 55-day public
review period that ends on January 10th, 2017. For
those who are interested in commenting on the Draft EIR
in writing, comment letters should be addressed to the
environmental review officer and sent to 1650 Mission
Street, Suite 400, San Francisco by 5:00 p.m. on
January 10th.

Members of the public who intend to comment at
this hearing today, please state your name for the
record and address your comments to the adequacy and
completeness of the EIR. Comments on the merits of the
project can be made at the time the proposed project
is presented to the Commission for approval of its
entitlements.

All comments will be transcribed and responded
to in a Response to Comments document. When this has
been completed, the Planning Department will provide
copies of the Response to Comments document to those
who have commented on the Draft EIR. We will then
return to this Commission to request certification of
the Draft -- the EIR.

Commissioners, this concludes my
presentation. If you have any questions, I'm
available. Thank you.

PRESIDENT FONG: Thank you. So opening up to
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6
public comment, a number of speaker cards.
Gail Baugh, Tom Radulovich, and Jim Warshell.
GAIL BAUGH: Hi. My name is Gail Baugh, and
. . O-HVNA-
I'm President of the Hayes Valley Neighborhood Baugh
Association. I'm one of several speakers from HVNA, 1
(PH-

and I will devote my time to the issue of below market
rate housing in the Draft EIR. To reaffirm our letter
now in your hands, this project does not include any BMR
units; instead, moving those units to one of the parcels
on Octavia Boulevard without any language to guarantee
that those BMR units will be built. In addition, the
proposed BMRs on Octavia Boulevard, which may be --
including the transitional age youth complex on
Parcel U, yet the BMR's proposed may not be in kind, as
per the housing required by the Market/Octavia Plan for
family housing as well as single persons.

Kindly consider carefully to require specific
BMR units for the One Oak site, as there is no guarantee
that similar BMR units will be included in another
development. 38 Dolores, built by Prado Developers,
promised BMRs on site, only to pay the fee instead after
the project was entitled. So far, no affordable housing
has been built within the area as a result of the
in lieu fee payment.

Also note that developers are selling entitled

0]
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properties to other developers. We've experienced these
new developers changing entitled properties without
community engagement -- 555 Fulton Street, Avalon Bay's
development which Build Inc. Sold to Avalon Bay, and
that closed street level retail on Laguna and Oak, and
we're still awaiting other retail on Oak at Octavia.

In a successful development at the UC Regents
Campus at 55 Laguna, we devoted ten years in
collaboration with different developers and numerous
agencies for the new apartment complex that also
includes on-site BMRs, community gardens, the new
Haight Street Art Center, and a new Waller Street
walkway.

HVNA's participation in this EIR process and
future entitlement for the One Oak Street development is
to embrace this development with BMRs on site, with the
outcome that provides a livable neighborhood for the
project residents, as well as those who already live,
work, and pass through this area. Thank you.

CLERK: I'll take this opportunity to
remind members of the public that the public comment
period for this item is for the accuracy and adequacy
of the Environmental Impact Report, not necessarily the
project itself.

TOM RADULOVICH: Noted. Tom Radulovich, with

1
(PH-1
cont'd
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8

O-LC1
Livable Cityu‘/I'm here to talk about the adequacy and 1

the completeness of the EIR/EIS for this project. This gzi?
project is in an area called The Hub. The Hub is the
intersection of Van Ness and Market.

If you look at all of the proposed projects
that are either under construction now or proposed for
building, the amount of development in this area will
increase several fold. We'll have many, many more
residents living here; we'll have many, many more
offices there. 1It's also a very important place in the
City's transportation network. Market Street's perhaps
the most important transit street in the City. It's
certainly one of the most important, if not the most
important pedestrian streets and cycling streets.

Van Ness is also a very important transit
street. If you work or live in the area as I do,
you'll know that there's not a lot of room on the
streets for more cars. So as we look at developing this
area, we really need to add net zero new automobile
trips for two reasons.

One, it's already too congested. Two, in orde
to do the things that we need to do to make the area
safer for walking and for cycling and to move transit
vehicles through this area and accommodate ever larger

numbers of people who need to more by those sustainable
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modes, we might end up with less road space. Better
Market Street would close -- reduce the automobile
capacity on Market and the Van Ness BRT project is
already reducing the automobile capacity on Van Ness
Avenue.

So you have tools in your toolbox available to
you. You can use current knowledge. You can use
research that this department has done to make this
project the best it can be. 1It's a smart place to put
development, but that development can not then destroy
the very assets, that transportation richness that is
the reason for developing in that area in the first
place.

So one of the take-aways from all the TDM
research is adding more parking to your project
increases automobile trips. The most potent tool in
your toolbox for managing transportation demand,
according to your own research, is reduced parking. So
therefore this EIR/EIS should include a zero parking
alternative. Zero parking alternative will do two
things.

One, it will reduce the number of automobile
trips coming into the area. The second thing it does is
it reduces the number of conflicts created by

automobile circulation. So cars coming into or out of

(TR-9)
cont'd
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a parking garage, all of those right turns, all of those
maneuvers we do every time we have a right turn and it
endangers pedestrians and cyclists. So all of those
automobile movements actually have a big impact on the
movement, safe movement of transportation, walking,
cycling, and transit.

So this project's asked for .5. That's double
the amount of as of right. They should get no more than
the as of right and a zero parking alternative should
be studied. Now, we say this with every EIR/EIS that
comes up, you know in areas where no parking is,
required, and where no parking is actually desirable.

You need to study that alternative in your EIR.
If you don't, your EIR is not adequate. You can't look
at those different alternatives and say which one is the
best for walking, cycling, transit if you only analyze
one and the one you analyze isn't even conforming. So
those alternatives need to be added to this one, and as

of right and a zero parking alternative for it to be

complete. Thank you.

JIM WARSHELL: Hello. My name is Jim Warshell,
and I'm also with Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association.
And most of my comments have now been made redundant, -

based on Commissioner Richard's excellent presentation

earlier. If any of you don't have the article, I have a

10

(TR-9
cont'd

O-HVN
yVarsr

1
(TR-8

NA-
ell
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11
copy of it for you that he referenced, and 1

(TR-8)
Mr. Radulovich's statements which make many of the contd

points as to the adequacy of this EIR that I had
intended on making.

Not exploring zero parking is something that
makes this inadequate, especially since this is the
flagship first major development of The Hub where 1,682
additional parking spaces are now estimated to be in
this general area. As we all know, it's one of the most
traffic-choked areas in the City. And not exploring
that option is faulty in the EIR, let's say. Not to
have challenged the .5 request when no compelling
reason to justify, doubling from the entitled .25 is
further an error in the EIR that needs to be rectified.
And that basically covers most of my points.

This is, you know, the densest, most transit-
rich environment in the City. The Hub is supposed to be
evaluating comprehensive impacts of the entirety of
the development, but this EIR for One Oak is setting
the worst possible example, requesting .5, ignoring the

.25 as of right, and not even considering the zero

option.

There is a very famous saying, "If not now,
when?" You could sort of amend that, "If not here,
where?" We should be looking at zero very, very
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seriously.

It's interesting, there was a very
interesting broadcast by the sponsors of Park Merced
talking about their incentives to people to not own
cars, and over 90 percent of people offered the
incentives took them. If that can work in Park Merced,
which is a much more car-dependent, limited, transit
area, then we should be certainly looking at it wvery,
very aggressively here.

Thank you, again, Commissioner Richards, and I
appreciate all of your considerations on this.

MOE JAMIL: Good afternoon, Commissioners.
Happy New Year. Moe Jamil, Middle Polk Neighborhood
Association. We submitted a letter last night standing
with Hayes Valley on this issue as a fellow of Van Ness
Corridor Neighborhood Association. You know, in
interest of your long agenda, I will keep my comments

brief.

12

(TR-8)
cont'd

O-MPNA2

I essentially agree with the other public
commenters here. Also, I made a note in our letter of
some -- you know, what we think is easy fixes by the
project sponsor on this, things like additional
mitigation for shadows, maybe, perhaps, additional
affordable housing, some other types of community

benefits. And we think that that's really the high road

1
(GE-2
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to take here.

I think that the department did a great job of
what was presented to them by the sponsor, so perhaps
changing what is presented to them can kind of fix all
this. And I think that's the easy way, rather than
having long delays and enforcing the department to do
all this additional work, where, really, just meet the
community where the community is. And we're not -- not
trying to, you know, stop an entire project. Actually,
we say it's a great idea, but here are some small
tweaks to it to make it even better. So that I'd
submit. Thank you.

PRESIDENT FONG: Is there any other public
comment?

BOB ANDERSON: Hi. My name is Bob Anderson.
I'm with the Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association. I
also am a resident of 77 Van Ness, which is right about
50 yards away from the development and right in the

middle of The Hub and near Market and Van Ness. I do

have some letters, if I could give to the Commissioners,

so they have an understanding of what it is we're

13

(GE-2)
cont'd

talking about here. O-HVNA-
Anderson

I am here to talk about something that I think
was omitted from the DEIR, and that is a study of

wind on bicycling. I have some questions that were not

1
(WI1-2)
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addressed in the DEIR. Basically, what is the effect of
wind on the bicycle, on bicycles in general? There is
an estimated 1,400 cyclists that travel through Market
and Van Ness on a daily basis of peak hours, Monday
through Friday.

You know, my question is what happens when
people are going through the intersection? Where does
the wind go once it bounces off the buildings? None of
this has been studied or represented in the DEIR. Will
the winds be deflected onto Market Street? There's a
major lane there, as I said, and is the wind going to
now hit the cyclists as they're coming through?

I think that, you know, Market and Van Ness is
one of the windiest areas in the City. The effect of
the winds on cyclists is not really understood by
the City. And the goal of the City is to increase the
San Francisco Bay, making it safer and more accessible
for more residents to cycle in San Francisco.

The Market and Octavia Plan, the Better
Neighborhoods Plan and The Better Market Street Plan
and the SFMTA strategic vision is to increase cycling
within San Francisco, especially, on Market Street. The
DEIR has no discussion of wind mitigation for cyclists,
So, in my estimation, it's a real omission from the DEIR

itself, which renders it inadequate in that area.

14
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In Danville, California, cyclists were ignored
on an EIR examining housing development. The EIR was
challenged, and the decision was directed towards
bicyclists, that they must be included in the plan. And
I would ask that that be true for this area as well.

For myself, as a resident in the area and also
a cyclist, I have commuted in the City for over 20 years
and have done a lot of long distance cycling and
cross-country trips, I know what wind can do to people
when they're trying to cycle on a bicycle. It can
really stop them from wanting to do it if the wind is
too strong. And it is also very dangerous, given the
amount of traffic and the congestion. And as a person
that lives on Van Ness, it is congested constantly.
Thank you wvery much.

PRESIDENT FONG: Next public comment speaker.
I'm sorry, there's -- come on up.

There's another speaker card. Jiro Yamamoto.

TESS WELBORN: Hello. My name is Tess Welborn.
And belated welcome to the new Commissioners. Thank you
for being with us. /:[Hn also with the Hayes Valley
Neighborhood Association and wish to follow up on some
of the points about the below market rate housing.

There's no guarantee that below market rate

housing would be built in the vicinity of this project.

15

1
(WI-2)
cont'd

O-HVNA-Welborn
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And when the Market/Octavia Plan was produced many years
ago, many of us were around and participated in it. The
idea was that we were allowing many new market rate
housing units to be built in the Market/Octavia area
with lower and moderate income housing too.

So we feel very strongly that below market
rate housing must be attached to this project and the
consideration must be included in this DEIR. There's no
guarantee right now that any affordable housing would be
built in this plan area in the current DEIR.

And a vague plan to put in 72 units on three
tiny parcels over where the freeway was doesn't
guarantee -- well, first, it doesn't obviously guarantee
any units, but it doesn't guarantee that the units will
be of comparable size and condition to the One Oak
project.

Besides that -- so obviously a full discussion
of any below market rate units should be included in
this EIR. This also does not include any discussion
about the gentrification and displacement. It doesn't

include any discussion about where connecting the

City's Nexus Study which shows that -- the BMR impact of
market rate housing. So what -- what Nexus Study are
they using? Are they using -- I mean, which

percentages? Are they using the 12 percent on-site and

16
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the 20 percent off-site, or are they using the Prop C
25 percent on-site or 33 percent off-site?

These defects have to be fixed to get this EIR
to be comprehensive. We need to know what size the BMR
units would be, make sure that they're comparable to the
One Oak unit sizes, and also reflect the Market/Octavia
unit sizes and mix.

Please take these comments and get -- and

request that the EIR be re -- fixed. Thank you.

17

(PH-1)
cont'd

I-Yamamoto

JIRO YAMAMOTO: Good afternoon, Commissioners.
My name is Jiro Yamamoto. I'm speaking on behalf of
myself. I'm concerned about the EIR and the impact of
wind blast on single track vehicles, primarily
bicyclists, but, however, scooters as well and motor-
cyclists.

As you probably know from your own experiences
riding a bicycle, should you be pushed from the side by
a blast of wind, you'll veer. And considering the
amount traffic in that area, it could easily lead to a
crash. So I think that was not particularly examined in
the EIR.

I'm also concerned about the loading zone.
This is west of Van Ness, and that area is where the
main bike lane is for people riding from downtown

through the western part of the City. And, of course,

1
(WI-2)
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with vision zero, the intent is to decrease the number
of injuries and fatalities, and with the increase in the
amount of automobiles emanating from that building and
using that as a loading zone, one might imagine for
people using cabs and other TNCs, that there will be
significantly more traffic interactions with bicyclists,
and that will lead to more injuries.

To get to vision zero, we got to do some
changes. Increasing parking at that area would be a bad

idea. Thank you.

JASON HENDERSON: We start the clock, all
right. Good afternoon, Commissioners, and thank you for
taking our comments. I'm going to speak to the

inadequacy of this EIR. My name is Jason Henderson,
from the Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association.

So first of all, on the transportation impacts,
we believe that there needs to be a deeper and thorough
analysis of VMT. Even though you've selected a metric
that lets you come in under the regional threshold of
significance, we think that this project is such a
unique location at a very high traffic intersection that
you should dive deeper into -- even if the car trips are
three miles per capita per day, if you look at the
transportation study, you're generating hundreds of car

trips from this development at a very constrained

18

(TR-5)

cont'd

(TR-8)
cont'd

TO-HVN/
Hender:

1
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intersection. So even if those car trips are short,
they're causing problems. They're interacting with
pedestrians, with cyclists; they're slowing down
transit. So this needs a deeper analysis.

The bicycle impacts are a glaring omission from
this document. And we're supposed to be a city that is
encouraging a higher mode split. The SFMTA is targeting
about 9 percent by 2018 with a longer term goal of
20 percent at some point. You're not going to get that
if you're not discussing the livability and the hazard
conditions towards cyclists.

So on two points, the wind study, which was
thorough on pedestrians and on the impacts at bus stops,
doesn't mention bicycling at all. And that's -- you got
to go back and understand the physics and how turbulent
winds affect bicycling.

The other issue is that loading zone. That
loading zone is, I think, mischaracterized. We're
talking about the one on Market Street. It's
characterized as an existing condition, but the reality
is it's a physical change of the built
environment, because it's been, for ten years, not
really used. Your own transportation report says "No
trucks have been observed using that loading zone." So

in the meantime, over the past decade, you've seen an

19
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increase in cycling. So the incumbent cyclists are now
going to have vehicles all day long crossing that bike
lane. That is a change to the physical environment.
That is a significant change.

The EIR ignores it. In fact, it even says,
"Oh, well, we'll make it easier for the delivery
vehicles by removing soft-hit posts." That's insane.
Okay, so we got the bicycle impacts and we got the,
loading -- the wind and the loading on bicycles.

The below market rate housing issue is also
something very important to us, and I think it does
speak to CEQA, or CEQA can speak to that. There is
precedent. There is discussion in the City about the
relationship between market rate housing, what demands
it has on BMRs, and how that affects the built
environment, how people might end up commuting longer
distances and so on.

So really this needs to get a second look.
It's not about the project itself; it's about the
adequacy of the environmental study. And we hope that
you agree, and we'd be happy to talk further about
these comments.

Thank you. Have a good afternoon.

JEREMY POLLOCK: Good afternoon, Commissioners,

Jeremy Pollock, Legislative Aide to Supervisor John

20
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A-BOS-Avalos

Avalos. /Supervisor Avalos asked me to pass on a few
comments. And I think it reiterated a lot of

what's been said already. I think there's serious
concerns about the parking in this project. I think
this is such a crucial hub for the transportation
system, I think we need to be very careful in analyzing
every new parking space that goes in in this area.

And I think the fact that this -- the EIR doesn't study

a zero parking alternative is totally inadequate and

needs to be reanalyzed. 1

And I think Supervisor Avalos also agrees with |
the concerns about the wind analysis. I think, you
know, anyone who has biked around, you know, £from
City Hall here to Market Street on a summer
afternoon knows that the wind is really disturbing in
the afternoon coming down Polk Street, and especially
up Market Street.

I think looking at the cumulative impacts
that were projected from all the other development going
on is also very concerning. The wind canopies are --
it's encouraging to see that being considered, but how
those affect the bike lane, I think, is not at all
analyzed, and this EIR needs to be considered. And I
think the -- looking at the cumulative bicycle

impacts doesn't seem to adequately take into account

1

(TR-9)
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the better Market Street Plan.

And if we establish a fully separated
bicycle track along the length of Market Street, we'll
-- we should see a significant increase in bike traffic.
Anyone biking westbound on Market during rush hour
already knows that it's a very crowded bike lane
already. And I think if we added additional crowding to
that when you are in a constrained space of a separated
raised cycle track and you have significant wind
impacts, I think that definitely has some potential to
create hazardous conditions, and this EIR does not
study them. So I think that is all my points. Thank
you.

PRESIDENT FONG: Is there any additiomal

public comment?

22

(WI-2)
cont'd

I-Judith

JUDITH: Hello, my name is Judith, and I
haven't had a chance to review the EIR yet, but I'm very
familiar with the area. And I just have a few comments
based on some previous studies of other documents.

One of the things is the construction,
because this is such a congested area -- I guess my
clock can start.

Because this is such a congested area and
because I use transit and also drive on this area

regularly and have noticed that there's been a lot

1
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encroachment by construction projects on public right of
ways -- and I think that because there is so much going
on in this area, you should really limit all
construction to the lot line and not allow them to push
pedestrians into the street, to push bike lanes into car
lanes and things like that.

So strict adherence to the lot line for any
construction. This has not been to adhered to on Van
Ness; this has not been adhered to on 9th. There's
just too much encroachment on public right-of-way.

Also, I think that loading zones -- you know,
regardless of the parking number, loading zones are
really critical to maintain in terms of safety. There's
so much loading, double space, and just illegal loading
and unloading which really impedes bicycles, especially,
and also normal transit and cars, which Van Ness, of
course, is going to have the bike -- the bus lanes,
special bus lanes.

I would also -- so I would move the loading
zone to someplace, I guess, off Market. It sounds like
Oak, maybe, and I would make sure that there is a
loading zone. Sometimes loading zones are entitled, but
then white zones are taken away because the pressure to
put parking meters on those spaces and get revenue is

just too tempting for the relevant agency.

23
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I would suggest that you have the developer add
city bike memberships in lieu of parking. That's a way
to encourage more of the bike share, and that would be
a great place to have a bike share. And if it was
subsidized by the developer by providing free bike share
memberships to their residents, that would be great.

I'd also love to see some public bathrooms. If]
they're not going to do any BMR on-site, that would be
a great place and a great building to have some public
bathrooms that pedestrians could use, that transit
people could use, because we're not putting bathrooms
underground anymore, and that really makes that area
not that great for families to use. It would really --
and we know that the City is doing some temporary
bathrooms a few blocks away. That's an ongoing
cost. It would be great to just have some public

bathrooms available and provided by the building, as a

24

(TR-5)
cont'd

(GE-2

lot of churches do in the City now. Thanks.

PRESIDENT FONG: Any additional public comment?
Okay, not seeing any, public comment is closed.

And, Commissioner Moore.

A-CPC-Moore

COMMISSIONER MOORE: I'm very grateful to Hayes
Valley Neighborhood Association to do such a thorough
overview of issues that do come into mind when

reading the Draft EIR. I'm in full support of the

1
(GE-1)
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observations that have been shared, including the 1

25

(GE-1)

challenges that Mr. Radulovich posed in terms of auto cont'd

capacity reduction and a number of other traffic
related issues. 1

The one issue that was not mentioned by b
HVNA is the issue of concerns for shadow on
Patricia's Green and Koshland Park. I, myself, am very
concerned that as we are not increasing the number of
neighborhood parks in these already congested
neighborhoods, that the overlay of The Hub, which
came much later than the Hayes Valley Market/

Octavia Plan, creates additional pressure on this park
which is really the one and foremost commuter
gathering space.

So I would support a cautionary comment that
the EIR is very cognizant of the effect on it. At this
moment this particular park is not a protected park
under Prop M -- Prop K, actually, and I would appreciate

that there will be additional study on what that really

means to this growing neighborhood.
Another point, although not as much EIR- 3
related, but as my own concern, The Hub itself is an
abstract concept which I would have liked to see studied
in a programmatic EIR together with overriding policies

and principals which look at the transformation at this

l(sH-1)

(CU-1
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important point of the City. That has never occurred.

I've raised the same question when we very
recently reviewed 1500 Mission Street, a project that
will be part of The Hub, and other projects slightly
to through the south and to the west, a shared vision on
what that means in reducing automobile capacity,
potentially even reconfiguring the geometries
on Van Ness on one of the most unfortunate intersections
in the City of San Francisco. Van Ness and Market is a
missed opportunity to really have a hub that deals with
exciting new building forms, but makes the street itself
more important than the transit investment that we have
put to intersect at that particular intersection.

I am still also not very clear about
pedestrian circulation, increased safety for people who
are using transit, who are crossing on bicycle, and on
slower modes of moving across the intersection. The
sidewalks in front of the project in question today are
far too narrow to accommodate the increased pedestrian
-- safe increased pedestrian movement, particularly if
loading is not being moved to Oak Street, and,
particularly, if we continue to not constructively
address how we deal with the random unregulated
patterns of Uber and Lyft regarding pickup and

delivery of passengers.

26
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All of that will have a direct impact here, 5
particularly crossing over the dedicated bike lanes is (TReo)
something which is already enough of a threat, but it
has not been put forward as a traffic measure, but
which we're bringing it into the context of a discussion
on EIR and protecting pedestrians, bicycles, et cetera.
Those would be my comments at the moment.
Thank you.
PRESIDENT FONG: Commissioner Richards. A-CPC-
Richards
COMMISSIONER RICHARDS: So some of the ]1
(TR-9)

commenters raised some issues, and I had to go back into
the DEIR to see what the project sponsor's goals were
for the project. And the last bullet is to provide
adequate parking and vehicular unloading access

to serve the needs of project residents and their
visitors. I get that. Makes sense.

But when you're looking at it through the lens
of what we're doing here to understand the study, it
says that the EIR needs to be adequate, accurate, and
objective, and need not be exhaustive, but the
sufficiency of an EIR needs to be reviewed in light of
what's reasonably feasible.

I think what's reasonably feasible is a no
parking alternative, a conforming parking alternative at

.25 as well as the project sponsor's .5. So I don't
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think it's objective if we don't look at those other 1
(TR-9)
alternatives. cont'd
Some other things that came to mind here as |/
TR-5)

well, I've had the occasion to be down at that
intersection recently several times and I do understand
that that loading zone is not used. So it's an existing
condition because it's physically there, but it isn't

being used. And I think that we need to understand if

we actually reactivate it -- because there's nothing to
unload to there right now. You can't -- the donut shop
doesn't unload donuts. There's nothing there to unload.
There's an empty lot. So if we were to reactivate that,

what's it really going to have? What's the impact going
to be specifically on cyclists?

I was at the Planning Department last night,
and I had to drive my car, unfortunately, but it was
late; I could park it in front. And when I went home in
the dark, I tried to make a turn on Duboce from
Valencia, and I have to tell you, at night, when
there's bicyclists coming down Valencia and it's
raining and you're trying to make a turn to understand
where cars are coming at you, it's harrowing. You know,
I almost hit a bicyclist making that right turn. So I
project what I -- my experience last night into this

intersection with that loading zone, not far from that
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corner, on a rainy night, when it's dark, and I see the
same kind of things happening. So I really think we

need to look at the impact of bicyclists on that loading

29

(TR-5)
cont'd

zone -- the loading zone on the impact of a cyclist.

I think the adequacy of the EIR as well needs E
TR-6)

to understand the changes in the retail landscape.
Yesterday morning I had to go to a meeting, but what was
in my driveway? An Amazon car delivering to the
nextdoor neighbor. I didn't even know they delivered by
car. I thought they just delivered by truck.

But, you know, so many things are happening
that's overtaking our ability to understand them,
changes in retail, on demand meals. When I go home
tonight, I'm going to have Munchery, and they're going
to deliver it to my house because I'm not going to
cook. 1I'll probably take an Uber home.

So, I mean, all this stuff is happening, and
I'm not sure we're really getting a real understanding
of it as it pertains to this really sensitive site.

With this many units and this many people and this
demand, I'm really having to stretch, trying to
understand how we're going to accommodate it.

The other issue, the one that we had on -- I
think it was 91st Street, the loading and unloading of

people moving in and out needs to be considered, that
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maybe it's not an EIR thing; I think it's a t

(TR-6
project-specific thing, but I'll go out on a limb here. [contd

Without an ability to have people drive their U-Haul van
in, unload it, put it in an elevator, get it up to their
unit on Floor 30, to have them down on the street
carrying stuff in, lamps and stuff, you know, from the
street in and trying to get it through the lobby or some
other way, just really doesn't make much sense. So I
know there's a big loading area there, but I'm assuming
that that's really more for bigger trucks. But we'll
have to see. So I think that's -- that's an issue.

I think we need to be creative around all these
things I mentioned about where the world is going as
it pertains to this project and other projects in the,
neighborhood, and get really creative, because maybe the
model of having the delivery happen right at your site
no longer works.

The post office uses rhino boxes where they'll

deliver it to a rhino box and have to go get it. So, I
mean, we need to think about be creative here and
maybe take a different lens.

I think shadow on Brady Park, which is in the 4
Market/Octavia Plan, not a park yet, should be looked
at. What's the impact there going to be if that does

become a park?

(SH-1

)
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And I do agree with Commissioner Moore. We |5
(CU
just looked at 1500 Mission Street last week -- last
meeting in December. Before that we had the Tower Car
Wash site. I know the Honda site's going to be coming.

I know the carpet store on Otis and Mission is coming.
When you put all this together, what does it

look like? I mean, we have a Central SoMa EIR which I'm

reading right now; it's almost like we kind of need a

Hub EIR. When you put all this together, show me what

it looks like. I don't want to make decisions in

isolation. So this .5 parking and a Honda .5 parking and

-- you know, it's all coming together. So I'd like to see€

how this all fits together.

PRESIDENT FONG: Commissioner Moore.

A-CPC-Moore

COMMISSIONER MOORE: I have one other question, |6
one other comment that might not be something current
EIRs can answer, but I'd like to put that in as the
project moves forward. 1It's triggered by a comment from
the public speaker about the interference of
construction beyond property line.

The question I'm asking here, as wind
mitigation we are hearing about wind foils as wind
detractors These particular wind foils extend over the
public right-of-way or over the -- or are in the public

realm, and I am wondering how much the public realm is

(WI-1)
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32
served by the need for public -- by privately 8W4)
necessitated wind mitigation. contd

I question that I am looking at sidewalks
having wind foils on them, particularly when in San
Francisco we mostly like to walk on sunny sidewalks when
the sun is there. I just pulled that as a question,
but I'd like that to go forward as a comment on the
particular configuration regarding wind mitigation for
this project. |
PRESIDENT FONG: Commissioner Melgar.
A-CPC-Melgar
COMMISSIONER MELGAR: Thank you. I'm not goinglq
to belabor the points that Commissioners Richards and Wh2)
Moore made so well. I also would like a more thorough
analysis of the impact of wind on bicycles, and also 1
the affordable housing component. / I am really (2 )
TR-2

interested in getting a more thorough application of
the VMT as a measurement tool to not just this project,
but as Commissioner Richards was talking about, that
helps in general.

Because I do think it could be a really
great tool for us on the local level to apply and come
up with our own measurement methodologies and benchmarks
when it comes to transit hubs. And I'm thinking because
we've been getting so much correspondence about the

Balboa Reservoir, for example, this is a tool that we
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could use. And I think that we're just barely using it
as it -- you know. So I think, this is really
interesting, but I would like a little bit deeper
analysis.

PRESIDENT FONG: Commissioner Richards.

33

(TR-2)

A-CPC-Richards

COMMISSIONER RICHARDS: I guess, two trailing
points. We have a plan EIR for Market/Octavia, which we
could use. But when you're looking at increasing

heights around The Hub, you're really changing things.
So that' why I think the adequacy with the plan EIR

may not actually cover all these projects coming,
especially if we're making changes midstream. So that's
why I'm talking about kind of a hub understanding.

The other one is Commissioner Melgar included
me in TDMs mentioned in the DEIR. I'd love to see the
TDM applied. So if you have .5 parking spaces or .25 or
none, what are the other things on the menu of 20-odd
something things need to do to get to the acceptable
number? I believe, it's 28 or whatever. What do they
have to do? What's it going to look like? So maybe
that's a project-specific thing, but it would really
help us understand the viability of what the parking
ratio could look like.

PRESIDENT FONG: Okay, I think that concludes

Commissioner's comments.

I6

(CU-1

(TR-7
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REPORTER CERTIFICATE
I, Jill Anne Stephenson, Shorthand
Reporter No. 8759 in and for the State of
California, do hereby certify that the forgoing is a

full, true and correct transcript of the proceedings

taken to the best of my ability by me, a duly certified

shorthand reporter.

I further certify that I am not interested in
the outcome of said action, nor connected with, nor
related to any of the parties in said action, nor to

their respective counsel.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my

Hand this day of , 2017.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

A-DOT

EDMUND G. BROWN Jr.. Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 4

OFFICE OF TRANSIT AND COMMUNITY PLANNING
P.O. BOX 23660, MS-10D

OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660

PHONE (510) 286-5528

FAX (510)286-5559

TTY 711

www.dot.ca.gov

Serious Drought.
Help save water!

January 17, 2017 SCH # 2012102025
GTS # 04-SF-2016-00062
SF101189

. . SF-101-PM R5.103
Mr. Michael Jacinto

Planning Department

City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

One Oak Street (2009.0159E) — Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Jacinto:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the One Oak Street project. In tandem with the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission’s (MTC) Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), the Caltrans
Strategic Management Plan 2015-2020 includes targets to reduce Vehicle Miles Travelled
(VMT), in part, by tripling bicycle and doubling both pedestrian and transit travel by 2020. Our
comments are based on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

Project Understanding

The proposed infill project would demolish all structures at 1500-1540 Market Street and
construct a 310-unit, 40-story residential tower with ground floor commercial space, an off-set
loading space, and subsurface parking garage with 155 spaces. Resident bicycle parking would
be provided on a second floor mezzanine; visitor bicycle parking would be provided on racks on
adjacent sidewalks. The project would also include construction of a public plaza within the Oak
Street right-of-way; wind canopies within the plaza and the sidewalk at the northeast corner of
the Market and Polk streets to reduce pedestrian-level winds; relocation of the existing Van Ness
Avenue Muni station to the ground floor of the existing One South Van Ness building; and a
southbound contra-flow fire lane for emergency vehicle use on the east side of Franklin Street
between Market & Oak streets. The passenger vehicle and loading entry would be on Oak Street.

The project site is located at 1500-1540 Market Street, bound by Market Street to the south, Oak
Street to the north, US 101 (Van Ness Avenue) to the east, and adjacent properties to the west.
The average daily VMT per capita for the project’s Transportation Analysis Zone is substantially
below the regional average daily VMT for both proposed uses: residential and retail.

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability”



Mr. Jacinto, City and County of San Francisco
January 17, 2017
Page 2

The project area—characterized by mixed-use places, high jobs-housing ratios, high levels
transit service, and pedestrian supportive environments—can best be described as Urban Core,
according to the Caltrans Smart Mobility Framework.

Lead Agency

As the Lead Agency, San Francisco (the City) is responsible for all project mitigation, including
any needed improvements to State highways. The project’s fair share contribution, financing,
scheduling, implementation responsibilities, and Lead Agency monitoring should be fully
discussed for all proposed mitigation measures.

Cultural Resources

There is no Native American consultation documented in the DEIR or the Initial Study. In

accordance with CEQA, we recommend that the San Francisco Planning Department conduct (CR-1)
Native American consultation with tribes, groups, and individuals who are interested in the

project area and may have knowledge of Tribal Cultural Resources, Traditional Cultural

Properties, or other sacred sites.

Encroachment Permit

Please be advised that any work or traffic control that encroaches onto US 101 requires a
Caltrans-issued Encroachment Permit. Traffic-related mitigation measures should be
incorporated into the construction plans prior to the Encroachment Permit process. To apply, a
completed Encroachment Permit application, environmental documentation, and five (5) sets of
plans clearly indicating State right-of-way must be submitted to the following address:

David Salladay, District Office Chief

Office of Permits, MS 5E

California Department of Transportation, District 4
P.O. Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94623-0660

See the following website for more information: http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/ep/index.html

Thank you again for including Caltrans in the environmental review process. Should you have
any questions regarding this letter, please contact Jesse Schofield at 510-286-5562 or
jesse.schofield@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

DU~

PATRICIA MAURICE
District Branch Chief
Local Development - Intergovernmental Review

i State Clearinghouse

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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CALIFORNIA 1017 L Street, #288
B I C YC L E Sacramento, CA 95814
COALITION 916-778-0746

info@calbike.org

January 5, 2017

Lisa Gibson

Acting Environmental Review officer
San Francisco Planning Department
Lisa.gibson@sfgov.org

RE: Comments on the Adequacy of One Oak Street Project Draft Environmental Impact Report
and Mitigations

Dear Ms. Gibson:

1
=

I am writing to bring your attention to one particular issue in the draft EIR of the One Oak

: . . . : . o WI-2
project that is worth your consideration: it does not consider wind impacts on bicyclists. (Wi-2)

As anyone who pedals along Market Street near Polk Street is aware, wind impacts from tall
buildings can pose a significant challenge to comfortable and safe pedaling. Strong wind at that
location will blow people several feet sideways into the next lane. It’s strong enough to
sometimes cause crashes. Will the new tall building in this windy area have similar, or worse
effects? We don’t know, and we should. The Planning Commissioners should be made aware,
through the Environmental Impact Report, of the effect of wind on bicycling safety and comfort.

Please revise the Draft Environmental Impact Report to consider wind impacts on bicyclists so
that appropriate mitigation measures can be taken, if necessary.

Sincrely,

Ll by

Dave Snyder
Executive Director



O-CHNA

From: Marlayne Morgan [mailto:marlaynel6@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, January 04, 2017 10:31 PM

To: Moe Jamil

Cc: Rodney Fong; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rich Hillis; Kathrin Moore; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel,
Joel (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jason M Henderson;
Gail Baugh

Subject: Re: 1 Oak Draft EIR Item 8 on Agenda

Dear President Fong and Commissioners:

I apologize for the last minute nature of these comments. Due to the excellent analysis provided |1

by HVNA, Cathedral Hill Neighbors Association (CHNA) also strongly urges the Commission  |(CE-2)
to eliminate off street parking and Market Street loading, to provide BMR units on site and to

mitigate shadow impacts through community benefits.

One Oak, as the first major new project in the Hub, has the opportunity to shape future
development in this area.

Regards,

Marlayne Morgan, President
Cathedral Hill Neighbors Association
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Treasurer

Joey Cain
Nominating Chair

Richard Ivanhoe
Membership Chair

Rupert Clayton
Housing and Land Use Chair

Karen Fishkin
Recycling Chair

MEMBERS-AT-LARGE

Dorrie Huntington
Shira Noel
Michael Behrens
Jim Rhoads

Dave Groeschel

Alex Aquino
Merchant Liaison

January 9, 2017

To: Lisa Gibson
Acting Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
lisa.gibson@sfgov.otg

From: Rupert Clayton

Housing and Land Use Chair

Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council

landuse@hanc-sf.org

Re: Planning Department Case No. 2009.0159E,
State Clearinghouse No. 2012102025

Dear Ms. Gibson,

The Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council has the following serious concerns
about the adequacy of the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the proposed
One Oak Street Project.

Request for reissue of material and extension of comment period: The “Wind |
Comfort Analysis Results” presented on pages 4.D.10-11 and 4.D.15-16 of the
DEIR are truncated at all four margins and therefore the DEIR’s summary of
wind analysis results fails to present key data from which any reader is
expected to draw conclusions. These data must be reissued in a readable
format and the comment period extended or reopened in order to permit
genuine public review. Simply correcting this data in the final EIR will not allow
the public sufficient opportunity to evaluate the adequacy of this analysis and have
their comments addressed. 1
W-1 (Wind Impacts): Aside from the missing data mentioned above, the analysis
of wind impacts in the DEIR entirely ignores the effects of the project and
any proposed mitigation measures on key groups such as seniors, people
with disabilities and cyclists. For this reason, the DEIR is inadequate in its
current form.

The project location is adjacent to the city’s primary bike-commuting route (Route |3
50, along Market Street and used by many residents in the Haight Ashbury) so the
effect on cyclists is particularly important to study. However, neither Section 4.C
nor Section 4.D of the DEIR provides any analysis of the effect of wind on
cyclists, such as the increased risk of cyclists being blown into vehicle traffic, or
the potential reduction in bike usage due to people avoiding increasingly frequent
street-level winds.

PO Box 170518  «
www.hanc-sf.org

San Francisco < CA 94117
info@hanc.sf-org
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The project is also located on two of the city’s major transit arteries, within three blocks of City Hall and close to ifVVII "

many city offices and arts venues. The surrounding sidewalks and streets are used regularly by many people with
limited mobility. Again, this group includes many Haight Ashbury residents. Despite this setting, Section 4.D of
the DEIR contains no analysis of the effect of increased wind on seniors and disabled people.

We are particularly alarmed to see that the summarized wind study results on page 4.D.18 indicate that the project
will create wind exceeding the hazard criteria for even able-bodied people at test point 57 (in the western crosswalk
across Market Street at Van Ness Avenue. This is a heavily used pedestrian crosswalk near multiple transit stops
across the city’s major artery. Where a project causes a wind speed rated as a hazard this is deemed a significant
impact under CEQA, and the San Francisco Planning Code Section 148 stipulates that “No exception shall be
granted and no building or addition shall be permitted that causes equivalent wind speeds to reach or exceed the
hazard level of 26 miles per hour for a single hour of the year.” The project clearly causes winds to reach hazard
level at test point 57 where they do not do so currently. For this reason, the DEIR inadequately analyses the
additional hazard created by the development and must be amended to find the wind impact to be
significant.

The DEIR states that the project results in “no net increases in the number of test points that would exceed the
hazard criteria” [4.1D.17] and uses this “no net increase” criterion to conclude that “the proposed project would not
alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas.” By inventing this “net increase” standard, the DEIR
wrongly interprets SF Planning Code Section 148 as exempting projects that create hazard-level winds in some
places and reduce them in others. This interpretation would allow any developer to create new wind hazards and
offset them by choosing sufficient testing points in areas where wind is reduced. This is plainly not the intent of
either CEQA or the San Francisco Planning Code.

C-W-1 (Cumulative Wind Impacts): The DEIR improperly evaluates the cumulative wind impacts of One Oak
and other existing and proposed developments. While the report does analyze the effect of the project in
combination with these other buildings via a form of regression analysis, the DEIR does not directly compare
cumulative configurations with and without the proposed project. A direct comparison of configurations that differ
only in the presence of the proposed project is required in order for the DEIR to adequately assess whether the
project contributes to significant cumulative wind impacts. The cumulative wind impact section of the DEIR
must therefore be rewritten, and if necessary additional wind tunnel analysis must be performed.

