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II. Neighborhood Character

DESIGN PRINCIPLE: Design buildings to be
responsive to the overall neighborhood context, in
order to preserve the existing visual character.

Most residents live in areas that are distinct neighborhoods. Many
neighborhoods have defining characteristics such as street trees,
buildings with common scales and architectural elements, and
residential and commercial uses that make the neighborhood
identifiable and an enriching place to be. The neighborhood is
generally considered as that area around a home that can easily be
traversed by foot. Neighborhoods may also be defined by natural or
man-made elements such as parks, streets and hilltops.

NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT

Though each building will have its own unique features, proposed
projects must be responsive to the overall neighborhood context.

A sudden change in the building pattern can be visually disruptive.
Development must build on the common thythms and elements of
architectural expression found in a neighborhood. In evaluating a
project’s compatibility with neighborhood character, the buildings on
the same block face are analyzed. However, depending on the issues
relevant to a particular project, it may be appropriate to consider a
larger context.

Neighborhood patterns that are important to the character of the
neighborhood include:

*  The block pattern: Most buildings are one piece of
a larger block where buildings define the main streets,
leaving the center of the block open for rear yards and
open space. Some blocks are bisected by mid-block alleys
where service functions that detract from the public
pedestrian environment, such as garage entries, trash
collection, and utilities, are located.

*  The lot pattern: Residential blocks are typically made up

of narrow and deep lots (25’ x 100°), creating uniform
building pattern, with a pedestrian scale.

Neighborhood Character 7
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Immediate Context: When
considering the immediate context
of a project, the concern is how
the proposed project relates to the
adjacent buildings.

Broader Neighborhood Context:
When considering the broader
context of a project, the concern is
how the proposed project relates
to the visual character and scale
created by other buildings in the
general vicinity.
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Corner Lot Context: When considering
the context of a corner lot, the concern
is how the proposed project relates
to buildings on both streets near the
intersection.

WHAT IS THE CHARACTER OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD?
Defined Visual Character

GUIDELINE: In areas with a defined visual character,
design buildings to be compatible with the patterns
and architectural features of surrounding buildings.

On some block faces, there is a strong visual character defined

by buildings with compatible siting, form, proportions, texture

and architectural details. On other blocks, building forms and
architectural character are more varied, yet the buildings still have a
unified character. In these situations, buildings must be designed to
be compatible with the scale, patterns and architectural features of
surrounding buildings, drawing from elements that are common to

the block.

This block face has a strong visual character because of the uniform width and height of the
buildings on the block, compatible building details, and consistent placement of features such as
entries and bays.

Neighborhood Character
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The buildings on this block have a variety of building forms and details, however the
overall building scale is uniform, helping to define the block’s visual character.

Mixed Visual Character

GUIDELINE: In areas with a mixed visual character,
design buildings to help define, unify and contribute
positively to the existing visual context.

Some block faces do not have an apparent overriding visual character,
or the character may be mixed or changing. When no clear pattetn

is evident on a block face, a designer has a greater opportunity and
responsibility to help define, unify, and contribute positively to the
existing visual context. Designs should draw on the best features

of surrounding buildings. Existing incompatible or poorly designed
buildings on the block face do not free the designer from the
obligation to enhance the area through sensitive development.
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With a variety of building scales, forms and details, this block has a mixed visual character.

10 Residential Design Guidelines: December 2003
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III. Site Design

DESIGN PRINCIPLE: Place the building on its site
so it responds to the topography of the site, its
position on the block, and to the placement of
surrounding buildings.

Site design relates to how a building is placed on the site. [t
establishes how the building addresses the street and surrounding
buildings. In designing the building on a site, the topography of the
site and its location on the block must be considered. A property
on a sloping site will have a different form than one on a flat site, as
will a building on a corner rather than in the middle of the block.
Other factors in site design include the site’s relationship to adjacent
properties and the location of front, side and rear yards.

TOPOGRAPHY

Guideline: Respect the topography of the site and
the surrounding area.

New buildings and additions to existing buildings cannot disregard or
significantly alter the existing topography of a site. The surrounding
context guides the manner in which new structures fit into the
streetscape, particularly along slopes and hills. This can be achieved
by designing the building so it follows the topography in a manner
similar to surrounding buildings.