TR-1 and C-TR-1 (VMT and Traffic Impacts): The DEIR uses the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research’s new approach of analyzing traffic impacts through changes to vehicle miles traveled (VMT). While this is
a useful proxy for many environmental impacts of a development’s effect on traffic, it relies heavily on selecting the
correct criteria for measurement.

The OPR guidelines were amended at a late stage so that “a project that generates greater than 85 percent of
regional per capita VMT, but less than 85 percent of city-wide per capita VMT, would still be considered to have a
less than significant transportation impact”. [OPR Revised Proposal for Implementing SB 743, page 111:23] The
intent is clear that this change is to avoid penalizing projects that incrementally improve VMT outside of
metropolitan centers.

There is no indication that OPR intended to favor the converse interpretation: that a project has a less than
significant transportation impact if it exceeds 85 percent of city-wide per capita VMT so long as it generates less
than 85 percent of regional per capita VMT. Indeed, if this converse interpretation were to be adopted (in which per
capita VMT for San Francisco becomes irrelevant), it is hard to imagine how any project in San Francisco could be
found to create a significant traffic-based impact when compared to a VMT per capita level based on a region that
stretches from Cloverdale and Vacaville to Gilroy. Incorrectly, the DEIR assumes that this converse
interpretation holds true and for this reason the DEIR is not adequate. [DEIR page 4.C.35 note 23]

Am:
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The DEIR Traffic Analysis should have assessed the project’s impact based on San Francisco VMT figures and not
purely regional VMT. It is important that new projects contribute to San Francisco’s positive effect on regional
VMT, rather than promote a regression to the mean. To this end:
e The DEIR Traffic Analysis should be reworked to assess the net impact of the project on VMT within the
study area.
e The analysis should account for the reasonably foreseeable high rate of commuting trips by private vehicle
from the project site to and from the Peninsula and South Bay.
e The analysis should include a more comprehensive examination of traffic flow and the impact of vehicle
trips to and from the project site on nearby transit, bike and car traffic. This is compatible with the state’s

revised traffic analysis guidelines, as any disruption to the many busy commuter routes is likely to cause
significant environmental impact.

PH-1 and C-PH-1 (Impact of Market-Rate Housing on Demand for BMR Housing): The Draft EIR fails to [

adequately analyze the environmental impact caused by the project’s generation, both individually and cumulatively,
of further unmet demand for below-market-rate housing in the immediate vicinity and across San Francisco.

The proposed development would create 320 new market rate units and zero BMR units. Rather than include BMR
units, the developer proposes to pay a fee that might be used by the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development to fund some BMR housing at an unknown date and location. The DEIR references a
communication by the developer that the in-lieu fee might fund an “Octavia BMR Project” on former freeway
parcels between Haight and Oak, to be overseen by MOHCD and built by a non-profit. This is purely aspirational
and there are significant reasons to doubt whether a BMR project will ever be built at this site, and whether the in-
lieu fee will fund it.

Given this, the correct approach for analysis would be to assume that the proposed project will increase the supply
of market rate housing in the neighborhood and do nothing to increase the supply of BMR housing. To accurately
assess the impact on housing and population, the EIR must analyze the following areas that are not adequately
addressed:
e How the addition of these 320 market rate units will affect local housing prices and housing affordability.
e The additional demand for affordable housing that will be created by this extra market-rate housing. (Other
studies have shown that each 100 new market rate units creates demand for 30 or more BMR units.)
e The expected impact of the proposed project’s market rate housing on gentrification and displacement in
nearby neighborhoods, causing a rise in commute distances and VMT by displaced low-income households
e The true BMR impact of this additional market rate housing, as measured by San Francisco’s Residential
Nexus study. The DEIR fails to identify whether the nexus is closer to the 12 percent/ 20 percent on
site/ off-site requirements pre-Prop C (2015) or if the nexus is closer to the 25 percent/ 33 percent
onsite/off-site ratio established by Prop C.

We look forward to reading the department’s responses and reanalysis in the Final EIR.

Sincerely,

e

Rupert Clayton
HANC Housing and Land Use Chair
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O-HVNA-Hender;om

The HAYES VALLEY Neighborhood Association | nvNa

January 4", 2017

Lisa Gibson

Acting Environmental Review officer
San Francisco Planning Department
Lisa.gibson@sfgov.org

RE: Comments on the Adequacy of One Oak Street Project Draft Environmental Impact
Report and Mitigations

Dear Ms. Gibson

]
1
—_

The Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association (HVNA), based on our longstanding
support for the Market and Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan, has the following concerns (GE-1)
regarding the proposed One Oak Street Project, because the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) is inadequate. It fails as an informational document and does not adequately analyze the
following issues (presented in order of Table S-1: Summary of Impacts):

TR-1 (VMT & Traffic): The DEIR does not adequately analyze per capita daily vehicle miles T2
travel (VMT) and localized impacts of VMT. The transportation data used in the DEIR is (TR-2)
uninformative about present day trip distribution and underestimates car commuting to the South
Bay. The location of One Oak is a unique transportation corridor of citywide importance. It has
exceptionally high transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic that will be negatively impacted by car
circulation to and from One Oak. The relationship between VMT and local car circulation and
impacts on pedestrians, bicycles, and transit must be thoroughly studied, understood, and L
mitigated./LI' he DEIR proposes transportation demand management (TDM) to reduce per capita |
daily VMT, but no information is provided to benchmark VMT in the project. Since VMT is not |(TR-7)
adequately analyzed, understanding the success of failure of TDM is not possible.

@ !

TR-4 (Bicycle Impacts): The DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts of One Oak on 4
bicycling, especially on Market Street. It ignores hazards to bicycling from on-street loading and TR-5)
wind. New analysis is needed of loading and wind impacts on bicycling, with mitigations to
ensure safe bicycling. Mitigation in the form of fully-separated, wide cycle tracks on Market
Street and other bicycle infrastructure must be considered.

—

TR-5 (Loading Demand): The DEIR analysis of loading demand is inadequate and does not |5
reflect present-day trends in retail delivery and transportation network companies (TNCs). The |[(TR-6)




DEIR must discuss stronger mitigation for loading impacts for residential online shopping and
TNC passengers and re-orient all loading to the Oak Street side of the project.

W-1 (Wind Impacts): The DEIR wind analysis completely ignores bicycling. It also under-
estimates negative impacts of wind hazards on seniors, on adjacent buildings, and on how the
proposed wind canopies will deflect winds. Without understanding wind impacts on bicycling,
appropriate mitigation, such as wide, safe, separated cycle tracks, are omitted.

S-1 (Shadows): DEIR does not adequately analyze shadow impacts on Patricia’s Green and |
Koshland Park. The DEIR fails to consider that usage patterns are changing and that morning sun
draws people to parks.

Below Market Rate Housing and CEQA: The DEIR omits discussion and analysis of the
environmental impact of market rate housing on below market rate housing (BMR) and on
gentrification and displacement. The DEIR also omits a discussion of the environmental impacts

of the proposed off-site housing on Octavia Boulevard, which should be part of the analysis.
Below is a detailed elaboration of why the One Oak DEIR is inadequate:

TR-I and Chapter 4.C-1: VMT and Traffic Impacts

The One Oak DEIR dismisses the very real traffic circulation and safety impacts of the
project. The LCW (2016) One Oak Transportation Impact Study, which is the basis for the
DEIR analysis, uses antiquated and inadequate methods for analysis of traffic impacts. The
DEIR’s reliance on the regional-scale threshold of significance for VMT results in inadequate
analysis because the location provides a unique transportation corridor that needs to be
thoroughly studied.

Nine important Muni bus lines, five Muni light rail lines, and one Muni streetcar line
traverse the corridor, carrying almost 14,000 passengers in the weekday am peak hour and
13,500 in the weekday pm peak hour (DEIR, Table 4.C.3.)!. Every weekday there are thousands
of cyclists using Market Street, with 1,400 in the two- hour pm peak period alone (DEIR,
4.C.22).

Car and transit capacity is strained at this location. At the Market and VVan Ness
Intersection, 3,700 motor vehicles cross in every direction in the am peak hour, and almost 4,000
traverse the intersection in the pm peak hour (LCW, 2016, Figures 7a and 7b). At peak times cars
frequently block crosswalks and also accelerate at yellow light phases. Transit capacity, as
demonstrated in the capacity utilization metric exhibited in Table 4.C.3 in the DEIR, is at
capacity or approaching capacity.

The Market and VVan Ness intersection is a top “Vision Zero” location identified by the
city as a priority to make safer for pedestrians and cyclists. The SFMTA plans to invest
considerable resources in Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit well as the Mission 14 bus as part of

! Figures for peak am and pm Muni ridership calculated by adding inbound and outbound
ridership columns in table 4.C.3.




Muni Forward. Bicycle and pedestrian conditions are to be addressed in Vision Zero, the San 9
Francisco Bicycle Plan, and Better Market Street Plans. All of these will involve reducing (TR-2)
roadway capacity for automobiles and trucks, meaning less room to add additional cars from One jjcontd
Oak and other nearby new development. Most transportation demand from development like

One Oak must be oriented towards walking and bicycling. The DEIR acknowledges none of this.

The DEIR lacks a detailed analysis of the site’s circulation and traffic safety impacts,
ostensibly because the site is located in TAZ 588 (see attachment 1), with daily per capita VMT
(3.5 miles per day) that is lower than the regional per capita VMT threshold. TAZ 588 is a five
city block triangle bounded by Oak Street to the North, Market Street to the South, Gough to the
West, and Van Ness to the East. This TAZ, like the Market and Octavia Better Neighborhoods
Plan, is characterized by mostly older, pre-automobile era buildings and rental housing, with low
rates of car ownership and buildings with little to no parking. In the Market and Octavia Plan
Area, per capita daily VMT is roughly 4 miles.?

The LCW transportation study shows that cars are still the biggest mode share of the
project, adding 131 new car trips in the am peak, and 171 car trips in the pm weekday peak
(LCW, 2016, Table 11, p. 53). This is despite being in a dense, transit rich location, suitable for
utilitarian cycling, walkable, and near an array of urban services and jobs. It is a substantial
increase in car trips over existing conditions, in a very congested part of the city with 1,400
cyclists on Market in the afternoon peak time and tens of thousands of transit passengers.

The analysis says nothing about how car trips generated by One Oak will circulate, nor
how the excess parking (0.5:1 (155 spaces) is accentuating these car trips. Even if the car trips
were at a per capita VMT of 3 or 4 miles per day, this would be a significant impact on the
immediate area. This is a part of the city where the tolerance for more VMT is zero, and this
needs to be considered.

The inadequacy of the analysis is aggravated by the trip distribution discussion (LCW,
2016, p.54). Based on data from 1990, LCW’s transportation report downplays the volume of
car traffic that would likely go to Silicon Valley using the nearby 101 Freeway. Using 1990 data
does not reflect two tech booms and the internet-based economy to the South of the City.
Based on existing patterns of development in this part of San Francisco, a substantial portion of
the residents of One Oak will be employed in high-paying tech jobs in Silicon Valley. This
means more commuting to Silicon Valley, with the largest mode share by car. 1990 data is
inadequate for this analysis.

The analysis fails to consider the negative impact on VMT by Transportation Network
Companies (TNCs) like Uber or Lyft. It does not consider the localized swarming of TNC’s that
will occur the One Oak site, and TNC’s are omitted from the city’s transportation analysis
despite upwards of 45,000 operating in the city on a daily basis. Lack of understanding of TNC

2 Foletta and Henderson (2016) Low Car(bon) Communities, pp. 64-65 (based on SFCTA SF-
Champ model)



impacts on cyclists, pedestrians, and transit means the DEIR is inadequate in identifying impacts
and necessary mitigation.

The DEIR circulation and safety analysis is wholly inadequate and needs a thorough
revision that includes more accurate, up-to-date data and methods, and that captures
TNCs. The DEIR must include a fine-grained analysis of One Oak’s VMT impacts on
cyclists, pedestrians, and public transit in the immediate vicinity of the project.

In addition, the way the city currently considers the VMT thresholds of significance is
inappropriate. Right now the city defines the threshold of significance at 15 percent less than the
regional per capita VMT (17.2 miles per day x 0.15 = 14.6 miles per day). Since the VMT in
TAZ 588 is below the regional threshold (14.6 miles per day), it is assumed no significant impact
and so no further analysis is required. This does not adequately reflect the impacts new car trips
will have on the immediate area, or on the city, which will be significant.

The DEIR should be using the new VMT metric in a more useful and beneficial way
that acknowledges that car trips, even short local car trips, are a significant environmental
impact. Instead of a regionally defined threshold (14.6 miles per day), the significance threshold
of daily per capita VMT should reflect the Market and Octavia neighborhoods (4 miles per day)
in which this project is located.

It should be noted that the State’s CEQA guidelines recommend but do not require the
regional VMT as the benchmark. The city can use VMT analysis more robustly if it lowers the
threshold to neighborhood-scale such as Market and Octavia.

THE DEIR must analyze how parking impacts VMT. The DEIR must analyze One
Oak with residential off-street parking alternatives of 0.25:1 and zero parking.
Additionally, the DEIR does not discuss the VMT impacts of valet parking for residents. With
excess parking above what is permitted (155 spaces instead of 73) and easy access to cars via
Valet and two elevators, there could be much more driving because of the ease of access to cars
by residents (see valet parking discussion below).

The DEIR TR-1 impact section also proposes a TDM mitigation focused on reducing
VMT but does not ever state what the project’s per capita daily VMT will be. The success or
failure of the TDM cannot be evaluated because proper data about VMT is not provided by the
DEIR. Without proper data, it is not possible to know how to mitigate and how to evaluate the
TDM strategies, whatever they might be.

A project within a low per capita daily VMT TAZ can still have significant impacts
locally. The DEIR needs to analyze the impacts of additional cars from the One Oak Project on
this corridor and benchmarked against the per capita VMT in the Market Octavia Plan area.
Standards MUST be appropriate to the site. Concomitantly a detailed transportation analysis

9
(TR-2)
cont'd



should be undertaken that analyzes an off-street residential parking scenario of zero parking, and |9

compared with residential parking ratios of 0.25:1 (73 spaces) and 0.5:1 (155 spaces). gjﬁt—%)
The DEIR needs finer-grained, higher resolution analysis of VMT and localized

circulation impacts. Mitigation in the form of wide, safe cycle tracks, wider and safer

crosswalks and sidewalks, stringer transit lane separation or enforcement must be included

in the study. Elimination of private automobiles and TNCs from Market Street between

10t Street and Franklin Street must also be analyzed and part of the DEIR mitigations.

If the off street residential parking is permitted at One Oak, mitigation should
include restricting the operation of the valet and elevators. Cars should not be allowed
access or egress to One Oak on weekdays between 7am-9am peak hours and between 4pm
and 7pm peak hours to limit the impacts of peak car trips on the surrounding area.

Off-Street Parking Ratios

The One Oak Project is in an area of the Market and Octavia Plan where the permitted
parking is 0.25:1 but zero parking is also permitted. If the project follows the rules, it would have
no more than 73 parking spaces. Yet the DEIR for One Oak includes a residential off-street
parking ratio that is double what is permitted as of right (0.5:1, or 155 parking spaces).

The project sponsor has ignored repeated requests by the adjacent community to consider a
building with zero parking. In January of 2015 HVNA explicitly objected to excess parking in a
letter to Build, Inc. Two Initial Study letters, available from the planning department, asked for
reduced parking, and the public comments at several “HUB” planning meetings included
requests to develop One Oak with zero parking.

One Oak’s residential parking at 0.5:1 is excessive and no compelling reason has been
given to justify allowing it to be doubled from 73 to 155 spaces. The One Oak DEIR discusses
residential off-street parking without considering alternatives with less parking. There is
considerable evidence, based on the groundbreaking work of Professor Donald Shoup, that
parking generates car trips.®> The SFMTA acknowledges this: https://www.sfmta.com/about-
sfmta/blog/growing-case-new-approach-sfs-parking-problem. The Market and Octavia Better
Neighborhood Plan acknowledges this and permits zero parking throughout the plan for that
reason.

The project also proposes valet parking without analyzing how valet parking might
increase VMT and other traffic impacts. An analysis of valet parking must be part of the
DEIR. Residents might order their cars in advance and easily access them. Residents will also
find it easy to drop their cars off and not have to worry about queues or waiting times. The LCW
Transportation study suggests Oak Street loading zones will be used by Valets to store cars as
residents come and go. New Apps and other methods will be used by residents to have easy

3 Shoup (2005) The High Cost of Free Parking



access to their cars. The valet renders parking stackers and dependently-accessible parking
a useless deterrent to driving.

The DEIR must include analysis of transportation impacts with zero parking. The DEIR must
include revised transportation analysis methods that are responsive to the sensitivity of parking
provision (not the 2002 SF Planning approach, which ignores the impacts of off street parking in
residential buildings). The analysis must also include the impacts of valet parking on VMT and
trip generation.

The DEIR must also acknowledge that based on the planning department’s own estimate,
the current foreseeable projects in the “Hub” are estimated at 1,682 parking spaces. Like One
Oak many of these future projects will be requesting a CU for more than the permitted parking,
This geographically-small, transit rich, bicycle and pedestrian neighborhood will be
overwhelmed with more cars. The DIER analysis must include cumulative impacts of all of this
potential future parking on VMT, and on pedestrian, bicycle, and transit systems in the area.

The City is currently studying the Hub, but this DEIR shows One Oak does nothing the
Hub promises, and is completely unlinked to that Hub study.

TR-4 Hazardous Conditions for Bicyclists

The DEIR fails to consider that the proposed on-street loading zone on Market Street and
the impacts of winds will have a hazardous impact in bicycles. The impacts of the loading zones
and winds are described below using the same sub headings of the DEIR summary table.

TR-5: Loading Demand & Impact on Bicycles

The DEIR for One Oak discusses a 130-foot recessed loading zone on westbound Market
Street but mischaracterizes the loading zone as an existing condition. The loading zone has
been inactive for at least a decade, with very few trucks using the zone. On page 47 of the LCW
transportation report it is noted that no trucks currently use the loading zone. Meanwhile
cycling has increased dramatically on Market Street, and notably, in a physical environment
where this loading zone has been inactive. Today during weekday pm peak commute hours,
1,400 cyclists use this part of Market Street, and existing conditions are such that these 1,400
cyclists do NOT presently cross paths with delivery trucks or TNCs. The activation of this
loading zone will be a significant change to the physical environment and present hazards
to cyclists. The DEIR needs to analyze this.

The DEIR for One Oak underestimates the volume of daily deliveries to One Oak and the |

methodology for estimating deliveries must be updated to reflect change. The DEIR and LCW
Report suggest One Oak’s 700 residents will receive approximately 27 deliveries per day (based
on the antiquated SF Transportation Guidelines of 2002) (see page 69, LCW Report). If there
are 700 residents in One Oak, and each receives one delivery per month, on business days only
(22 days), that amounts to almost 32 deliveries per day. This does not acknowledge the rapid
proliferation of internet retail goods and household items, as well as food deliveries to residential
buildings.
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The Draft EIR needs to update the calculation of delivery to reflect present-day reality,
and to reveal how many delivery trucks and vehicles will potentially cross and impede the
Market Street bike lane. This includes analyzing deliveries at similar existing towers. This must
also include a cumulative analysis of deliveries for 1554 Market, which is sharing the loading
zone on Market Street.

The DEIR proposes removing bicycle-safety measures (flexible bollards or “safe-hit”
posts) on Market Street in order to make truck deliveries and loading easier for trucks on Market
Street. It fails to discuss the negative impact this will have on the 1,400 cyclists using Market
during the weekday pm commute.

The 130-foot loading zone must be considered a new loading zone because it will go from
inactive to active, and will be a very real change to the physical environment. The loading zone
will present new hazards to incumbent cyclists on Market Street, and will further degrade
conditions for cyclists if safe-hit posts are removed.

The Draft EIR should be revised to analyze an alternative with no loading on Market Street,
and a shift of all loading to the Oak Street side of the project. It should also analyze more
creative loading strategies, such as loading further off site (westward on Oak and on Franklin)
and deploying the use of human-powered push carts and cargo bicycles to service One Oak.

The curb for the inactive loading zone must be repurposed to wider sidewalks and fully
separated cycle tracks for pedestrian and bicycle safety, and this should be analyzed as
mitigation for One Oak.

W-1: Wind Impacts on Bicycles:

The One Oak Project Draft EIR needs to be revised to include a thorough analysis of
impacts on bicyclists. The DEIR contains an extensive discussion of potential impacts of wind
on pedestrians and public transit passengers waiting for buses at nearby bus stops, but it
completely omits analysis of the impact of wind on the thousands of cyclists using Market Street
and other nearby streets. Thus, the DEIR fails as informational document.

The existing conditions, especially in spring and summer afternoons, are both
uncomfortable and hazardous to cyclists. The DEIR provides no acknowledgement of this. Nor
does it elaborate on how One Oak wind impacts will make conditions more hazardous for
cyclists. The EIR should find that the increased wind a significant impact. The One Oak DEIR
needs to analyze the following:

e impacts of wind on bicycles, especially down-wash winds
e impact of One Oak downwash wind and wind canopies on bicyclists on Market Street
and surrounding streets.
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e impact of the proposed canopies deflecting wind directly into Market Street and into bike
lanes on Market Street and Polk Street.

e adequate mitigations to make cycling safe and comfortable on Market Street, such as
fully-separated cycle tracks and other infrastructure that make it less likely a cyclist
collides with motor vehicles or buses when wind conditions are hazardous for bikes.
Mitigation must include restricting private cars on Market between 10" Street and
Franklin Street.

Market and VVan Ness is probably one of the windiest intersection in the city. The City
does not understand wind impacts on cycling, because the EIR does not even address these
impacts. Consequently, the DEIR does not analyze how the increased wind might deter from
other citywide goals seeking to increase bicycle mode share and make cycling safer. The Market
and Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan, the Better Market Street Plan, and the SFMTA’s
strategic plans all seek to increase cycling, especially on Market Street. This DEIR does not
analyze how these citywide goals might be undermined by wind hazards from One Oak.

Failure to analyze the wind impacts and identify them as significant, means that the DEIR ]
fails to even consider possible mitigation. The DEIR has no discussion of wind mitigation to
cyclists. This is a major omission rendering this part of the DEIR inadequate. The EIR must
include a thorough discussion of wind impacts on cyclists — especially on the busiest cycling
corridor in the city.

13
(WI-2)
cont'd

[14
(WI-1)

The DEIR improperly turns the cumulative impacts analysis for wind on its head. The
DEIR considers One Oak Project in the context of other future projects but then improperly
subtracts out its impact. Since the cumulative impact of this and other buildings creates a
significant impact for pedestrians and Muni passengers, the EIR must find the cumulative wind
impacts significant and provide mitigation

There is precedent for revising an EIR based on an EIR ignoring safety impacts on
cyclists. In Danville CA, bicycles were ignored in an EIR for the proposed Magee Ranch
development. The EIR was appealed and a decision directed the town of Danville to analyze
bicycle safety. The decision document is attached at the end of this comment letter.

Mitigation for wind impacts on bicyclists must be considered. These must include
substantially wider, fully separated cycle tracks on Market Street between 10t Street and
Franklin to make room for error and sudden gusts pushing cyclists off-course. The
mitigation must also consider restricting private cars and TNCs on Market Street between
10% Street and Franklin Street in order to reduce collisions in windy situations.

S-1: Shadows

The DEIR for One Oak discusses that there will be brief shadows in the early morning on
Patricia’s Green during March and September. It also discusses morning shadows on Koshland
Park playground during Late June. The DIER suggests these are less than significant, based on
historic uses of parks. However, with increased density and residential development in Hayes
Valley, these parks are experiencing rapidly increasing use, and much of this also takes place in
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the morning. For example, exercise and meditation are common in Koshland in summer 17
mornings. The DEIR fails to consider that usage patterns are changing and that morning sun (SH-1)
draws people to parks. The DEIRs analysis of shadows is inadequate. contd
Impact of Market Rate Housing on demand for BMR Housing. 18
(PH-1)

The DEIR must consider the impact that market rate housing has on demand for below
market rate housing, and the related environmental impacts.

The current proposal for One Oak has no onsite affordable housing and the DEIR points
out that the project sponsor intends to pay an in-lieu fee, with no guarantee that any affordable
housing gets built in the vicinity of the Market and Octavia Plan Area. The DEIR includes a
vague expression by the project sponsor for a desire to direct the in-lieu fee to an “Octavia BMR
Project” on former freeway parcels (between Haight and Oak) which would be overseen by
MOH and built by a non-profit. But this is not guaranteed.

All of this raises important issues not addressed in the DEIR and making it inadequate. The
following analysis must be part of the revised DEIR.

e The physical impact of new market rate development on local housing prices and housing
affordability.

e demand for affordable housing created by market-rate housing, and environmental
impacts

e The extent in which market rate housing cause gentrification and displacement, leading to
increased longer-distance commuting by lower income households, specifically the
impact of One Oak.

e Using the city’s nexus study, the true BMR impact of the market rate housing. The DEIR
does not describe if the nexus is closer to the 12 percent/ 20 percent on site/off site
requirements pre-Prop C (2015) or if the nexus is closer to the 25 percent/ 33 percent on-
site/off site ratio established by Prop C.

The One Oak project's affordable housing proposal is coming in far short of the actual need
that is created by the project, and this needs to be acknowledged and analyzed in the DEIR.

There is precedent in considering market rate housing impacts on BMR, including a
November 2016 CEQA appeal of the 1515 South Van Ness project. The appeal asked what is
the environmental impact of displacement in the Mission caused by market rate housing
proposed by Lennar Corp.

The One Oak Project DEIR must consider the nexus of how many BMR are needed due to
proliferation of market-rate housing, and then consider the environmental consequences of the
BMR demand.



10

The DEIR must consider the environmental impact of zero parking on housing affordability, |1s
especially since parking adds considerable cost to housing production. (PH-1)
cont'd

The DEIR must include analysis of the proposal for the off-site BMR on Octavia. There
is much uncertainty about this scheme. The intent is to direct in lieu fee to Octavia BMR Project
on parcels R, S, and U (between Haight and Oak) which would be overseen by MOH and built
by a non-profit. The project sponsor claims this might bring up to 72 BMR units. Yet is the
project sponsor expected to finance all of the units, or just a portion? How will the 72 units
reflect the Market and Octavia unit size requirements? Will these 72 units be micro units? If so,
that does not reflect the proper unit-mix required in the Market and Octavia Plan.

Jason Henderson

Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee,
Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association

300 Buchanan Street, #503

San Francisco, CA

94102

(415)-255-8136

Jhenders@sonic.net
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California Rules of Court, rule 8.1115(a), prohibits courts and parties from citing or relying on opinions not certified for
publication or ordered published, except as specified by rule 8.1115(b). This opinion has not been certified for publication
or ordered published for purposes of rule 8.1115.

IN THE COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FIRST APPELLATE DISTRICT

DIVISION ONE
SOS-DANVILLE GROUP,
Plaintiff and Appellant,
aintiff and Appellan A143010
V.
TOWN OF DANVILLE et al., (Contra Costa County

Super. Ct. No. MSN13-1151
Defendants and Appellants; uper 0 )

SUMMERHILL HOMES, LLC, etal.,

Real Parties in Interest and
Appellants.

This case concerns the Town of Danville’s (Town) approval of the Magee Ranch
Residential Project (Project), which would develop 69 single-family homes in an
agricultural area south of Diablo Road in Danville. SOS-Danville Group (plaintiff) filed
a petition for a peremptory writ of mandate and complaint for declaratory relief
challenging the approval, as well as the Town’s certification of the final environmental
impact report (EIR) for the Project.

The petition was granted in part and denied in part. The trial court found for
plaintiff on two issues. First, it concluded the EIR failed to properly address the Project’s
impacts on bicycle safety in violation of the California Environmental Quality Act
(Pub. Resources Code, 8 21000 et seq.; CEQA). Second, it held the proposed
development was inconsistent with the Town’s general plan in violation of the Planning

and Zoning Law (Gov. Code, 8 65000 et seq.). The resulting judgment enjoined the



Town as well as the real parties in interest (Real Parties)" from issuing any development
permits or undertaking any construction activities in connection with the Project.

The Town and Real Parties (collectively defendants) now appeal, arguing the trial
court’s findings regarding CEQA and the Planning and Zoning Law were in error.
Plaintiff has filed a cross-appeal, arguing the trial court erred in rejecting its claim that, in
approving the project, the Town improperly determined the zoning density of the parcels
at issue. We affirm the trial court’s judgment as to plaintiff’s CEQA claim, but reverse as
to the Planning and Zoning Law claim. We also find unavailing plaintiff’s cross-appeal.

I. BACKGROUND
A. The General Plan

The Project is governed by Danville’s 2010 General Plan (General Plan). The
General Plan includes a land use map, which indicates four basic land use types for areas
within Danville: residential, commercial, public, and open space. The General Plan
further breaks down each of these land use types into more specific designations. For
example, open space includes general open space areas, agricultural open space areas,
and parks and recreation areas. Descriptions of the specific designations in the General
Plan set forth the range of permitted densities, consistent zoning districts, and narratives
addressing general characteristics, among other things. According to the General Plan,
“Specific zoning districts must correspond with land use map designations and the
geographic extent of these designations on the land use map, even if they vary from
actual existing conditions.”

The General Plan also describes 14 special concern areas, one of which—the
Magee Ranch—encompasses the Project site. According to the General Plan: “The
Special Concern Areas require consideration of planning issues that are unique to a

particular geographic area within the Town. The Special Concern Areas text presented

! The real parties are SummerHill Homes LLC, the project developer (SummerHill
Homes), and Magee Investment Company and Teardrop Partners, L.P., who own the
Project site.



[in the General Plan] identifies land use policies not shown on the Land Use Map or
reflected in other parts of the General Plan.”

In 1999, after the operative General Plan was adopted, a Danville citizen’s group
circulated an initiative petition for its amendment, which became known as Measure R.
Measure R would have required voter approval for a wide range of rezonings and land
use approvals affecting open space and agricultural land, including conversion of two or
more acres of contiguous open space to any nonopen space use. The Town’s council
introduced a competing petition, Measure S, which provides open space land use
designations may only be amended by (1) a vote of the people, or (2) a 4/5 vote of the
Town’s council if the council finds the amendment is required by state or federal law or
IS necessary to avoid an unconstitutional taking. Unlike Measure R, Measure S does not
require voter approval to authorize zoning changes consistent with the General Plan.
Both measures were approved by the voters, but because Measure S received more votes,
it was enacted while Measure R was not.

B. The Project Site

The Project site is about 410 acres and is located on a portion of the Magee Ranch
that has been subdivided several times over the last 60 years. The property is generally
characterized by open grass-covered hills with scattered trees. It is currently used for
beef cattle operations and horse ranches, and is surrounded by single-family residential
neighborhoods. Public and private open space areas are also located in the vicinity.

About 201 acres of the site has been designated rural residential and zoned A-2
(general agriculture). According to the General Plan, the density for rural residential
areas is one unit per five acres, and the designation is used for “transitional areas between
lower density single family development and significant agricultural or open space
resources.” While the rural residential designation “permits large lot, ‘ranchette’ type
development,” the General Plan states “clustering is encouraged to permit the
development of suitable building sites and preservation of open space areas.” According
to the General Plan, the rural residential designation is consistent with A-2 and P-1

(planned unit development district) zoning. Lots zoned A-2 must be no smaller than five



acres. According to the General Plan, P-1 zoning “allows flexible development standards
which are created and implemented on a project-by-project and site-by-site basis,” and
“may allow for the retention of a greater portion of the land as open space and create
more flexible project designs that would not otherwise be permitted by conventional
zoning.”

Another 199 acres of the site has been designated agricultural open space in the
General Plan. The agricultural open space designation is applied to land currently under
Williamson Act? contract or in agricultural use, and thus the General Plan does not set
forth a density range for these areas. In the event a Williamson Act contract is not
renewed, the General Plan encourages continued agricultural use and states the
underlying zoning density—either one unit per 20 acres or one unit per five acres—
would apply. While the General Plan lists only A-2 zoning as consistent with the
agricultural open space designation, the agricultural open space within the Project site is
currently zoned A-4, which allows for densities of one unit per 20 acres.’

As noted above, the General Plan designates the Magee Ranch as a special
concern area. According to the General Plan, the Magee Ranch special concern area
“contains some of the most spectacular and unique scenery in Danville,” and the General
Plan “strongly supports retention of this character and protection of the views and vistas
from the road.” The Plan also states: “Despite the A-2 (General Agricultural) zoning on
much of the site, subdivision of this Special Concern Area into five-acre ‘ranchette’ sites

... is strongly discouraged. Such development . .. could substantially diminish the

2 The Williamson Act establishes a mechanism for saving agricultural land by
allowing counties to create agricultural preserves and then to enter into contracts with
landowners within those preserves. (Gov. Code, 8 51200 et seq.) A Williamson Act
contract obligates the landowner to maintain the land as agricultural for 10 or more years,
with resulting tax benefits. (Gov. Code, 88 51240-51244.) Absent contrary action, each
year the contract renews for an additional year, so that the use restrictions are always in
place for the next nine to 10 years. (Id., § 51244.)

® As to the remaining 10 acres of the Project site, five have been designated
general open space and zoned P-1, and the other five have been designated “Residential -
Single Family - Low Density” and zoned A-2.



visual qualities of the area. On the other hand, transferring allowable densities to a
limited number of areas within the ranch would enable the bulk of the site to be set aside
as permanent open space.”

C. Project Review and Approval

SummerHill Homes submitted its application to develop the Project in 2010. The
initial application proposed the development of 85 single-family lots, most of which
would range from 10,000 to 22,000 square feet. The homes would be clustered on the
flatter portions of the site, preserving approximately 291 acres as permanent open space.
The application proposed rezoning the Project site from A-4 (agricultural preserve) and
A-2 (general agriculture) to P-1 (planned unit development district). During the review
period, the Project was reduced from 85 to 69 units and the amount of land preserved as
open space was increased to 373 acres (91 percent of the Project site).

SummerHill Homes asserted a General Plan amendment was unnecessary because
its proposal was consistent with the General Plan’s description of the Magee Ranch
special concern area. Likewise, the Town maintained the Project did not trigger the
approval requirements of Measure S, asserting Measure S did not apply to rezonings or
other land use decisions that are consistent with the General Plan. The Town explained
that P-1 zoning “permits density under the base zoning (in this instance one unit per five
acres) to be clustered or located to the least sensitive areas of the property,” and that the
General Plan’s discussion of the Magee Ranch special concern areas specifically
encouraged such development.

The final EIR for the Project was submitted in April 2013. The EIR dismissed
concerns the Project would pose increased traffic hazards to bicyclists along Diablo
Road. The report explained that while the Project would add traffic to the road, it would
not change existing conditions for cyclists, and physical constraints limited the feasibility
of widening for future bicycle facilities. Those constraints included narrow roadways
and shoulders, existing drainages, and the close proximity of trees and telephone poles.

In June 2013, the Town’s council unanimously certified the final EIR and

approved the Project, including the request to rezone the site to P-1.



D. Procedural History

About a month after the project was approved, plaintiff filed a petition for writ of
mandate and complaint for declaratory relief alleging three causes of action. First,
plaintiff asserted the Town violated CEQA, arguing the EIR was inadequate because,
among other things, it failed to disclose or adequately mitigate the Project’s significant
bicycle safety impacts. Second, plaintiff asserted the Town violated the Planning and
Zoning Law because the Project was inconsistent with the General Plan. According to
plaintiff, the Project called for the rezoning of the entire Project site to P-1, but P-1 is not
an allowable zoning for land designated as agricultural open space under the General
Plan. Third, plaintiff sought a judicial declaration of the allowable zoning classification
on land designated as agricultural open space in the General Plan. According to the
complaint, there was a disagreement among the parties about how such property should
be zoned upon the expiration of a Williamson Act contract. Plaintiff asserted the land
should revert to A-4 zoning if that zoning had been applied, but was ineffective while the
contract was in operation. The Town claimed the zoning should revert to whatever had
been in effect prior to the establishment of the contract, even if the property had since
been rezoned.

Defendants demurred to the third cause of action for declaratory relief, and the
trial court sustained the demurrer with leave to amend. Plaintiff filed an amended
petition, and defendants again demurred. The trial court then severed the CEQA and
Planning and Zoning Law causes of action for a separate trial. On June 25, 2014, the trial
court tried the CEQA and Planning and Zoning Law causes of action and heard oral
argument on the demurrer on the claim for declaratory relief.

The trial court later issued an order regarding the first two claims for relief. The
trial court rejected all of plaintiff’s CEQA claims, except the one dealing with bicycle
safety. The court also found for plaintiff on its Planning and Zoning Law claim,
concluding the Project was inconsistent with the General Plan. The trial court reasoned
that, in approving the Project, the Town changed the General Plan’s description of

agricultural open space to include P-1 zoning as a consistent zoning category, and it did



so without putting the issue to a popular vote as required by Measure S. The trial court
also issued a separate order sustaining the Town’s demurrer to plaintiff’s remaining claim
for declaratory relief without leave to amend.

The trial court entered judgment, issuing a peremptory writ of mandate ordering
the Town to rescind its actions in approving the Project and certifying the EIR. The court
also permanently enjoined defendants from undertaking any construction activities or
issuing any construction or development permits in connection with the Project.

Il. DISCUSSION
A. CEQA

“CEQA requires an EIR whenever a public agency proposes to approve or to carry
out a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.” (Laurel Heights
Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 390.)
The EIR is “the heart of CEQA” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15003, subd. (a)), and its
purpose is “to provide public agencies and the public in general with detailed information
about the effect which a proposed project is likely to have on the environment; to list
ways in which the significant effects of such a project might be minimized; and to
indicate alternatives to such a project” (Pub. Resources Code, § 21061).

In this case, plaintiff asserted the Town violated CEQA because its analysis of the
Project’s traffic impacts was inadequate in several respects. The trial court rejected all of
plaintiff’s CEQA claims except those pertaining to bicycle safety. The court stated:

“The [EIR] appears to be based on the assumption that because the existing conditions
are dangerous for bicycles, any added danger would not be a significant impact; but it
does not provide any statistics about actual or projected numbers, or severity, of
accidents. Nor does the response mention the possibility of any mitigation measure,
other than a vague reference to the ‘limit[ed] feasibility’ of widening the road to create a
bicycle lane. It should have explained the extent to which that feasibility is limited, not
just why it is limited. The response also should have addressed at least some of the

mitigation possibilities raised in the comments.”



Defendants argue the trial court erred in finding the Project would have a
significant impact on bicycle safety because there was substantial evidence to the
contrary.* They also challenge the trial court’s finding that the Town failed to adequately
respond to public comments regarding bicycle safety. In a CEQA action, our inquiry
“shall extend only to whether there was a prejudicial abuse of discretion,” which is
established “if the [Town] has not proceeded in a manner required by law or if the
determination or decision is not supported by substantial evidence.” (Pub. Resources
Code, 8 21168.5.) We review the Town’s action, not the trial court’s decision, and in that
sense we conduct an independent review. (Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible
Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, 427.) We conclude
substantial evidence does not support the Town’s finding that the Project would have no
significant impact on bicycle safety, and we therefore need not and do not address
whether the Town adequately responded to public comments on the issue.”

An agency must find a project may have a significant effect on the environment
where, among other things, “[t]he environmental effects of a project will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.” (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14, 8 15065, subd. (a)(4).) A project’s environmental effects are determined by
comparison to existing baseline conditions. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15125, subd. (a).)

* Defendants also argue CEQA imposes no categorical requirement that an EIR
analyze and discuss potential project impacts on bicycle safety. However, their own draft
EIR states a project impact would be considered significant if the Project caused unsafe
conditions for pedestrians and cyclists. Thus, the EIR itself accepts the premise that
bicycle safety is a “reasonably foreseeable indirect physical changes in the environment
which may be caused by the project.” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15064, subd. (d).)
Moreover CEQA requires an agency to find a project may have a significant impact
where there is substantial evidence the project will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15065, subd. (a)(4).)