These buildings respect the topography of the surrounding area by stepping
down to the street. This is reinforced by garages at the street edge, elevated
building entrances and setbacks to the mass of the buildings.

Site Design 11
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the overall thythm of the streetscape. In designing the front setback,
consider the following measures; other measures may also be
apptopriate depending on the circumstances of a particular project:

» Articulate the facade with well-defined building entrances and
projecting and recessed facade features that will establish a
thythm and add visual intetest to the block face.

»  Articulate the front facade in “steps” to create a transition
between adjacent buildings.

*  Avoid creating blank walls at the front setback that detract
from the street composition.

Similatly, a proposed project may be located next to a historic or
architecturally significant building that is set back from the street ot
is on a wider lot with front and side gardens. The front setback of
the proposed project must respect the historic building’s setbacks
and open space. Additionally, the front setback must serve to protect
historic features of the adjacent historic building.

The subject building unifies adjacent buildings
with an appropriate front setback, landscaping
and finished building materials.

The subject building uses an alternative method
of averaging the front setback (Planning Code
Section 132(b}) to unify the streetscape.

Site Design

13
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With an encroachment
permit from the
Department of Public
Works, planting can be
provided in front of a
building without a setback

Planning Code
Section 132(g)
requires that 20%

of the required front
setback area be
unpaved and devoted
to plant material.

Planning Code Section
133 requires setbacks
in RH-1(D) Districts
only. Planning Code
Section 136 limits
projections into the side
yard to three feet or

1/6 of the required side
yard, whichever is less.

On properties where there is no front setback, landscaping is still
encouraged. Planting opportunities include the following:

*  Provide street trees.

* At the ground level, incorporate planters into porches,
stairways and recessed building entrances.

* At the upper levels, incorporate planters on decks and
balconies.

» Install trellises on the front facade.

The use of native vegetation or climate appropriate plantings is
encouraged. Consider irrigation and maintenance issues in selecting
plant materials. When outdoor lighting is incorporated in the front
setback, provide lighting that is energy efficient and is shielded to
avoid excess glare.

SIDE SPACING BETWEEN BUILDINGS

GUIDELINE: Respect the existing pattern
of side spacing.

Side spacing is the distance between adjacent buildings. In many
cases, only a portion of the building is set back from the side. Side
spacing helps establish the individual character of each building while
creating a thythm to the composition of a proposed project. Projects
must respect the existing pattern of side spacing.

Site Design
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VIEWS

GUIDELINE: Protect major public views from public
spaces.

The Urban Design Element of the General Plan calls for the
protection of major public views in the City, with particular attendon
to those of open space and water. Protect major views of the City

as seen from public spaces such as streets and parks by adjusting the
massing of proposed development projects to reduce or eliminate
adverse impacts on public view sheds. The General Plan, Planning
Code and these Guidelines do not provide for protecting views from
private property.

Views from public areas, such as parks, are protected. The massing of
this building impacts the view from the public park.

Residential Design Guidelines: December 2003
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The Urban Design
Element identifies
streets that are
important for their
quality of views (page
1.5.16) and identifies
outstanding and unique
areas that contribute to
San Francisco’s visual
form and character
(page 1.5.25).
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IV. Building Scale And Form

DESIGN PRINCIPLE: Design the building’s
scale and form to be compatible with that of
surrounding buildings, in order to preserve
neighborhood character.

BUILDING SCALE

GUIDELINE: Design the scale of the building
to be compatible with the height and depth of
surrounding buildings.

The building scale is established primarily by its height and depth.

It is essential for a building’s scale to be compatible with that of
surrounding buildings, in order to preserve the neighborhood
character. Poorly scaled buildings will seem incompatible (too large or
small) and inharmonious with their surroundings.

A building that is larger than its neighbors can still be in scale and
be compatible with the smaller buildings in the area. It can often be
made to look smaller by facade articulations and through setbacks to
upper floors. In other cases, it may be necessary to reduce the height
or depth of the building,

Subject building

This building is out of scale with surrounding buildings
because it is not articulated to make it more compatible
with the scale of surrounding two-story homes.

Building Scale and Form



A fourth story setback
and facade articulations
make the building more
compatible with the
scale of surrounding
buildings.

’—— Subject building

I-DEVINCENZI4

Building Scale at the Street
GUIDELINE: Design the height and depth of the
building to be compatible with the existing building
scale at the street.
If a proposed building is taller than surrounding buildings, or a new _
floor is being added to an existing building, it may be neéessary to Refer to Planning

. o . > o Code Section 130,
modify the building height or depth to maintain the existing scale 136 and 250 for
at the street. By making these modifications, the visibility of the setbacks, permitted
upper floor is limited from the street, and the upper floor appears obstructions and
subordinate to the primary facade. The key is to design a building height fimits.
that complements other buildings on the block and does not stand
out, even while displaying an individual design.

Subject building
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A partial third-story setback
provides a transitional
height to the adjacent two-
story building and maintains
the scale of the buildings at
the street level.

24 Residential Design Guidelines: December 2003
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In modifying the height and depth of the building, consider the
following measures; other measures may also be appropriate
depending ou the circumstances of a particular project:

+  Set back the upper story. The recommended setback for
additions is 15 feet from the front building wall.

+  Fliminate the building parapet by using a fire-rated roof with
a 6-inch curb.

«  Provide a sloping roofline whenever appropriate.

+ Eliminate the upper story.

On this block face of two-
story buildings, it is possible

to preserve the building scale
at the street by setting back
the third floor. However,
an additional setback for a
proposed fourth floor is not
sufficient. The fourth floor must
be eliminated to respect the

neighborhood scale.
Subject building

The three-story scale of the |
block face is maintained by EB E
setting the fourth floor back L W ( ‘.
so it is subordinate the to the iy i selh
primary facade. _ o LT —

oo (T T]

Building Scale at the Mid-Block Open Space

GUIDELINE: Design the height and depth of the
building to be compatible with the existing building
scale at the mid-block open space.

Rear yards provide open space for the residences to which they are
artached, and they collectively contribute to the mid-block open space
that is visible to most residents of the block. This visual open space
can be a significant community amenity.

Building Scale and Form
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BUILDING FORM

GUIDELINE: Design the building’s form to be
compatible with that of surrounding buildings.

Building form is the three-dimensional shape of the building. The
clements of building form include the width and proportions of the
facade and the shape of the roofline. Though the Planning Code
establishes the maximum building envelope by dictating setbacks
and heights, the building must also be compatible with the form of
surrounding buildings.

Facade Width

GUIDELINE: Design the building’s facade width to
be compatible with those found on surrounding
buildings.

Most building widths are related to the lot width, typically 25 feet.
This uniform building width contributes to the overall character

of the neighborhood and the scale of buildings within the area.
Therefore, it is very important to respect the facade widths typically
found in the neighbothood. If a project is located on a site that is
wider than usual, articulate the facade to respect traditional facade
widths. For example, a facade may be broken into separate forms that
match the widths of surrounding buildings. Design this articulation
to be substantive, not merely be a surface treatment.

A ' 1L

JL Subject building

Although this building is twice the width of surrounding buildings, it has been
designed to have two gabled forms, similar in width to other buildings.

28 Residential Design Guidelines: December 2003
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Proportions

GUIDELINE: Design the building’s proportions to
be compatible with those found on surrounding
buildings.

Proportions are the dimensional relatonships among the building’s
features, and typically involve the relationship between the height
and width of building features. A building’s proportions are evident
in the Aloor-to-floor heights of a building, the size and placement
of windows and doorts, and the scale of features such as porches,
cornices and bay windows. Building features must be proportional
not only to other features on the building, but also to the features
found on surrounding buildings.

2 :d == S\ |) o "(w: I_l7<

[

¥ . ===
i

o
=

The horizontal emphasis of this building’s windows and the lack of
facade articulation results in a building that disrupts the character of the
street and is inconsistent with the proportions of surrounding buildings.

Through the use of vertical oriented windows, the proposed building has
proportions similar to surrounding buildings.

Building Scale and Form
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V. Architectural Features

DESIGN PRINCIPLE: Design the building’s
architectural features to enhance the visual and
architectural character of the neighborhood.

Architectural features add visual interest to a building, and provide
relief by breaking up a building’s mass. Architectural features include
building projections such as bay windows, porches, garage structures,
rooftop forms, and building entrances. They are a significant
component of the architectural character for both the building and
the neighborhood.