> Defendants argue plaintiff waived its substantial evidence challenge by failing to
lay out all of the evidence favorable to the Town in its response brief. But defendants’
authority merely requires an “appellant” challenging an EIR to disclose evidence
favorable to the other side. (Defend the Bay v. City of Irvine (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th
1261, 1266.) In this case, plaintiff is the respondent. In any event, we find plaintiff’s
discussion of the evidence sufficient.



When an agency concludes a particular environmental effect of a project is not
significant, the EIR must contain a brief statement indicating the reasons for that
conclusion. (Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004)
116 Cal.App.4th 1099, 1112-1113 (Amador).) However, a detailed analysis is not
necessary. (Ibid.)

Notwithstanding the above requirements, “the agency’s conclusion that a
particular effect of a project will not be significant can be challenged as an abuse of
discretion on the ground the conclusion was not supported by substantial evidence in the
administrative record.” (Amador, supra, 116 Cal.App.4th at p. 1113.) In the CEQA
context, substantial evidence means “enough relevant information and reasonable
inferences from this information that a fair argument can be made to support a
conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be reached. Whether a fair
argument can be made that the project may have a significant effect on the environment
IS to be determined by examining the whole record before the lead agency. Argument,
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or
Inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are
not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial
evidence.” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15384, subd. (a).)

In this case, the final EIR addressed the significance of the Project’s impacts on
bicycle safety in response to various comments submitted by the public. Specifically, the
EIR stated: “Diablo/Blackhawk Road is a popular route used by bicyclists. However,
portions of the roadway are narrow and do not have bike lanes. This route is not a
designated Bike Route in the Town’s General Plan. Given the narrow right-of-way along
Diablo/Blackhawk, both vehicles and bicyclists should use caution. While the project
would add traffic to Diablo/Blackhawk Road, it would not significantly change existing
conditions for cyclists. In addition, the physical constraints along Diablo/Blackhawk
Road (i.e., narrow roadways and shoulders, existing drainages, the close proximity of

trees and telephone poles) limit the feasibility of widening for future bicycle facilities.”



Relying on Clover Valley Foundation v. City of Rocklin (2011) 197 Cal.App.4th
200, defendants contend the final EIR’s short discussion of bicycle safety alone
constitutes substantial evidence the Project would not have a significant impact. But the
EIR in Clover Valley Foundation v. City of Rocklin contained factual statements
addressing why the impacts at issue were not significant. (ld. at p. 244.) Here, the only
pertinent facts set forth in the final EIR are that the roadways at issue are already
dangerous for cyclists, the Project would increase traffic on those roadways, and
widening the roadways would be difficult. While the final EIR concludes the Project
would not change existing conditions, it does not explain why or point to any facts or
evidence that would support the conclusion.

Defendants further argue the draft EIR’s discussion of traffic impacts and the
traffic study on which that discussion is based provide additional support for the finding
of no significance. Again we disagree. The underlying traffic study does not offer any
conclusions regarding the impact of the Project on bicycle safety. It merely notes Diablo
and Blackhawk Roads have narrow shoulders and higher vehicle speeds and thus should
be used only by advanced cyclists. The study does state the Project would result in
approximately one additional bike trip during the “AM, school PM, and PM peak hours,”
but it does not discuss the impact of increased traffic on cyclists who already use the
roads, including the thousands of recreational cyclists who use Diablo Road to access
Mount Diablo. The study also states the General Plan calls for public access easements
to be provided where appropriate and the Project’s plan includes a paved trail that
connects portions of the site. However, as defendants concede, even with these trails,
cyclists would still need to use portions of Diablo and Blackhawk Roads.

Nor does the draft EIR offer substantial evidence concerning the Project’s impacts
on bicycle safety. Defendants argue we should infer the draft EIR concludes the Project
would not have a significant impact on bicycle safety. They point out the draft EIR states
the Project’s main entrance had the potential to provide an unsafe condition for
pedestrians, but it does not contain a similar finding with respect to cyclists. Defendants

are essentially arguing the EIR’s failure to discuss an impact constitutes substantial
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evidence that impact is not significant. The position is untenable, especially since the
EIR is intended “to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency has in fact
analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its action.” (No Oil, Inc. v. City of
Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 86.) For similar reasons, we find unpersuasive
defendants’ contention that their consultants would have called out bicycle safety issues
in their traffic study if they had observed them during their onsite observations.®

A finding of no significant impact is further undermined by public comments
concerning bicycle safety on Diablo Road. For example, an executive board member of
the Valley Spokesmen Bicycle Club stated the road is a major attraction for cyclists
because it is a route to Mount Diablo State Park. He also observed the road is narrow
with many curves and is therefore a safety concern for bicycle travel, and concluded
“adding additional traffic to this inadequate road will have significant impact on the
safety of bicycle travel.” A local planning commissioner expressed similar concerns.
Defendants dismiss these comments, arguing increased accident rates and the effect of
automobile traffic on bicycle safety are not matters susceptible to proof by lay
observation. But the comments were relevant to establish baseline conditions on Diablo
Road, and it is logical to assume additional traffic caused by the Project has the potential
to make these conditions worse.

Defendants argue plaintiff has not offered studies or expert testimony concerning
the effect of the Project on bicycle safety. But defendants have pointed to no authority
requiring a CEQA petitioner to introduce such evidence in this context. The pertinent

question is whether substantial evidence supports a finding of no significant impact.

® In their reply brief, defendants also rely on the testimony of Tai Williams, the
Town’s community development director, at a city council hearing. Williams stated the
traffic consultants conducted field observations, during which they investigated bicycle
safety issues, and “the conclusion was that no additional studies were warranted.” In
other words, Williams asserted if there had been something worth studying, the
consultants would have studied it. However, as discussed above, CEQA requires
something more than an absence of discussion to support a finding of no significant
impact.
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While an EIR need not analyze speculative impacts (Friends of the Eel River v. Sonoma
County Water Agency (2003) 108 Cal.App.4th 859, 876-877), the record indicates the
Project’s potential impacts on bicycle safety rise above conjecture. Cycling conditions
on Diablo Road are already problematic, and it is undisputed the Project would add more
traffic. Moreover, there is no indication the Town has conducted a “thorough
investigation” or determined that impacts on cyclists are “too speculative for evaluation.”
(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15145.)

Defendants further argue no prejudice resulted from the EIR’s discussion, or lack
thereof, of the Project’s impacts on bicycle safety. “An omission in an EIR’s significant
impacts analysis is deemed prejudicial if it deprived the public and decision makers of
substantial relevant information about the project’s likely adverse impacts. . . .
Insubstantial or merely technical omissions are not grounds for relief.” (Neighbors for
Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority (2013) 57 Cal.4th 439, 463.)
Notwithstanding the contents of the EIR, defendants argue the Town and the public had
ample opportunity to consider the Project’s impacts on bicycle safety. Defendants assert
various individuals aired their concerns regarding bicycle safety and potential mitigation
measures at public hearings on the Project and, as a result, any additional discussion of
bicycle safety would not have added significantly to the public’s understanding. We
disagree. That members of the public raised the issue of bicycle safety at public hearings
does not excuse the Town’s failure to determine whether the Project might have a
significant impact on cyclists. Moreover, it is unclear how the Town could have made a
considered judgment regarding the feasibility of various mitigation options when it
declined to examine the scope or severity of the underlying bicycle safety problem.

Accordingly, we affirm the trial court’s determination that the Town violated
CEQA by failing to adequately investigate bicycle safety and discuss it in the EIR.

B. Planning and Zoning Law
Defendants claim the trial court erred in finding the Project is inconsistent with the

General Plan in violation of the Planning and Zoning Law. We agree.
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The Planning and Zoning Law provides every city and county must adopt a
“comprehensive, long-term general plan for the physical development of the county or
city, and of any land outside its boundaries which in the planning agency’s judgment
bears relation to its planning.” (Gov. Code, § 65300.) A general plan is essentially the
“ ‘constitution for all future developments’ ” within a city or county. (Citizens of Goleta
Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 570.) Its elements must comprise
“an integrated, internally consistent and compatible statement of policies.” (Gov. Code,
§ 65300.5.)

The propriety of local decisions affecting land use and development depends on
their consistency with the general plan. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of
Supervisors, supra, 52 Cal.3d at p. 570.) “[A] governing body’s conclusion that a
particular project is consistent with the relevant general plan carries a strong presumption
of regularity that can be overcome only by a showing of abuse of discretion.” (Napa
Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Bd. of Supervisors (2001)

91 Cal.App.4th 342, 357.) Courts will find an abuse of discretion if a governing body
“did not proceed legally, or if the determination is not supported by findings, or if the
findings are not supported by substantial evidence. [Citation.] As for this substantial
evidence prong, it has been said that a determination of general plan consistency will be
reversed only if, based on the evidence before the local governing body, °. . . a reasonable
person could not have reached the same conclusion.” ” (Families Unafraid to Uphold
Rural etc. County v. Board of Supervisors (1998) 62 Cal.App.4th 1332, 1338.)

“Because policies in a general plan reflect a range of competing interests, the
governmental agency must be allowed to weigh and balance the plan’s policies when
applying them, and it has broad discretion to construe its policies in light of the plan’s
purposes. [Citations.] A reviewing court’s role ‘is simply to decide whether the city
officials considered the applicable policies and the extent to which the proposed project
conforms with those policies.” ”” (Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Bd.
of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 142.) “Moreover, state law does not require

precise conformity of a proposed project with the land use designation for a site, or an
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exact match between the project and the applicable general plan. [Citations.] Instead, a
finding of consistency requires only that the proposed project be ‘compatible with the
objectives, policies, general land uses, and programs specified in’ the applicable plan.
(Gov. Code, § 66473.5, italics added.) The courts have interpreted this provision as
requiring that a project be © “in agreement or harmony with” * the terms of the applicable
plan, not in rigid conformity with every detail thereof.” (San Franciscans Upholding the
Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656, 678.)
Because the question of substantial compliance with a general plan is one of law, we need
not give deference to the conclusion of the trial court on this issue. (Concerned Citizens
of Calaveras County v. Board of Supervisors (1985) 166 Cal.App.3d 90, 96.)

In this case, the trial court held the Project was inconsistent with the General Plan.
The court’s focus was on the 199 acres of agricultural open space on the Project site
which would be rezoned from A-4 to P-1 to accommodate the Project’s cluster
development. The court acknowledged the General Plan’s discussion of the Magee
Ranch special concern area encouraged transferring densities and cluster development on
the Project site, but stated: “[I]t is unclear whether such transferring and clustering
should (or could) occur on the agricultural-designated portion of the site. . . . So the
language of the [special concern area section] can be interpreted reasonably to mean that
the non-agricultural portions of the site should be cluster developed, leaving the
agricultural portion as open space.” The court then held: “The Town, in effect, changed
the [General Plan]’s designation and description of agricultural land to add P-1 as a
consistent zoning category. And it did so without complying with Measure S—either by
putting the issue to a popular vote, or by the Council voting (at least 4/5) to make the
change.” Even if Measure S did not exist, reasoned the court, the agricultural open space
land use designation could not be changed without completing a comprehensive planning
study and then amending the General Plan. The court concluded the Town should have
first changed the land use designation for the Project site to some other category that

expressly allows P-1 zoning.
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We agree with the trial court that the General Plan’s description of agricultural
open space, specifically its failure to list P-1 zoning as a consistent zoning district, is
problematic for the Town. The General Plan states “zoning districts must correspond
with land use map designations.” Here, 199 acres of the Project site have been
designated agricultural open space, a designation which, according to one section of the
General Plan, is consistent with only one type of zoning district: A-2. Yet the Town is
trying to rezone the area to P-1 to allow for cluster development. We also agree with the
trial court that the General Plan’s description of the Magee Ranch special concern area is
ambiguous. The General Plan’s discussion of the Magee Ranch could reasonably be
construed to mean that any cluster development in the area should be concentrated only
on land designated as rural residential, which is consistent with P-1 zoning, and not on
land designated as agricultural open space, which is not.

However, because the Planning and Zoning Law does not require the Project to be
in precise conformity with the General Plan, and since the Town’s actions are reviewed
under the deferential abuse of discretion standard, we find the trial court’s decision was
in error. Ultimately, this case turns on the tension between the General Plan’s description
of agricultural open space and its more specific guidance on the development of the
Magee Ranch special concern area. The former ostensibly prohibits P-1 zoning on the
199 acres of agricultural open space on the Project site, while the latter arguably allows
it. There are various ways to harmonize these two sections. As we must review the
Town’s decisions for an abuse of discretion, we need not determine which construction is
the most reasonable. Rather, we need only determine whether a reasonable person could
agree with the Town’s proposed construction. Here, we cannot say that the Town’s
interpretation of the General Plan is unreasonable.

As an initial matter, we observe the Project effectuates many of the policies
described in the General Plan’s discussion of the Magee Ranch special concern area.
This portion of the General Plan supports retention of the scenic character of the Magee
Ranch, encourages development proposals that transfer the allowable number of homes to

the least sensitive and obtrusive parts of the site, discourages subdivision of the area into
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five-acre ranchette sites, and promotes the conservation of open space and the
development of wildlife corridors. The administrative record indicates the Project would
have minimal impacts on the views from surrounding roads, all homes proposed by the
Project would be clustered in flat and unobtrusive portions of the site, and 91 percent of
the Project’s 410 acres would be preserved as open space, which would include trail
connections to other open space areas and preserve wildlife corridors through the site.
Further, the General Plan states, “The Special Concern Areas text . . . identifies
land use polices not shown on the Land Use Map or reflected in other parts of the
General Plan,” suggesting we should defer to the more specific guidance set forth in the
special concern area text. Plaintiff argues this statement is irrelevant since nothing in the
special concern area section calls for the provisions of that section to overrule other parts
of the General Plan. Plaintiff further argues the special concern area policies are akin to a
zoning overlay district, which should be applied in addition to more general zoning
requirements. Defendants counter plaintiff’s position is contradicted by the plain text of
the General Plan, including its statement that the development of special concern areas
“may result ‘in more specific land use designations or policies that are specifically
directed at these areas.” ” Neither party’s position is entirely without merit. Ultimately,
the General Plan is ambiguous as to whether the special concern area policies should
prevail over or merely augment other General Plan requirements, including those set
forth in the land use map. Since we review the Town’s decisions for an abuse of
discretion, we must defer to its interpretation of the General Plan on this point. (See Las
Virgenes Homeowners Federation, Inc. v. County of Los Angeles (1986) 177 Cal.App.3d
300, 310 [review of land use map insufficient to determine consistency with general plan
where local area wide plan provided extensions and refinement of county wide policy].)
The parties also disagree about whether the General Plan’s special concern area
guidance actually encourages cluster development on agricultural open space in the
Magee Ranch. The guidance states: “The [General] Plan designates a majority of Magee
Ranch, including most of the hillside areas, for agricultural use. Application of the

Williamson Act to retain these areas for grazing is strongly supported. . . . [N]early half
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of the site has been designated for rural residential uses, with maximum densities of one
unit per five acres. . . . [P]roposals which transfer the allowable number of homes to the
least sensitive and obtrusive parts of the site are encouraged. . .. []] . . . Despite the A-2
(General Agricultural) zoning on much of the site, subdivision of this Special Concern
Area into five-acre ‘ranchette’ sites . . . is strongly discouraged. . . . On the other hand,
transferring allowable densities to a limited number of areas within the ranch would
enable the bulk of the site to be set aside as a permanent open space.”

Plaintiff focuses on the statement that much of the Magee Ranch has been zoned
A-2. Plaintiff argues it is this area that the caution against subdivision into five-acre lots
and a preference for clustering is aimed. Plaintiff asserts development on the A-2 land is
consistent with the General Plan since this land has been designated rural residential, a
land use designation for which P-1 zoning is also allowed. On the other hand, the portion
of the Magee Ranch designated as agricultural open space is zoned A-4. Plaintiff
contends division of this 199-acre area into five-acre ranchettes would have hardly been
expected since the General Plan states these lands should remain under Williamson Act
contract.

Defendants counter the General Plan encourages cluster development on
agricultural open space within the Magee Ranch, pointing out the text at issue also
generally refers to areas designated for agricultural use. Defendants contend the only
way to implement the special concern area policies is to develop on agricultural open
space since this designation has been applied to all of the flattest, least obtrusive portions
of the Magee Ranch. According to defendants, the remainder of the property, including
substantially all of the lands designated as rural residential, consists of steeply sloped and
environmentally sensitive lands on which the General Plan discourages development. As
to the fact that 199 acres of the Project site is zoned A-4, the Town argues this land could
be rezoned to A-2 without change to the General Plan since this zoning district is
consistent with the agricultural open space designation. Indeed, as defendants point out,
the General Plan lists A-2 as the only allowable zoning for land designated as agricultural

open space.
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Again, we find neither plaintiff’s nor defendants’ interpretation is unreasonable.
The text of the General Plan does not expressly state whether cluster development should
be limited to those areas of the Magee Ranch that have been designated rural residential.
As the trial court acknowledged, the language at issue is ambiguous. The ambiguity
appears to be the result of an attempt to satisfy competing interests. The General Plan
discourages proposals that would increase the development of the Magee Ranch and
supports retention of areas for grazing and agricultural use, but at the same time, it
encourages development proposals that would cluster development on flat and
unobtrusive areas, almost all of which appear to have been designated agricultural open
space. As the case law makes clear, balancing such competing interests is the province of
the local governing body. (Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Bd. of
Supervisors, supra, 87 Cal.App.4th at p. 142.) As the Town’s interpretation of the
special concern area text is not unreasonable, we decline to second-guess it.

In sum, the General Plan’s discussion of the Magee Ranch special concern area
suggests defendants are correct and the entire Project site, including the areas designated
as agricultural open space, may be cluster developed and zoned P-1. We concede the
General Plan is not a model of clarity, and as a result, it is reasonably susceptible to other
interpretations. However, as the Town has broad discretion to construe the terms of the
General Plan, we need not determine whether an alternative interpretation is more
reasonable. Accordingly, we cannot agree with the trial court’s determination that the
Project is inconsistent with the General Plan, and we reverse the court’s judgment in
favor of plaintiff on the Planning and Zoning Law claim.

C. Plaintiff’s Cross-appeal

Plaintiff’s cross-appeal is somewhat convoluted but it appears to concern a
disagreement about the maximum development potential for the areas of the Project site
previously bound by a Williamson Act contract. Defendants maintain the maximum
density allowed in these areas is one unit per five acres, which may be clustered to allow
a smaller area of higher density residential development while leaving a larger contiguous

area as undeveloped open space. Clustering aside, plaintiff argues the maximum density
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should be limited to one unit per 20 acres. The trial court found for the Town on this
issue. So do we.’

The General Plan states that in the event a Williamson Act contract is not
renewed, “the underlying zoning density (one unit per 20 acres or one unit per five acres)
would apply upon contract expiration.” According to defendants, this provision reflects
an intent to place property in the position it held prior to the commencement of a
Williamson Act contract. Thus, the Town uses the density permitted under the zoning
that was in effect before the Williamson Act contract was entered to determine the
maximum potential density of a property. In this case, the Town found that, before it was
bound by a Williamson Act contract, 199 acres of agricultural land on the Project site was
zoned A-2, allowing for densities of up to one unit per five acres. Plaintiff counters the
meaning of “underlying zoning density” is the density the current zoning would entail if a
Williamson Act contract was not in effect. Since the property was zoned A-4 prior to the
termination of the Williamson Act contracts, plaintiff contends the density allowed for
the property is one unit per 20 acres, the maximum density permitted under A-4 zoning.

We defer to the Town’s interpretation. As discussed in more detail above, the

Town’s reading of its own General Plan is entitled to a “strong presumption of
regularity,” and will only be set aside upon a showing of abuse of discretion. (Napa
Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Bd. of Supervisors, supra,
91 Cal.App.4th at p. 357.) We will not disturb the Town’s interpretation, so long as it is
reasonable, even if plaintiff’s interpretation is more reasonable. (See Families Unafraid
to Uphold Rural etc. County v. Board of Supervisors, supra, 62 Cal.App.4th at p. 1338.)
The term “underlying zoning” is ambiguous and thus susceptible to more than one

reasonable interpretation. We cannot conclude no reasonable person would agree with

" As defendants point out, plaintiff’s standing to bring a cross-appeal is
questionable since the trial court granted plaintiff all the relief it sought. However,
plaintiff’s cross-appeal can also be construed as an alternative ground for affirming the
judgment in its favor on the Planning and Zoning Law claim. If we were to affirm this
aspect of the judgment, plaintiff’s cross-appeal would be moot. As we reverse, we
address the additional arguments raised in plaintiff’s cross-appeal.
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the Town’s assertion that the “underlying zoning” for a Williamson Act property is its
previous zoning.

Plaintiff argues the current printed version of the General Plan does not reflect the
drafter’s intent. Specifically, it contends the reference to “one unit per five acres” was
illegally added to the General Plan without public discussion or a vote by the Town’s
council. The argument is unpersuasive. As an initial matter, the allegedly unauthorized
amendments to the General Plan are included in both the formatted version of the plan
used today, as well as the unformatted version circulated immediately after the plan’s
adoption in 1999. Contrary to plaintiff’s suggestion, the Town need not prove the current
text is consistent with the legislative history. As a matter of law, we must presume the
General Plan is valid and that its text reflects the intent of the Town’s council. (See Evid.
Code, § 664.) The burden is on plaintiff to prove facts establishing its invalidity. (City of
Corona v. Corona etc. Independent (1953) 115 Cal.App.2d 382, 384.) Plaintiff has fallen
far short of meeting its burden here. Its contentions are based on a few ambiguous
excerpts from the Town council’s summary of actions, in addition to speculation about
whether certain proposed revisions to the General Plan were rejected or adopted by the
Town’s council.®

As defendants point out, plaintiff’s argument also fails on procedural grounds.
Because plaintiff declined to raise this issue during the administrative process, defendants
were denied an opportunity to present testimony rebutting plaintiff’s allegations of
impropriety. Further, this case was brought over a decade after the expiration of the 90-

day statute of limitations for actions attacking a legislative body’s decision to adopt or

® To the extent plaintiff is contending the Town’s interpretation of the General
Plan is inconsistent with the legislative history, its argument also fails. Courts refer to
legislative history only where statutory text is ambiguous and its plain meaning does not
resolve a question of statutory interpretation. (Long Beach Police Officers Assn. v. City
of Long Beach (1988) 46 Cal.3d 736, 741.) In this case, we need not look to the
legislative history since we must defer to the Town’s reasonable interpretation of
ambiguous provisions of the General Plan. (See Save Our Peninsula Committee v.
Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors, supra, 87 Cal.App.4th at p. 142.)
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amend a general plan (Gov. Code, § 65009, subd. (c)(1)(A)), and plaintiff has yet to point
to any authority which would permit the tolling of the statue of limitations.

Plaintiff also contends that, even if the current language of the General Plan was
approved by the Town council, it is illogical and self-contradictory. Plaintiff asserts that
if, as defendants have argued in the past, A-4 zoning applies only to land currently bound
by a Williamson Act contract, then A-4 zoning—and the one-unit-per-20-acre density
with which it is associated—would never apply upon the termination of a Williamson Act
contract. According to plaintiff, this would render superfluous the reference to “one unit
per 20 acres” in the General Plan’s statement that * ‘the underlying zoning density (one
unit per 20 acres or one unit per five acres) would apply upon [Williamson Act] contract
expiration.” ” But the General Plan indicates A-4 zoning may apply to more than land
bound by Williamson Act contract. In fact, it states A-2 is the only zoning consistent
with the agricultural open space designation, which is generally used for Williamson Act
land. Moreover, since Williamson Act contracts can run for decades (the parcels at issue
here were placed under contract over 45 years ago), it is entirely possible that historical
zoning districts, other than A-4, required a one-unit-per-20-acre density.

I11. DISPOSITION

The trial court’s judgment is affirmed in part and reversed in part. We affirm as to
the trial court’s finding that defendants violated CEQA by failing to determine whether
the Project’s impacts on bicycle safety were significant. We also affirm the trial court’s
determination that “underlying zoning,” as that term is used in the General Plan, refers to
a property’s prior zoning. However, we reverse as to the trial court’s determination that
defendants violated the Planning and Zoning Law. The parties shall bear their own costs

on appeal.
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Margulies, J.

We concur:

Humes, P.J.

Dondero, J.
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O-HVNA-Henderson3

From: Jason M Henderson [mailto:Jhenders@sonic.net]
Sent: Saturday, January 07, 2017 7:37 AM

To: Jacinto, Michael (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC)

Subject: TDM Idea

Dear Lisa and Michael

| have one additional comment or suggestion regarding the Draft EIR. | think it would be good to add the |1
TDM proposal by SFMTA-Planning-SFCTA as a informational item. You could then analyze the project (TR-7)
with 0 parking, 0.25:1, and 0.5:1 parking ratios and compare the proposed TDM point system.

It seems this TDM calculation/methodology would be something incorporated into EIRs - no?
Thanks

-jh
Jason Henderson
San Francisco CA
94102



O-LC2

Livable
City

January 10 2017

Lisa Gibson

Acting Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
Lisa.gibson@sfgov.org

RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report and Mitigations for the One Oak Street
Project

Dear Ms. Gibson,

On behalf of Livable City, I wish to submit the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report and Mitigations for the One Oak Project.

The proposed project is a 310-unit, 40-story residential tower with ground floor retail, atop a new residential
parking garage. It is located at the corner of Market Street and VVan Ness Avenue at the edge of Downtown
San Francisco. Market and VVan Ness are two of the most significant public transit corridors in San Francisco,
with well over a hundred thousand transit trips per day passing nearby on numerous surface transit lines.
Market and Van Ness are both significant walking corridors, and Market Street is the City’s most-used street
by people on bikes. The City has identified both Market and VVan Ness as high-injury corridors — the 5% of
city streets where over half of the city’s traffic deaths and serious injuries occur.

The proximity of the site to frequent transit, and convenient walking and cycling access to Downtown and

Civic Center jobs, make it a good site for high-density, transit-oriented housing, as identified in the Market
and Octavia Plan. However its location at the intersection of important, and congested, streets in the City’s
walking, cycling, and transit networks makes it imperative that the project reduce and mitigate its negative
environmental impacts to the greatest extent possible.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Section 15126.6(a)) state that an
environmental impact report must describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed
project that would feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives, yet would avoid or substantially
reduce significant adverse environmental effects of the project. Providing the public and policymakers with a
reasonable range of feasible alternatives fosters informed decision-making and public participation.

CEQA also requires that an EIR’s factual conclusions be supported by substantial evidence. However
substantial evidence assembled by the Planning Department and available to both planners and the public
suggests does not support certain factual conclusions of the DEIR’s transportation analysis.

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) is inadequate. It provides inadequate analysis of impacts

under CEQA, does not describe and analyze a reasonable range of alternatives, and does not adequately
identify mitigations for certain adverse environmental impacts of the project. Specifically, the DEIR does not
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adequately analyze the following alternatives and impacts (presented in order of Table S-1: Summary of
Impacts):

Alternatives analyzed. The project is at the western end of the Downtown Commercial (C-3) zoning
district, and within the Van Ness and Market Special Use District. C-3 districts, like the adjacent districts,
require no parking. The Van Ness and Market Special Use District principally permits up to .25 parking
spaces per unit, with additional parking (up to 3 spaces for every four units) only with Conditional Use
Authorization, subject to certain findings being made by the Planning Commission.

C-3 and adjacent districts contain hundreds of buildings — market-rate condominiums, market-rate
apartments, affordable condominiums and apartments, and commercial buildings of all kinds - with no
parking at all, and with parking at or below the current principally-permitted amounts. The Planning
Department’s research for its Transportation Demand Management (TDM) ordinance notes the reduced
supply of off-street parking correlates with the area’s generally low rates of automobile use and vehicle miles
travelled (VMT), and concludes that reducing parking is an effective, and likely the most effective, means of
changing travel behavior and reducing vehicle miles travelled.

According to the Planning Code (Section 150), the Code’s parking off-street parking provisions are
“intended to require facilities where needed but discourage excessive amounts of automobile parking, to
avoid adverse effects upon surrounding areas and uses, and to encourage effective use of walking, cycling,
and public transit as alternatives to travel by private automobile.” The maximum amount of parking
principally permitted — .25 spaces per dwelling unit — was established by the Market and Octavia Plan to
further those purposes. To approve excess parking, the Planning Commission must find affirmatively, in
addition to other criteria, that “Vehicle movement on or around the project site associated with the excess
accessory parking does not unduly impact pedestrian spaces or movement, transit service, bicycle movement,
or the overall traffic movement in the district.” In order to conclude that, the Planning Commission must be
able to compare a project containing excess parking with the principally permitted project.

DEIR analyzed a single “build’ alternative, which contains double the amount of parking principally
permitted. Based on substantial evidence available gathered by the Planning Department, a project with less
parking than the single alternative analyzed — either the maximum permitted as-of-right, or zero parking —
would have significantly reduced transportation impacts under CEQA. These as-of-right alternatives would
both reduce the number of auto trips generated by the project, and reduce conflicts with walking and cycling
created by turning automobiles, since less off-street parking results in fewer vehicles accessing garages. In a
district with hundreds of such buildings and where such buildings are principally permitted, these
alternatives would be both feasible and reasonable. Therefore the EIR must analyze an alternative or
alternatives with a principally-permitted amount of parking — zero spaces, and 25 spaces per unit.

TR-1 (VMT & Traffic): The DEIR does not adequately analyze per capita daily vehicle miles travel (VMT) T

and localized impacts of VMT. As noted above, it only analyzes a single alternative with excess parking, and
neglects to analyze any alternative with parking within principally-permitted amounts. The transportation
analysis used in the DEIR relies on both inadequate methods and outdated data. It relies on a trip-generation
methodology that does not account for the amount of parking, or the presence of or absence of other TDM
measures, when estimating auto trips. It does not use current trip-distribution patterns, and underestimates
commutes to the South Bay. VMT and Traffic must be adequately analyzed, using both a sufficient range of
alternatives, a methodology based on sufficient evidence, including the Planning Department’s own
substantial body of evidence connecting amounts of parking and other TDM measures with travel behavior,

(TR
eont'd

(TR-2)

and current data on trip distribution.



Bicycle Impacts (TR-4): The DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts of One Oak on bicycling,
principally on Market Street. It ignores hazards to bicycling from curb loading vehicles and wind, and
proposes no mitigations for these hazards. An analysis of loading and wind impacts on bicycling, with
mitigations to ensure safe bicycling. Mitigation in the form of fully separated bicycle lanes of adequate width
on Market Street must be considered, along with other bicycle access improvements. Project alternatives
with principally-permitted amounts of parking will reduce auto trips in the vicinity, which would further

mitigate impacts on bicycling, but such alternatives were not studied. =

Loading Demand (TR-5): Curb loading, including delivery vehicles, TNCs, and taxi trips, are a significant
source of conflicts with the safety and access of pedestrians and cyclists. Additionally, the volume of curb
loading vehicles has increased significantly in recent years and continues to increase, as noted by SFMTA
and others. The DEIR must identify stronger mitigations for loading impacts created by the project, including
mitigation measures to reduce loading along Market Street and re-orient loading to the Oak Street side of the
project.

Wind Impacts (W-1): The DEIR wind analysis ignores the impact of wind on people on bikes, and does ~ [°

not address the cumulative wind impact of the project and other proposed projects in the vicinity.
Exacerbating wind impacts on people walking and cycling both directly impacts safety and livability of
residents, visitors, and commuters, and could worsen traffic impacts by reducing the appeal of sustainable,
human-powered modes of transport. 1

Construction Impacts (various): The project alternative studied proposes significant excavation to create a
large underground parking garage. Project alternatives with less parking —either the maximum principally
permitted, or zero — would reduce the amount of soil excavated by the project. This would in turn reduce
various environmental effects of the project — reduced congestion, noise, and air quality impact from trucks
removing soil, less potential exposure of workers and the public to contaminated soil, less dust, and reduced
excavation impact on groundwater and adjacent buildings and public transit lines. Such reduced construction
impacts are both significant and quantifiable.

(WI-2)

—

TR-5)

6
(CO-1)

The One Oak Project is a significant project at a very important crossroads in our City. We are keen to that
the inadequacies of the Draft EIR are corrected in the final version. If you have any questions about our
comments, please don’t hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

o BLES

Tom Radulovich
Executive Director

(GE-1)
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Middle Polk Neighborhood Association
January 4, 2017
(by e-mail only)

Planning Commission
City and County of San Francisco

RE: 1 Oak Draft Environmental Impact Report Comments
Dear President Fong, Vice President Richards, and Commissioners:

We are in full support of the comment letter provided to this commission by Hayes Valley
Neighborhood Association earlier today. As a fellow neighborhood organization of the Van (GE-2)
Ness corridor, we stand together with Hayes Valley in the interest of making this project better
for our community and our environment.

1 Oak set precedent for other large tower projects in the vicinity in light of the Hub rezoning.
The comments and requests detailed in the letter provided by Hayes Valley Neighborhood
Association raise thoughtful and important points related to the relationship this project will have
with the physical environment.

We are confident that the project sponsor and the Planning Department can address the noted
concerns in the Draft EIR by further analysis with detailed mitigation combined with potential
modifications to the project to address community concerns and reduce environmental impacts.

Such modifications could include (1) removal of the off-street parking (2) removal of any
loading on Market Street (3) inclusion of on-site BMR units (4) construction of off-site BMR
units simultaneously with the market-rate units and (5) contributions toward community benefits
such as additional affordable housing units or other appropriate measures to mitigate shadow
impacts on public parks.

Best Regards,

/sl Moe Jamil
Chair, Middle Polk Neighborhood Association

PO Box 640918
San Francisco, CA 94164-0918

httn://www.middlenolk.oro



Middle Polk Neighborhood Association

Cc:  John Rahaim, Director, Planning Department
Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department
Marlayne Morgan, President, Cathedral Hill Neighbors Association
Jason Henderson, Chair, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association
Gail Baugh, President, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association

Attachments: Letter to Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer, San
Francisco Planning Department, from Jason Henderson, Chair, Hayes
Valley Neighborhood Association, Dated January 4, 2017

PO Box 640918
San Francisco, CA 94164-0918

httn://www.middlenolk.oro
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SAN FRANCISCO GROUP
c/o Sue Vaughan, 2120 Clement #10, San Francisco CA 94121

DRAFT January10, 2017

Lisa Gibson

Acting Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street
San Francisco CA 94103-2414

Re: One Oak DEIR Comments, Case No. 2009.0159E
Dear Ms. Gibson,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject SEIR. The Sierra Club appreciates 1
your electronic publishing of the SEIR to save paper, printing and mailing cost; however we (GE-1)
have a comment on the format: A massive document like this should be published similar to
Amazon Kindle so that a commenter/reviewer can move directly from the index to the sections
of concern, similar to how one would insert labeled place marks with a paper EIR.

Sierra Club comments are as follows:
The study carefully counted the number of vehicles for residential and commercial use entering (2
and leaving the project garage. The study should have also considered that the existence of (TR-8)
valets to park the cars will generate additional non residential users for the garage using both the
driveway and the vacated residential spaces in the garage and that this will increase the total
number of vehicles entering and leaving the garage during every hour. This use is typical in the
upper eastside of Manhattan where all of the apartment house garages welcome non-resident
short and long term parking.

The study listed all of the driving limitations of the streets surrounding the project. But, the 3
study should also have considered the tortuous path and the multiple conflicts with transit, TR-9)
pedestrians and bicyclist as each vehicle negotiates the driving limitations to approach or leave
the garage especially when crossing Market Street or Van Ness is required.

—_

The study should have considered that the shared pedestrian/vehicle space is also the
approach for music students approaching their conservatory and that a typical shared
pedestrian/vehicle space is in a parking lot (see Stonestown) where the of number spaces per
aisle is limited to reduce the number of vehicles traversing the shared way during any hour. The




study should have also considered that a few vehicles will turn right off Van Ness, each hour, |3
looking for a nearby on street or off-street parking space. gﬁtﬂg)
The short length of shared pedestrian/vehicle space that is part of this project provides room for
useful pedestrian and social amenities in front of the project. However googling, shared spaces
and maximum vehicles, indicates that the number vehicles traversing a shared space should be
less than 100 per hour. However, the study shows 110 vehicles per hour entering the garage
during the PM peak plus: deliveries, valet parking additions, and vehicles seeking nearby
parking. This total makes the shared space much less than ideal. Therefore, the study should
have considered an alternate project with a garage with only 73 parking spaces, the maximum
allowed per the planning code for this use. Studying this alternate is also essential to provide the
Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors sufficient information to decide whether or
not a Conditional Use for155 spaces is “necessary and useful.” In addition, less parking leads to
less driving and San Francisco has to reduce driving as a method of meeting the carbon reduction
requirements of AB 32 and SB 375.

Unfortunately Planning continues to analyze parking demand and then thankfully appropriately
concludes that parking demand is not an environmental impact.

Another member may be commenting on other aspects of this project

Thank you for your consideration,

Howard Strassner, Member SF Group Executive Committee of the Sierra Club
419 Vicente, San Francisco CA 94116, 661-8786, (h,w)
email: ruthowl@gmail.com
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January 10, 2017

Lisa Gibson

Acting Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Comments on One Oak Street Project Draft EIR

Dear Ms. Gibson:

1
1
—_

Walk San Francisco is excited about many aspects of the One Oak Street project, especially the Oak
Street plaza that will provide much-needed public space for the many people who live in, visit, or (GE-2)
work in the neighborhood. Such a plaza will encourage people to walk more, which will help the City
reach its environmental, mode-shift and Vision Zero goals.

At the same time, Walk SF is concerned with the Draft EIR’s lack of analysis of the impacts that the T2
proposed parking will have on the safety of people walking and on sustainable transportation more |(TR-8)
holistically. The project sponsor is requesting permission to build up to 0.5 spaces per dwelling unit
subject to criteria and procedures for a Conditional Use authorization, rather than building the as-of-
right ratio of 0.25 spaces per unit.

Despite the City’s many efforts, there has not been a significant reduction in serious and fatal traffic
collisions since the City adopted Vision Zero in 2014. To make progress, every planning decision the
City makes must analyze opportunities to make our streets safer. Making sure the environmental
review process assesses a development project’s traffic safety impacts is a crucial piece of this puzzle.

The One Oak Street project is located at the corner of two high-injury corridors —the 12% of San
Francisco’s streets where over 70% of severe and fatal crashes occur. People traveling along these
corridors are already more likely to be involved in crashes than people on other city streets. We are
extremely concerned that the addition of 150 parking spaces to this already dangerous area will
make the streets even more dangerous.

Supporting our concern is research showing that more parking leads to more driving. The Planning
Department’s own June 2016 Technical Justification document for its Transportation Demand
Management Program highlighted the following research findings:

* Areas with more parking are associated with more overall vehicular traffic than areas with
less parking.

* Individuals who have dedicated parking at their origins or destinations are more likely to drive
than those who don’t have dedicated parking.

More vehicle trips mean more opportunities for vehicle-pedestrian conflict. Because more parking
leads to more trips, more parking is therefore associated with an increased danger for people walking.

333 Hayes Street, Suite 202 1 San Francisco, CA 94102
415.431.WALK | walksf.org



1/4/17 Letter to the SFCTA Board
Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Project
Page 2 of 2

Our concern over the project’s rate of parking also stems from expected changes to allowed parking
ratios for the geographic area in which the project is located. The Planning Department’s Market
Street Hub Project will likely cap the amount of permissable parking for future projects in this area at
0.25 spaces/unit, with no ability to request higher ratios (as is allowed currently). If the Planning
Department’s analysis led them to recommend this as a final parking maximum, we think it’s
important that the EIR includes an analysis of similar factors that the Planning Department examined
to reach this recommended rate.

Therefore, we believe strongly that the EIR should analyze the safety impacts of One Oak Street’s
proposed parking on people walking, biking, driving, and taking transit. More specifically, we’d like
to see the EIR analyze the impacts of the proposed parking rate (0.5) compared to the as-of-right
parking rate (0.25), compared to zero parking, and set forth recommendations and mitigations that
would stymie new automobile trip generation in this already vehicle-congested, transit-rich area of
the City. If the proposed amount of parking is found to have substantial safety and environmental
impacts, mitigations should include reducing the parking ratio and other measures deemed significant
to reduce single occupancy vehicle use.