In designing architectural features, it is important to consider the
type, placement and size of architectural features on surrounding
buildings, and to use features that enhance the visual and architectural
character of the neighborhood. Architectural features that are

not compatible with those commonly found in the neighborhood

are discouraged. Many architectural features are permitted as
obstructions in the front or rear yard under Planning Code Section
136; however many architectural features may also be located within
the buildable area of the lot.

BUILDING ENTRANCES

GUIDELINE: Design buiiding entrances to
enhance the connection between the public realm
of the street and sidewalk and the private realm
of the building.

Building entrances are an important building feature, providing the
connection between the public realm of the street and sidewalk, and
the private realm of the building. A well-designed building entrance
will appear welcoming and inviting to the pedestrian, making the
neighborhood a pleasant place to live. In addition to the doorway
itself, the entry may be comptised of stairways, landings, porches, and
other elements.

Architectural Features

31
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character of the neighborhood. The use of decorative brackets, eaves,
dentils, cornices, columns and capitals, for example, should come
from an awareness of the evolution of such building elements and of
their original structural function: columns hold up buildings, brackets
support overhangs, etc. Do not use detail that makes the building
stand out as excessively plain or overly decorated, or that results in
building facades designed as replicas of historic buildings. Ornament
that has been carelessly tacked on to the facade of a building can
cause architectural disotder, and will appear superficial and cluttered.

A relatively flat facade with little articulation and detail will
be inconsistent in an area that has a high degree of facade
ornamentation. Likewise, if the detailing on buildings in the
neighbothood is simple and restrained, adding a great deal of
ornament s discouraged.

A building with no detail looks out of place on a This building has added details around the windows
block face with rich detailing. and building entries, making it more compatible
with other buildings on the block face.

WINDOWS

GUIDELINE: Use windows that contribute to

the architectural character of the building Planning Code Section
and the neighborhood. 136(c)(2) requires that the

glass areaon a projecting
bay window be equal to

S . o1 at least 50 percent of the
establishing the architectural character of the building and the vertical surfaces on the bay.

neighborhood. Windows provide human scale and emphasize the
proportions of a building. They are also a link between the inside
private space and the outdoor public space. The proportions,
features and materials of a building’s windows articulate the
architectural rhythm along the block-face and contribute to the

Windows are one of the most important decorative features,

building’s sensc of mass.

44 Residential Design Guidefines: December 2003
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EXTERIOR MATERIALS

GUIDELINE: The type, finish, and quality of a
building’s materials must be compatible with those
used in the surrounding area.

When choosing building materials, look at the types of materials that
_ , are used in the neighborhood, and how those materials are applied
For more information about 4 detailed. Ensure that the type and finish of these matetials
green building design and a etatied. finsure that fe type and nos v X
construction, see the “Green complement those used in the surrounding area, and that the quality
Building Guidelines” at is comparable to that of surrounding buildings. In neighborhoods
www.sfenvironment.org. with uniform materials, it is best to utilize the same materials. For
example, 2 shingled house would not fit in with a row of stucco
houses.
For in.formation on Use material finishes that are compatible with those of surrounding
sustainable materials buildings. If the material dominantly painted wood siding ot
and the reuse of building _ gs- 1t ¢ ma gna s are predominan Y_P . 8
materials as part of new shingles, a stained finish may not be compatible. Masonry (brick and

construction, contact the San  stone) that is not painted should be left unpainted.
Francisco Department of the
Environment at 355-3700 or

X Also consider the visual qualities of a material, such as a smooth ot
www.sfenvironment.org.

rough texture. For example, in choosing masonry, the color and size
of the bricks or stone may be a factor. Wood siding is available in

a variety of widths and styles. Stucco may be smooth or rough, ot
scored to look like stone. Choosing among the varieties of a specific
material is as important as choosing among the materials themselves.
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This unpainted shingled building is not compatible with the painted stucco of surrounding buildings.

Building Details
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San Francisco General Plan
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that involve several blocks should always be made as part of
a community based planning process.