We urge you to revisit the EIR analysis for the One Oak Street project to ensure that the project is
consistent with the City’s Vision Zero and environmental/mode shift goals.

i Sincerely,
( ?(M[W 'QQ ¢ /(LC/L

Cathy Deluca
Policy & Program Director

2
(TR-8)
cont'd



|-Bregoff

Sent from my iPhone

OnJan 4, 2017, at 6:19 PM, Rob <rb@3-page.com> wrote:

—_

This development could sell out easily with zero parking. Inflicting the traffic generated by
150+ parking spaces harms the commutes of the tens of thousands of cyclists, pedestrians, and
MUNI riders who pass this location.

—~

GE-2)

Is there a location in SF that is more transit-friendly than Van Ness and Market? Does the City
owe developers parking at the expense of others?
SF needs to start thinking more like London, less like Fresno.

Rob Bregoff

Associate Transportation Planner
Caltrans

(For identification only)



|-Fraser

From: Justin Fraser [mailto:justin@missionwebworks.com]
Sent: Thursday, January 05, 2017 11:11 AM

To: Gibson, Lisa (CPC)

Subject: Comments on the Draft EIR for the One Oak project

Hello,

I’'m writing to make some comments on the Draft EIR for the One Oak project. I'm unable to attend the
Planning Commission meeting today.

I've read through parts of the EIR. I’'m a daily bicycle commuter that often cycles along Market St at that T1
intersection. I’'m very concerned that the effects on cycling in the area have not been fully addressed. (TR-5)

1) Putting a loading zone on Market St would be a huge hazard to cyclists. That is a main thoroughfare
and would impact the bike lane on Market St.

2) There’s way too much parking allowed. It looks like it’s 1 space for every 2 condos which is more than |2

what zoning allows. Adding cars to that very transit rich area would have a negative impact on safe (TR-8)
cycling and walking in that area. 1

3) It looks like there was some analysis of the affects of wind changes, but it doesn’t look like it was 3
done with cyclists in mind. How will this project change wind patterns that affect cycling? (WI-2)
Sincerely,

Justin

Justin Fraser
1019 Shotwell St
SF 94110
415-205-2834



SUE C. HESTOR
Attorney at Law
870 Market Street, Suite 1128 San Francisco, CA 94102
office (415) 362-2778 cell (415) 846-1021
hestor@earthlink.net

January 4, 2017

Chelsea Fordham
Environmental Review
1650 Mission St #400
San Francisco CA 94103

Comment on 1500 Mission St Project DEIR 2014-000362 - part One
| submit the following comment on the 1500 Mission Street DEIR.

There are 2 DEIRs out fordevelopment on blocks diagonally across Market and Van Ness/South Van Ness
at virtually the same time:

Comments and Responses on TWO DEIRs should be coordinated

1500 Mission St - southern half of AB 3506 2014-000362 - City office building, dense market rate
housing, on-site inclusionary housing, Planning Code and height increase, parking. DEIR hearing
12/15/16, Comment DL 1/4/17.

One Oak Street/1500 Market St - eastern portion of AB 836 2009.015E - Dense market rate
housing, Planning Code and height increase, parking. DEIR hearing 1/15/17, Comment DL
1/10/17.

The issues of wind, traffic, transit, impacts on pedestrians, changes in the General Plan and Planning
Code TO THE SAME Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District - part of the
Market/Octavia Area Plan - have EXTREMELY similar impacts, including cumulative impacts. Market and
Van Ness. Mission and South Van Ness. DIAGONAL BLOCKS. Sites about 400' apart.

The deadline for DEIR comments are less than a week apart. There is no rational reason why public
comments on the 2 DEIRs that have applications to BOTH projects should not be considered by both.
This specifically includes issues related to transportation and parking, winds, comments on cumulative
displacement and housing, including excessive parking in this transit-rich area with heavy traffic GOING
STRAIGHT ONTO FREEWAYS. The high parking allowance for residences encouraging occupancy by
middle and upper income people who drive instead of using public transit.

Environmental Review is ignoring these issues unless comments on issues relevant to both sites are
considered in BOTH Comments and Responses/FEIRs.

Sue C. Hestor

cc: Michael Jacinto
Lisa Gibson
Market-Octavia Area Plan CAC
Eastern Neighbors Area Plan CAC

|-Hestor1

(CU-1)



SUE C. HESTOR |-Hestor2

Attorney at Law
870 Market Street, Suite 1128 San Francisco, CA 94102
office (415) 362-2778 cell (415) 846-1021
hestor@earthlink.net

January 10, 2017

Michael Jacinto
Environmental Review
1650 Mission St #400
San Francisco CA 94103

Comment on One Oak Street/1500 Market St Project DEIR 2009.0159E

| submit the following comments on the One Oak St/1500 Market St DEIR. 1
(CU-1)
There are 2 DEIRs out at virtually the same time for separate developments on blocks diagonally across
Market and Van Ness/South Van Ness:

1500 Mission St - southern half of AB 3506 2014-000362 - City office building, dense market rate
housing, on-site inclusionary housing, Planning Code and height increase, parking. DEIR
published 11/9/16. Hearing 12/15/16, Comment DL 1/4/17.

One Oak Street/1500 Market St - eastern portion of AB 836 2009.015E - Dense market rate
housing, Planning Code and height increase, parking. DEIR published 11/16/16. Hearing
1/15/17, Comment DL 1/10/17.

Please coordinate the Comments and Responses on the TWO separate DEIRs.

The issues of wind, traffic, impacts on pedestrians, changes in the General Plan and Planning Code to
THE SAME Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District - part of the Market/Octavia
Area Plan - have EXTREMELY similar impacts, especially cumulative impacts. Market and Van Ness.
Mission and South Van Ness. DIAGONAL BLOCKS. Sites about 400' apart.

Request specifically includes comments on cumulative displacement and housing, including excessive 2
parking in this transit-rich area with heavy traffic GOING STRAIGHT ONTO and EXITING FREEWAYS. (PH-1)
Provision of significant amounts of residential parking in BOTH projects encourages occupancy by middle
and upper income people who drive to work out of San Francisco instead of using public transit.

Two maps must be added to One Oak/1500 Market DEIR 3

The first map needed in the EIR is in Land Use and Land Use Planning, 4.B.1. Land Use was scoped out
of the EIR in the Notice of Preparation process. As a result the EIR fails to provide information on
changes to the underlying Market/Octavia Area Plan and the adjacent Western SoMa Area Plan itself
part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan. Map #1 provides needed context for the EIR.




Map #1

A map showing the boundaries of the Market/Octavia Area Plan PLUS the boundaries of the Eastern
Neighborhoods Area Plan with its 5 sub-area Plans (including the Western SoMa Area Plan). The
M/O plan should show sub-area Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District.

Provide on this map the boundaries of the proposed Central SoMa Area Plan, The Hub, and all other
Plans that amend these Area Plans. This includes the 5M plan at 5th & Market which amended part of
the Eastern Neighborhood Area Plan. PLUS any other proposed Map Amendments to either
Market/Octavia or the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, including that proposed on THIS block in a pending
PPA. ALSO the proposed Area Plan changes for the 1500 Mission project.

This map is necessary
e To understand various discussions in the DEIR
e Show the changes/proposed changes to Market/Octavia Plan and Eastern Neighborhoods Plan
e Show how close the Mission Area Plan is to the boundary of the area analyzed in this EIR.

For each Plan please provide the date of City adoption of that Plan (I believe 4/17/08 for M/O and
12/19/08 for EN.) Also provide the dates for the analysis of area covered by the Area Plan in the
community planning effort or its EIR. Western SoMa was the most recent of the Area Plans.

For each of the areas and sub-areas provide the amount of residential parking REQUIRED by projects in
that area, if parking is required at all.

(LU-1)
cont'd

The second map gives necessary context to the transportation analysis in DEIR 4.C. It shows the real
world context of freeway access, particularly in light of the excessive residential parking provided in
both the One Oak/1500 Market Street and the 1500 Mission Street projects. They are located in a
transit rich area that ALSO has extremely short distances to the regional freeway system.

Map #2

Provide a map showing the location of the FREEWAYS plus freeway ramps/access just south and west of
One 0ak/1500 Market. This should include the exit route in front of 1650 Mission that turns north on
South Van Ness and goes north on Van Ness adjacent to Project site. The route ONTO US 101 goes
south on Van Ness adjacent to project site. DEIR 4.C.2 states that project site is accessible by local
streets with connections to and from these regional freeways. This is I-80, US Highway 101 and 1-280.
Show it. There is an increasing amount of reverse commuting INTO San Francisco at the end of the
work day - so that the City provides HOUSING particularly for the Peninsula. There are currently 18
lanes of traffic into San Francisco from the South. The DEIR should be amended to state that those
same freeways allow people to EXIT San Francisco to go to work. Reverse commuting is a FACT.

The mini-map on DEIR 2.3 does not provide much useful information.

The reverse-commute pattern from Silicon Valley has dumped demand for fairly high end housing into
the area of 1500 Mission and One Oak/1500 Market. Map #2 will help explain why excessive residential
parking at One Oak/1500 Market and 1500 Mission can affect use of nearby freeways by those
residents.

(TR-1)




The "Google buses" which go past this site began in the very recent past, long after adoption of the M/O
and EN Area Plans. Discuss how those Area plans were designed to accommodate the demand for San
Francisco housing based mostly on San Francisco employment and residents. In 2017 San Francisco is
producing housing for Silicon Valley, which encourages employees from Mountain View, Cupertino,
Menlo Park and other places on the Peninsula to LIVE in San Francisco but WORK on the Peninsula by
PROVIDING FREE DIRECT BUSES INTO SAN FRANCISCO RESIDENTIAL AREAS. Since these are not low
income employees, the demand is for rather high-end housing. THERE ARE FREEWAY CONNECTIONS
RIGHT THERE for those who may want to drive at least part of the time.

A MAP of the freeway access and ramps will help understand travel patterns and possible impacts. And
direct attention to the excessive parking provided in this "TRANSIT RICH" area. There is a freeway off
ramp AT THE CORNER to the right of the Planning Department. There is an on ramp at South Van Ness
and 13th. There is a Central Freeway ramp BEHIND the Planning Department.

Add Alternative with NO PRIVATE PARKING or drastically reduced parking.

The Proposed project has 155 parking spaces for 310 dwelling units. Providing valet parking - even if
parking stacked - will provide a service that accommodates higher-income persons who want to drive to
work at least part of the week using the nearby freeways.

Inclusion of a No Parking Alternative, or one which SEVERELY limits parking to various car sharing
modalities, is needed so that the Planning Commission can consider approving a project that uses this
transit rich site for residents who are not dependent on, or own, private automobiles.

Discuss effect on housing costs of approved Van Ness corridor projects with excessive parking.

Van Ness - Highway 101 - has a high volume of traffic, including trucks. As BRT lanes are added, vehicle
traffic becomes more constrained. As new of market rate residential projects are approved, developers
request more and more parking because the units sell for more money. If Planning appears to
accommodate each request for parking AND FOR MAXIMUM PARKING, the cost of development sites
goes up. The sales price ASSUMES approval of the maximum amount of parking. Housing prices go up.
Has the City done a study of what effect eliminating parking on this transit corridor would have on
housing prices? How much do prices increase when the maximum amount of parking, versus ZERO
residential parking, is provided?

Please provide a list of residential projects that have been approved in the area along Van Ness - from ]
Bay Street south to the Central Freeway. Starting with date before time studied in the Market/Octavia
Area Plan. Number of dwelling units, number of parking spaces. One block on either side of Van
Ness/South Van Ness (Polk - Franklin area) and similar area around South Van Ness. This new housing is
in a transit rich area, attractive to people who do not own a car. Providing parking increases the
probability that residents will use their cars and thereby increase the traffic problems along Van Ness,
and on the intersecting streets with Muni lines. Bay. Chestnut. Lombard. Union. Pacific. Jackson.
Washington. Clay. Sacramento. California. Pine. Bush. Sutter. Post. Geary. O'Farrell. Eddy. Turk.
Golden Gate. McAllister. Grove. Hayes. Market. Mission. Folsom.

4
(TR-1)
cont'd
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Cumulative Projects List - DEIR 4.A.7-11

There has been a recent proposal for a major project with a substantial increase in height and by the
French-American school. It is at the west end of THIS BLOCK at the SE corner of Franklin and Oak.
Please describe the project that has applied for a PPA. How would addition of that project affect the
wind and transportation analyses?

Modernizing Environmental Review on Transportation - DEIR 4.C. The rapid changes in rather
anarchic vehicle and bus traffic in San Francisco has resulted in environmental reviews that fail to
capture the reality of how vehicles and buses move on City Streets - particularly south of Market and
Van Ness. The traffic impedes Muni surface vehicles.

Muni operates on City streets through traffic. The use of VMT and screen-lines far away from Van Ness
the Market and Van Ness intersection results in a lack of information on the effect of traffic congestion
on Van Ness and Market that affects Muni bus operations. Real observations from people traveling
through the Van Ness corridor shows the obstructions public transit, especially Muni buses on surface
streets face. Muni uses an out-dated cellular network that feeds GPS bus location into a NextBus system
that projects the time the next bus will arrive on various lines.

Updating this system is underway by MTA.

To adequately understand the impediments to Muni buses, it is necessary that information - beyond the
location of particular Muni buses - be fed into a single mapping system for as many public vehicles as
possible.

GPS systems are used to locate individual vehicles by a variety of vehicles. The City should use its
approval power to require that the vehicles operate by systems over which the City or state has
approval power use any GPS "transponder" to feed their exact location into a single mapping system
maintained for the benefit of the Muni. It could enable Muni operators and planners to understand IN
REAL TIME what obstructions, what wandering vehicles, are obstructing traffic, making illegal
maneuvers, creating congestion and otherwise affecting surface public transit operations. It could
allow more efficient transit operation.

NON-PRIVATE vehicles that travel on City streets, including Van Ness, Market, Mission, the south of
Market, and which affect MUNI public transit surface operations, should be required to continually
transmit GPS location information include -

e So-called "google" buses that dump tech workers from the Peninsula onto Van Ness, Mission
and other streets to housing.

e Licensed taxis

Shuttle bus systems authorized when they seek Planning approval, e.g. CPMC

Shuttle buses that roam SF streets with absolutely no approval - eg mostly empty AAU buses

Uber and Lyft vehicles

regional transit buses (SamTrans, Golden Gate Transit)

Where the City does not currently have power to require vehicles to transmit location information, the
MTA and CTA can pursue it. This includes UCSF which operates its own bus system and should be asked.

(CU-1)
cont'd
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San Francisco could pursue with the California PUC requiring that Uber and Lyft, and any similar
operator, provide the City with the ability to track the impacts of their vehicles. Their operation on City
streets, particularly in the area used for cumulative analysis around this Project and in the south of
Market, has increased dramatically since the original NOP was issued. These vehicles have no one
monitoring or tracking their operations.

| have personally seen Uber and Lyft vehicles stop in the middle of traffic lanes to pick up or drop off a
passenger. They make illegal turns at intersections. They make illegal U turns on Market and Mission.
Since they have proliferated so rapidly, the transportation analysis, particularly the VMT, does not take
Uber and Lyft into account.

Many of these vehicles, INCLUDING MUNI, Regional Transit and many private buses, use a GPS and a
transponder sends a signal to a tower/satellite that maps out where each vehicle is at any given time. A
major improvement to environmental review and Muni operations would be for the CTA and MTA to
fund a mapping system AND REQUIRE THAT VEHICLES send information into one City system. It would
help Muni operations by providing REAL TIME information on the location of congestion so that traffic
"police" could help unjam traffic and Muni can operate at its best.

Wind Study Regulatory Framework DEIR 4.D.3

Reliance on a regulatory framework for C-3-G sites refers to Planning Code Section 148, which was
adopted in 1985 as part of the Downtown Plan. The emphasis of that plan was on development in the
eastern end of the C-3, specifically in C-3-O and expansion into the C-3-O(SD). The major wind study
done for the C-3-G/Market & Van Ness area - the winds coming down the Hayes Street hill pouring onto
Van Ness, Hayes, towards Market Street - was done MUCH LATER by Environmental Review for the
Redevelopment Agency. The wind study was done for the proposed federal building at 10th & Market.
THAT wind study was the first real study that focused on the wind impacts IN THIS AREA. There was no
significant development pending or approved in the C-3-G area in the 1980s when the Downtown Plan
was fresh.

Since that time, bicycle lanes have been added and become a significant mode of travel. Pedestrian
volumes are increasing. Interplay between shadows and wind has not been revisited since the
Downtown Plan. The amount of development, specifically including dense residential buildings, has
increased dramatically. The gusting patterns as winds come over hills and hit very tall buildings, with
the complication of afternoon fog, has not been revisited.

Ironically the impact of winds - and terrain - was noted in the 1/1/17 Chronicle in relation to a wine
appellation for the Petaluma Gap -

To approve an AVA, the Tax and Trade Bureau requires evidence that the area in question is

geographically distinct from its immediate surroundings. Consider Healdsburg’s Russian River
and Dry Creek valleys: Though adjacent, the former gets shrouded in fog, the latter pounded

relentlessly by sun, and as a result they grow different grape varieties.

“When people talk about Petaluma Gap, the wind is the first thing that comes up,” said Doug
Cover, a home winemaker in Petaluma who drafted the petition on behalf of the Winegrowers

(TR-3)
cont'd

10
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Alliance. Even the AVA’s name is a reference to what'’s called the wind gap. “The major cooling |10
influence isn’t the fog, like a lot of people think, but the wind tunnel.” (WI-1)
cont'd
Wind blows in from the Pacific Ocean and funnels through this low-lying gap, nestled among
coastal mountain ranges, until it hits Sonoma Mountain. A powerful wind continues to
channel south toward San Pablo Bay. As in Santa Barbara’s Santa Rita Hills, the wind pattern
runs west to east, as opposed to north to south — rare for California.

As wind pours east over the Hayes Street hill (and other hills as you travel north on Van Ness) tall
BUILDINGS create the wind tunnels that accelerate winds and impacts to pedestrians and bicycles. Here
development of tall buildings at both 1500 Mission and 1500 Market (One Oak) is happening
simultaneously. Wind impacts of BOTH must be considered together.

Market and Polk Wind Canopy

When has the public and commission discussed the Market and Polk Wind Canopy - DEIR 2.28? In
conjunction with either the Fox Plaza addition, or the 10th & Mission project. Where is the analysis of
the impacts of THIS particular canopy? Although approved many years ago, the Fox Plaza addition has
not been built. Is it coming soon? What are the impacts on bicyclists and pedestrians from the erection
of this canopy?

Respectfully submitted,
Sue C. Hestor

cc: Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer



I-Hong

From: Dennis Hong [mailto:dennisj.qgov88@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, January 10, 2017 9:45 AM

To: Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Cc: Lee, Mayor (MYR); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Jacinto, Michael (CPC); Cooper,
Rick (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)

Subject: One Oak DEIR Case #2009.0159E my Comments

Good morning Honorable Mayor Edwin Lee, honorable members of the San Francisco
Planning Commission and Honorable members of the Board of Supervisors./l'm have
been a resident of San Francisco for more than 70 Plus years and as requested I'm
making my comments to this One Oak Project. Not sure how this fits in with the original
DEIR (1500 Market Street) But | had been waffling back in forth with both of these two
projects and as | understand it now, it is combined into one Project - as the One Oak.
With that said, | will focus in on this Case #2009-0159E. | think this is a better choice.

| have worked in this area, specifically OSVN (One South Van Ness and 1455 Market
Street) for more than 20 years and still visit this area. | was one of the Project Mangers
for the 1455 Market Street building - formerly the B o A Data Center.

First of all | fully support this project. This DEIR is very comprehensive and covers just
about all the issues and has done an excellent job. Thank you for the opportunity to
review and comment on this Project. Here are my thoughts and comments.

1. CEQA: Even though current CEQA does not require images renderings and etc. of
the proposed project. | disagree with this CEQA issue only because all to often words,
black and white elevations describing the design does not present what it will look like
when finished. | believe all too often some projects fail because of this missing link. This
DEIR does an excellent job with this issue and is a positive Plus for its justification and
uniqueness to the blighted area. Granted, design, color and materials are personal, but |
studied and practiced both architecture and urban design, now retired. To add just one
link to this presentation would be to insert this rendering in to an existing aerial
photograph - to me that would be a spot on. So lets get started:

2. TRAFFIC and Vision 0:

A. At times Grove Street between Van Ness and Franklin becomes very busy. Can
something be done to calming the Franklin and Grove cross walk and also the Van
Ness and Grove cross walk. Only because they intersect with two very busy
streets. With the meridian in the center of Van Ness Ave., this helps limit the traffic
going north from entering Oak St.. In Figure 2.2 it shows Oak Street as a one way, but
all along | thought this was a two way. If so it's confusion on my part. What are the
traffic improvements at Oak and Van Ness Ave. as shown in Fig 2.2.

B. Nice job with widening the curb/s at Oak and Van Ness as shown in Figure 2.2
page 24.

(CU-1)

(GE-1)

—

AE-1)

(GE-2)



C. I think the garage entry and exit on Oak to the new building may need some extra
attention, or it just may be me, only because Franklin is a fast and busy street, trying to
turn right from Franklin in to Oak and getting into the garage can cause some vehicle
congestion.

D. Will the existing Commuter Shuttle bus stop across the street in front of 10 South
Van Ness remain?

E. I was unable to reconcile the pedestrian and vehicle traffic safety issue in the
DEIR. Was this issue considered at: - Market Street at Van Ness/South Van Ness?

2. Elevators: | like the two proposed elevators to the underground station at OSVN, |
think this will get more use than just one one existing elevator at Oak Street and Van
Ness. But then maybe the new occupants of One Oak will use two proposed ones as
well as the existing one. But crossing this street takes courage. | tried to understand the
variant and the written description of how this proposal would work and how these
elevators would be used. I.E., One at Oak and the two proposed ones at the corner of
OSVN.

3. Canopy at Fox Plaza: What purpose does the new Canopy at the Fox Plaza do?

4. Canopies at One Oak: Will the new proposed canopies along Oak and Van Ness
survive this windy corner? Many residents agree this has to be one of the windiest
corners in the City, even in the DEIR the studies show this.

5. The Foreseeable Projects (Cumulative Land Use chart-??) just down the street
the 1500 Mission Street-2014-000362ENV shows projects in this area will vary around -

take place.

Figure 13 map shows a number of projects in this area. Can this map or table include a
few other projects with construction time tables? Each of the foreseeable projects
shown for the One Oak does an excellent job with each of these foreseeable projects
description (page 41-45). | do not know what qualifies for the listing of these projects. |
believe there are a few other projects in this area of development. Can the following
projects be listed as well on pages 39-45: a. 30 Van Ness-2015-010013ENYV, b. 30 Otis
-2015-010013ENV, d. 1629 Market-2015-00584ENYV, e. 200-214 Van Ness-2015-
012994ENV, f. 101 Polk-20111.0702E, g. 35 Lafayette-2013.0113E, h. The Market
Street Hub-2015-000940ENV, may cover some of these sites. This is a very limited
area and will be getting a lot of major projects. That's why I think time lines for all this
work is important. | have not had the opportunity to review the DEIR for Central SoMa
Plan; Case # 2011.1356E, but should this be massaged with the One Oak Project?
Additionally, see my notes under construction use of /best practices. All these
cumulative projects needs to be monitored closely and do a good job with
communicating all this work with the community.

a. In addition to these projects can a project time lines be shown for each of these
projects. Can these be shown on a Table format?

(GE-2)
cont'd

(WI-1)
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5. Housing / Occupancy in the proposed Residential Tower, nice job with the
distribution of Studios, One Bed Room, and etc. What provisions are being made to
accommodate the relocation of these business and residents at the One Oak site?

a. | noticed that the affordable housing requirements - MOHCD will provide up to 72
affordable BMR units - known as the "Octavia BMR Project” - page 2.12. What
measures are in place to make sure this happens so it does not slip thru the cracks? |
think this step needs to be closely monitored making sure this happens and does not
get lost in the process. Is there a table showing how many type of units will be provided
such as; number of studios, one bedroom, two bedroom, three bedroom units? |
believe there should be more three bedrooms units for families. Is here a time line for
this to happen?

6. Project Aesthetics and Architectural Design:

a. | like unique design for this site. It would be interesting how the 1546-1564 project
would blend in with this One Oak project.

b. The renderings does an excellent job with communicating what this will look like,
vs black and white elevations. (Just a simple CEQA issue. | believe this issue is being
currently reviewed with CEQA and may soon be a requirement down the road). Figures
2.9 thru Figure 2.15 does an excellent with it's presentation.

c. The public open space is another positive to this project.

7. Graphics:
a. N/A.

8. CONSTRUCTION: One of my major concerns with these projects is the use of Best
Practices with the construction work. All to often this fails, for example all the work being
done with the Transit Center; Dust control, hours of construction operation, noise,
vibration, control of vehicle traffic, pedestrian safety, staging of material, the list list goes
on. The construction issues needs to be better controlled. This area is one of the city's
busiest and windiest intersection in town. One of the most recent projects that had sort
of a magic touch to this issue was DPR's - Construction of the Chinese Hospital up in
Chinatown had some unique control of this issues.

9. In Conclusion: As | mentioned earlier, | fully support this project. This semi blighted
area needs this project so developers can continue to develop in this area. Let's call it a
new gateway to further develop this part of town.

Once again, thanks again for the opportunity to review and comment on this most
exciting project and trust | have met the deadline of January 10, 2017 for my comments
to be considered. Please add my comments to this DEIR and please send me a hard
copy of the RTC when finished. Please contact me if you need any additional
information to my comments.

Best regards, Dennis

(PH-1)

(AE-1)

(CO-1)

10
GE-2)

—




I-McManus

From: Brad McManus [mailto:mcmanus.brad@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, January 09, 2017 9:06 AM

To: Gibson, Lisa (CPC)

Subject: One Oak Street Project

Hello,

As a daily bike commuter, | am distressed to learn of the One Oak project. The City is committed
to Vision Zero - eliminating traffic fatalities on its streets by 2024 - yet there are provisions in
this project that cannot co-exist with the Vision Zero goal.

In particular, this structure offers one parking space per two condos which does not help direct
our city to a less car dependent future. How can it be that this development requests double the
normal amount of parking spaces with its proximity to the Van Ness Muni station?

Another concern of mine is the proposed loading zone for cars on Market St. There are already
plenty mixing zones and conflict areas for bikes and cars in that area. Just east of VVan Ness on
Market, there is a dangerous area where cars turn right and bikes proceed straight through the
intersection. Just past the proposed location at Market and Rose St, there is another dangerous
mixing zone between cars and bikes. In fact, this area is a de facto loading zone for TNCs
already. If there is yet another dangerous mixing zone in between these two, | will really fear for
the safety of the cyclists that pass through here every evening on their commute home from
work, on such an important cycling corridor here on Market St.

At a time when confidence is low in our Vision Zero 2024 progress, we need to be making the
right decisions that will make our streets safer. | urge you to do anything that you can to support
the separated bike lane on Market St from the Better Market project, especially when developers

are coming in and threatening its viability with projects like this. Lives are at stake!

Thanks,
Brad McManus
989.948.2855

—_

(TR-8)

(TR-5)



-Schweitzer

From: s k [mailto:whythehell@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, January 05, 2017 2:14 PM

To: Gibson, Lisa (CPC)

Subject: New development at Van Ness & Market

| am unable to make it to the public commenting period. I'd like to share my belief that since
this intersection is: 1) A huge transit hub, 2) Located on a main bike route, and 3) Already
difficult and dangerous to navigate with a car, the new building going up should have no
parking spots (similar to the building going up at Church & Market where the Home restaurant
used to be).

Thank you,
Daniel Schweitzer

—_

(TR-8)




|-Sullivan

From: suldrew371@gmail.com [mailto:suldrew371@gmail.com] On Behalf Of andrew sullivan
Sent: Wednesday, January 04, 2017 9:40 AM

To: Gibson, Lisa (CPC)

Subject: One Oak - SUPPORT

Hi,

I am writing to SUPPORT the One Oak project. This is a perfect design for a location that is |1
right on top of a major transit hub and walking distance to City Hall. If anything, it should be |(CE-2)
taller! San Francisco urgently needs housing, especially along transit corridors.

Please approve it immediately, without any additional delays. Please do not consider for one
minute the concerns about shadows and wind - this is a dense urban environment and such
effects are completely acceptable given the benefits of additional housing and activation of this
neighborhood. L

Thanks,
Andrew Sullivan
Haight Ashbury



I-Vaughan

From: Sue Vaughan [mailto:selizabethvaughan@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 10, 2017 3:56 PM

To: Gibson, Lisa (CPC)

Subject: Comments: One Oak Street DEIR

Please accept the comments below. | am sorry | am not submitting them in a document form.
Sue Vaughan

Lisa Gibson
Acting Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department

RE: Comments on the Adequacy of One Oak Street Project Draft Environmental Impact Report
and Mitigations

Dear Ms. Gibson:

—_

I have the following concerns regarding the proposed One Oak Street Project, because the
DEIR is inadequate. It fails as an informational document and does not adequately analyze the
following issues, already pointed out in a letter submitted by Jason Henderson (my own
additions to his comments are in bold):

(GE-1)

TR-1 (VMT & Traffic): The DEIR does not adequately analyze per capita daily vehicle miles travel (VMT) 2
and localized impacts of VMT. The transportation data used in the DEIR is uninformative about present  [(TR-2)
day trip distribution and underestimates car commuting to the South Bay, increased congestion on all
nearby streets and on the Central Freeway, exacerbated air quality issues, and increased emissions of
greenhouse gases. The location of One Oak is a unique transportation corridor of citywide importance.
It has exceptionally high transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic that will be negatively impacted by car
circulation to and from One Oak. The relationship between VMT and local car circulation and impacts on
pedestrians, bicycles, and transit must be thoroughly studied, understood, and mitigated. The DEIR
proposes transportation demand management (TDM) to reduce per capita daily VMT, but no
information is provided to benchmark VMT in the project. Since VMT is not adequately analyzed,
understanding the success of failure of TDM is not possible;

TR-4 (Bicycle Impacts): The DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts of One Oak on bicycling, especially |3
on Market Street. It ignores hazards to bicycling from on-street loading and wind. New analysis is (TR-5)
needed of loading and wind impacts on bicycling, with mitigations to ensure safe bicycling. Mitigation in
the form of fully-separated, wide cycle tracks on Market Street and other bicycle infrastructure must be
considered;




TR-5 (Loading Demand): The DEIR analysis of loading demand is inadequate and does not reflect 4
present-day trends in retail delivery and transportation network companies (TNCs). The 2 DEIR must (TR-6)
discuss stronger mitigation for loading impacts for residential online shopping and TNC passengers and
re-orient all loading to the Oak Street side of the project;

15 (WI-2)
W-1 (Wind Impacts): The DEIR wind analysis completely ignores bicycling/lt also underestimates
negative impacts of wind hazards on seniors, on adjacent buildings, and on how the proposed wind I6WI 1
canopies will deflect windsMithout understanding wind impacts on bicycling, appropriate mitigation, J_.(7 V_VI)2
such as wide, safe, separated cycle tracks, are omitted./S—l (Shadows): DEIR does not adequately analyze T (W1-2)

shadow impacts on Patricia’s Green and Koshland Park. The DEIR fails to consider that usage patterns (WI-1)

are changing and that morning sun draws people to parks; 1

Below Market Rate Housing and CEQA: The DEIR omits discussion and analysis of the environmental To

impact of market rate housing on below market rate housing (BMR) and on gentrification and (PH-1)

displacement. The DEIR also omits a discussion of the environmental impacts of the proposed off-site

housing on Octavia Boulevard, which should be part of the analysis. L

Additionally, | have gone through the CEQA checklist and have the following remarks:

I.  Aesthetics — the project would substantially degrade the visual character of the 10

neighborhood by blocking the views of office tenants in nearby buildings and of (AE-1)

residential tenants in parts of the city at higher elevations. For example, employees at
One South Van Ness now have expansive views of the city as they ascend and descend
escalators in the building. North-facing views might be partially or entirely blocked by
this project; L

II.  Air quality and, VII, greenhouse gas emissions — There is a tremendous amount of T11
development now underway and/or in the pipeline in San Francisco and the region. To (CU-1)
my knowledge, the cumulative impacts of VMT generated by these projects has not been
assessed and MITIGATED. The totality of VMT generated by all the projects -- and
concomitant air quality degradation and greenhouse gas emissions generated -- for the
area should be assessed and MITIGATED. | note that the appendix of the DEIR lists
several large projects near One Oak with a total of 776 parking spaces proposed, in
addition to the 153 sought by the project sponsor of One Oak Street. Those projects are:
1546-1564 Market Street (28 off-street parking spaces), 150 Van Ness (218 off-street
parking spaces), 1500-1580 Mission Street (309 parking spaces), 1601 Mission Street (93
parking spaces), 1 Franklin Street (18 off-street parking spaces), 1699 Market Street (97
below grade parking spaces), and Central Freeway Parcel T (13 parking spaces).

12

XI11. Population and housing — this neighborhood in the City has some tall office buildings, (PH-1)

auto dealers, a Goodwill (slated for transformation into housing), a few other retail outfits, and
increasing number of tall, market-rate and luxury housing buildings, but traditionally, the people
who have lived in this part of the city, have been low- to moderate-income. Has the DEIR
assessed displacement? Will there be pressure on lower-income people to leave? Where will
there be efforts by residential property owners in the neighborhood to evict lower-income tenants
and replace them with higher income tenants? Lower-income tenants who lose their homes are
unlikely to be able to find replacement housing here in transit-rich and walkable San Francisco,
and in all likelihood they will be forced to relocate to far-flung suburbs, perhaps far from their




places of work and without robust mass transit, making them more car dependent and increasing (1|32H_1)

VMT; |cont'd

XVI. Transportation and Traffic — the projects conflicts with current zoning for the area 13
because the project sponsor is seeking a conditional use permit to increase the amount of parking  [(TR-8)
included in the project. In seeking a conditional use permit to increase the amount of parking —
in fact, in adding parking at all — the project conflicts with the city’s Transit First Policy. Page 2-
20 of the DEIR also notes that vehicles leaving One Oak Street would travel westbound on Oak
toward Franklin (and presumably Gough). Both Franklin and Gough are already highly
congested. Has this project been evaluated as a part of the larger plan to build housing and add
parking and increase VMT?

Sincerely,

Susan Vaughan

The Richmond District
San Francisco, 94121



I-Weinzimmer

From: David Weinzimmer [mailto:dweinzimmer@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, January 09, 2017 11:42 AM

To: Gibson, Lisa (CPC)

Subject: Public comment: One Oak Draft EIR

Dear Ms. Gibson,

| wanted to leave my public comment that | am very surprised and dismayed to see that there will |
be no below market rate housing provided on site at One Oak, and that the development is (GE-2)
seeking to provide excess parking above what is permitted. | would expect that a building that is
at the very center of the city and region's transit infrastructure would provide parking BELOW
the permitted number rather than above, and providing more parking seems to be an unnecessary
and strong impact on the surrounding streets as well as greenhouse gas emissions.

I am excited to see larger developments coming to San Francisco, and would love to see this
building well-integrated into the surrounding neighborhood, and supporting a dense, walkable
and transit- and bike-friendly environment.

Thank you,
David Weinzimmer



STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
1725 23" Street, Suite 100

SACRAMENTO, CA 95816

(916) 445-7000  Fax: (916) 445-7053

calshpo@parks.ca.gov

May 24, 2017

San Francisco County Board of Supervisors
Clerk of the Board

City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, California 94102

RE: National Register of Historic Places Nomination for
Sacred Heart Parish Complex

Dear Board of Supervisors:

Pursuant to Federal Regulations 36 CFR Part 60.6(c) | am notifying you that the State Historical
Resources Commission (SHRC) at its next meeting intends to consider and take action on the
nomination of the above-named property to the National Register of Historic Places (National
Register). Details on that meeting are on the enclosed notice. The National Register is the
federal government’s official list of historic buildings and other cultural resources worthy of
preservation. Listing in the National Register provides recognition and assists in preserving
California’s cultural heritage. If the item is removed from the scheduled agenda, you will be
notified by mail.

Local government comments regarding the National Register eligibility of this property are
welcomed. Letters should be sent to California State Parks, Attn: Office of Historic Preservation,
Julianne Polanco, State Historic Preservation Officer, 1725 23 Street, Suite 100, Sacramento,
California 95816. So that the SHRC will have adequate time to consider them, it is requested, but
not required, that written comments be received by the Office of Historic Preservation fifteen (15)
days before the SHRC meeting. Interested parties are encouraged to attend the SHRC meeting
and present oral testimony.

As of January 1, 1993, all National Register properties are automatically included in the California
Register of Historical Resources (California Register) and afforded consideration in accordance
with state and local environmental review procedures.

The federal requirements covering the National Register program are to be found in the National
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and in Federal Regulations 36 CFR Part 60. State law
regarding the California Register is in the Public Resources Code, Section 5024. Should you have
questions regarding this nomination, or would like a copy of the nomination, please contact the
Registration Unit at (916) 445-7004.

Sincerely,

Julianne Polanco

State Historic Preservation Officer

Enclosures: Meeting Notice
NR_Local Gov County Notice_Final

EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor’




STATE OF CALIFORNIA — THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, Governor

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
1725 23" Street, Suite 100

SACRAMENTO, CA 95816

(916) 445-7000 Fax: (916) 445-7053

calshpo@parks.ca.gov

www.ohp.parks.ca.gov

MEETING NOTICE

FOR: State Historical Resources Commission Quarterly Meeting
DATE: Friday, July 28, 2017
TIME: 9:00 A.M.

PLACE: Council Chamber
: San Rafael City Hall
1400 Fifth Avenue
San Rafael, California 94901

This room is accessible to people with disabilities. Questions regarding the meeting
should be directed fo the Registration Unit (916) 445-7008.
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From: Cassie Ray <cassie.ray@cancer.org>
Sent: Thursday, June 01, 2017 11:12 AM
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Subject: Support of Prohibiting the Sale of Flavored Tobacco
Attachments: San Francisco Flavors.pdf

Dear Mayor Lee and Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors:

Tobacco use remains the leading cause of preventable death in the U.S., and sadly, most people become addicted as
youth—before they are even old enough to legally purchase tobacco—and most begin with flavored products. The
tobacco industry has a long history of targeting vulnerable populations, especially young people in low income
neighborhoods, communities of color and LGBTQ communities. Flavors, including menthol, are an important strategy
used by the tobacco industry, whose own documents call these “starter products.”

Attached is a letter urging a yes vote, in favor of prohibiting the sale of all flavored tobacco products, including menthol,
in the City of San Francisco.

Thank you for your leadership on this important health issue.

Cassie Ray | Northern California Government Relations Director
American Cancer Society Cancer Action Network, Inc.

700 Main Street Suite 102

Suisun City, CA 94585

Phone: 707.290.0003 | Mobile: 707.290.0003 | Fax: 916.447.6931
acscan.org

fR= E@

atscan.org

This message (including any attachments) is intended exclusively for the individual to whom it is addressed and may contain proprietary, protected, or confidential
information. If you are not the named addressee, you are not authorized to read, print, copy, or disseminate this message or any part of it. If you have received this
message in error, please notify the sencer immediately.
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May 2, 2017

The Honorable Ed Lee

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Mayor Lee and Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors:

The American Cancer Society Cancer Action Network is committed to protecting the health and
well-being of the citizens of San Francisco through evidence-based policy and legislative
solutions designed to eliminate cancer as a major health problem. As such, we are writing to
support passage of the proposed amendment to the San Francisco tobacco retail license (TRL),
which will prohibit sales of flavored tobacco products.

The 2014 Surgeon General’s Report found that more than 43 million Americans still smoke, and
tobacco will cause an estimated 480,000 deaths this year in the U.S. Of the 9 million youth
currently living in our state, nearly 1.4 million of them will become smokers, and approximately
440,000 of those kids will die prematurely as a result of tobacco use.

In 2009, Congress, prohibited the sale of cigarettes with flavors other than tobacco or menthol.
Tobacco companies responded by expanding the types of non-cigarette flavored tobacco
products they offer, and now make most of those products available in a growing array of kid-
friendly flavors. Little cigars, smokeless tobacco, and e-cigarettes are marketed in a wide array
of sweet flavors and colorful packaging that appeals to youth. According to the California
Department of Public Health, young people are much more likely to use candy and fruit
flavored products than adults. Prohibiting the sale of flavored tobacco products, including
menthol cigarettes, helps to remove some of the appeal of these products to beginning
smokers. ’

Adolescents are still going through critical periods of brain growth and development, and they
are especially vulnerable to the toxic effects of nicotine. Both opponents of smoking and
purveyors of cigarettes have long recognized the significance of adolescence as the period
during which smoking behaviors are typically developed. Tobacco companies have a long

American Cancer Society Cancer Action Network
700 Main Street, Suite 102 = Fairfield CA 94533 ® 707.290.0003



history of marketing to vulnerable populations, and target youth with imagery and by
marketing appealing flavors. This has been particularly true in the African American population.
In African American communities, the tobacco industry has aggressively marketed menthol
flavored tobacco products to youth. More than 80% of African American smokers smoke
menthol cigarettes, and African American men have the highest death rates from lung cancer,
when compared to other demographic groups. The anesthetizing effect of menthol masks the
harshness of tobacco, making menthol cigarettes more appealing to beginning smokers, and
menthol smokers demonstrate greater dependence, and are less likely to quit.

While cigarette smoking has declined in the U.S., sales of menthol cigarettes have steadily
increased in recent years, especially among young people and new smokers. Prohibiting the
sale of flavored tobacco products can help to keep kids from ever starting to smoke, and can
encourage those who do smoke to quit. We should be doing everything we can to protect
young people from ever establishing this deadly addiction, and the cancer it causes, as well as
supporting those who are trying to quit. ACS CAN appreciates San Francisco’s leadership in
bringing this issue forward, and we encourage the Board of Supervisors to pass this amendment
‘to prohibit the sale of all flavored tobacco products in the City of San Francisco.

Sincerely,
V] " #
§
S ?\mb

Cassie Ray
Government Relations Director, Northern California
American Cancer Society Cancer Action Network

American Cancer Society Cancer Action Network
700 Main Street, Suite 102 = Fairfield CA 94533 = 707.290.0003



From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 11:04 AM
To: BOS-Supervisors
Subject: FW: Rincon Hill construction

From: Taylor Whitmer [mailto:taywhit@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, May 29, 2017 11:51 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Cc: Lee, Mayor (MYR) <mayoredwinlee @sfgov.org>

Subject: Rincon Hill construction

| am writing to request relief from the severe impacts of round-the-clock construction in the Rincon Hill neighborhood.

For several years now, residents of Rincon Hill have suffered from lack of sleep as a result of endless night construction.
The City has been issuing night permits to construction projects as a matter of routine, without any regard for the
thousands of residents in the area. In the past, the City acted responsibly, strictly limiting night construction permits; but
that neighborhood protection policy has been abandoned, and now there is continuous noise all night long. It is time for
the City and developers to act responsibly again and halt all night permits except those strictly required for special
circumstances.

Additionally, there are heightened health risks from inconsistent enforcement of mitigation measures against dirt and
dust.

Finally, construction sites require proper traffic control--something that has been sorely lacking around Rincon Hill.

Sent from my iPhone



From: Auryn Zimmer <aurynzimmer@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, June 04, 2017 6:40 PM
To: philip.ginsburg@sfgov.org; Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Lee, Mayor (MYR)
Subject: re: SF Park & Rec's "Natural Resources Management Plan"

Dear Mr. Lee, Mr. Ginsburg, and sf supervisors, :

[ am writing to voice my opinion about the Natural Resources Management Plan.

I strongly oppose use of herbicides on any land - particularly public park land where dogs are allowed.

I walk my dogs in various parks near me - like Mt. Davidson, McLaren Park, Glen Canyon.

I do not believe that this does any good for the planet - to spray poison in a misguided attempt at totahtarlan
control over the environment.

I do not support this ongoing and fruitless effort to 'eradicate non-native species'. Practically everyone living
here is non-native.

Cutting down trees for the sake of trying to bring back some bygone era seems to be to be the height of folly
when we are facing unprecedented catastrophe in global warming.

Trees, regardless of their origin are beneficial in so many ways: carbon sequestration, reducing erosion,
breaking wind, providing habitat, etc.

It seems to me that this Plan is terribly short sighted, cherry-picking scientific facts to promote a narrow minded
agenda. There are so many larger issues than non-native species.

We should be planting more trees, not cutting them down.

We should not be poisoning our well.

Please do not go forward with this.
Sincerely,
Auryn Zimmer

118 Circular Ave.
San Francisco, CA 94131

>



From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Monday, June 05, 2017 12:40 PM

To: BOS-Supervisors; Wong, Linda (BOS)

Subject: FW: Sierra Club Letter of Support for Natoma & 11th Park Acquisition (File No. 170422)
Attachments: Complete_lLetter_Head-8.doc

From: Rebecca Evans [mailto:rebecae@earthlink.net)

Sent: Thursday, June 01, 2017 4:49 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, {(BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>

Cc: Bradley, Stacy (REC) <stacy.bradley@sfgov.org>

Subject: Sierra Club Letter of Support for Natoma & 11th Park Acquisition

Attached please find the Sierra Club Letter of Support for Natoma and 11th Park Acquisition.
Thank you,
Rebecca Evans

Chair
San Francisco Group
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7 SAN FRANCISCO BAY

Serving Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin and San- Francisco counties

San Francisco Group
c/o 1474 Sacramento St., #305
San Francisco, CA 94109

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

June 1, 2017

Re: Support Real Property Acquisition Resolution - 145-165-11th Street, 973 Minna Street,
and 964 Natoma Street - Recreation and Parks Department - $9,725,000 (BOS File 170422)

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors,

As an organization that has long fought to acquire, improve and maintain public lands, the Sierra
Club supports the proposal to acquire five parcels at Natoma and 11th Streets for the development
of a new park by the Recreation and Parks Department. The South of Market (SoMa) parcels
provide an opportunity for much-needed open space in a Supervisorial district with the least amount
of open space citywide and a neighborhood slated for development and a growing residential
population.

The SoMa neighborhood currently has few opportunities both for children to experience nature and
for adults to find respite in a green and leafy environment. Therefore, if the acquisition is approved,
we encourage the Recreation and Parks Department to design the new park with grass rather than
artificial materials and with trees and shrubs to provide habitat for wildlife as well as the opportunity
for children to experience living nature.

We also recommend that the Planning Department and Commission fully implement the Sunlighf
Ordinance (Proposition K) to ensure that future developments around the new park do not produce
adverse shadows on the park.

2530 San Pablo Ave., Suite I, Berkeley, CA 94702 Tel. (510) 848-0800 Email: info@stbaysc.org



b3 SIERRA CLUB

SAN FRANCISCO BAY

Serving Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin and San Francisco counties
We urge the Budget and Finance Committee and the full Board of Supervisors to support the
acquisition of parcels 145-165-1 1th Street, 973 Minna Street, and 964 Natoma Street.

Sincerely,

Becky Evans
Executive Committee Chair, Sierra Club San Francisco Group

Cc: Stacy Radine Bradley

2530 San Pablo Ave., Suite [, Berkeley, CA 94702 Tel. (510) 848-0800 Email: info@sfbaysc.org



Mchugh, Eileen (BOS)

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: . Tuesday, June 06, 2017 12:00 PM

To: BOS-Supervisors

Subject: REVISED Housing Balance Report No. 5 from the Planning Department
Attachments: Revised Housing Balance No. 5.pdf

Hello,

Attached is the revised Housing Balance'Report No. 5 from the Planning Department. Originally sent May 16, 2017.

Regards,

Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Phone: (415) 554-7703 | Fax: (415) 554-5163
Board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org | 415-554-5184
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE:
TO:
FROM:

RE:
HEARING DATE:

Notice of Electronic Transmittal

Planning Department Report
Housing Balance Report No. 5
May 31, 2017

May 31, 2017
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

John Rahaim, Director — Planning Department (415) 558-6411
Teresa Ojeda, Planning Department (415) 558-6251

Housing Balance Report No. 5

To be arranged. Informational item

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

In compliance with San Francisco’s Administrative Code Section 8.12.5 “Electronic Distribution

of Multi-Page Documents,”
Revised in digital format.

A hard copy of this document is available from the Clerk of the Board.

the Planning Department has attached the Housing Balance Report —

Additional hard copies may be requested by contacting Teresa Ojeda of the Planning
Department at 415-558-6251 or teresa.ojeda@sfgov.org.

Digital copies are also available on the Planning Department’s web site from this link:
http://sf-planning.org/housing-balance-report ..

Memo

NCitywidelData ProductsiC&! Inventory\201 11 Transmiltalslelectronic transmittal BOS. doc
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~Philip A. Ginsburg, General Manager

Date: June 2, 2017
To: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supewisofs
From: Philip A. Ginsburg, General Manager

Re: , Golden Gate Park — Beach Chalet Athletic Field Lighting Evaluation

This memorandum is a summary report on a public meeting requested by Supervisor Eric Mar
during the Golden Gate Park Beach Chalet Athletic Field FEIR appeal hearing dated July 10,
2012. This public meeting was hosted to receive feedback from plO_] ect stakeholders and
neighbors on the athletic field lights post construction.

General Background:

The Recreation and Park Department and the City Fields Foundation, a non-profit organization,
entered into a partnership agreement back in 2006 to renovate athletic fields across the City in an
effort to address the shortage of available athletic field play. Over the last 10 years, this
partnership has successfully delivered field renovation projects in nine separate part facilities

~ across the City, renovating over 21 athletic fields utilizing synthetic turf and field lights. The
final project of this partnership included the renovation of the Beach Chalet athletic fields in
Golden Gate Park. :

This project, which was initiated back in 2009, was developed through a very robust public
engagement process which including the development of a comprehensive environmental impact
report (FEIR) required under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). In2012,ina
joint hearing, the Planning Commission and the Recreation and Park Commission adopted the
CEQA Approval Findings and approved the project. Following that approval process, the ruling
was appealed to the Board of Supervisors in June of 2012. In July of 2012, the Board of
Supervisors held a public hearing to consider the appeal of the FEIR. Through Motion No. M12-
79 (file 120692), the Board of Supervisors re-affirmed the decision of the Planning Commission
and certify the FEIR.

During the hearing process, Supervisor Eric Mar requested that the Recreation and Park
Department host a public meeting with various stakeholder groups and park neighbors to review
the new field lights and discuss possible options to adjust the evening light hours. Supervisor

McLaren Lodge in Golden Gate Park ’ 501 Stanyan Street | San Franclsco, CA 94117 | PHONE;: (415) 831-2700 | WEB: sfrecpark.org




Mar requested that the Department report back to the Board following this process, if
appropriate. | .

Project/Site Information:

The Beach Chalet Project included the renovation of four existing soccer fields at the west end of
Golden Gate Park. The facility has been used as formal athletic fields since the early 1930’s.

The project included the following improvements: synthetic turf surfacing, athletic field and
pathway lighting, improved site drainage, new fencing and pedestrian pathways, renovation and
expansion of the existing parking lot, renovation of the existing restroom building, installation of
a new maintenance building, installation of a new children’s play structure, spectator bleachers,
new park furniture (benches, tables, drinking fountains and signage) and new irrigation and
planting.

The primary focus of the project and the overall field renovation program was to increase the
available amount of play time at this facility. Prior to construction, the fields received a total of
3,213 play hours in 2013. In 2016, the fields were used more than 15,049 hours, approximately
5 times more play time.

Public safety is also of critical concern for the Department. Having this facility illuminated and
used for active and healthy recreation has created a park space that is more welcoming and safe
for the public use,

The current lighting schedule for this facility is as follows:

Monday through Saturday:  dusk to 10:00 PM
Sunday: dusk to 8:00 PM (unless formally permitted)

Public Meeting Process:

On November 3, 2016, approximately one year following the opening of the renovated athletic
field, the Department hosted a public meeting at the Golden Gate Park Senior Center to hear
foedback from various stakeholder groups and neighbors regarding the new field lights. Staff’s
outreach included contacting all public members and organizations that participated in the EIR
process as well as posting the meeting at the project site and noticing the event on the
Department’s web page. The meeting was well attended with more than 30 individuals signing
the attendance form. Supervisor Eric Mar was also in attendance.

Staff made a brief presentation about the project history, outlined the purpose of the meeting and
provided some general field use data from both pre-and post-construction time periods. The
balance of the meeting was an open forum for public comment and discussion. (Attached please
find Exhibit A, Public Presentation)

In additional to the public meeting, staff kept a list of all formal public comments
(emails/letters/311 calls) received during the first year of field operation, a list of comments



received once this meeting was announced and cataloged all comments documented at the public
meeting. (Attached please find Exhibit B, Public Meeting Minutes/ Comments)

Public Comments Received (pre-and post-meeting):

e From the date of project completion to the notice date for the public meeting, staff
received a total of (7) separate comments/correspondence expressing lighting concerns.
These comments are summarized in Exhibit A; pages 9 and 10.

o Following the meeting notice, staff received (27) separate emails in support of the field
lights and (0) opposed.

e Following the meeting date, staff received (13) separate emails in support of the field
lights and (7) opposed.

Bird Monitoring Activities:

Several comments received throughout this discussion process were directed as how field
lighting might impact birds. These concerns were also discussed during the EIR process and
were addressed and answered in the FEIR document. During the project approval process with
the California Coastal Commission (CCC), one of their members requested that the Department
conduct a pre-and post-construction bird monitoring program to review possible impacts to birds.
Following the CCC approval, the Department secured the services of a qualified biologist
specializing in ornithology to develop an Avian Monitoring Plan and execute the recommended
and approved monitoring activities. The monitoring activities were developed through
discussions between. the consulting biologist, the Department and staff members of the CCC who
approved the final monitoring approach.

The monitoring plan called for a three-phased approach in monitoring birds in and around the

athletic field site. This included establishing a pre-construction baseline survey of avian

presence at the project site. This was followed by ten-night time point count surveys followed

~ by morning sweep surveys during the spring and fall seasons following the completion of the
project. The summary of the report concluded that there was no evidence of project effects on
birds in the area and that no further avian surveys were warranted for this project. A copy of

the Avian Monitoring Plan and the Summary Report are posted on the Department’s website.
A copy of the Final Report is also included as Exhibit C.

http://sfrecpark.org/project/beach-chalet-athletic-fields-renovation/

Technology and Equipment Discussion:

During the public hearing, there were several suggestions to look at other equipment or
technology solutions to assist in refining the light quality and quantity. These includes:

e Installing new or larger light visors/shields
e Changing the lamps to a warmer light color
e Changing the lamps to LED



« Installing a push button system which would allow the public to control lights when
needed

During the design and EIR process for this project, staff conducted extensive research into the
most appropriate lighting systems available for this project as well as refined the design, height
- and placement of poles and fixtures. This process included a compromise between adequately
illuminating the fields while providing appropriate mitigating design solutions to address
concerns raised during the FEIR process.

Staff contacted the lighting manufacture to discuss the options raised above, The follow
summarizes those findings.

Inistalling new or larger light visors/shields: The visors that are currently installed were selected
during the FEIR design refinement process. They are the best, most restrictive visors available
for this type of light fixture.

Change lamps to a warmer color: The lamps that are installed are an HID metal halide fixture.
The color of the lamps can’t be changed to a warmer color. Although the lights are not a
“muted” tone similar to a standard incandescent light bulb, they are warmer than what has been
traditionally installed in new LED street lamps,

Change the lamps to LED: This option was recommended by several members of the public but
there were other members that thought this solution was not appropriate. During the design
phase of this project, LED sports light fixtures were new to the market and were just being tested
for this application. The technology at that time required that the number of fixtures would be
approximately double in quantity to traditional HID technology and the height of the fixtures
would need to be raised in height to perform equally. Given that this technology was not proven
yet coupled with other EIR required mitigation measures, this option was not pursued further.
The idea of switching out the newer LLED fixtures that are now available is not an option either.
The new fixtures are substantially heavier than the HID fixtures and the current pole des1gn is
not structurally adequate to carry this additional load. :

Install Push Button Light Control Option: The control option is one that is viable with the
existing lighting system. It would require minor modifications to the existing equipment and
new hardware would be required. This type of system has been used at other athletic facilities
but mostly at athletic courts. There is a technical issue associated with the proposal and the type
of lights that are currently installed. The time required to turn the lights on once the system is
activated is approximately 15 minutes (warm up time). The other issue is that once the lights
turn off, they require a cold down period before they can be activated again. This cool down
period ranges in time buf would be approximately 10 minutes.  Given these time delay issues
(approximately 25 minutes) with lighting operations, this particular proposal does not appear
appropriate for this application.



Department Recommendations:

Scheduling:
Currently the athletic field lights are scheduled as follows:

Monday through Saturday:  dusk to 10:00 PM
Sunday: dusk to 8:00 PM (unless formally permitted)

Based on 12 months of field ﬁse data, the Department will initiate a revised field lighting
schedule as follows:

Monday through Friday:  dusk to 10:00 PM
Saturday: dusk to 8:00 PM (unless formally permitted)
Sunday: dusk to 8:00 PM (unless formally permitted)

If the Department receives request to extend the play time on Saturdays beyond the 8:00 PM
hour, we will extend this time period to 9:00 PM,

There has been a request to turn the light off in winter months when it’s raining. The assumption
for this request is that the fields are not being used during inclement weather. The benefit of
synthetic turf over natural turf fields are that these facilities can and are generally used during
inclement/ rainy periods. The proposed approach to address this request is to reduce the number
of fields that are illuminated after 8:00 PM from 4 to 2 during raining weather if the fields are
not formally permitted. Raining weather is determined if it is raining during this time period.
Leaving two fields illuminated during non-permitted times allows public access and use of this
facility which is the core goal of the program and project.

Attachments:

Exhibit A: Public Meeting Presentation (11/3/16)
Exhibit B; Public Meeting Minutes (Public Comments)
Exhibit C: Avian Monitoring Plan Final Report (4/24/17)
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Meeting Agenda -

“» Introductions

¢ Intent of Meeting

» Background on Field Light Design
e Current Field Use Information

« Public Comments Received

- Questions and Comments




“Intent of Meeti ‘

 During the project approval process at the
BOS, Supervisor Mar requested that the
Department host a meeting with different
stakeholder groups and neighbors to
discuss possible plans to adjust the light
hours at the site and report back to the
BOS with feedback recieved.

BOS Hearing July 10, 2012
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Field Light Design Background

Initial field light design had lightsoh 80’ tall poles. Poles were Iocéted
around the field perimeter and the light quantity was at 50 foot candles (FC)

With feedback during the planning and design process, the design was
modified to reduce the pole height to 60’, bring the poles to the interior of
field area and reduce the light quality from 50 FC to 30 FC.

- Selected a lighting supplier that specializes in field lighting, one that
has demonstrated quality light distribution control, fixtures that are
energy efficient and light fixtures that are shielded and provides light
spill control.  Also, the lighting system was selected because it provides
an automated control system for operational flexibility.




Field Light Calculati

Sample Numbers from Field #1

Pre Readings Post Readings
Average: 31 Average: 31.3
Max: 43 Max: 44
Min: 23 . Min: 23

GO0t ProJect Name: Bcach Chalet Soccer ’ Technician: Bill Helland
mu%% Project Number: 129305 '
Ficid Identification: Saceer 1
41 | 42 | se | a0 | 34 |0 | 2z | 33| 42| 48 | =
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- Average: 313 Max/Min: 1.8 Stan
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Minlmum: 23.0

Post-Construction Readings




Field Use Data

Current Light Operation Hours |

* Monday thru Thursday (Dusk to 10:10 PM - play ends at 10 PM)
» Friday & Saturday (Dust to 10:00 PM)

» Sundays (Dusk to 8:00 PM)




Bird Monitoring

During the project approval process with the California Coastal
Commission (CCC), the Department agreed {o conduct an avian
monitoring plan. In concert with the CCC and the Department’s
environmental biologists, we developed a monitoring program which
includes the following:

> Pre construction survey (spring migration period April & May)
- Post construction survey (spring period)
> Post construction survey (fall period) - currently in process

The post construction surveys include nighttime survey and morning

sweeps once a week for 5 week in the spring and 5 weeks in the fall.
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Public Comments Received

O The Department has received (7) separate comment notifications
expressing lighting concerns since the field opening through this
meeting publication date.

O Since the meeting notice, staff has received (27) separate emails in
support of the lights

Summary of Comments:

- Lights were on at 10PM on a rainy evening. Lights disturb neighbors
s And waste electricity if field isn’t being used (x2)
> Are there timers forthe lights? Concerned about energy use. (x2)
o |s the field use and lights being monltored'?
. » Lights are very bright.
- = Looks like lights are pointed off the field.
- Lights on all night and every night.
> Adjust the position of the lights. They look like they are out of position
and pointing up the hill (Sutro Heights).

I o s




Public Comments Receiv

Summary of Comments (continued):

Since the lights are controlled off-site, turn them off when there’s no open
play or permitted use.
Turn lights off when stargazers are most likely to be out. Certain timesa
year there are unusual and interesting astronomical events.
- Turn lights off earlier than 10 PM at least several nights per week.
Dim lights as much as possible. :
Make sure lights are properly directed onto the fi elds.
Turn some of the lights off if all fields are not in use.
‘Use low energy bulbs to minimize glare, save money and conserve energy.
Shield the lights as much as possible. |
Meet with Audubon Society fo understand impact of lights on birds and better
understand when they should not be on.

Support the lights, more positive activity, more field time, safer space, great
play time with family and friends, great amenities other than fields, etc.
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- All public comments will be noted at this meeting.
Staff will review all comments and prepare a

meeting summary memorandum with
recommendations.

Final recommendations will be distributed to

Supewasor Mar’s Office, meeting attendees and
posted on the Departments website.
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Exhibit B

Golden Gate Park Beach Chalet Field Lights Discussion
Public Meeting Minutes

Golden Gate Park Senior Center

November 3,2016

Meeting Agenda:

Introduction

Intent of Meeting

Background on Field Light Design
Current Field Use Information
Public Comments Received
Questions and Comments

Public Comments:

s Use Data: Kids vs. Adults ~ hours used for each

» Notify public on when fiber cable technology is available which will help provide ability
to turn lights off when field is not in use. (security cameras)

o Why are light on until 10PM every night? Do youth use the field at night?

o Dedicate RPD staff to monitor non-permitted use of the field and gauge those patterns

" o Lights conflict with the GGP Master Plan. Opposed to lights on the west end of the

park.

¢~ Lights impact habitat value

¢ Provide a balance between play and night sky

» Families use the facility multiple times a week

o Families feel safe and this facility provides great recreational use

e Concerned about red tail hawks, red shoulder hawks and other birds

# People and animals need dark skies

o Project was sold as a project for kids not adults

o Look at field uses patterns across the city and reduce the hours at this site if possible,

» Soccer family is opposed to this project

¢ Not for profit adult leagues that play at Beach Chalet generate money for underserved
vouth programs

¢ Transportation is an issue- site is good for local park users

¢ Golden Gate Park is a city park and these fields ate a good and positive use

» Do the lights need-to be on 24/7 365? Can we have reduced hours?

s Ficld and lights is a compromise between neighbors, field users, night skies, etc.

¢ Can the fixtures be dimmed? (Musco)

e Can reventes from field permits help support star gazing program?



¢ This project is not required and alternative ideas were not accepted

+ This is not an issue of kids verse nature

» Refer to professor Longhorn letter on Jight impacts, impacts to animals, Also, the EIR is
not accurate ‘

» The current light schedule is not a compromise. This is concentrated light and not
ambient light,

» Provide a technical solution for turning Hghts on/off for non-pelmitted play. (push
button option)

o Lights impact views. Neighbors will move because of lights,

e Golden Gate Park is over programmed with large events that impact neighbors,

» Are the specific days/times for dark skies? Do more calculations on night use and see if
there is a corupromise,

¢ Supervisor Mar looked at fields from different vantage points. 10 pm is too because there
is not enough use to support lights on at 10 pm. Likes the idea of revenue to support
night skies opportunities, Overall, he thinks field use outweighs impacts.

» Bird migration patterns should be considered on light hours and compromised solution

e Look at other facilities (Moscone/ Kezar) as a compromise example.

s LED lights are not a solution

¢ Plants are impacted for the field lights (plants are dying)

o Like the project and love the walking paths

o  GGNRA (past employee)- You can see the impacts of the lights when looking at stars
from Ocean Beach., Overall the lighting system. is well done.

» Recommend doing additional night light monitoring to see what other impacts might
exist. Additional light shields might be a solution to the field light concetns.

s Change light color to a warmer tone fixture

¢ Lights impact older people or folks with light sensitive issues,

* The impact from the lights is not so much collision but that birds can be drawn of their

. migration routes. The study did not investigate that impact. .

» Red Tailed Hawks and other birds previously nested in this area. What impact has the
lighting had? '

e What impact has the project has on birds that fed and rested on the field?

» The report indicates racoons were observed at the trash cans, Are they wildlife proof?

o Is the lowest tllumination level being used at the field?

» Are the lights confrolled automatically or on a photo cell?

There were also two handouts that the public provided.
1. Miscellaneous questions on birds and light technology was submitted by Ms. Weeden.

Questions were added above
2. West Golden Gate park Raptor Nests map
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April 24,2017
Exhibit C

Dan Mauer

Capital Improvement Division

San Francisco Recreation and Park Department
30 Van Ness Avenue, 3rd Floor

San Francisco, CA | 94102

Subject: Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Avian Monitoring Plan Final Report
Dear Mr, Mauér:

This summary report conveys the spring 2016 and fall 2016 avian survey reports that were performed by
Environmental Science Associates in support of the City and County of San Francisco Beach Chalet Athletic
Fields Renovation Project. The Beach Chalet Athletic Fields facility is an approximately 9.4-acre public sports
field facility located at 1500 John F. Kennedy Drive, along the western edge of Golden Gate Park in the City and
County of San Francisco. The Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Project (project) completed by the San
Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (SFRPD) in 2016 replaced the grass turf fields with synthetic turf,
installed field lighting, renovated the existing restroom building, installed player benches and seating, and
improved the overall conditions of the facility through various other modifications intended to increase the
amount of play time available on the athletic fields, During their review of the project in 2014, the California
Coaslal Commission (CCC) requested the preparation and implementation of an Avian Monitoring Plan (AMP)
to identify any potential adverse impacts to birds resulting from the use of night lighting by the project. The
AMP included pre-project and post-project monitoring of avian behavior and mortality, which was performed by
ESA biologists in spring and fall 2016. Following 20 biological surveys that were intended to detect avian
mortality, no evidence of project effects on birds was detected based on the thresholds of significance presented
in the AMP, On this basis, ESA recommends that no further avian surveys are warranted for this project,

The impact thresholds identified in the AMP, survey methodology, and general survey findings are discussed
below.

Thresholds of Significance for Determining Impacts during Avian Monitoring

An initial source of concern for the project was the operation of new lighting standards in close proximity to the
Pacific Ocean. Hence, the avian monitoring methodology in the AMP was designed with the intent of discovering
any behavior changes in avian behavior that were caused by the project. The following criteria were used to
assess potential impacts on migratory and resident bird species.

1. A bird strike with a light structure is observed, This event will be interpreted as a blind collision with the
light structure or a collision caused by being blinded, disoriented, or confused from the artificial lighting.
The collision may or may not result in injury or mortality.




Mr, Mauer
April 24, 2017
Page 2

2. Abird carcass is vbserved on or beneath a lighting structure, providing evidence of a bird strike with the
light structure that resulted in mortality. Bird carcasses will be inspected by the Monitoring Biologist for
evidence that the cause of death was potentially directly related to the field lights and not an unrelated
cause. '

3. Light swarming and enlrapment behavior by a bird or group of birds is observed within the lighting sphere
during nights when the field lights are on, whereby birds are observed circling within the light sphere for a
minimum fotal duration of two minutes during a monitoring effort. This behavior will be interpreted as a
disruption of steller or other visual cues used during noctumal migration as a result of positive phototaxis.

4, dnv other behavior observed and interpreted by the Moniloring Biologist as uncharacteristic and
demonstrated to be correlated with the athletic field lights,

Avian Monitoring NMethodology

ESA biologist Rachel Danielson performed the spring and fall migration avian surveys in 2016. The surveys
included nighttime surveys to identify any swarming or entrapment behavior by birds and morning surveys to
detect evidence of overnight avian mortality. Nighttime surveys were performed generally after dark, when the
fields and new lights were in use. The morning visits started before dawn and were generally perforimed between
5:30 am and 9:00 am, Such an early start ensured that any bird carcass would be detected before being removed
by scavengers or City staff.

Surveys in spring and fall 2016 included five nighttime surveys and five morning sweeps, for a total of 20 avian
surveys during the course of the year. Surveys wetre performed from each of six monitoring stations that were
established during preconstruction surveys in 2014. The monitoring stations were visited for 20-minute intervals
during the 2016 surveys. Avian activity on, over, and in the vicinity of the athletic fields was noted. The
monitoring biologist also looked for evidence of behavior indicating distress or other response to the new
lighting.

Survey Findings

During night surveys, all fields were in-use upon ESA's atrival and human noise and activity were high
throughout the survey period. Following the 10 focused night surveys, no birds were observed exhibiting distress
or confusion in response to the lights, or reacting to their presence in general. The biologist consistently detected
individual feathers on the field during the 10 morning surveys. These individual feathers were consistent with
avian preening activity and were not the result of impacts with the field lights. No signs of blood or other avian
body parts were observed in association with the feathers and there was no evidence to suggest avian mortality.
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Several bats were observed flying around the light standards, as they were hunting moths and other flying
invertebrates attracted to the lights while in use, Bats did not appear to be entrapped by the light but avoided a -
prolonged presence within the light beam. ’

To summarize our findings, following 20 post-construction surveys that were designed and timed to identify
avian stressors from the Beach Chalet Athletic Ficlds Renovation Project, no evidence of avian stress or mortality
was detected. The use of lights at the fields does not appear to be an avian navigation hazard, as no evidence of
behavior modification or mortality was detected during surveys. Based on the survey findings and discussions
with City staff, we find that the lights are minimally impacling to avian species and recommend that further
surveys are not warranted.

You may contact me or Rachel Danielson at 415-254-2023 if you have any questions about the surveys or
interpretation of the survey findings.

Sincerely,

o/

Brian Pittman, CWB
Wildlife Program Manager

Attachments:

1) Memorandum from Rachel Danielson dated July 13, 2016 entitled, “Beach Chalet Athletic Fields

Renovation Post-Construction Monitoring, Spring Migration 2016.”
2) Memorandum from Rachel Danielson and Brian Pittman dated February 17, 2017, entitled, “Beach
Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Post-Construction Monitoring, Fall Migration 2016.”
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memorandum

date July 13,2016
from Rache! Danielson

subject  Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Post-Construction Monitoring, Spring Migration 2016

Summary

ESA biologist, Rache! Danielson, performed spring migration nighttime and morning sweep surveys at the Beach
Chalet Athletic Fields in San Francisco, CA per the Avian Monitoring Plan. No evidence of impact collision with
light towers or other adverse effects on birds associated with the use of néw lighting at the athletic fields (e.g.
entrapment resulting in death by exhaustion) was observed during the spring 2016 monitoring events. The
following describes in detail conditions, avian and other wildlife activity observed during these five nighttime
surveys and five morning sweeps.

April 26, 2016 — Nighttime Survey 1 (Spring Migration)

The nighttime survey was conducted between 8:00pm and 10:00pm while the new lights were in—tlse. Each of the
six monitoring stations, established during the preconstruction surveys in 2014, was visited for 20-minute
intervals during the survey period. Avian activity on, over, and in the vicinity of the athletic fields was noted. Any
behavior indicating distress or in response to the new lighting was also noted.

Athletic field and security lighting was tuined on between 7:28pm — 10:10pm,

Weather Conditions

#  Survey start: 56°F, mostly cloudy with high fog, winds 18-25 mph.
u  Survey end; 51°F, mostly cloudy, winds 25-35 mph.

= Sunset: 7:50pm

= Last light: 8;24pm

Observations

All fields in-use upon arrival, Artificial turf has no foraging attraction for birds and human noise and activity is
high during the survey period. Few ravens and gulls observed flying over the field or over the Monterey cypress
trees and ngaio shrubs surrounding the fields and indiscernible passerines heard from dense landscaping along
field margins. After last light, avian activity over or on the margins of the fields was difficult to see beyond the

" glare of the field lights. Surveyor often backed away from the monitoring station to achieve a better perspective of
the fields above and below the lighting, One raccoon was observed scavenging trash bins near the bathroom
facilities.



No birds were observed exhibiting distress or confusion in response to the lights, or reacting to their presence in
general.

April 27, 2016 — Morning Sweep 1

The morning sweep was conducted between 5:45am and 7:55am. Surveyor walked meandering transects on the
athletic fields scanning for evidence of avian collision with light poles (i.e. feathers, carcasses, tissue, blood, etc.),
ensuring 100% visual coverage of the fields.

Weather Conditions
®  Survey start: 46°F, overcast with winds 8 mph
= Survey end: 46°F, overcast with winds 8 mph
#  First light: 5:46am
#  Sunrise: 6:14am

Ohservations

One raccoon was observed.crossing John F. Kennedy Drive, heading away from the athletic fields. Ravens were
observed perching on the top of the light poles throughout the morning sweep. Such scavengers are likely to
disturb evidence of avian collisions with light poles. '

Feathers

A total of 40 feathers were observed on the afhletic ficlds during the morning sweep, Edch feather was
photographed in context of the nearest [ight pole and up close with groups of feathers documented together. GPS
data was also taken and the feather was collected. Figure 1 depicts the location of feathers or groups of feathets

collected during the survey, -

The majority of the feathers were small and downy (Photo 1). Only two larger feathers (wing or portion of a tail
feather) were collected (Photo 2), Most feathers were observed within 50 feet of light poles. No sign of blood or
other avian body parts were observed in association with the feathers, It is possible that the many ravens which
reside in the vicinity of the athletic fields routinely preen atop the light stands and shed these feathers.




May 2, 2016 Nighttime Survey 2 (Spring Migration)

The nighttime survey was conducted between 8: 00pm and 10:00pm while the new lights were in-use. Bach of the
six monitoring stations, established duting the preconstruction surveys in 2014, was visited for 20-minute
intervals during the survey. period. Avian activity on, over, and in the vicinity of the athletic fields was noted. Any
behavior indicating distress or in response to the new lighting was also noted.

Athletic field and security lighting was turned on between 7:33pm —~ 10:10pm.

Weather Conditions

*  Survey start: 58°F, mostly cloudy with light fog, winds 8-10 mph.
Survey end: 52°F, scattered clouds, winds 6 mph.
Sunset: 8:01pm
Last light: 8:30pm

Observations

Only two pitches (1 and 4) were in use throughout the sutvey. Ravens and gulls observed flying over the
Monterey cypress trees and ngio shrubs survounding the fields. White-crowned sparrows heard singing from
dense landscaping along field margins, After last light, avian activity oyer or on the margins of the fields was
difficult to see beyond the glare of the field lights. Surveyor often backed away from the monitoring station to
achieve a better perspective of the fields above and below the lighting. One raccoon was again observed
scavenging frash bins near the bathroom facilities,

Several.moths (18) observed in light paths during survey period.

One unidentified passerine observed flying northwest across the field beneath the lights; no distress or confusion
in response {o the lights was observed,

One unidentified passerine or bat observed from two pitches away flying briefly into the light path close to the top
of the light structure, No impact was observed and once the individual left the light beam, no further activity was
observed. ‘

May 3, 2016 — Morning Sweep 2

The morning sweep was conducted between 5:52am and §:50am. Surveyor walked meandering transects on the
athletic fields scanning for evidence of avian collision with light poles (e feathers, carcasses, tissue, blood, ete.),
ensuting 100% visual coverage of the fields, : :

Weather Conditions

m  Survey start: 58°F, overcast with winds 0 mph
Survey end: 59°F, overcast with winds 5-7 mph

*  First light: 5:42am

*  Sunvise: 6:11am

Observations

Ravens wers observed perching on the top of the light poles throughout the morning sweep. One observed landing
on the field during the sweep after surveyor had swept that pitch, Spoke with two SFRPD gardeners (Hue and



Toby) who stated no carcasses which would indicate a bird strike or collision with [ight structures had been
observed since installation of the field lights. They cotue to the fields on a daily basis in the morning.

Feathers

A total of 105 feathers were observed on the athletic fields during the morning sweep. Each feather was
photographed in context of the nearest [ight pole and up close with groups of feathers documented together. GPS
data was also taken and the feather was collected. Figure 2 depicts the location of feathers or groups of feathers
collected during the survey.

The majority of the feathers were small and downy though some larger feathers were also observed and collected.
Feathers wete documented between 15 and 90 feet of light poles with the majority within 50 feet. No sign of
blood or other avian body parts were observed in association with the feathers. It is likely these feathers are the
result of birds preening in the vicinity of the fields in trees or atop the light poles. The fields within pitches vsed
the previous night contained fewer feathers than unused fields, which may indicate feathers dropped to the field
duting the day or throughout the week between monitoring events are distutbed by play on the fields.

On future morning sweeps, feathets observed on the fields which appeat to be the resulf of preening or dropped
while a bird is in flight over the field (i.e., not the resuit of an impact or collision with the new light poles) will not
be photographed, collected, or thelr location documented in GIS,

May 10, 2016 — Nighttime Survey 3 (Spring Migration)

The nighttime survey was conducted between 8:00pm and 10:02pm while the new lights were in-use. Each of the
six monitoring stations, established during the preconsiruction surveys in 2014, was visited for 20-minute
intervals during the sutrvey period. Avian activity on, over, and in the vicinity of the athletic fields was noted. Any
behavior indicating distress or in response to the new lighting was also noted, ’

Athletic field and security lighting was turned on between 7:4 1pm — 10:10pm.

Weather Conditions o .
Survey start; 58°F, mostly cloudy with light fog, winds 810 mph.
Survey end: 52°F, scattered clouds, winds 6 mph,

Sunset: 8:09pm
Last light: 8:38pm

"
X
"
"

Observations

American crows, ravens and gulls observed flying over the Monterey cypress trees and ngaio shrubs surrounding
the fields. Brown pelican was observed west of the fields on the wing, White-crowned sparrow and mourning
dove heard singing or observed in the landscaping surrounding the field margins, After last light, avian activity
ovet or on the marging of the fields was difficult to see beyond the glare of the field lights, Surveyor occasionally
backed away from the monitoring station to achieve a better perspective of the fields above and below the
lighting, Two raccoons, one adult and one juvenile, were observed nearby the bathroom facility trash bins at the
end of the monitoring petiod,

Several moths (8) observed in light paths during snrvey period.

No avian activity in response to the field lights (i.e. distress or confusion) was observed during the monitoring
period. '



May 11, 2016 ~ Morning Sweep 3 {(Spring Migration).

The morning sweep was conducted between 5:30am and 7:15am. Surveyor walked meandering transects on the
athletic fields scanning for evidence of avian collision with light poles (i.e. feathers, carcasses, tissue, blood, etc.),
ensuring 100% visual coverage of the fields.

Weather Conditions
= Survey start: 59°F, overcast with winds 67 mph A o
= Survey end; 59°F, overcast with winds 9 mph
n  Figst Hight: 5:34am :
*  Suntise: 6:03am

Observations

Several feathers were observed on the fields during the morning sweep; five farger black, wing or tail feathers and
numerous smaller downy feathers, These feathers appeared consistent with those found during previous morning
sweeps suspected 1o be the result of birds preening near the fields and not the result of an impact collision with the
field lights. Additionally, many of these feathers were observed on the margins of the fields during the monitoring
visit the night prior. No evidence of an avian collision with the light poles was observed during the sweep.