Any new community based planning processes should
be initiated in partnership with the neighborhood, and
involve the full range of City stakeholders. The process
should be initiated by the Board of Supervisors, with the
support of the District Supervisor, through their adoption
of the Planning Departmenc’s or other oversecing agency’s
work program; and the scope of the process should be ap-
proved by the Planning Commission. To assure that the
Planning Department, and other agencies involved in land
use approvals conduct adequate community outreach, any
changes to land use policies and controls that result from the
community planning process may be proposed only after
an open and publicly noticed process, after review of a draft
plan and environmental review, and with comprehensive
opportunity for community input. Proposed changes must
be approved by the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors at a duly noticed public hearing. Additionally,
the Department’s Work Program allows citizens to know
what areas are proposed for community planning. The
Planning Department should use the Work Program as a
vehicle to inform the public abou all of its activities, and
should publish and post the Work Program to its webpage,
and make it available for review at the Department.

POLICY 1.5

Consider secondary units in community planning
processes where there is neighborhood support and
when other neighborhood goals can be achieved,
especially if that housing is made permanently
affordable to lower-income households.

Secondary units (in-law” or “granny units”) are smaller
dwelling units within a structure containing another much
larger unit(s), frequently in basements, using space that is
surplus to the primary dwelling. Secondary units represent
asimple and cost-effective method of expanding the hous-
ing supply. Such units could be developed to meet the
needs of seniors, people with disabilities and others who,
because of modest incomes or lifestyles, prefer or need
small units art relacively low rents.

Within a community planning process, the City may ex-
plore where secondary units can occur without adversely
affecting the exterior appearance of the building, or in the
case of new construction, where they can be accommodated

I-DEVINCENZI4

within the permitted building envelope. The process may
also examine further enhancing the existing amnesty pro-
gram where existing secondary units can be legalized. for
example-through-anamnesey-progranm that requires-Such
enhancements would allow building owners to increase
theirsafety and habitability of their units. Secondary units

should be limited in size to control their impact.

POLICY 1.6

Consider greater flexibility in number and size

of units within established building envelopes in
community based planning processes, especially
if it can increase the number of affordable units in
multi-family structures.

In San Francisco, housing density standards have tradi-
tionally been set in terms of numbers of dwelling units in
proportion to the size of the building lot. For example, in
an RM-1 district, one dwelling unit is permitted for each
800 square feet of lot area. This limitation generally applies
regardless of the size of the unit and the number of people
likely to occupy it. Thus a small studio and a large four-
bedroom apartment both count as a single unit. Setting
density standards encourages larger units and is particularly
tailored for lower density neighborhoods consisting pri-
marily of one- or two-family dwellings. However, in some
areas which consist mostly of taller apartments and which
are well served by transit, the volume of the building rather
than number of units might more appropriately control

the density.

Within a community based planning process, the City
may consider using the building envelope, as established
by height, bulk, ser back, parking and other Code require-
ments, to regulate the maximum residential square footage,
rather than density controls that are not consistent with ex-
isting patterns. In setting allowable residential densities in
established neighborhoods, consideration should be given
to the prevailing building type in the surrounding area
so that new development does not detract from existing
character. In some areas, such as RH-1 and RH-2, existing
height and bulk patterns should be maintained to protect
neighborhood character.




open space purposes by providing major tax deductions; a
similar program could be developed for charitable contri-
bution of land for housing purposes.

POLICY 7.5

Encourage the production of affordable housing
through process and zoning accommodations,
and prioritize affordable housing in the review and
approval processes.

Public processing time, staffing, and fees related to Ciry
approval make up a considerable portion of affordable
housing development costs. The City should expedite the
review process and procedures as appropriate; to reduce
overall development costs and increase the performance of
public investment in affordable housing.

Local planning, zoning, and building codes should be
applied to all new development, however when quality of
life and life safety standards can be maintained zoning ac-
commodations should be made for permanently affordable
housing. For example exceptions to specific requirements
including open space requirements, exposure requirements,
or density limits, where they do nort affect neighborhood
quality and meet with applicable design standards, includ-
ing neighborhood specific design guideline, can facilitate
the development of affordable housing. Current City
policy allows affordable housing developers to pursue these
zoning accommodations through rezoning and application
of a Special Use District (SUD).

City review and approval of affordable housing projects
should be improved to reduce costly delays. Affordable
housing projects already receive Priority Application
Processing chrough coordination with the Planning
Department, Department of Building Inspection, and
Departmenr of Public Works. This process could be further
enhanced by designating a planner(s) to coordinate govern-
mental activities related to affordable housing,

POLICY 7.6

Acquire and rehabilitate existing housing to
maximize effective use of affordable housing
resources.