May 19, 2016 — Nighttime Survey 4 (Spring Migration) -

The nighttime suwrvey was conducted between 8:10pm and 10:10pm while the new lights were in-use. Each of the
six monitoring stations, established during the preconstruction surveys in 2014, was visited for 20-minute
intervals during the survey period. Avian activity on, over; and in the vicinity of the athletic fields was noted. Any
behavior indicating distress or in response to the new lighting was also noted.

Athletic field and security lighting was turned on between 7:48pm — 10:10pm,

Weather Conditions .
*  Survey starf: S4°F, partly cloudy with light fog, winds 21-45 mph.
*  Survey end: 58°F, mostly cloudy, winds 27-32 mph. :

Sunset: 8;16pm
Last light: 8:46pm

Observations

Ravens and gulls observed flying over the Monterey cypress trees and ngaio shrubs surrounding the fields, White-
crowned sparrows were heard singing or observed in the landscaping surrounding the field matgins. After Jast
light, avian activity over or on the margins of the fields was difficult to see beyond the glare of the field lights,
Surveyor occasionally backed away from the monitoring station to achieve a betfer perspective of the fields above
and below the lighting. One raccoon was observed on the southwest side of the field among the ngaio shrubs and
Monterey cypress trees toward the end of the monitoring period.

Several moths (6) observed in light paths during survey period,

No avian activity in response to the field lights (i.e. distress or confusion) was observed during the monitoring
period. '



May 20, 2016 —~ Morning Sweep 4 (8pring Migration)

The morning sweep was conducted between 5:30am and 6:40am. Surveyor walked meandering transects on the
athletic fields scanning for evidence of avian collision with light poles (i.e, feathers, carcasses, tissue, blood, etc.),
ensuring 100% visual coverage of the fields,

Weather Conditions
s Survey start: 50°F, overcast with winds 19 mph
= Survey end: 50°F, mostly cloudy with winds 11 mph
= First light: 5:26am
® Sunrise: 5:55am

Qbservations

Several feathers were observed on the fields during the morning sweep which appeared consistent with those
found during previous motning sweeps in size and distribution throughout the fields. These are suspected to be
the result of birds preening near the fields and not the result of an impact collision with the field lights. Many of
these feathers were also observed on the margins of the fields during the monitoring visit the night prior. No
evidence of an avian collision with the light poles was observed during the sweep.

May 23, 2016 — Nighttime Survey 5 (Spring Migration)

The nighttime survey was conducted between 8:07pim and 10:07pm while the new lights wete in-use, Each of the
six monitoring statfons, established during the preconstruction surveys in 2014, was visited for 20-minute '

intervals during the survey period. Avian activity on, over, and in the vicinity of the athletic fields was noted. Any
behavior indicating distress or in response to the new lighting was also noted.

Athletic field and security lighting was tutned on between 7:52pm — 10:10pm.

Weather Conditions
= Survey start: 56°F, overcast with light fog, winds 7-17 mph.
= Survey end: 57°F, mostly cloudy, winds 12 mph.
»  Sunsei: 8:20pm '
= Last light: 8:50pm

Observations

Three of the eight pitches were in-use during the monitoring petiod. Ravens, gulls, and a red-taifed hawk were
observed flying over the Monterey cypress trees and ngaio shrubs surrounding the fields. Over 20 brown pelicans
were observed west of the fields flying north along the coast. American robin, white-crowned spatrow, and datk-
eyed junco were heard singing or observed in the landscaping sumrounding the field margins, Afler last light,
avian activity over or on the margins of the fields was difficult to see beyond the glare of the field lights. Surveyor
occasionally backed away from the monitoring station to achieve a better perspective of the fields above and
below the lighting, One raccoon was observed on the southwest side of the field among the ngaio shrubs and
Monterey cypress trees foward the end of the monitoring period.

Several moths (9) observed in lght paths during survey period.



No avian activity in response to the field lights (i.e. distress or confusion) was observed during the moniforing
period.

May 24, 2016 — Morning Sweep 5 (Spring Migration)

The morning sweep was conducted between 6:21am and 7:25am. Surveyor walked meandering fransects on the
athletic fields scanning for evidence of avian collision with light poles (l.e. feathets, carcasses, tissue, blood, etc.),
ensuring 100% visual coverage of the fields,

Weather Conditions
*  Survey start; 55°F, mostly cloudy with winds 0 mph
*  Sarvey end; 55°F, mostly cloudy with light winds
»  First light: 5:23am
= Syorise: 5:53am

QObservations

Several feathers wore observed on the flelds during the motning sweep; four larger black feathers and many small
down feathers which appeared consistent with those found during previous morning sweeps in'size and
distribution throughout the fields. These are suspected to be the result of birds preening near the fields and not the
result of an impact collision with the field lights. Larger black feathers were located on the southwest portions of
pitches | and 2 where ravens are regularly perched fhroughout monitoring events, Habitval perching in the
Monterey cypress west of the fields may be associated with previous nesting efforts and access to food from the
Park Chalet garbage bins northwest of the fields. No evidence of an avian collision with the light poles was
observed during the sweep.
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memorandum

date February 17, 2017
from Rachel Danielson; Brian Pittman, ESA

subject  Beach Chalet Athletic Fields Renovation Post-Construction Monitoting, Fall Migration 2016

Summary

ESA biologist, Rachel Danielson, pei'formed fall migration nighttime and morning sweep surveys at the Beach
Chalet Athletic Fields in San Francisco, CA per the Avian Monitoring Plan. No evidence of impact collision with
light towers or other adverse effects on birds associated with the use of new lighting at the athletic fields (e.g.
entrapment resulting in death by exhaustion) was observed during the fall 2016 monitoring events. Similar
surveys by ESA in spring 2016 also found no evidence of adverse effects on birds, The following describes in
detail conditions, avian and other wildlife activity obser ved during these five nighttime surveys and five motning
sweeps in fall 2016,

October 17, 2016 — Nighttime Survey 6 (Fall Migration)

The nighttime survey was conducted between 7:30 pm and 9:32 pm while the new llghts were in-use. Each of the
six monitoring stations, established during the preconstruction surveys in 2014, was visited for 20-minute
intervals during the survey period. Avian activity on, over, and in the vicinity of the athletic fields was noted, Any
behavior indicating distress or in response to the new lighting was also noted.

Athletic field and security lighting was turned on between 6:01 pm~ 10:10 pin.

Weather Conditions
= Survey start: 60°F, mostly cloudy with fog, calin winds.
= Survey end: 58°F, mostly cloudy with fog, calm winds.
= Sunset: 6:28 pm
n  Last light: 6:55 pm

Observations

All fields in-use upon ESA’s arrival and human noise and activity was high throughout the survey period. After
last light, avian activity over or on the margins of the fields was difficult to see beyond the glare of the field
lights, Surveyor often backed away from the monitoting station to achieve a better perspective of the fields above
and below the lighting. One raccoon was obsetved scavenging trash bins on the north side of Pitch 4.



No birds were observed exhibiting distress or confusion in response to the lights, or reacting to their presence in
general, Two bats were observed flying into the same light located between Pitch 2 and Pitch 3 on the east side of
the fields. Many moths were observed in the field light beams throughout the survey period. Bats were hunting
moths and other flying invertebrates attracted to the lights while in use. Bats did not appear to be entrapped by the
light but avoided a prolonged presence within the light beam,

]

Photo 1: Athletic field lights in-use. Photo 2: Raccoon scavenging food waste from field
’ trashcan,

October 18, 2016 — Morning Sweep 6

The morning sweep was conducted between 7:08 am and 9:30 am. Surveyor walked meandering transects on the
athletic fields scanning for evidence of avian collision with light poles (i.e. feathers, carcasses, tissue, blood, etc.),
ensuting 100% visual coverage of the fields.

Weat[\er Conditions

Survey start: 54°F, overcast with fog and calm winds
Survey end: 58°F, sunny with calm winds

First light: 6:54am

Sumrise: 7:21am

Observations

Ravens and crows (of the Corvidae family and collectively referrved to as “corvids”) were observed perching on
the top of the light poles and Monterey cypress trees along the field perimeter throughout the morning sweep.
These scavengers could remove evidence of avian collisions with light poles, as could raccoons that inhabit the
park in the athletic field vicinity, Two red-tailed hawks were heard calling east of the fields, '

Feathers

A total of 15 feathers were observed on the athletic fields during the morning sweep and one feather was observed
on the perimeter sweep of the fields. The majority of the feathers were small (between 1 and 2.5 inches) or downy
(less than half an inch). Four larger feathers (between 4 and 6 inches) likely from the wing or tail of a raven or
crow were observed. These feathers appsared consistent with those found during previous morning sweeps
conducted during the spring monitoring, and suspected to be the result of birds preening near the fields and not



the result of an impact collision with the field lights. No sign of blood or other avian body patts wete observed in
association with the feathers.

Qb 18,0 T 0 AN

Photo 3: Athletic fields in morning fog.

October 19, 2016 — Nighttime Survey 7 (Fall Migration)

The nighttime survey was conducted between 7:41 pm and 9:41 pm while the new lights were in-use, Each of the
six monitoring stations, established during the preconstruction surveys in 2014, was visited for 20-minule
intervals during the survey period. Avian activity on, over, and in the vicinity of the athletic fields was noted, Any
behavior indicating distress or in response to the new lighting was also noted.

Athletic field and security lighting was turned on between 5:58 pm — 10:10 pm,

Weather Conditions

Survey start: 67°F, mostly cloudy with light fog, winds 0-2 mph,
Survey end: 61°F, mostly clouds, winds 0 mph,

Sunset: 6:26pin

Last light: 6:52pm

L - - § -

Observations

All fields in-use upon ESA’s arrival and human noise and activity was high throughout the survey period, After
last light, avian activity over or on the margins of the ficlds was difficult to see beyond the glare of the field
lights. Surveyor often backed away from the monitoring station o achieve a better perspective of the fields above
and below the lighting, Four raccoons were observed in the wooded atea east of the athletic fields toward the
second half of the survey period.

Oné unidentified gull was observed flying west to east over the fields during monitoring period at the sixth station
of the night. No birds were observed exhibiting distress or confusion in response to the lights, ov reacting to their
presence in general, Several moths were observed in light paths during the survey period.



October 20, 2016 —~ Morning Sweep 7

The morning sweep was conducted between 7:15 am and 9:15 am, Surveyor walked meandering transects on the
athletic fields scanning for evidence of avian collision with light poles (i.e. feathers, carcasses, tissue, blood, ete.),
ensuring: 100% visual coverage of the fields,

Weather Conditions

= Survey start: 55°F, overcast with winds 0 mph.

s Survey end: 63°F, clear and sunny with winds 3-5 mph.
n  First light: 6:56 am

¥ Sunrise: 7:23 am

Observations

- Crows and ravens were observed perching on the top of the light poles throughout the morning sweep, SFRPD
gardeners (Hue and Toby) who ESA spoke with during spring migration monitoring morning sweeps were at the
athletic fields this morning. They again stated no carcasses which would indicate a bird strile or collision with
light structures had been observed since the-spring monitoring and since installation of the field lights. They come
to the fields on a daily basis in the morning and sweep the field once a week for debris. V

Feathers

A total of 110 feathers were observed on the athletic fields during the morning sweep and 36 feathers were
observed on the perimeter.sweep of the fields. The majority of the feathers were small (between 1 and 2.5 inches)
or downy (less than half an inch). Six larger feathers (between 4 and 6 inches) likely from the wing or tail of a
raven or crow were observed. These feathers appeared consistent with those found during previous morning
sweeps conducted during the spring monitoring, and suspected to be the result of birds preening near the fields
and not the result of an impact collision with the field lights. No sign of blood or other avian body parts were
observed in association with the feathers, .

Photo 4: Cluster of feathers on the sotitheast corner of -
Pitch 3 where corvids regularly observed preening in
nearby trees and on top of light poles.



October 25, 2016 — Nighttime Survey 8 (Fall Migration)

The nighttime survey was conducted between 7:48 pm and 9:49 pm while the new lights were in-use. Bach of the
six monitoring stations, established during the preconstruction sutrveys in 2014, was visited for 20-minute
infervals during the survey period. Avian activity on, over, and in the vicinity of the athletic fields was noted. Any
behavior indicating distress or in response to the new lighting was also noted.

Athletic field and security lighting was turned on between 5:51 pm — 10:10 pm,

Weather Conditions
*  Survey start: 62°F, partly cloudy with light fog, winds 8 mph.
*  Survey end: 64°F, partly cloudy, winds 0 mph.
»  Sunset: 6:18 pm ‘
*  Last light: 645 pm

Observations

Most fields were in-use upon ESA’s arrival and human noise and activity was high throughout the survey period.
American crows, ravens, gulls, and white-crowned sparrows were observed in and around the trees and shrubs
bordering the flelds prior to sunset, consistent with previous monitoring events. After last light, avian activity over
or on the margins of the fields was difficult to see beyond the glare of the field [ights. Surveyor occasionally
backed away from the monitoring station to achieve a better perspective of the fields above and below the

lighting, .

One great horned owl {Bubo virginianus) was heard hooting from trees east of the southeast monitoting station
between 8:49pm and 9:09pm. Great horned owls are known to inhabit Golden Gate Park and vocalizing at dusk is
ndrmal behavior. Moths were consistently observed withio light beams during the survey period. One bat was
observed hunting moths visible in the light beams between pitches 2 and 3 on the east side of the athletic fields.
The bat did not appear to be entrapped by the light but avoided a prolonged presence within the light beam.

No avian activity in response to the field lights (i.e. distress or confusion) was observed during the monitoting
period.

October 26, 2016 — Morning Sweep 8

The 1ﬁoming sweep was conducted between 7:05 am and 9:45 am., Surveyor walked meandering transects on the
athletic fields scanning for evidence of avian collision with light poles (i.e. feathers, carcasses, tissue, blood, ete.),
ensuring 100% visual coverage of the fields.

Weather Gonditions _
*  Survey start: 57°F, light fog, winds 15 rph
*  Survey end: 62°F, partly cloudy, winds 8 mph
®  Firgt light: 7:02 am
*  Sunrise: 7:29 am

Observations

Crows and ravens were observed perching on the top of the light poles and preening throughout the morning
sweep, Occasionally these birds would drop to the field to scavenge litier or preen on the field surface,

o>



Feathers

A total of 68 feathers were observed on the athletic fields during the morning sweep and 10 feathers were
observed on the perimeter sweep of the fields. The majority of the feathers were small (between 1 and 2.5 inches)
or downy (less than half an inch). One larger, brown feather (between 4 and 6 inches) likely from the wing or tail
of a raven or crow was observed. The SFRPD gardenets were mowing the lawn which borders the walking path
around the fields. Additional feathers around the perimeter of the fields may have been disturbed by mowing
activity prior to ESA surveying that portion of the perimeter.

These feathers appeared consistent with those found during previous morning sweeps conducted dlll'ing the spring
monitoring, and suspected to be the result of birds preening near the fields and not the result of an impact collision
with the field lights. No sign of blood or other avian body parts were observed in association with the feathers.

November 1, 2016 — Nighttime Survey 9 (Fall Migration)

The nighttime survey was conducted between 7:51 pm and 9:53 pm while the new lights were in-use, Each of the
six-monitoring stations, established during the preconstruction surveys in 2014, was visited for 20-minute
intervals during the survey period. Avian activity on, over, and in the vicinity of the athletic fields was noted. Any
behavior indicating distress or in response to the new lighting was also noted.

Athletic field and security lighting was turned on between 5:42 pm—10:10 pm.

Weather Conditions
v Survey start: 59°F, partly cloudy with light fog, winds 0 mph.
= Survey end: 57°F, partly cloudy, winds 0 mph.’
= Sunset: 6:10 pm ‘ :
= Last light; 6:37 pm

Photo 5: Field light illumination observed west of the
primary vegetation bordering the fields.



Observations

All fields were in-use during the monitoring period. American crows and gulls observed flying over the Monterey
cypress trees and ngalo sheubs surrounding the fields. After last light, avian activity over or on the margins of the
fields was difficult to see beyond the glare of the field lights. Surveyor occasionally backed away from the
monitoring station to achieve a better perspective of the fields above and below the lighting.

One raccoon was observed on the northeast side of the field rummaging in the field waste bins between 8:11 and
8:31 pm. Bats were obsetved repeatedly hunting moths and other small insects in the field light beams duving the
survey petiod. This activity was observed four tires at the southeast light monitoring station, twice on the
souttiwest light monitoring station, and seven times at the mid-field light monitoring station. The bats hunting
under the mid-field lights were observed flying from trees on both the east and west sides of the fields. Bats did
not appear to be entrapped by the light but avoided prolonged presence within the light beams.

No avian activity in response to the field lights (i.e. distress or confusion) was observed during the monitoring
petiod. o

November 2, 2016 — Morning Sweep 9

The morning sweep was conducted between 7:10 am and 9:30 am, Sutveyor walked meandering transects on the
athletic fields scanning for evidence of avian collision with light poles (L.e. feathers, carcasses, tissue, blood, ete.),
ensuring 1009 visual coverage of the fields.

Weather Conditions

. ®  Survey start: 52°F, light fog, winds 0 mph
x  Survey end: 58°F, sunny, winds 0 mph
«  First light: 7:08 am
»  Sunprise: 7:35 am

Observations
Crows and ravens were observed perching on the top of the light poles and preening throughout the morning
sweep, : .

Feathers

A total of 38 feathers were observed on the athletic fields during the morning sweep and 2 feathers were observed
on the perimeter sweep of the fields. The majority of the feathers were small (between 1 and 2.5 inches) or downy
(less than half an inch). Six larger feathers (between 4 and 6 inches) likely from the wing or tail of a raven or crow
wete obsetved on the fislds, These feathets appeared consistent with those found during previous morning sweeps
conducted during the spring monitoring, and suspected to be the result of birds preening near the fields and not
the result of an Iinpact collision with the field lights, No sign of blood or other avian body parts were observed in
association with the feathers.



November 2, 2016 — Nighttime Survey 10 (Fall Migration)

The nighttime survey was conducted between 7:54 pm and 9:54 pm while the new lights were in-use. Each of the
s$ix monitoring stations, established during the preconstruction surveys in 2014, was visited for 20~minute
intetrvals during the survey period, Avian activity on, ovet, and in the vicinity of the athletic fields was noted. Any
behavior indicating distress or in response to the new lighting was also noted.

Athletic field and security lighting was tutned on between 5:41 pm — 10:10 pm.

Weather Conditions
*  Survey start; 57°F, partly cloudy, winds 0 mph,
»  Survey end; 57°F, pattly cloudy, winds 0 mph.
= Sumset; 6:09 pm
= Last light: 6:36 pm

Observations

All fields were in-use during the monitoring period though overall there were fess psople using the fields, Per
usual, raven, American crown, and various gulls were observed in perimeter trees and flying overhead prior to
sunset. After last light, avian activity over or on the marging of the fields was difficult to see beyond the glare of
the field lights. Surveyor occasionally backed away from the monitoring station fo achieve a better perspective of
the fields above and below the lighting,

A great horned owl was obsetved flying north over the Monterey cypress trees on the east side of the field from
the southeast light monitoring station, Two red-shouldered hawks (Bufeo lineatus) were observed flying southeast
over the northeast corner of the field into the Monterey cypress trees and heard vocalizing, Several bats were -
again observed hunting moths in the light beams of the field lights, flying from trees surrounding the fields: three
at the northwest lipht monftoring station; four at the northeast light monitoring station; one at the mid-east light
monitoring station; three at the southwest light monitoring station; and one at the mid-west light monitoring

- statioyn, Bats did not appear to be entrapped by the light but avoided prolonged presence within the light beams,

No avian activity in response 1o the field lights (i.e. distress or confusion) was observed during the monitoring
period. '

November 3, 2016 — Morning Sweep 10

The morning sweep was conducted between 7:15 am and 9:35 am, Surveyor walked meandering transects on the
athletic fields scanning for evidence of avian collision with light poles (i.e, feathers, carcasses, tissue, blood, ete.),
ensuting 100% visual coverage of the fields,

Weather Conditions
»  Survey start: 54°F, clear, winds 0 mph
*  Survey end: 61°F, clear, winds 3mph
First light: 7:10 am .
*  Sunrise: 7:38 am



Observations )
Crows and ravens were observed perching on the top of the light poles and preening throughout the morning

_sweep.,
Feathers

A total of 29 feathers were obsetved on the athletic fields during the morning sweep and 3 feathers were obsetved
on the perimeter sweep of the fields. Again, the majority of the feathers were small (between 1 and 2,5 inches) or
downy (less than half an inch). Three larger feathers (between 4 and 6 inches) likely from the wing or tail of a
raven or crow were observed on the fields, These feathers appeared consistent with those found duting previous
morning sweeps conducted duting the spring monitoring, and suspected to be the result of birds preening near the
fields and not the result of an impact collision with the field lights. No sign of blood or other avian body patts
were observed in association with the feathers,
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31 May 2017

Board of Supervisors
1 Dr Carlton B Goodlett Pl #244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors

We are pleased to publish the fifth installment of the City’s Housing Balance Report. This
report covers the ten-year period from 1 January 2007 through 31 December 2016.

The Housing Balance Report serves to monitor and report on the balance between new
market rate housing and new affordable housing production in order to inform the
approval process for new housing development. The Housing Balance is defined as the
proportion of all new affordable housing units to the total number of all new housing
units for the 10-year Housing Balance Reporting Period. New affordable housing
production made up 22% of all new net housing units built in the reporting period.

‘The fifth Housing Balance Report states that the Housing Balance is 23%.

1. 5,830 (new affordable units) + 1,511 (affordable units that have received approvals
and permits) + 1,838 (acquisitions and rehabs) + 3,483 (RAD program) — 4,182 (units
removed from protected status) = 8,480

2. 25,658 (net new housing) + 10,880 (net units that have received approvals) = 36,538
3. 8,480/36,538 =23.2%

The previous Housing Balance (covering the 10 year period from 1 July 2006 through 30
June 2016) was 17%. The annual hearing on the Housing Balance Report is being scheduled.

Sincerely,

John Rahaim

Director of Planning

Memo

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 'MEMO)

1850 Mission St.
Suite 400
. San Francisco,
DATE: 31 May 2017 CA 94103-2479
TO: Honorable Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors Reception:
EROM:  John Rahaim 415.558.6378
Director of Planning Fax:
415.558.6409
RE: HOUSING BALANCE REPORT No. 5 (revised) bl
1 January 2007 — 31 December 2016 ' information:
415.558.6377
SUMMARY

This report is submitted in compliance with Ordinance No. 53-15 requiring the Planning
Department to monitor and report on the housing balance between new market rate and new
affordable housing production. One of the stated purposes of the Housing Balance is “to
ensure that data on meeting affordable housing targets Citywide and within neighborhoods
informs the approval process for new housing development.” This report is the fifth in the
series and covers the ten-year period from 1 January 2007 through 31 December 2016.

The “Housing Balance” is defined as the proportion of all new affordable housing units to the
total number of all new housing units for a 10-year “Housing Balance Period.” In addition, a
calculation of “Projected Housing Balance” which includes residential projects that have
received approvals from the Planning Commission or Planning Department but have not yet
received permits to commence construction will be included.

In the 2007-2016 Housing Balance Period, 23% of net new housing produced was affordable.
Similarly, the expanded Citywide Cumulative Housing Balance is 23%, although this varies
by districts. Distribution of the Cumulative Housing Balance over the 11 Board of Supervisor
Districts ranges from —206% (District 4) to 74% (District 5). This variation, especially with
negative housing balances, is due to the larger number of units permanently withdrawn from
rent control protection relative to the number of total net new units and net affordable units
built in those districts.

The Projected Housing Balance Citywide is 14%. Three major development projects were
identified in the ordinance for exclusion in the projected housing balance calculations until site
permits are obtained. Remaining phases for these three projects will add up to 22,000 net units
including over 4,900 affordable units; this would increase the projected housing balance to 20% if
included in the calculations.

Memo



BACKGROUND

On 21 April 2015, the Board of Supervisors passed Ordinance No. 53-15 amending the Planning
Code to include a new Section 103 requiring the Planning Department to monitor and report on
the Housing Balance between new market rate housing and new affordable housing production.
The Housing Balance Report will be submitted bi-annually by April 1 and October 1 of each year
and will also be published on a visible and accessible page on the Planning Department’s
website. Planning Code Section 103 also requires an annual hearing at the Board of Supervisors on
strategies for achieving and maintaining the required housing balance in accordance with the
City’s housing production goals. (See Appendix A for complete text of Ordinance No. 53-15.)

The stated purposes for the Housing Balance Monitoring and Reporting are: a) to maintain a
balance between new affordable and market rate housing Citywide and within neighborhoods; b)
to make housing available for all income levels and housing need types; c) to preserve the mixed-
income character of the City and its neighborhoods; d) to offset the withdrawal of existing
housing units from rent stabilization and the loss of single-room occupancy hotel units; e) to
ensure the availability of land and encourage the deployment of resources to provide sufficient
housing affordable to households of very low, low, and moderate incomes; f) to ensure adequate
housing for families, seniors and the disabled communities; g) to ensure that data on meeting
affordable housing targets Citywide and within neighborhoods informs the approval process for
new housing development; and h) to enable public participation in determining the appropriate
mix of new housing approvals.

Specifically, the Housing Balance Report will supplement tracking performance toward meeting
the goals set by the City’s Housing Element and Proposition K. Housing production targets in the
City’s Housing Element, adopted in April 2015, calls for 28,870 new units built between 2015 and
2022, 57%* of which should be affordable. As mandated by law, the City provides the State
Department of Housing and Community Development an annual progress report.? In November
2014, San Francisco’s voters endorsed Proposition K, which set a goal of 33% of all new housing
units to be affordable. In addition, Mayor Ed Lee set a goal of creating 30,000 new and
rehabilitated homes by 2020; he pledged at least 30% of these to be permanently affordable to
low-income families as well as working, middle income families. 3

This Housing Balance Report was prepared from data gathered from previously published sources
including the Planning Department’s annual Housing Inventory and quarterly Pipeline Report data,
San Francisco Rent Board data, and the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development’s Weekly Dashboard.

' The Ordinance inaccurately stated that “22% of new housing demands to be affordable to households of
moderate means”; San Francisco’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHHNA) allocation for moderate
mcome households is 19% of total production goals.

? Printed annual progress reports submitted by all California jurisdictions can be accessed here —

by callmg HCD at 916-263-2911 for the latest reports as many jurisdictions now file reports online.
® For more information on and tracking of 30K by 2020, see http://sfmayor.org/housing .
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CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE CALCULATION

Planning Code Section 103 calls for the Housing Balance “be expressed as a percentage, obtained
by dividing the cumulative total of extremely low, very low, low, and moderate income
affordable housing (all units 0-120% AMI) minus the lost protected units, by the total number of
net new housing units within the Housing Balance Period.” The ordinance requires that the
“Cumulative Housing Balance” be provided using two calculations: a) one consisting of net
housing built within a 10 year Housing Balance period, less units withdrawn from protected
status, plus net units in projects that have received both approvals from the Planning
Commission or Planning Department and site permits from the Department of Building
Inspection, and b) the addition of net units gained through acquisition and rehabilitation of
affordable units, HOPE SF and RAD units. “Protected units” include units that are subject to rent
control under the City’s Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance. Additional
elements that figure into the Housing Balance include completed HOPE SF and RAD public
housing replacement, substantially rehabilitated units, and single-room occupancy hotel units
(SROs). The equation below shows the second, expanded calculation of the Cumulative Housing
Balance. ' ‘

[Net New Affordable Housing +
Completed Acquisitions & Rehabs + Completed
HOPE SF + RAD Public Housing Replacement +

Entitled & Permitted Affordable Units] CUMULATIVE
— [Units Removed from Protected Status] - HOUSING
= BALANCE

[Net New Housing Built + Net Entitled & Permitted Units]

The first “Housing Balance Period” is a ten-year period starting with the first quarter of 2005
through the last quarter of 2014. Subsequent housing balance reports will cover the 10 years
preceding the most recent quarter. This report covers January 2007 (Q1) through December 2016

(Q4).

SAN FRANCISCO 3
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Table 1A below shows the Cumulative Housing Balance for 10 year 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4 period is
14% Citywide. With the addition of RAD units, the expanded Cumulative Housing Balance is
23%. In comparison, the expanded Cumulative Housing Balance for 10 year 2006 Q1 — 2015 Q4

period was 18%.

Negative balances in Districts 1 (-74%), 2 (-22%), 3 (-12%), 4 (-206%), 7 (-21%), 8 (-35%), 9 (-2%),
and 11 (-67%) result from the larger numbers of units removed from protected status relative to
the net new affordable housing and net new housing units built in those districts. Recently, the
Board of Supervisors revised the ordinance to include Owner Move-Ins (OMIs) in the Housing
Balance calculation. Although OMIs were not specifically called out by in the original Ordinance
in the calculation of the Housing Balance, these were included in earlier reports because this type
of no-fault eviction results in the loss of rent controlled units either permanently or for a period of

time.

Table 1A

Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4

Net New Acquisitions Units Total

Affordable & Rehabs | Removed Entitled Total Net Total Housin
BoS Districts ) and Small | from |Affordable | New Units | Entitled &
Housing ) ) . ) Balance

I Sites Protected Units Built Units
Built .
 Completed Status Permitted

BoS District 1 170 - (496) 4 321 114 { -74.0%
BoS District 2 37 24 (315) 11 833 271 | -22.0%
BoS District 3 205 6 (372) 16 954 302 | -11.5%
BoS District 4 10 - (437) 7 106 98 | -205.9%
BoS District 5 709 293 (398) 196 1,560 598 37.1%
BoS District 6 3,193 1,155 (135) 960 15,541 6,409 23.6%
BoS District 7 929 - (220) - 484 104 | -20.6%
BoS District 8 97 17 (655) 17 1,099 416 | -34.6%

BoS District 9 217 319 (582) 17 1,022 237 -2.3%
BoS District 10 1,066 24 (249) 274 3,607 2,034 19.8%
BoS District 11 27 - (323) 9 131 297 | -67.1%
TOTALS 5,830 1,838 (4,182) 1,511 25,658 10,880 13.7%

SAN FRANCISCO 4
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Table 1B below shows the Expanded Cumulative Housing Balances for Board of Supervisor
Districts ranging from -206% (District 4) to 74% (District 5). These expanded balances include the
preservation of at-risk public housing units under the Rental Assistance Demonstration Program.

Table 1B
Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4
L Afoeotrz:l:;,e A;q;;sll\:z: ’ RAD Ret:;tvsed E:;:Iaeld Total Nc.et chtal Housing
BoS Districts Housing and.Small Program from Afforzilable New %Jmts Entlfiled Balance
Built Sites Protected Units Built Units
Completed Status Permitted
BoS District 1 170 - 144 (496} 4 321 114 | -40.9%
BoS District 2 37 24 251 (315) 11 833 271 0.7%
BoS District 3 205 6 577 (372) 16 954 302 | 34.4%
BoS District 4 10 - - (437) 7 106 98 | -205.9%
BoS District 5 709 293 806 (398) 196 1,560 598§ 74.4%
BoS District 6 3,193 1,155 561 (135) 960 15,541 6,409 | 26.1%
BoS District 7 9 - 110 (220} - 484 104 | -1.9%
BoS District 8 97 17 330 (655) 17 1,099 416 | -12.8%
BoS District 9 217 319 268 (582) 17 1,022 2371 19.0%
BoS District 10 1,066 24 436 (249) 274 3,607 2,034 | 27.5%
BoS District 11 27 | - - (323) 9 131 297 | -67.1%
TOTALS 5,830 1,838 3,483 (4,182) 1,511 25,658 10,880 | 23.2%

PROJECTED HOUSING BALANCE

Table 2 below summarizes residential projects that have received entitlements from the Planning
Commission or the Planning Department but have not yet received a site or building permit.
Overall projected housing balance at the end of 2016 is 16%. This balance is expected to change as
several major projects have yet to declare how their affordable housing requirements will be met.
In addition, three entitled major development projects — Treasure Island, ParkMerced, and
Hunters Point — are not included in the accounting until applications for building permits are
filed or issued as specified in the ordinance. Remaining phases from these three projects will
yield an additional 22,000 net new units; 22% (or 4,900 units) would be affordable to low and
moderate income households.

SAN FRANCISCO ’ 5
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The Projected Housing Balance does not account for affordable housing units that will be
produced as a result of the Inclusionary Housing Fee paid in a given reporting cycle.
Those affordable housing units are produced several years after the Fee is collected.
Units produced through the Fee typically serve lower income households than do the
inclusionary units, including special needs populations requiring services, such as sen-

iors, transitional aged youth, families, and veterans.

Table 2
Projected Housing Balance Calculation, 2016 Q4
o Very Low Low Total Net New TotaI.Affordable
BoS District Income Income Moderate TBD Affordable Units Units as % o'f
Units Net New Units
BoS District 1 - - - - - 19 0.0%
BoS District 2 - - - - - 25 0.0%
BoS District3 - - 14 - 14 190 7.4%
BoS District 4 - - - - - 14 0.0%
BoS District 5 - - 28 | . 3 31 275 11.3%
BoS District6 - 158 103 52 313 3,664 8.5%
BoS District 7 - - - 284 284 1,057 26.9%
BoS District 8 - 5 3 - 8 84 9.5%
BoS District9 - 132 8 1 141 722 19.5%
BoS District 10 - 985 - 168 1,153 6,008 19.2%
BoS District 11 - - - - - 1 0.0%
TOTALS - 1,280 156 508 1,944 12,059 16.1%

CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE ELEMENTS

Because the scope covered by the Housing Balance calculation is broad, each element — or group
of elements — will be discussed separately. The body of this report will account for figures at the
Board of Supervisor district level. The breakdown of each element using the Planning
Department District geographies, as required by Section 103, is provided separately in an
Appendix B. This is to ensure simple and uncluttered tables in the main body of the report.

Affordable Housing and Net New Housing Production

Table 3 below shows housing production between 2007 Q1 and 2016 Q4. This ten-year period
resulted in a net addition of almost 25,660 units to the City’s housing stock, including almost
5,830 affordable units. A majority of net new housing units and affordable units built in the ten

SAN FRANCISCO 6
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year reporting period were in District 6 (15,540 and 3,190 respectively). District 10 follows with
about 3,600 net new units, including about 1,070 affordable units.

The table below also shows that almost 23% of net new units built between 2007 Q1 and 2016 Q4
were affordable units, mostly in District 6(61%). While District 1 saw modest gains in net new
units built, half of these were affordable (53%). -

Table 3

New Housing Production by Affordability, 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4

Total

Affordable Units

BoS District Very Low Low Moderate | Middle | Affordable ToltJanli:Iset as % of Total
Units Net Units
BoS District 1 170 - - - 170 321 53.0%
BoS District 2 - - 37 - 37 833 4,4%
BoS District 3 161 2 42 - 205 954 21.5%
BoS District 4 - - 10 - 10 106 ~ 9.4%
BoS District 5 439 174 96 - 709 1,560 45.4%
BoS District 6 1,982 690 498 23 3,193 15,541 20.5%
BoS District 7 70 29 - - 99 484 20.5%
BoS District 8 - 82 15 - 97 1,099 8.8%
BoS District 9 138 40 39 - 217 1,022 21.2%
BoS District 10 284 411 371 - 1,066 3,607 29.6%
BoS District 11 - 10 17 - 27 131 20.6%
TOTAL 3,244 1,438 1,125 23 5,830 25,658 22.7%

It should be noted that units affordable to Extremely Very Low Income (EVLI) households are
included under the Very Low Income (VLI) category because certain projects that benefit
homeless individuals and families — groups considered as EVLI — have income eligibility caps at

the VLI level.
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Acquisition and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing Units

Table 4 below lists the number of units that have been rehabilitated and/or acquired between
2007 Q1 and 2016 Q4 to ensure permanent affordability. These are mostly single-room occupancy
hotel units that are affordable to extremely very low and very low income households.

Table 4a

Acquisitions and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing, 2007-2016

BoS District B:l":ig;s l:l:i; f

BoS District 2 -1 24
BoS District 5 2 290
BoS District 6 13 1,127
BoS District 9 2 319
TOTALS 18 1,760

Small Sites Program

The San Francisco Small Sites Program (SSP) is an initiative of the Mayor’s Office of Housing and
Community Development (MOHCD) to acquire small rent-controlled buildings (with four to 25
units) where tenants are at risk of eviction through the Ellis Act or owner move-ins. Since its

inception in 2014, some 13 buildings with 78 units have been acquired.

Table 4b

Small Sites Program, 2014-2016
Bos District 3 -1
BoS District 5 1
BoS District 6 3 28
BoS District 8 4 17
BoS District 9 4 24
TOTALS 13 78

SAN FRANCISCO
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RAD Program

The San Francisco Housing Authority’s Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) program
preserves at risk public and assisted housing projects. According to the Mayor’s Office, RAD
Phase I transferred 1,425 units to developers in December 2015. An additional 2,028 units were
transferred as Phase II in 2016.

Table 5

RAD Affordable Units, 2016-2017

.. No of No of

BoS District Buildings Units
BoS District 1 2 144
BoS District 2 3 251
BoS District 3 4 577
BoS District 5 7 806
BoS District 6 4 561
BoS District 7 1 110
BoS District 8 4 330
BoS District 9 2 268
BoS District 10 2 436

BoS District 11 - -
TOTALS 29 3,483

Units Removed From Protected Status

San Francisco’s Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance protects tenants and
preserves affordability of about 175,000 rental units by limiting annual rent increases. Landlords
can, however, terminate tenants’ leases through no-fault evictions including condo conversion,
owner move-in, Ellis Act, demolition, and other reasons that are not the tenants’ fault. The
Housing Balance calculation takes into account units permanently withdrawn from rent
stabilization as loss of affordable housing. The following no-fault evictions affect the supply of
rent controlled units by removing units from the rental market: condo conversion, demolition,
Ellis Act, and owner move-ins (OMIs). It should be noted that initially, OMIs were not
specifically called out by the Ordinance to be included in the calculation. However, because
owner move-ins have the effect of the losing rent controlled units either permanently or for a
substantial period of time, these numbers are included in the Housing Balance calculation as
intended by the legislation’s sponsors. Some of these OMI units may return to being rentals and
will still fall under the rent control ordinance. On 14 November 2016, the Board of Supervisors
amended Planning Code Section 103 to include OMIs as part of the housing balance calculation.

SAN FRANGISCO 9
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Table 6 below shows the distribution of no-fault eviction notices issued between January 2007
and December 2016. Eviction notices have been commonly used as proxy for evictions. Owner
Move-In and Ellis Out notices made up the majority of no fault evictions (55% and 32%
respectively). Distribution of these no-fault eviction notices is almost evenly dispersed, with
Districts 8 and 9 leading (16% and 14%, respectively).

Table 6

Units Removed from Protected Status, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4
Condo Owner Units Removed
BoS District X Demolition Ellis Out from Protected

Conversion Move-in Status

BoS District 1 3 26 160 307 496
BoS District 2 17 13 86 199 315
BoS District 3 6 10 238 118 372
BoS District 4 - 87 76 274 437
BoS District 5 17 21 125 235 398
BoS District6 1 76 46 12 135
BoS District 7 - 31 37 152 220
BoS District 8 19 43 262 331 655
BoS District 9 4 61 209 308 582
BoS District 10 2 29 45 173 249
BoS District 11 - 81 44 198 323
TOTALS 69 478 1,328 2,307 4,182

SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

10



Entitled and Permitted Units

Table 7 lists the number of units that have received entitlements from the Planning Commission
or the Planning Department. These pipeline projects have also received site permits from the
Department of Building Inspection and most are under construction as of the final quarter of
2016. Over half of these units are being built in or will be built in District 6 (59%). Fourteen
percent of units that have received Planning entitlements and site permits from the DBI will be

affordable.

Table 7

Permitted Units, 2016 Q4

) Very Low Low Total Net New Total.AffordabIe
BoS District Income Income Moderate TBD Affordable Units Units as % co.f
Units Net New Units
BoS District 1 - - 4 - 4 114 3.5%
BoS District 2 - - 11 - 11 271 4.1%
BoS District 3 - 12 4 - 16 302 5.3%
BoS District 4 - - 7 - 7 98 7.1%
BoS District 5 108 50 38 - 196 598 32.8%
BoS District 6 235 483 242 - 960 6,409 15.0%
BoS District7 - - - - 104 0.0%
BoS District 8 - 10 17 416 4.1%
BoS District9 - 12 5 - 17 237 7.2%
BoS District 10 - 245 28 274 2,034 13.5%
BoS District 11 - - 9 - 9 297 3.0%
TOTALS 343 812 348 1,511 10,880 13.9%
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PERIODIC REPORTING AND ONLINE ACCESS

This report complies with Planning Code Section 103 requirement that the Planning Department
publish and update the Housing Balance Report bi-annually on April 1 and October 1 of each year.
Housing Balance Reports are available and accessible online, as mandated by the ordinance, by
going to this link: http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=4222 .

ANNUAL HEARING

An annual hearing on the Housing Balance before the Board of Supervisors will be scheduled by
April 1 of each year. This year’s Housing Balance Report will be scheduled to be heard before the
Board of Supervisors before the end of June 2017. The Mayor’s Office of Housing and
Community Development, the Mayor’s Office of Economic and Workforce Development, the
Rent Stabilization Board, the Department of Building Inspection, and the City Economist will
present strategies for achieving and maintaining a housing balance consistent with the City’s
housing goals at this annual hearing. The ordinance also requires that MOHCD will determine
the amount of funding needed to bring the City into the required minimum 33% should the
cumulative housing balance fall below that threshold.

SAN FRANCISCO 12
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AMENDED“II%I%(’)MMITTEE
FILE NO. 150029 ORDINANCE NO. 53-13

ii [Planning Code - City Housing Balance Monitoring and Reporting]

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to require the Ptanhlng Department to monitor
the balance between new market rate housing and new affordable housing, and publish
a bi-annual Housing Balance Report; requiring an annual hearing at the Board of
Supervisors on strategies for achieving and maintaining the required housing baIapce

in accordance with San Francisco's housing production goals; and making

. environmental findings, Planning Code, Section 302 findings, and findings of

consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code,
Section 101.1.

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodifiad text are in plain Arial font.
Additions to Codes are In single-underline italics Times New Roman fo.
Deletions to Codes are in strikerhrongh-ftalies-FimesNew-Roman-font,
Board amendmaent additions are in doubls i ial font.
Board amendment deletions are in striketnrough-Aral-font.
Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables,

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:

Section 1. Findings.
(a) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this
ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources

Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said delermination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of

{ Supervisors in File No. 150029 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board of

Supervisors affirms this determination.

(b} On March 19, 2015, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19337, adopted

| findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, with the

Supervisor Kim
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1 adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the
2 Board of Supervisors in File No. 150029, and is incorporated herein by reference,
3 (¢} Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Board finds that this Planning Code
4 Amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth
5 in Planning Commission Resolution No. 150029 and the Board incorporates such reasons
6 herein by reference,
7
8 | Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding new Section 103 to read
9 ! as follows;
10 !
11 é {w} Purposes. To maintuin a balance hetween new affordeble and market rate housing City-
12 wide and within neighborhonds, to make housing available for ol income levels and housing need
13 {upes. to preserve the mived income character of the City and its neighborhoods, to offset the
14 1 withdrawol of existing hovsing terts from rent stabilization and the loss of single-room-occupancy
15 o hotel units, to ensure the availability of land and encoyrage the deployment of rexources fo provide
16 & suflicient housing affordable to houselolds of very low, 1oy, and moderate incomes, 1o ensyre adequarg
17 Lousing for families sentors and the disabled compmntty, 1o ensure that data on meeting affordable
18 4 housing rargets City-wide and within neighborbiwods informs the approval process for new housing
19 ‘ develppment, and to enable public participation in determining the uppropriate mix of new housing
20 approvals, there is hereby established a requirement, as detgiled in this Seetion 103, te monitor gnd
21 ‘ regularly report on the housing balance between markel rate housing and affordable housing.
2 | (b)_Pindings,
23 {1 In November 2084, the City yotees enacted Proposition K, swhich established City
24 f policy fo help construct or rehabilitate af feast 30,000 homes by 2020, More than 30% of this housing
25 wauld be aflordable for middie-class households, with af Ieast 33% affordable for low- and moderaty-
i
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11 income households, and the City is expeeted to develop stratesries to achieve that goal, This section
2 203 seis Jorth a methed 10 track pevfornance foward the City's Housing Element goads and the near-
3 1 term Proposition K gogl that 33% of all new honsing shall be affordable housing, as defined herein,
4 2) The City’s rent stabilized and permanently affordable housing stock serves very low:,
5 {ow-, and moderate-income families, fong-time residents. elderly seniors, disabled persons and others,
] The City seeks to achieve and maintain an appropricte balance between markef rate housing and
7 alfordable housing Citv-wide and within neighborhoods because the availability of decent iousing and
8 asuitable living eaviromment for every San Fronctscan Is of vital imporiance._Attainment of the City's
¢ howsing goaly requires the cooperative participation of govermment and the private sector (o expand
10 housing opportunities (0 accommodute housing needs for San Franciscans ar all ecoromic levels and to
1 respond (o the unigue needs of each neiphborhood where housing will be located
12 (31 _For fenanis in ywnsubsidized housing, affordability is often preserved by the
13 |} Residentiaf Rent Stabilizarion and Arbitration Ordinance s limftations on fhe size of allowable rent
14 || increases during a tenaney. As decumented in the Budget and Legislative Anglvst's October 2013
18 | Policy Analysis Report on Tenan! Displacement, San Francisco is experiencing a.rise in wnits
16 withdrawn from rent comrols. Such rises often aecampany periods of sharp fncreases in property
17 values and housing prices, From 1998 through 2013, the Rent Board reported g total of 13,027 na-finlt
18 evictions (i.e., evictions in which the tenant had not violated gy lease terms, but the owier sought to
19 swain possession of the wnit), Total evictlons of all types have increased by 38, 2% from Rent Board
20 Year (ie. from March through Februgary) 2010 to Rent Bogrd Year 2013, During the same perlod, Bilis
21 Act evictions far outpaced other evictions, increasing by 169.8% from 43 in Rent Board Year 2010 tn
22 & Ll6in Rent Board Year 2013, These munbers do net caplure the large nuimber of owner buvouts of
23 renonts which contribute further to the loss of rent-stabilized units from the hovsing market, Any fuir
24 1 assessment of the affordable housing balance must incorporate inte the caleudation wits withdrawn
25 | fromrent stabilization,
Supenisor Kim
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(4] Pursuant to Government Code Section 633584, the dssociation of Bay Areq

Governments (ABAG), in goordination with the California State Deparnment of Housing and

Copuunity Development (HCD), determines the Bay Area’s reglonal honsing need based on reglonal

tronds, profected fob growth, and existing needs. The regional housing needs assessment (RMNA}

| determination inclydes production targets addre ssfug housing needs of a range of howsehold incpme
! catepories For the RUNA period covering 2013 throusd 2022, ABAG has profected that af least 38%

of new housing demands for San Francisco will be from very fow and low income households
thouseholds eqraning wnder 8% of area median ncaptel, and gnother 22% of new housing demands to
be uffordable to howseholds of moderate means fearning between 80% and 120% of areq median
ingomed. Market-rate housing is considered housing with ne income limits or special reguirements
attached.

(5] The Howsing Element of the City's General Plan states; "Based on the growing
population,and smart greveth goals of providing housing {n central areas like San Francisco, near jobs
and fransit, the State Department of Housing and Conmnity Pevelopnent (HCDY), with the
dssociation of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), estimates that tn the current 2015-2022 Housing

Llement period San Francisco wmust plan for the capacity for roughly 28,870 new units, 37% of which

shoudd be suitable for housing for the extromely low, very low, low and moderate income houseliolds to
mieet its share of the region’s profected housing demand * Qbjective 1 of the Housing Element states

thar the Cite should “identify and make available for development sdequate sites [o meet the Ciiv's
housing needs, espectally permeanently affordable housing. " Objective 7 states that San Franciseq’s

projected affordable housing needs Jar outpace the capacity for the Cify fo secure subsieips for new
affordable units.
(6) I 2012, the Clty enacted Ordinance 237-12, the “Houstng Preservation and

Production Ordinance,” codified tn Adminisirative Code Chapter 10E A, (o regquire Planning

4 Department staff to regutarly report data on progress toward preeting San_Erancisce’s quantified

Supordsor Kim
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| production goals for different household income levels us provided in the General Plan s Housing

Element. That Ordinange requires data on the momber of units in odl stagey of the housing production

process. af various affordabiiiiy levels to be included In stalf reports on all proposed peajects of five
residential units or more.and in quarierly howsing production reports 1o the Planning Commission. The
Plaming Department has long dracked the number of affordable housing units and total number of

housing unifs built throughout the City and in specific areas and should be able to lrack the ratio called

Jfor in this Section 103,

(7045 the private market has embarked upon, and government oflicials have yrged, an
ambitious program to produce significant amownts of new honsing in the City, the limited remaining

available land makes it essential fo assess the impact of the approval of new market rate housing

developments on the availability of fand for afforduble howsing and 1o encourage the deployment of
resources (o provide such iousing,
{c) Housing Balance Caleulation.
(1} For purposes of this Section 103, ""flousi}gg_lj(‘:mncc " shall he defined as the

i\ proportion of all yew housing units affordable to hoysehalds of extremely low, yery low, low or

modergte income households, as defined in California Health & Safety Cade Sections 30079,3 ¢f seq..

i ax such provisions may be amended from time to time, 1o the total rumber of all new housing wnits for a

¢ 10 year Housing Balance Period,

(2} The Hoystng Balance Period shall begin with the first quarter of vear 2003 tu the

i last quarter of 2004, and thereafler for the ton years prior 1o the most recent calender guarter.

(3} For each year that data is avaitable, beginping in 2008, the Planning Department

shall report net housing construction by income levels, as well as units that have been withdrawn from

protection afforded by Ciy las,_such as laws providing for remt-comtrolled and single resident
occugruicy (SRO} units. The affordable housing categories shall include net new units, as well s

existing wnlis that were previowusly net restricted by deed or regulatory ggreement that are aequived for

Supordsor Kim
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preservation as permanently affordable housing as determined by the Maveor s Office of Housing and

Commanity Development (MOHCD) tnot including refinancing or other rehabllitation under existing

ownership), protected by deed or regulatory agreement for a mininpan of 35 years, The report shall

inelude, by year, and for the latest quarter, oll units that have recelved Temporary Certificates of

Occupancy within that year, a separaie category for units that obiained a site or building permit, and
annther category for wnits that have received approval from the Planning Commission v Plaming
Bepartment, but have not vet obtgined o site or dullding permil 1o commence consfruction {except any
entitfements that have expired and not been renewed during the Housing Balance Pertod), Master
planned entilements, including bt not fimited to such areas o5 Treasure Inland, Hunters Point
Shipyard and Park Merced, shall noe he inclyded in this latter category wntil individvad biilding
WMWMMW@MLAMMQM«M&%MW@WMM

(AL Extremely Low Iicome Units, ywhich are yaits availuble to individuals or
Samilies making between 0-30% Aveq Median Income (AM) as defined in California Health & Safety
Code Section 30106, and are subject to price or renl restrictions between 0-30% AMIL

(B} ¥ery Low Income Unlis, sehich are units available to individuals or fomilies
oiaking between 30-50% AMI as defined in California Health & Sufety Code Section 50105, and are

subfect (o price or rent restrictions benveen 30-50% AMI:

(C) Lower Income Units, which are units gvailuble to individuals or families
nutking between S0-80% AMI as defined in California Health & Safety Code Section S0079.5, and are

subject 1o price or rent restricrions between 30-80% AML
(D3 Moderate Income Unirts, which are units available to individuals or families

miaking bepween 8012094 AML and are subject (o price or reat resirictions between 80- 1 20% AMI:

(K} Middle Income Units, which are uniis availuble fo individuals or families

| making between 120-150%6 AME and are subject to price or rent restrictions between 120-150% AMI;

Supervisor Kim
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1 (F) Markel-rate units,_whicls are units not subject 1o any deed or regulatory

2 agreement with price restrictions;

3 () Housing units withdrewn from profected status, including wnils withdrawn

4 | from rent control fexcept those units atherwise converted into permanently affordeble housing,

5 ineluding all wnits that have been subject (o rent control under the San Francisco Residentiol Rent

8 Stabitization and Arbitration Ordinance but that a groperiy ovwner removes permanently from the

7 rental market through condoninium conversion pursua 1o Administrative Code Seetion 37, 96a)(9),

8 demaolition or glterotions (including dwelling vl mergers), or permanent removed purshan o

9 1| Administrative Code Section 37.2(a(10) or removal pursuant to the Ellis Act under Administrative
10| Code Section 37.9(@)13); |
i1 (H} Public housing replacement units and substantiolly rehabilitared units
12 throvgh the HOPE SF and Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) programs, as well as other
13 substantial rehabilitation programs managed by MOHCD.,
14 (4) The Housing Balapce shall be expressed as a percentage, obtalned by dividing the
16 | cumularive total of extremely low, very low, low and moderale inconme affordable housing wpirs (all
16 wnits (-1 20%% AME mivus the lost protected wnits, by the totad punber of et new housing ynits within
17 the Hounsing Balance Period, The Housing Bolange shatl also provide two calenlations:
18 | (A4) the Cumulative Housing Balance, consisting of hoysing units that have
19 | already been constructed fand received a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy or other certificate that
20 | would allow occupancy of the units) within the 10-yea: Housing Balance Period, plus those nnity that
21 & fnve pbrained g sil_(f or building permit, A separate calculation of the Cumulative Housing Balance
22 shatl also be provided, which includes HOPE SF and RAD public housing replacement and
23 substantiafly relabilitated units thit not including general rebabilitation / maintenance of public
24 housing or other affordable housing units) that have recelved Temporary Certificates of Oceupancy
25
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within the Housing Bolance Period. _The Housing Bolance Reports witl show the Camudative Housing

Balance with and withowt pblic howsing included in the cafenlation; and

(B) the Projected Housing Balance, which shall include any residential project

that has received approval from the Plaming Commission or Planning Departnient . even if the

housing project has not yet obtained a site or buitding permil to comatence construction (except any

entitlements that have expired and not been rengwed during the Housing Balance periody, Master
planned entitfements shall not be ineluded In the calewdation until individua! building eniitiements or
site permits are approved.

() _Bi-annnal Hoasing Balance Reports, Within-30 days-ef-the-effective-date-of-this
Seetion103By June 1. 2015, the Planming Department shail colenlate the Cumnlative gnd Profected
Housing Balance for the most recent two guarters City-wide, by Supervisorial District. Plan Area, ond
by neiglbarhood Planuing Districts. as defined in the annual Housing Inventory, and publish it as an
easily visible and accessible page devoted to Hausing Balance aud Monitoring and Reperting on the
Llanning Department s website, By Aagust Seotember st and February Margh Ist of each year. the
Planning Department shell publish.and update the Housing Balance Repord, and present this report at
an informational hearing (o the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors, as well as to any

relevant budy with geographic purview over a plan area 95y dong with the other quarterly

reporting requirements of Administrarive Code Chapter 10£.4, The agnusl report to the Board of
Supervisors shall be accepted by resolution of the Board, which resolytion shall be introduced
by the Planning Depadment. The Housing Balance Report shail elso be incorporated inlg the
Annual Planning Commission Housing Hearing aud Anruad Report to the Board of Supervisers
required in ddministrative Code Chapter 1054,

(e} Annual Hearing by Board of Supervisors,
(1) The Board of Supervisors shall hold o publle Housing Balance hearing on an annual

basis by April 1 of each year, o consider progress towards the City's affordable housing goals,

Supervisor Kim
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|
1| including the goal ofa minimiuin 33% afiordable housing to low and moderqte income housebolds, ax
2\ well as the Citv’s General Plan Housing Element housing produciion goals by income category, The
3 fiest hearing shall occur no later than 30 days afier the effective date of this ordinance, and by Amril 1
4 of each year thereafier.
5 (2} The hearing shall include reporiing by the Planming Department, witich shell present
6 the latest Housing Balance Report City-wide and by Supervisorial District and Plaming District: the
7 Mavor’s Office of Housingz and Compmaity: Development, the Mayor s Office of Economic and
8 Borkforce Deyelopment, the Rent Stabilization Board, by the Depariment of Building Inspection, and
g the City Economist on stralegies for achieving aind maintaining o housing balance in accordance with
10 || SouFraneisco’s howsing produciion geals, If the Cundative Honsing Balance hos fillen below 332 in
1 e rear MOHCD shall determive how mych finding is requived fo bring the City into q mininium
12 |1 33% Housing Balance qud the Mavor shall submit to the Board of Supervisors ¢ sirafegy to aucomplish
13 the minimun of 33% Housing Balance. City Departments shall at mininium report on the following
14 issues relevant 1o the ennnal Houging Balance hearing: MOHCID shall report on the annual and
15 projected progress by inconte category in accordance with the City s General Plan Housing Element
16 ] lousing production goals, projected shorifalls and gaps n funding and site control,_and progress
17 toward the City’s Nelghborhood Stahilization goals for acguiring and preserving the affardability of
18 t’ existing rental units in nelghborfoods with high concentrations of Jow and moderate income
19 honseholds or fistorically high levels of evictions; the Plunning Departprent shall report on current
20 | and proposed zoning and land use policies that affect the City’s General Plan Housing Element
21 || housing production soals; the Mayor s Office of Economic and Workforce Development shall report on
22 [ cwrremt aud proposed major development projects, dedicated public sites, and policies that affect the
23
24
25
4
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City's General Plan Housing Element hovsing production goals: the Rent Board shall repert on the

withdrawal or addition of rent-controlled units and current or proposed policies that affect these

numbers; the Depariment of Building Inspectfon shall report on the withdrawal er addition of

Restdential Hotel wnits and current or proposed policies that affect these numbers; and the City

Ciny’s General Plan Housing Elemeny,

(3) Al reports and presentetion materials from the annual Housing Balance hearing

shatl be maintained by year for public access on the Planning Department s website ou its page
devoted to Housing Balance Monitoring and Reporting,

Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after

enaciment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor retums the

Lordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board

of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney

i

TS L
By: ; Z‘\,Jé s i
Y MARLENA BYRN

Deputy City Attomey

nilegana'asd IRIGI0IER01008069 duc
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City and County of San Francisco City 1
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Ordinance

18 Cralton B, Goodhte Be
Sas Francins, CA S4102-4489

File Number: 150029

Section 101.1.

File No. 150029

s

Mayor

Date Passed: April 21, 2015

Ordinance amenting the Plasning Code o requite the Planaing Department to monitor the balance
between new marke! rate housing and new affordable housing, and pubish a bi-annual Housing
Batance Report; requlring an annual bearieg af the Board of Supprvisors on strategios for achieving
and maintaining the required houstsg balance in accordancs with San Frangiseo's housing
preduction goals: and making environmentat findings, Planning Code, Section 302, findings, and
fndings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight prority policies of Planning Code,

April 08, 2015 Land Use and Transpoctation Committes - AMENDED, AN AMENDMENT
OF THE WHOLE BEARING SAME TITLE

Aprit 08, 2015 Land Use and Transportation Committes - RECOMMENDED AS AMENDED

Aprit 14,2015 Bowd of Supervisors - PASSED, ON FIRST READING
Ayes: 11 - Avalns, Breed, Campos, Chistensen, Cohen, Farmrell, Kim, Mar, Tang,
Wierser and Yee

Agpril 21, 2015 Hoard of Supervisars - FINALLY PASSED

Ayes: 11 - Avalos, Breed, Campos, Chiristensen, Cohen, Farell, Kim, Maz, Tang,
Wiener and Yee

{ hiereby cortity that tha foregolng
Ordinance was FINALLY PASSED on
412112015 by the Board of Suporvisors of
the City and County of San Francisco,
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[ Angeta cawitio
Clerk of the Board
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APPENDIX B

CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE REPORT No 5 TABLES BY PLANNING DISTRICTS

Table 1A

Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4

Acquisitions| . Units Total
New | Total K
& Rehabs Removed Entitled Total Net . Cumulative
. . Affordable i Entitled A
Planning Districts . and Small from Affordable | New Units i Housing
Housing R K | Permitted
i Sites Protected Units Built . Balance
Built ) Units
Completed Status Permitted
1 Richmond 170 (569) 54 494 175 | -51.6%
2 Marina 2 24 (180) 2 244 160 | -37.6%
3 Northeast 191 6 (384) 12 756 271 | -17.0%
4 Downtown 1,645 851 (119) 304 5,290 2,124 36.2%
5 Western Addition 621 293 (207) 142 1,626 448 40.9%
6 Buena Vista 190 5 (239) 30 901 437 -1.0%
7 Central 18 (384) - 336 511 -94.6%
8 Mission 345 347 (540) 16 1,496 469 8.5%
9 South of Market 1,844 304 (125) 933 12,113 5,871 16.4%
10 South Bayshore 668 (76) 1 1,559 322 31.5%
11 Bernal Heights - 8 (184) - 65 20 | -207.1%
12 South Central 10 (375) 10 110 307 | -85.1%
13 Ingleside 116 (179) - 475 93 -11.1%
14 Inner Sunset - (189) - 93 36 | -146.5%
15 Outer Sunset 10 (432) 7 100 96 | -211.7%
TOTALS 5,830 1,838 (4,182) 1,511 25,658 10,880 13.7%
SAN FRANCISCO 24
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Table 1B N
Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4

New Acquisitions RAD Units Total Total Expanded
Affordable & Rehabs Program & | Removed Entitled Total Net Entitled Cur:ulative
Planning Districts ) and Small HopeSF from Affordable | New Units . ;
Housing . K i Permitted Housing
Built Sites Replacement| Protected Units Built Units Balance
Completed Units Status Permitted
1 Richmond 170 - 144 (569) © 54 " 494 1751 -30.0%
2 Marina 2 24 138 (180) 2 244 160 -3.5%
3 Northeast 191 6 577 (384) 12 756 271 39.1%
4 Downtown 1,645 851 285 (119) 304 5,290 2,124 40.0%
5 Western Addition 621 293 919 (207) 142 1,626 448 | 85.2%
6 Buena Vista 190 5 132 (239) 30| 901 437 8.8%
7 Central 18 - 107 (384) - 336 51 -66.9%
8 Mission 345 347. 91 (540) 16 1,496 469 13.2%
9 South of Market . 1,844 304 276 (125) 933 12,113 5,871 18.0%
10 South Bayshore 668 - 436 (76) 1 1,559 322 54.7%

- 11 Bernal Heights - 8 268 (184) - 65 20| 108.2%
12 South Central 10 - - (375) 10 110 307 | -85.1%
13 Ingleside 116 - - (179) - 475 93| -11.1%
14 Inner Sunset - - 110 (189) - 93 361 -61.2%
15 Outer'Sunset 10 - - (432) 7 100 9 | -211.7%
TOTALS 5,830 1,838 3,483 (4,182) 1,511 25,658 10,880 23.2%
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Table 2
Projected Housing Balance Calculation, 2016 Q4

) Very Low Low ) Total Net New TotaI.Affordable
BoS District Income Income Moderate TBD Affor(?able — Units as % o.f
Units Net New Units
1 Richmond - - - - - 19 0.0%
2 Marina : - - - - - 20 0.0%
3 Northeast - - 8 - 8 143 5.6%
4 Downtown . - - 96 - 96 2,024 4.7%
5 Western Addition - 65 11 3 79 133 59.4%
6 Buena Vista .- - 20 - 20 172 11.6%
7 Central - - - - - 48 0.0%
8 Mission - 5 8 18 31 1,304 2.4%
9 South of Market - 154 13 34 201 3,173 6.3%
10 South Bayshore - : 141 168 309 3,032 10.2%
11 Bernal Heights - - - - - 4 0.0%
12 South Central - - - 1 1 916 0.1%
13 Ingleside - 915 - 284 1,199 1,021 117.4%
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 36 0.0%
15 Quter Sunset - - - - - 14 0.0%
TOTALS - 1,280 156 508 1,944 12,059 16.1%
Table 3
New Housing Production by Affordability, 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4
rdabl i
Planning Districts Very Low Low Moderate Middle Affzc:;:\Ible Total.N et Afaf: ;a;:_;’:‘ts
Income Units Units Net Units
1 Richmond 170 - - - 170 494 34.4%
2 Marina - - 2 - 2 244 0.8%
3 Northeast 161 2 28 - 191 756 25.3%
4 Downtown 1,048 301 273 23 1,645 5,290 31.1%
5 Western Addition 367 174 80 - 621 1,626 38.2%
6 Buena Vista 72 64 54 - 190 901 21.1%
7 Central - 18 - - 18 336 5.4%
8 Mission 214 62 69 - 345 1,496 23.1%
9 South of Market 858 537 449 ~ 1,844 12,113 15.2%
10 South Bayshore 284 241 143 - 668 1,559 42.8%
11 Bernal Heights - - - - - 65 0.0%
12 South Central - 10 -~ - 10 110 9.1%
13 Ingleside ’ 70 29 17 - 116 475 24.4%
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 93 0.0%
15 Quter Sunset - - 10 - 10 100 10.0%
TOTALS 3,244 1,438 1,125 23 5,830 25,658 22.7%
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Table 4a

Acquisitions and Rehabilitation of

Affordable Housing, 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4

Planning District BL’:;:‘;S Tf:i:
2 Marina -1 24
4 Downtown 6 826
5 Western Addition 2 290
8 Mission 2 319
9 South of Market 7 301
TOTALS 18 1,760
Table 4b
Small Sites Program Acquisitions — 2015 - 2016
vPIanniAng District B:Ii:;i:;s ':'Jc:i:; f
3 Northeast 1 6
4 Downtown 2 25
5 Western Addition 1
6 Buena Vista 1
8 Mission 5 28
9 South of Market 1
11 Bernal Heights 2
TOTALS 13 78
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Table 5

RAD Affordable Units

Planning District B:::ﬁc:;s ﬁ:i:sf
1 Richmond 2 144
2 Marina 2 138
3 Northeast 4 577
4 Downtown 3 285
5 Western Addition 8 919
6 Buena Vista 2 132
7 Central 1 107
8 Mission 1 91
9 South of Market 1 276
10 South Bayshore 2 436
11 Bernal Heights 2 268
12 South Central - -
13 Ingleside - -
14 Inner Sunset 1 110
15 Outer Sunset - -
TOTALS 29 3,483
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Table 6
Units Removed from Protected Status, 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4

Condo Owner Total Units
Planning District ) Demolition Ellis Out Permanently
Conversion Move-In Lost
1 Richmond 4 31 193 341 569
2 Marina 11 5 35 129 180
3 Northeast 11 11 232 130 384
4 Downtown - 68 47 4 119
5 Western Addition 7 10 63 127 207
6 Buena Vista 4 11 94 130 239
7 Central 17 23 132 212 384
8 Mission 2 33 258 247 540
9 South of Market 3 20 35 67 125
10 South Bayshore - 13 8 55 76
11 Bernal Heights 4 28 45 107 184
12 South Central - 83 39 253 375
13 Ingleside - 40 21 118 179
14 Inner Sunset 6 15 54 114 189
15 Outer Sunset - 87 72 - 273 432
Totals 69 478 1,328 2,307 4,182
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Table 7

Entitled and Permitted Units, 2017 Q4

Total
] o Very Low Low Total ) Affc::rdable
Planning District Moderate TBD Affordable | Net New Units | Units as %

income Income Units of Net
New Units
1 Richmond - 50 4 - 54 175 |  30.9%
2 Marina - - 2 - 2 160 1.3%
3 Northeast - 12 - - 12 271 4.4%
4 Downtown 83 207 14 - 304 2,124 14.3%
5 Western Addition 108 - 34 - 142 448 31.7%
6 Buena Vista - 10 13 30 437 6.9%
7 Central - - - - - 51 0.0%
8 Mission - 12 4 - 16 469 3.4%
9 South of Market 152 521 260 - 933 5,871 15.9%
10 South Bayshore - - - 1 322 0.3%
11 Bernal Heights - - - - - 20 0.0%
12 South Central - - 10 - 10 307 3.3%
13 Ingleside - - - - - 93 0.0%
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 36 0.0%
15 Outer Sunset - - 7 - 7 96 7.3%
TOTALS 343 812 348 1,511 10,880 13.9%
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DATE: 31 May 2017
TO: Honorable Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors
FROM:  John Rahaim
Director of Planning
RE: HOUSING BALANCE REPORT No. 5 (revised)
1 January 2007 — 31 December 2016
SUMMARY

This report is submitted in compliance with Ordinance No. 53-15 requiring the Planning
Department to monitor and report on the housing balance between new market rate and new
affordable housing production. One of the stated purposes of the Housing Balance is “to
ensure that data on meeting affordable housing targets Citywide and within neighborhoods
informs the approval process for new housing development.” This report is the fifth in the
series and covers the ten-year period from 1 January 2007 through 31 December 2016.

The “Housing Balance” is defined as the proportion of all new affordable housing units to the
total number of all new housing units for a 10-year “Housing Balance Period.” In addition, a
calculation of “Projected Housing Balance” which includes residential projects that have
received approvals from the Planning Commission or Planning Department but have not yet
received permits to commence construction will be included.

In the 2007-2016 Housing Balance Period, 23% of net new housing produced was affordable.
Similarly, the expanded Citywide Cumulative Housing Balance is 23%, although this varies
by districts. Distribution of the Cumulative Housing Balance over the 11 Board of Supervisor
Districts ranges from —206% (District 4) to 74% (District 5). This variation, especially with
negative housing balances, is due to the larger number of units permanently withdrawn from
rent control protection relative to the number of total net new units and net affordable units
built in those districts.

The Projected Housing Balance Citywide is 14%. Three major development projects were
identified in the ordinance for exclusion in the projected housing balance calculations until site
permits are obtained. Remaining phases for these three projects will add up to 22,000 net units
including over 4,900 affordable units; this would increase the projected housing balance to 20% if
included in the calculations. '

Memo

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
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BACKGROUND

On 21 April 2015, the Board of Supervisors passed Ordinance No. 53-15 amending the Planning
Code to include a new Section 103 requiring the Planning Department to monitor and report on
the Housing Balance between new market rate housing and new affordable housing production.
The Housing Balance Report will be submitted bi-annually by April 1 and October 1 of each year
and will also be published on a visible and accessible page on the Planning Department’s
website. Planning Code Section 103 also requires an annual hearing at the Board of Supervisors on
strategies for achieving and maintaining the required housing balance in accordance with the
City’s housing production goals. (See Appendix A for complete text of Ordinance No. 53-15.)

The stated purposes for the Housing Balance Monitoring and Reporting are: a) to maintain a
balance between new affordable and market rate housing Citywide and within neighborhoods; b)
to make housing available for all income levels and housing need types; c) to preserve the mixed-
income character of the City and its neighborhoods; d) to offset the withdrawal of existing
housing units from rent stabilization and the loss of single-room occupancy hotel units; e) to
ensure the availability of land and encourage the deployment of resources to provide sufficient
housing affordable to households of very low, low, and moderate incomes; f) to ensure adequate
housing for families, seniors and the disabled communities; g) to ensure that data on meeting
affordable housing targets Citywide and within neighborhoods informs the approval process for
new housing development; and h) to enable public participation in determining the appropriate
mix of new housing approvals.

Specifically, the Housing Balance Report will supplement tracking performance toward meeting
the goals set by the City’s Housing Element and Proposition K. Housing production targets in the
City’s Housing Element, adopted in April 2015, calls for 28,870 new units built between 2015 and
2022, 57%?* of which should be affordable. As mandated by law, the City provides the State
Department of Housing and Community Development an annual progress report.2 In November
2014, San Francisco’s voters endorsed Proposition K, which set a goal of 33% of all new housing
units to be affordable. In addition, Mayor Ed Lee set a goal of creating 30,000 new and
rehabilitated homes by 2020; he pledged at least 30% of these to be permanently affordable to
low-income families as well as working, middle income families. 3

This Housing Balance Report was prepared from data gathered from previously published sources
including the Planning Department’s annual Housing Inventory and quarterly Pipeline Report data,
San Francisco Rent Board data, and the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development’s Weekly Dashboard.

! The Ordinance inaccurately stated that “22% of new housing demands to be affordable to households of
moderate means”; San Francisco’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (REINA) allocation for moderate
mcome households is 19% of total production goals.

? Printed annual progress reports submitted by all California jurisdictions can be accessed here -

by calhng HCD at 916-263-2911 for the latest reports as many jurisdictions now file reports online.
® For more information on and tracking of 30K by 2020, see http://sfmayor.org/housing .
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CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE CALCULATION

Planning Code Section 103 calls for the Housing Balance “be expressed as a percentage, obtained
by dividing the cumulative total of extremely low, very low, low, and moderate income
affordable housing (all units 0-120% AMI) minus the lost protected units, by the total number of
net new housing units within the Housing Balance Period.” The ordinance requires that the
“Cumulative Housing Balance” be provided using two calculations: a) one consisting of net
housing built within a 10 year Housing Balance period, less units withdrawn from protected
status, plus net units in projects that have received both approvals from the Planning
Commission or Planning Department and site permits from the Department of Building
Inspection, and b) the addition of net units gained through acquisition and rehabilitation of
affordable units, HOPE SF and RAD units. “Protected units” include units that are subject to rent

-control under the City’s Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance. Additional
elements that figure into the Housing Balance include completed HOPE SF and RAD public
housing replacement, substantially rehabilitated units, and single-room occupancy hotel units
(SROs). The equation below shows the second, expanded calculation of the Cumulative Housing
Balance.

[Net New Affordable Housing +
Completed Acquisitions & Rehabs + Completed
HOPE SF + RAD Public Housing Replacement +

Entitled & Permitted Affordable Units] ' CUMULATIVE
— [Units Removed from Protected Status] HOUSING
= BALANCE

[Net New Housing Built + Net Entitled & Permitted Units]

The first “Housing Balance Period” is a ten-year period starting with the first quarter of 2005
through the last quarter of 2014. Subsequent housing balance reports will cover the 10 years
preceding the most recent quarter. This report covers January 2007 (Q1) through December 2016
(Q4). | '
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Table 1A below shows the Cumulative Housing Balance for 10 year 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4 period is
14% Citywide. With the addition of RAD units, the expanded Cumulative Housing Balance is
23%. In comparison, the expanded Cumulative Housing Balance for 10 year 2006 Q1 — 2015 Q4

period was 18%.

Negative balances in Districts 1 (-74%), 2 (-22%), 3 (-12%), 4 (-206%), 7 (-21%), 8 (-35%), 9 (-2%),
and 11 (-67%) result from the larger numbers of units removed from protected status relative to
the net new affordable housing and net new housing units built in those districts. Recently, the
Board of Supervisors revised the ordinance to include Owner Move-Ins (OMIs) in the Housing
Balance calculation. Although OMIs were not specifically called out by in the original Ordinance
in the calculation of the Housing Balance, these were included in earlier reports because this type
of no-fault eviction results in the loss of rent controlled units either permanently or for a period of

time.

Table 1A

Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 -2016 Q4

Acquisitions Units Total
Net New 3
Affordable & Rehabs | Removed Entitled Total Net Total Housing
BoS Districts X and Small from Affordable | New Units | Entitled
Housing . _ ) ) Balance
Built Sites Protected Units Built Units
Completed Status Permitted

BoS District 1 170 - (496) 4 321 114 | -74.0%
BoS District 2 37 24 (315) 11 833 271 | -22.0%
BoS District 3 205 6 (372) 16 954 302 | -11.5%
BoS District 4 10 - (437) 7 106 98 | -205.9%
BoS District 5 709 293 (398) 196 1,560 598 37.1%
BoS District 6 3,193 1,155 (135) 960 15,541 6,409 23.6%
BoS District 7 99 - (220) - 484 104 | -20.6%
BoS District 8 97 17 (655) 17 1,099 416 | -34.6%
BoS District 9 217 319 (582) 17 1,022 237 -2.3%
BoS District 10 1,066 24 (249) 274 3,607 2,034 19.8%
BoS District 11 27 - (323) 9 131 297 | -67.1%
TOTALS 5,830 1,838 {4,182) 1,511 25,658 10,880 13.7%
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Table 1B below shows the Expanded Cumulative Housing Balances for Board of Supervisor
Districts ranging from -206% (District 4) to 74% (District 5). These expanded balances include the
preservation of at-risk public housing units under the Rental Assistance Demonstration Program.

Table 1B
Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4
Net New Acquisitions Units Tcttal
Affordable & Rehabs RAD Removed Entitled Total Net Total Housing
BoS Districts N and Small from Affordable | New Units | Entitled
Housing . Program . , . Balance
Built Sites Protected Units Built Units
Completed Status Permitted
BoS District 1 170 - 144 (496) 4 321 114 | -40.9%
BoS District 2 37 24 251 (315)\ 11 833 271 0.7%
BoS District 3 205 6 577 (372) 16 954 302 34.4%
BoS District 4 10 - - (437) 7 106 98 | -205.9%
BoS District 5 709 293 806 (398) © 196 1,560 598 74.4%
BoS District 6 3,193 1,155 561 (135) 960 15,541 6,409 26.1%
BoS District 7 99 - 110 (220) - 484 104 -1.9%
BoS District 8 97 17 330 (655) 17 1,099 416 -12.8%
BoS District 9 217 319 268 (582) 17 - 1,022 237 19.0%
BoS District 10 1,066 24 436 (249) 274 3,607 2,034 27.5%
BoS District 11 27 - - (323) 9 131 297 -67.1%
TOTALS 5,830 1,838 3,483 {4,182) 1,511 25,658 10,880 23.2%

PROJECTED HOUSING BALANCE

Table 2 below summarizes residential projects that have received entitlements from the Planning
Commission or the Planning Department but have not yet received a site or building permit.
Overall projected housing balance at the end of 2016 is 16%. This balance is expected to change as
several major projects have yet to declare how their affordable housing requirements will be met.
In addition, three entitled major development projects — Treasure Island, ParkMerced, and
Hunters Point - are not included in the accounting until applications for building permits are
filed or issued as specified in the ordinance. Remaining phases from these three projects will
yield an additional 22,000 net new units; 22% (or 4,900 units) would be affordable to low and
moderate income households.

SAN FRANCISCO 5
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The Projected Housing Balance does not account for affordable housing units that will be
produced as a result of the Inclusionary Housing Fee paid in a given reporting cycle.
Those affordable housing units are produced several years after the Fee is collected.
Units produced through the Fee typically serve lower income households than do the
inclusionary units, including special needs populations requiring services, such as sen-
iors, transitional aged youth, families, and veterans.

Table 2
Projected Housing Balance Calculation, 2016 Q4
o Very Low Low Total Net New Total Affordable
BoS District Income Income Moderate TBD Affordable Units Units as % of
b , Units Net New Units ]
BoS District 1 - - - - - 19 0.0%
BoS District 2 - - - - - 25 0.0% .
BoS District 3 - - 14 - 14 190 7.4%
BoS District 4 - - - - - 14 0.0%
BoS District5 - - 28 3 31 275 11.3%
BoS District 6 - 158 103 52 313 3,664 8.5%
BoS District 7 - - - 284 284 1,057 |  26.9%
BoS District 8 - 5 3 - 8 84 9.5%
BoS District 9 - 132 8 1 141 722 19.5%
BoS District 10 - | 985 - 168 1,153 6,008 19.2%
BoS District 11 - - - - - 1 0.0%
TOTALS - 1,280 156 508 1,944 12,059 16.1%

CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE ELEMENTS

Because the scope covered by the Housing Balance calculation is broad, each element — or group
of elements — will be discussed separately. The body of this report will account for figures at the
Board of Supervisor district level. The breakdown of each element using the Planning
Department District geographies, as required by Section 103, is provided separately in an
Appendix B. This is to ensure simple and uncluttered tables in the main body of the report.