The city’s existing housing stock provides a resource which
can be used to fulfill a number of affordable housing needs.

I-DEVINCENZI4

The City should pursue and facilitate programs that en-
able households to better access existing housing stock.
By acquiring and rehabilitating such units, the City can
use affordable housing funds in a cost-effective way that
provides stability in existing low-income neighborhoods,
where units may be ar risk of poor safety or conversion.
Such housing acquisition and rehabilitation should happen
only on a voluntary basis, and must not displace occupants.

San Francisco should also explore opportunities to take
advantage of projects that are delayed, abandoned or are
on the market. Having a readily accessible pool of fund-
ing available for purchase of such projects would enable
affordable housing developers to take over the land and
entitlements of such projects. The City should explore a
number of options to assist in securing these opportunities
for permanently affordable housing, co-ops or land-trust
housing, including subsidies, affordable housing programs,
new tax incentives or government intervention.

POLICY 7.7

Suppert housing for middie income households,
especially through programs that do not require a
direct public subsidy.

Market rate housing in the-Ettyof San Francisco is gener-
ally avaifabte affordable to households making at-orabove
180% of median income or above. Affordable housing
programs, including City subsidized affordable housing
and inclusionary housing, are provided to households at
orbetow making 120% of median income or below. This
leaves a gap of housing options for households in berween
those two categories, referred to as “middle income” house-
holds and defined for the purposes of this Housing Ele-
ment as housingaffordableto-households making between
120 and 150% of median income. Unfulfilled demand for
middle income housing impacts the supply and pressure
on housing stock for lower income households.

San Francisco prioritizes fedetal, state, and local subsidies
for lower income households; therefore the City should
support innovative market-based programs and practices
that enable middle income housing opportunities. Creating
smaller and less expensive unit types that are “affordable by
design” can assist in providing units to households falling
in this gap. Development strategies that reduce construc-
tion costs, such as pre-fabricated housing and other low
cost construction types can decrease overall housing costs,
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Planning Department review of projects and development
of guidelines should build on adopted local controls, in-
cluding recently adopted Area Plans, neighborhood specific
design guidelines, and historic preservation district docu-
ments. Planning staff should be aware of, and be a resource
for, on-going individual community efforts that support
good planning principles, such as neighborhood-specific
Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&R’s) and
design guidelines. New development and alterations or
additions to existing structures in these neighborhoods
should refer to these controls in concert with the citywide
Residential Design Guidelines, although only those guid-
ing documents approved by the Planning Commission
may be legally enforced by Planning staff. Also projects in
historic preservation districts should refer to related design
documents.

POLICY 11.3

Ensure growth is accommodated without
substantially and adversely impacting existing
residential neighborhood character.

Accommodation of growth should be achieved without
damaging existing residential neighborhood character. In
community plan areas, this means development projects
should adhere to adopted policies, design guidelines and
community review procedures. In existing residential
neighborhoods, this means development projects should
defer to the prevailing height and bulk of the area.

To ensure character is not impacred, the City should
continue to use community planning processes to direct
growth and change according to a community-based vi-
sion. The Planning Department should utilize residential
design guidelines, neighborhood specific design guidelines,
and other documents describing a specific neighborhoods
character as guideposts to determine compatibility of pro-
posed projects with existing neighborhood character.

The Department should support the adoption of neigh-
borhood-specific design standards in order to enhance or
conserve neighborhood character, provided those guide-
lines are consistent with overall good-planning principles
and help foster a more predictable, more timely, and less
costly pre-development process. To this end, the Depart-
ment should develop official procedures for submittal of
neighborhood-initiated design guidelines, for review by
Department staff, and for adoption or endorsement.

I-DEVINCENZI4
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POLICY 11.4

Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to
a generalized residential land use and density plan
and the General Plan.

Current zoning districts result in land use and density pat-
terns shown on the accompanying Generalized Permitted
Housing Densities by Zoning District, Map 6; and the ac-
companying table illustrating those densiries, Table 1-64, in
Part 1 of the Housing Element. The parameters contained
in the Planning Code under each zoning districts can help
ensure that new housing does not overcrowd or adversely
affect the prevailing character of existing neighborhoods.
The City’s current zoning districts conform to this map and
provide clarity on land use and density throughout the city.
When proposed zoning map amendments are considered
as part of the Department’s community planning efforts,
they should conform generally to these this map, although
minor variations consistent with the general land use and
density policies may be appropriate. They should also
conform to the other objectives and policies of the General
Plan.

POLICY 11.5

Ensure densities in established residential areas
promote compatibility with prevailing neighborhood
character.

Residential density controls should reflect prevailing build-
ing types in established residential neighborhoods. Par-
ticularly in RH-1 and RH-2 areas, prevailing height and
bulk patterns should be maintained to protect neighbor-
hood character. Other strategies to maintain and protect
neighborhood character should also be explored, including
“neighborhood livability initiatives” that could examine
guidelines and principles to preserve what is beloved about
the area. Such an initiative could result in strategies to
improve the appearance and accessibility of neighborhood
commercial districts, or neighborhood specific design

guidelines for specific RH-1 and RH-2neighborhoods.
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

. . 1650 Mission St.
Preliminary Project Assessment Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Date: Thursday, July 14, 2016 i
Reception:
Case No.: 2015-014028PPA 415.558.6378
Project Address: 3333 California Street Fax:
Block/Lot: 1032/003 415.558.6409
Zoning: RM-1 (Residential, Low-Density) Planning
40-X intormation:
415.558.6377

Project Sponsor:  Don Bragg c/o Prado Group
150 Post Street, Suite 320
San Francisco, CA 94108
415-857-9324

Staff Contact: Brittany Bendix - 415-575-9114
Brittany.bendix@sfgov.org

DISCLAIMERS:

This Preliminary Project Assessment (PPA) letter provides feedback to the project sponsor from the
Planning Department regarding the proposed project described in the PPA application submitted on
March 29, 2016, as summarized below. This PPA letter identifies Planning Department review
requirements for the proposed project, including those related to environmental review, approvals,
neighborhood notification and public outreach, the Planning Code, project design, and other general
issues of concern for the project. Please be advised that the PPA application does not constitute an
application for development with the Planning Department. The PPA letter also does not represent a
complete review of the proposed project, does not grant a project approval of any kind, and does not in
any way supersede any required Planning Department approvals listed below.

The Planning Department may provide additional comments regarding the proposed project once the
required applications listed below are submitted. While some approvals are granted by the Planning
Department, some are at the discretion of other bodies, such as the Planning Commission or Historic
Preservation Commission. Additionally, it is likely that the project will require approvals from other City
agencies such as the Department of Building Inspection, Public, Works, the Municipal Transportation
Agency, Department of Public Health, San Francisco Public Utlities Commission, and others. The
information included herein is based on the PPA application and plans, the Planning Code, General Plan,
Planning Department policies, and local/state/federal regulations as of the date of this document, all of
which are subject to change.
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Preliminary Project Assessment Case No. 2015-014028PPA
3333 California Street

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

PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPROVALS:

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

1. Rezoning. As indicated in the ‘Preliminary Project Comments’ below, various aspects of the project
conflict with both the current RM-1 Zoning of the site, as well as City Planning Commission
Resolution No. 4109. The Preliminary Project Assessment application indicates the intent of the
property owner to pursue a rezoning, potentially to an NC District. Additionally, as noted in the
comments below, a Special Use District overlay to the current RM-1 District may also be a potential
path for rezoning. In either case, rezoning of the property requires approval by the Board of
Supervisors.

2. Height District Reclassification. As indicated in the ‘Preliminary Project Comments’ below, various
components of the project exceed the current 40 foot height limit. Accordingly, a height district

reclassification of the property must be sought. This also requires approval by the Board of
Supervisors.

3. Conditional Use. Because the project may seek a rezoning to an NC District, the Code analysis below
takes into consideration requirements related to the current RM-1 District, in addition to NC-1, NC-2,
NC-3 and NC-S Districts. Depending on the applicable zoning, the following elements of the project
may require Conditional Use Authorization by the Planning Commission: development of a building
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Preliminary Project Assessment Case No. 2015-014028PPA
3333 California Street

more than 50 feet tall in an RM-1 District, establishment of an ‘Other Entertainment