Affordable Housing and Net New Housing Production

Table 3 below shows housing production between 2007 Q1 and 2016 Q4. This ten-year period
resulted in a net addition of almost 25,660 units to the City’s housing stock, including almost
5,830 affordable units. A majority of net new housing units and affordable units built in the ten
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year reporting period were in District 6 (15,540 and 3,190 respectively). District 10 follows with
. about 3,600 net new units, including about 1,070 affordable units.

The table ‘below also shows that almost 23% of net new units built between 2007 Q1 and 2016 Q4
were affordable units, mostly in District 6(61%). While District 1 saw modest gains in net new
units built, half of these were affordable (53%).

Table 3

New Housing Production by Affordability, 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4

Total

Affordable Units

BoS District Very Low Low Moderate Middle | Affordable TotaI'Net as % of Total
. Units Units Net Units
BoS District 1 170 - - - 170 321 53.0%
BoS District 2 - - 37 - 37 833 4.4%
BoS District 3 161 2 42 - 205 954 21.5%
BoS District 4 - - 10 - 10 106 9.4%
BoS District 5 439 174 96 - 709 1,560 45.4%
BoS District 6 1,982 690 498 23 3,193 15,541 20.5%
BoS District 7 70 29 - - 99 484 20.5%
BoS District 8 - 82 15 - 97 1,099 8.8%
BoS District 9 138 40 39 - 217 1,022 21.2%
BoS District 10 284 411 371 - 1,066 3,607 29.6%
BoS District 11 - 10 17 - 27 131 20.6%
TOTAL 3,244 1,438 1,125 23 5,830 25,658 22.7%

It should be noted that units affordable to Extremely Very Low Income (EVLI) households are
included under the Very Low Income (VLI) category because certain projects that benefit
homeless individuals and families — groups considered as EVLI — have income eligibility caps at

the VLI level.
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Acquisition and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing Units

Table 4 below lists the number of units that have been rehabilitated and/or acquired between
2007 Q1 and 2016 Q4 to ensure permanent affordability. These are mostly single-room occupancy
hotel units that are affordable to extremely very low and very low income households.

Table 4a

Acquisitions and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing, 2007-2016

BoS District B::li:;li:;s t:i:’s f

BoS District 2 -1 24
BoS District 5 2 290
BoS District 6 13 1,127
BoS District 9 2 319
TOTALS 18 1,760

Small Sites Program

The San Francisco Small Sites Program (SSP) is an initiative of the Mayor’s Office of Housing and
Community Development (MOHCD) to acquire small rent-controlled buildings (with four to 25
units) where tenants are at risk of eviction through the Ellis Act or owner move-ins. Since its

inception in 2014, some 13 buildings with 78 units have been acquired.

Table 4b

Small Sites Program, 2014-2016

BoS District B::;:i:fgs ‘t:i:s f
Bos District 3 -1

BoS District 5 1

BoS District 6 3 28
BoS District 8 4 17
BoS District9 4 24
TOTALS 13 78
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RAD Program

The San Francisco Housing Authority’s Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) program
preserves at risk public and assisted housing projects. According to the Mayor’s Office, RAD
Phase I transferred 1,425 units to developers in December 2015. An additional 2,028 units were
transferred as Phase IT in 2016.

Table 5
RAD Affordable Units, 2016-2017
, No of of
BoS District Buildings Il\IJ:its
BoS District 1 2 144
BoS District 2 3 251
BoS District 3 4 577
BoS District 5 7 806
BoS District 6 4 561
BoS District 7 1 110
BoS District 8 4 330
BoS District 9 2 268
BoS District 10 2 436
BoS District 11 - -
TOTALS 29 3,483

Units Removed From Protected Status

San Francisco’s Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance protects tenants and
preserves affordability of about 175,000 rental units by limiting annual rent increases. Landlords
can, however, terminate tenants” leases through no-fault evictions including condo conversion,
owner move-in, Ellis Act, demolition, and other reasons that are not the tenants’ fault. The
Housing Balance calculation takes into account units permanently withdrawn from rent
stabilization as loss of affordable housing. The following no-fault evictions affect the supply of
rent controlled units by removing units from the rental market: condo conversion, demolition,
Ellis Act, and owner move-ins (OMIs). It should be noted that initially, OMIs were not
speciﬁcally called out by the Ordinance to be included in the calculation. However, because
owner move-ins have the effect of the losing rent controlled units either permanently or for a
substantial period of time, these numbers are included in the Housing Balance calculation as
intended by the legislation’s sponsors. Some of these OMI units may return to being rentals and
will still fall under the rent control ordinance. On 14 November 2016, the Board of Supervisors
amended Planning Code Section 103 to include OMIs as part of the housing balance calculation.
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Table 6 below shows the distribution of no-fault eviction notices issued between January 2007
and December 2016. Eviction notices have been commonly used as proxy for evictions. Owner
Move-In and Ellis Out notices made up the majority of no fault evictions (55% and 32%
respectively). Distribution of these no-fault eviction notices is almost evenly dispersed, with
Districts 8 and 9 leading (16% and 14%, respectively).

Table 6

Units Removed from Protected Status, 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4
Condo Owner Units Removed
BoS District . Demolition Ellis Qut from Protected

Conversion Move-In Status

BoS District 1 3 26 160 307 496
BoS District 2 17 13 86 199 315
BoS District 3 6 10 238 118 372
BoS District 4 - 87 76 274 437
BoS District 5 17 21 125 235 398
BoS District 6 1 76 46 12 135
BoS District 7 - 31 37 152 220
BoS District 8 19 43 262 331 655
BoS District 9 4 61 209 308 582
BoS District 10 2 29 45 173 249
BoS District 11 - 81 44 198 323
TOTALS 69 478 1,328 2,307 4,182

SAN FRANCISCO
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Entitled and Permitted Units

Table 7 lists the number of units that have received entitlements from the Planning Commission
or the Planning Department. These pipeline projects have also received site permits from the
Department of Building Inspection and most are under construction as of the final quarter of
2016. Over half of these units are being built in or will be built in District 6 (59%). Fourteen
percent of units that have received Planning entitlements and site permits from the DBI will be

affordable.

" Table7

Permitted Units, 2016 Q4

L. Very Low Low Total Net New TotaI. Affordable
BoS District Income Income Moderate TBD Affordable Units Units as % of
Units Net New Units
BoS District 1 - - 4 - 4 114 3.5%
BoS District 2 - - 11 - 11 271 4.1%
BoS District3 - 12 4 - 16 302 5.3%
BoS District 4 - - 7 - 7 98 7.1%
BoS District 5 108 50 38 - 196 598 32.8%
BoS District 6 235 483 242 - 960 6,409 15.0%
BoS District 7 - - - - 104 0.0%
BoS District 8 - 10 17 416 4.1%
BoS District9 - 12 5 - 17 237 7.2%
BaS District 10 - 245 28 274 2,034 13.5%
BoS District 11 - - 9 - 9 297 3.0%
TOTALS 343 812 348 1,511 10,880 13.9%
SAN FRANCISCO
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PERIODIC REPORTING AND ONLINE ACCESS

This report complies with Planning Code Section 103 requirement that the Planning Department
publish and update the Housing Balance Report bi-annually on April 1 and October 1 of each year.
Housing Balance Reports are available and accessible online, as mandated by the ordinance, by

going to this link: http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=4222 .

ANNUAL HEARING

An annual hearing on the Housing Balance before the Board of Supervisors will be scheduled by
April 1 of each year. This year’s Housing Balance Report will be scheduled to be heard before the
Board of Supervisors before the end of June 2017. The Mayor’s Office of Housing and
Community Development, the Mayor’s Office of Economic and Workforce Development; the
Rent Stabilization Board, the Department of Building Inspection, and the City Economist will
present strategies for achieving and maintaining a housing balance consistent with the City’s
housing goals at this annual hearing. The ordinance also requires that MOHCD will determine
the amount of funding needed to bring the City into the required minimum 33% should the
cumulative housing balance fall below that threshold. ‘
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APPENDIX A
Ordinance 53-15

AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
FILE NO. 150029 aens ORDINANCE NO. 53-15

1 [Planning Code - City Housing Batance Monitoring and Reporting]

3 1| Ordinance amending the Planning Code to require the Planning Department to monitor

4 |l the balance between new market rate housing and new affordabie housing, and publish

5 || a bi-annual Housing Balance Report; requiring an annual hearing at the Board of

6 || Supervisors on strategles for achieving and maintaining the required housing bélance

7 i in accordance with San Francisco's housing production goals; and making

8 |, environmental findings, Planning Code, Section 302 findings, and findings of

9 | consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code,
10 || Section 101.1.
1]

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font,
12 Additions to Codes are in single-undertine italics Times New Roman jond.
13 Board amandment sddiions 6 n doupleGadRGe AL font
Board amendment deletions are in sfrikelhreugh-Asal-font.
14 Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
15 | subsections or pads of tables.
16 Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:
17 ' |
18 Section 1. Findings.
19 (a) The Planning Depariment has determined that the actions contemplated In this
20 | ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources
21 | Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of
22 | Supervisors in File No, 150029 and is incorporated herein by.reference. The Board of
23 || Supervisors affirms this determinalion.
24 (b) On March 19, 2015, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19337, adopled
25 : findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, with the
. Superisor Kim
- BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1
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adopts these findings as its ovn. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the
Board of Supstvisors in File No. 150029, and is incorporated herein by reference.

{c) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Board finds that this Planning Code
Amendment will éerve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth
in Planning Commission Resolution No. 150029 and the Board incorporates such reasons

herein by reference.

Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding new Section 103 to read
as follows:

SEC JSING BALANCE MONITORING AND REPORTING.

() Purposes. To maintain a balunce between new offordable and market rate housing Ciiy-
wide and within neighborhoods, 1o moke housing available for off income levels and housing need
tpes to preserve the mived income charaeter of the City and ity neighborhoods, to offsel the
sithdrawal of existing howsing unils from rent stabilization and the loss of single-room-oceupancy
botel ynits, tog.t,rsur:@_dzwgﬂq&ﬂiﬂimilwwut;gmmt&é&@mnfu&Mgm;ﬂm
sufltcient housing affordable to households of yery low, low, and maderate incomes, 1o ensure adequete

hionstng for jamilles, seniors and the disabled community, to ensure that data on meeting affordable

i housing targels City-wide and within neighborbwods informs the approval process for new housing

development, and to enable public participation in determining the appropriate mix of new housing

approvaly, there is hereby established ¢ requirement, as detailed i this Section 103, to monitor and
reslarly report on the housing balance between market rate bousing and affordable housing.

(b} _Findings.
{1 In November 2014, the Clty voters enacted Proposition K, sehich established City

policy fo help construct gr rehabilitate af feast 36,000 homes by 2020, More than S0% of this housing
would be affordable for middle-class households, with al least 33% affordable for low- apd moderate-

Supanasor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 2
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income households, and the City s expected ta develop strategies (o achieve that goal. This section

term Proposition K goal that 33% of all new housing shall be affordahle housing, as defined herein,

(2} The City's rent stabilized and permimently affordable hoysing stock serves very low-,

low-, and moderate-income Jamiltivs long-time residents, elderly seniors. disabled persons and others,

The City seeks to achieve and maintain an appropriote bolance between markel rate honsing and

i affordable housing Ciny-wide and within neighborhoods because the availability of decent hovsing and

@ sultable Hiving environment for every San Franciscan is of vival importance. Autainment of the Cily's

housing goals requires the cooperative participation of government and the private sector 1o expand

- housing opportunities 1o aecominedate housing needs for Suy Franciscans ar all economic levels and to
’ respond (o the unigue needs of each neighborbood where housing will be located,

(3 _For tenants in snsubsidized housing, affordability is often preserved by the
!igx,\:j;:léﬂi{i,&eﬂt,Slglzﬂlgglimuuwbj!i"alin» Ordinance s lmitations on the size of allowably rent
increases during a tenancy. As documented i the Budgel and Legislative Analyst's October 2013
Policy Anglysis Report on Tenant Displacement, Sen Francisco Is experiencing a.rise in units

withdrawn from rent controls, Such rises often accompany periods of sharp increases in property

values and housing prices, From 1998 through 2013, the Rent Board reported a toial of 13,027 na-fonlt

- evietlons (Le., evictions it which the tenant had not violated gy lease germs, but the owner sotght to

regain possession of the wnit), Total evietions of all types have increased by 38 2% from Remt Board

Year (Le. from March through February) 2010 to Rent Board Year 2013, During the same perind, Bilis
Act evictions far onpaced other evictions, increasing by 169 8% from 43 in Rent Board Yegr 2000 10
L6 in Rewr Board Year 2013, These pembers do not capiure the large sumber of owner puvouts of
tennts, which contribute further to the loss of renf-stubilized wnity from the housing market, Any fair
assessmenst of the affordable housing balanee must incorporate into the calcudation units withdraywn

- from rentstahilization.
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(4} _Pursaant (o Government Code Section 63384, the dssociation of Bay Areq

Governmenis (ABAGL in cpordination with the California Siate Department of Housing and

Conpnunity Development (HCD), determines the Bay Ared’s regiongl howsing need based on reglonal

trends, profected job growth, and existing needs, The regional housing needs assesspent (RHNA}

determination includes produciion targets addressing houstng needs of a range of household income

! eatepories, For the REINA period covering 2015 through 2022, ABAG has profected that af feast 38%
o of new housing denods for San Francisco will be fropt very Jow and low income households
] thouseholds eqraing under 80% of avea medign incane). and another 22% ol new housing demods fo

be affordable o households of moderate means {ecorning between 80% and 120% of area medion
ingomel, Market-rate housing ix considered housing with ne income liprits or special reguirements

- atfaehed.

(5} The Housing Element of the Cify's General Plan states; “Based on the growing
population, and smart growth goals of providing howsing in central avcas like San Francisco, near jobs
and fransit, the State Department of Heusing and Contmumity Development (HCD), with the
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), estimates that in the current 2015-2022 Housing

Element period Smy Francisco st plar for the capacity for roughly 28, 870 new wnits, 37% of which

should be suitable for housing for the extremely low _very low, fow and poderate incoms households to
meet ity share of the region's projected bousing demand. ” Objective 1 of the Housing Element stafes
that the City should “identify and make available for development adequate sitex to mwet the City's
housing needs, especiglly permanentdy affordable housing, ™ Objective 7 states that San Franciseo’s
projected affordable housing needs for outpace the capacity for the City fo secure subsidips for new

affordable wnits,

(6 In 2012, the City enacted Ordinance 237-12, the "Housing Preservation and
Production Ordinance,” codified in Adminisirative Code Chapter 10E.4. o require Ploming
Department siff to regularly report deta on progress towerd meeting San Francisco s guantified

Suparvisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Pagn 4

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT



1 production goals for different heusehold icome fevels ax provided in the General Plan's Housing
2 | jgggmm;l;lzc;g,Ma@mcqxf&&clgtumMt,!r,amzz/,é@z..afwwm inodl stages of the housing production
3 | process of various afferdabifity levels te be included in staff reports on all proposed projects of five
4 | residentiol wnis or more and in guarterly howsing produgtion reports.to the Planning Commission, The
5 ELQL?Im!&Qmaﬂm@!_&(?ﬁlQHKJﬁQQ&ﬂL(!& number of affordable housing writs and rotol munber of
6 i housing vnits uilt throyghom the City and in specific areas and shold be able (o frock the ratie called
7| fordnthis Section 103,
8 (7). As the private markes has cwbavked wpon, and govermment officials have wraed, an
9 ambitious program fo produce significant amounts of wew hronsing in the City, the {imited remaining
10 available fand makes it essentiol to assess the impact of the approval of new parket rale housing
11 developments on the availability of land for afiordable housing and 1o enconrape the deployment of
12 resources (o provide such housing,
13 {c) Housing Balance Caleulation.
14 (1} For purposes of this Section 103, " Housing Balance” shall be deflned as the
15 proportion of all yew housing units affordable to households of extremely low, very low, low or
16 ined in Callfornta Health & Safety Code Sections S0079.5 ¢l seq.,
17 gg,s‘__.s:gicie_pg'avisiom may be amended from time fo tine, to the total nunther of all new howsing units for @
18 | l0year Housing Balance Period, ‘
19 (2} The Howusing Balance Period shall begin with the first gquarter of year 2003 to the
20 last quarter of 2014, and thereafier for the fen years priov o the most recent calendar guarfer, '
21 ,', (3) For each vear that ([m"a is gvailable, heglnuing in 2008, the Planning Depariment
22 £ sheall report net housing consiruction by income levels, as well ay wiits that have been withdrawn from
23 protection aftorded by Cliy faw, such as laws providing for rent-controlled and single resident
24 E oceupaney (SRO) units, The affordable housing categories shall include net 1 C1 unity, 2y well as
25 ; existing unlts that were previously Rot pestricted by degd or veguiatory agreement thal are aequired for
z Supsréisor Kim
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|
1 | preservation as permonently affordable housing as determined by the Mavor s Office of Housing and
2 Community Development (MQOHCD) tnot ingluding refinancing or other rehabilitation under existing
3 ownership), protected by deed or regulatory agreement for g ndninnung of 33 years, The report shall
4 include, by year, and for the lotest quarter, olf anits that have received Temporary Certificates of
5 Qccupancy within that year, o separale category [or units that obtained a site or bultding permit, and
6 auather cotegory for units that have recelved approval from the Planning Commission or Planning
7 Department, hut have nof yet obtained o site or building permil to commence construction fexcept any
8 entitlements that have expived and nof been renewed during the Housing Balance Period). Master
9 plapned entitlements, including but not limited fo such areas as Treasure Island, Hunters Point
10 .S’Irg‘pmrtl and Lark Merced, shall not be includied in this latter category untid individual building
111 entitlements or site permits are approved for specific housing projects, For each year or.approval
12 status, the following categories shall be separately reported:
13 (4} Extremely Low Iicomg Units, which are wnits available to individuals or
14 | families making between 0-30% dreq Median Income (AMI) as defined in California Health & Safety
15 1| Code Section S0106, and are subject to price or rent restrictions between 0-30% AMI;
16 i (B} Very Low Income Units, which are units avatloble to individuals or families
17 muaking between 30-50% AMI as defined in California Health & Safety Code Section 30103, and ar
18 g subfect ta price or rent resirictions benween 30-50% AMI:
19 % (C) Lower Income Units, which are unlts availuble 1o individuols or familics
20 j making between 30-80% AMI as defined in Colifornia Health & Sufety Code Section 00795, and are
21 | sublect 1o price or rent restrictions benween 30-80%6 AMI:
22 (1) Moderate Income Units, which are wnits aveilable to individunls or familics
23 miaking between 80-120% AMIand are sublect 1o price or rent restrictions hetween 80-420% AMI:
24 (E} Middle Income Units, which are units available 1o individuals or familics
25 g making between 120-150%4 AMI and are subject to price or rent restrictions penween 1 20-150% AMI:
j Supondsor Kim
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1 (F1 Market-rate anits, which are units not subject to any deed or regulatory

2 agreement with price restrictions,

3 (G) Housing wnits withdrawn from profected stotiss, fncluding wiis seithdrawn

4 from rent control fexcept those wiits atherwise converted tnfo permanently affirdable howsing),

5 inchuding all units that have been subject (o rent control under the San Francisco Residential Rent

6 1 Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance but that a properly owner removes permanently from the

7 rental market through condominiun conyversion pursyani to Administrative Code Section 37 Ofai(9),

8 | demolition or alterations (including dyeling it mergersh or peomanent removal purswant to

9 | Adwinistrative Code Section 37.9(a)(10) or removal purswant (o the Ellis Act under Administrative
10 . Code Section 37.9(ai(13);
11 (H) Public housinge replacement units and substantially rehabilitated snits
12 through the HOPE SF and Rental Assistonce Demonstration (RAD) programs, as well as other
13 substantial rehabllitation programs managed by MOHCD,
14 - (4} The Housing Balance shall be expressed as a percentage, obtained by dividing the
15 cmdative total of exiremely fow, very low, low and moderate income affordable housing wnits fall
16 tnits 0-1 2054 AME minus the lost profected unigs, by the total mamber of ned ey howsing wnits within
17 3 the Housing Balance Period. The Housing Balance shall also provide iwo caleidations:
18 P (A} the Camudative Housing Balance, consisting of hoysing units that have
18 § already been constrgted (amd received o Temporary Certiffcate of Qecupancy or other certificate that
20 would llow occupancy of the units) within the 10-vear Housing Balance Period, plus those units that
21 | have obtained a site or building permit._A separate calculation of the Cumulative Housing Balance
22 z shall also be provided, Mu;hicfz includes HOPE SF and RAD public housing replacement and
23 2 substandially rebabiltitated units (hut not including peneral rebabilitation / maintenance of public
24 housing or other affordable housing wnits) that have received Temporary Certificates of OQveupancy
25 |

{ Supsrvisor Kim
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1 within the Housing Balance Period, The Heusing Balance Reports will show the Cumulative Housing

P4 Babanee with and vlthout public housing inclnded in the calcnlation; and

3 (B) the Projected Housing Balance, witich shall include auy residential project

4 that has received approval from the Planning Commission or Planning Department _ even if the

5 | housing project has not yet vhigined a site or building perait to conmence construction fexcept qny

8 i enddements that have expired and not been renewed during the Housing Balance period). Master

7 planned entitlements shall not be ineluded In the caleidation wntil Individual building entitlements or

8 || site permits are approved,

9 | () _Bi-annual Housing Balance Reports, Within-30-days-of-the-effective-date-of-this
10 || Section-103By June 1, 2015, the Planning Department shall colenlate the Cumulative gnd Projected -
11| Housing Balanes for the most recent fwo quariers City=wide, by Supervisorial District. Plan Area, and
12} hyneighborhaod Planning Districts, as defined in the cumual [ousing Inventery, and publish it as an
13 ) eqsily visible and qecessible page devoted to Housing Bajance and Monitering and Reporting on the
14 |\ Plaming Department’s website. By August September /st and February March 15t of each year, the
15 | Planing Department.shall publish.and update the Housing Balance Repory, and present this report at
16 i aninformational hearing to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors, as well as to any
17 relevant body with geographic purview over a plan areq upon request, along with the other quarierly
18 || reporting requirements of Administrprive Code Chapter 104, The annual report fo the Board of
19 || Supervisors shall be accepted by resolution of the Board, which resolution shall be introduced
20 | bythe Planning Department. The Howsing Balance Report shall also be incorporated into the
21 Annual Planning (f&mmg‘.v,virm {lousing Hearing and Ansud Report to the Bogrd of Supervisors
22 required in Administrative Code Chapter 104,
23 () Annpal Hearing by Board of Supervisory.
24 () The Board of Supervisors shall hold @ public Housing Bafance hearing on an anual
25 basis by April | of each year, fo conshiler progress fasvards the City's affordable hovsing goals,

Suparvisor Kim
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11 including the goal of @ minimum 33% affordable hovsing to low and moderate income households, ax

2 swell as the City's General Plan Housing Element housing production goals by income catepory. The

3 fiest hearing stall pceur no later than 30 days afler the effective dote of this ordingnee, and by April 1

4 of each year ihereafter.

5 (2} The hearing shall include reporting by the Planning Depariment, which shall present

6 Lhe latest Houslug Bolance Report City-wide amd by Supervisorial District and Plonning Districi; the

7 Mavor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, the Mayor's Office of Econowic and

8 Borkforee Development, the Rent Stabilization Board by the Department of Building Inspection, and

g the City Fronomist on strafesies for gehivying and maintaining o housing bualince in gecordance with
10 San Francisco’s housing production goals. If the Cumndative Housing Balance has fullen below 33% in
11 anawan MOHCD shall determine how puch funding is requdred o bring she Cily into @ minivum
12 3324 Housing Balance and the Muyor shall submit to the Beard of Supervisors a strategy to accomplish
13 the mininon of 33% Housing Balunce, Ciy Departments shall at miningem report on the following
14 isswes relevant to the annual Housing Balance hearing: MOHCD shall report on ihe avmned amd
16 profected progress by income category in accordance with the City s General Plan Houging I:'Enwn!
16 |} housing production goals, projected slmrl{allx_ﬂyi@m i funding cm‘a‘ site control,_and progress
17 foward the City’s Nelghborhood Stabilization goals for acquiring and preseryving the affordability of
18 extsting rental wnits in nelghborhioods with high concentrations of low g moderate fncome
19 ‘ households or historically high levels of evlet fons; the Plaming Deparinent shall repori an cureent
20 gnd proposed zoning and land use palicies that affect the City's General Plan Housing Efement
21 s housing production gogls: the Mayver's Office of Econemic and Workforce Development shall report on
22 ‘ current and proposed major development profects, dedicated public site, and policies that affect the
23 |
24
25
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1 City's General Plan Housing Element howsing production goals; the Rent Board shall report on the
2 withdrawal or addition of rent-controlled units and current or propesed policies that affect these
3 nmbers; the Department of Building Inspection shall renort on the withdrawel or addition of
4 Residential Hotel wnits and current or proposed policies that affect these numbers; and the City
5 Economist shall report on annmual and projected job g‘ rowth I the income categories specified in the
8 Citv's General Plan Housing Element,
7 (3) All reparis and presentation materials from the annual Housing Balance hearing
8 shall be maintained by year for public actess op. the Planning Department s website on its page
9 devoted to Housing Balance Monitoring and Reporting,
10
11 Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after
12 enactment, Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor relums the
13 ordinance unsigned or does nat sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving i, or the Board
14 of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance,
15
16 APPROVED AS TO FORM:
17 DENNIS ;l HERRERA, City Attorney
8 |y (W —
MARLENA BYRNE
19 Deputy City Attomey
20 || niegmnaas20154600086101006068 doc
21
22
23
24
25
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City and County of 8an Francisco Cay bt

Tails

¥ B Casltos B Oootiots Phate
Sag Frantfzco, CA QQH4484

Ordinance

File Number: 150029

Date Passed: Al 21, 2015

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to require the Planning Department to mondor the batance
between now markel rate housing and new affordable housing, and pubiish a bi-annual Housing
Batance Reporl; requirng an annus! hearing 8t the Board of Supervisors on stralegies for achiaving
and maintaining the required housing balance in accordance with San Francisco's housing
preduction goals; and making enviconmenlal findings, Planning Code, Section 302, findings, and
findings of consistency with the General Man, and the eight paority policies of Planning Code,
Section 101.1.

April 08, 2015 Land Use and Transportation Committee ~ AMENDED, AN AMENDMENT

OF THE WHOLE BEARING SAME TITLE

Apri 05, 2015 Land Use and Transportation Committee - RECOMMENDED AS AMENDED

April 14, 2015 Board of Supervisons « PASSED, ON FIRST READING

Ayes: 11 - Avalos, Bread, Campos,
Wienier and Yee

Christensen, Cohen, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Tang,

Aprit 21, 2015 Board of Supervisars - FINALLY PASSED

Ayes: 11 - Avalos, Breed, Campos,
Wienet and Yee

File Mo, 130029

Mayor

g p |

Chﬁsteﬁscn. Cohen, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Tang,

1 horeby cortify that tha foregoing
Ordinance was FINALLY PASSED on
412112015 by the Board of Supervisors of
the City and County of San Francisco.

Ao b Cadu Qs

{  Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

‘H"ﬁ{?@if

Date Approved

Clty and County of Sam Frandus FPage ¢

Priatad of 143 pes on 472215
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APPENDIX B
CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE REPORT No 5 TABLES BY PLANNING DISTRICTS

Table 1A
Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4

Acquisitions Units Total
New i Total X
& Rehabs Removed Entitled Total Net R Cumulative
R . Affordable R Entitled i
Planning Districts R and Small from Affordable | New Units ) Housing
Housing i X i Permitted
. Sites Protected Units Built K Balance
Built . Units
Completed Status Permitted
1 Richmond 170 (569) 54 494 175 | -51.6%
2 Marina 2 24 (180) o2 244 160 | -37.6%
3 Northeast 191 6 (384) 12 756 271 -17.0%
4 Downtown 1,645 851 (119) 304 5,290 2,124 36.2%
5 Western Addition 621 293 (207) 142 1,626 448 40.9%
6 Buena Vista . 190 5 (239) 30 901 437 -1.0%
7 Central 18 (384) - 336 51| -94.6%
8 Mission 345 347 (540) 16 1,496 469 8.5%
9 South of Market 1,844 304 (125) 933 12,113 5,871 16.4%
10 South Bayshore 668 (76) 1 1,559 322 | 31.5%
11 Bernal Heights - 8 (184) - 65 20 | -207.1%
12 South Central 10 (375) 10 110 307 | -85.1%
13 Ingleside 116 (179) - 475 93| -11.1%
14 Inner Sunset - (189) - 93 36 | -146.5%
15 Quter Sunset 10 (432) 7 100 96 | -211.7%
TOTALS 5,830 1,838 (4,182) 1,511 25,658 10,880 13.7%
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Table 1B
Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4

New Acquisitions RAD Units Total Total Expanded
& Rehabs Program & | Removed Entitied Total Net ; P X
A - Affordable } ) Entitled {[Cumulative
Planning Districts . and Small HopeSF from Affordable | New Units . ]
Housing i K . Permitted Housing
K Sites Replacement| Protected Units Built X
Built A N Units Balance
. Completed Units Status Permitted
1 Richmond 170 - 144 (569) 54 494 175 | -30.0%
2 Marina 2 241 138 (180) 2 244 160 -3.5%
3 Northeast 191 6 577 (384) 12| 756 271 39.1%
4 Downtown . 1,645 851 285 (119) 304 5,290 2,124 40.0%
5 Western Addition 621 293 919 (207) 142 1,626 " 448 85.2%
6 Buena Vista 190 5 132 (239) 30 901 437 8.8%
7 Central 18 - 107 (384) - 336 51| -66.9%
8 Mission 345 347 91 (540) 16 1,496 469 13.2%
9 South of Market 1,844 304 276 (125) 933 12,113 5,871 18.0%
10 South Bayshore 668 - 436 (76) 1 1,559 322 54.7%
11 Bernal Heights - 8 268 (184) - 65 20| 108.2%
12 South Central 10 - - (375) 10 110 307 | -85.1%
13 ingleside 116 - - (179) - 475 93! -11.1%
14 Inner Sunset - - 110 (189) ~ 93 36 | -61.2%
15 Outer Sunset 10 - - (432) 7 100 96 | -211.7%
TOTALS 5,830 1,838 3,483 (4,182) 1,511 25,658 10,880 23.2%
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Table 2 ,
Projected Housing Balance Calculation, 2016 Q4

. Very Low Low Total Net New Total- Affordable
BoS District Income Income Moderate TBD Affortflable Units Units as % of
Units Net New Units
1 Richmond - - - - - 19 0.0%
2 Marina - - - - - 20 0.0%
3 Northeast - - 8 - 8 .143 5.6%
4 Downtown - - 96 - 96 2,024 4.7%
5 Western Addition - 65 11 3 79 133 59.4%
6 Buena Vista - - 20 - 20 172 11.6%
7 Central - - - - - 48 0.0%
8 Mission - 5 8 18 31 1,304 2.4%
9 South of Market - 154 13 34 201 3,173 6.3%
10 South Bayshore - 141 168 309 3,032 10.2%
11 Bernal Heights - - ~ - ~ 4 0.0%
12 South Central - - - 1 1 916 0.1%
13 Ingleside - 915 ~ 284 1,199 1,021 117.4%
14 Inner Sunset - - ‘ - - - 36 0.0%
15 Quter Sunset - - - - - 14 0.0%
TOTALS - 1,280 156 508 1,944 12,059 16.1%
Table 3
New Housing Production by Affordability, 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4
Planning Districts Very Low Low Moderate Middle Affzcr’:lzlble TotaI.Net Aj:';a"::_;:'lts
' income Units Units Net Units
1 Richmond 170 - - - 170 494 34.4%
2 Marina ' - - 2 - 2 244 0.8%
3 Northeast 161 2 28 - 191 756 25.3%
4 Downtown 1,048 301 273 23 1,645 5,290 31.1%
5 Western Addition 367 174 80 - 621 1,626 38.2%
6 Buena Vista 72 64 54 - 190 901 21.1%
7 Central - 18 - - 18 336 5.4%
8 Mission 214 62 69 - 345 1,496 23.1%
9 South of Market 858 537 449 - 1,844 12,113 15.2%
10 South Bayshore 284 241 143 - 668 1,559 " 42.8%
11 Bernal Heights - - - - - 65 0.0%
12 South Central - 10 - - 10 110 9.1%
13 Ingleside 70 29 17 - 116 475 24.4%
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 93 0.0%
15 Outer Sunset - - 10 - 10 100 10.0%
TOTALS 3,244 1,438 1,125 23 5,830 25,658 22.7%
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Table 4a
Acquisitions and Rehabilitation of
Affordable Housing, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4

Planning District B::::i:;s '::i::
2 Marina -1 24
4 Downtown 6 826
5 Western Addition 2 290
8 Mission 2 319
9 South of Market 7 301
TOTALS 18 1,760
Table 4b
Small Sites Program Acquisitions — 2015 - 2016
Planning District B:::;i:;s Tjti::
3 Northeast 1 6
4 Downtown 2 25
5 Western Addition 1
6 Buena Vista 1
8 Mission 5 28
9 South of Market 1 3
11 Bernal Heights 2
TOTALS 13 78

SAN FRANCISCO
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Table 5
RAD Affordable Units

SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

. — No of No of
Planning District Buildings Units
1 Richmond 2 144
2 Marina 2 138
3 Northeast 4 577
4 Downtown 3 285
5 Western Addition 8 919
6 Buena Vista 2 132
7 Central 1 107
8 Mission 1 91
9 South of Market 1 276
10 South Bayshore 2 436
11 Bernal Heights 2 268
12 South Central - -
13 Ingleside - -
14 Inner Sunset 1 110
15 Outer Sunset - -
TOTALS 29 3,483
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Table 6
Units Removed from Protected Status, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4

Condo Owner Total Units
Planning District ) Demolition Ellis Out Permanently
Conversion Move-In Lost
1 Richmond 4 31 193 341 569
2 Marina 11 5 35 129 180
3 Northeast 11 11 232 130 384
4 Downtown - 68 47 4 119
5 Western Addition 7 10 63 127 207
6 Buena Vista 4 11 94 130 239
7 Central 17 23 132 212 384
8 Mission 2 33 258 247 540
9 South of Market 3 20 35 67 125
10 South Bayshore - 13 8 55 - 76
11 Bernal Heights 4 28 45 107 184
12 South Central .- 83 39 253 375
13 Ingleside - 40 21 118 179
14 Inner Sunset 6 15 54 114 189
15 Outer Sunset - 87 72 273 432
Totals 69 478 1,328 2,307 4,182
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Table 7

Entitled and Permitted Units, 2017 Q4

. Total
) o Very Low Low Total ) Afft.)rdable
Planning District Moderate TBD Affordable | Net New Units | Units as %

Income fncome Units of Net
New Units
1 Richmond - 50 4 - 54 175 30.9%
2 Marina - - 2 - 2 160 1.3%
3 Northeast - 12 - - 12 271 4.4%
4 Downtown 83 207 14 - 304 2,124 14.3%
5 Western Addition 108 - 34 - 142 448 31.7%
6 Buena Vista - 10 13 30 437 6.9%
7 Central - - ~ - - 51 0.0%
8 Mission - 12 4 - 16 469 3.4%
9 South of Market 152 521 260 - 933 5,871 15.9%
10 South Bayshore - - - 1 322 0.3%
11 Bernal Heights - - - ~ - 20 0.0%
12 South Central - - 10 - 10 307 3.3%
13 Ingleside - - - - - 93 0.0%
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 36 0.0%
15 Outer Sunset - - 7 - 7 96 7.3%
TOTALS 343 812 348 1,511 10,880 13.9%
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Subject: » FW: Worker safety workers rights

From: Jeffrey Juarez [mailto:jeffreyjosejuarez@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 9:39 PM ‘

To: Leung, Vitus (ADM) <Vitus.Leung@sfdpw.org>; h.ramon261@yahoo.com; DPW, (DPW) <DPW@sfdpw.org>;
newstips@foxtv.com; Breed, London (BOS) <london.breed @sfgov.org>; mark.farrel@sfgov.org; 7
malia.Cohen@sfgov.com; Clones@dir.ca.gov; Fewer, Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@SFGOV1.onmicrosoft.com>; Kim,
Jane (BOS) <jane. kim@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary
<hillary.ronen@sfgov.ocrg>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>

Subject: Worlker safety workers rights

From: Jeffrey Juarez

1227 Hampshire Street

San Francisco, CA

To: Department of Public Works
2323 Cesar Chavez St

San Francisco, CA

I am writing to express my sincere opposition against Supervisor [l, Nathaniel Mansker, for the Department of
Public Works.

| was terminated 2/22/16 hired as permanent 7514 clarification terminated while on probation. My professional
experience is with the Department of Transportation operator 2 classification

As a native San Franciscan and having past experience as a laborer for the Department of Transportation; |
know that my safety was jeopardized on a daily basis and my rights and my co-workers rights were violated.
The City and the Department cut corners in many ways. By not ordering the proper disposal of syringes, not
giving workers sufficient lighting for working in dark alleyways, i was not provided with safety blue suits nor rain
gear in my size but still having to work with excrement.

DPW NOT PROVIDING workers with safety boots, not rain boots, but actual work boots in case of a disaster.
Many workers including supervisors were not given boots in a reasonable matter of time DPW should have the
record of proof of purchase and the time workers were hired for verification. Workers safety and the public’s
safety were subject to danger in my experience under Nathaniel Mansker. This was a program Nathaniel
planned out and set up specific safety regulations with the approval of DPW to protect workers. Nathaniel did
not operate with in company policy nor did he set the example as a leader to insure workers safety1st nor did
Nathaniel set the example by training other supervisors on probation to operate with in company policy and to
respect the

M.O.U. agreed by the city and county of San Francisco.

| witnessed how Nathaniel Mansker makes his own rules as working through breaks, not picking up syringes,
not listening to workers concerns about their safety, not exercising safety tailgates enough working in nights,
working in dark alleyways.




not feeling the need to work and help get the job done as a team member to help workers not feel over
exhausted.

It is the up most importance the Department understands and comes to terms for the neglect that i speak of
that workers safety is their obligation to protect workers.

not providing protective blue suits to employees to protect them when working cleaning excrement and
exposure to bed bugs does not only affect the worker but his household and family.

The suits are disposable and intended for one time use only. | was not provided with blue suits. | withessed my
co-worker reuse the same suit because none were available. Mansker cut corners on safety and proper
training. For example, workers were not given training on how to safely work around trailers attached to a work
truck. Blue sheets were not given to laborers to document the work progress being made,

Blue work sheets were given only to the truck operators to manipulate when actual breaks were taken
instructed by Nathaniel Mansker.

Under Nathaniel Mansker we did not operate under the memorandum of Understanding Contract for Laborer
Union 261 Bargaining Agreement.

Nathaniel Mansker has shown incompetence with his inability to properly train other working supervisors on
probation. Mansker failed to strengthen trust with his labor team.

| believe my termination was due to my questioning of his unsafe practices and asking for breaks making me
feel as a less of a worker.

| will not stand by in fear to hear my coworkers concerns amongst ourselves. | will not give up my voice when |
see workers and personally experience the inability to safely perform our job duties.

Mansker is a morally unethical personality. He finds it amusing to photograph derelict individuals in various
unfortunate circumstances; that is, while nude, sleeping, sick or defecating. He believes it is comical and
shows these photos to other employees. This is hot humorous or interesting- it is disgusting and unscrupulous
to humiliate the downtrodden population of people in San Francisco.

When having a Supervisory position, as Mansker holds this position, the least he can do is be respectful to his
fellow man if he cannot act in a morally human way and be respectful of the company and his position

Injustice anywhere is a threat to justice everywhere.
Martin Luther king Jr.

Sincerest regards,

Jeffrey J. Juarez





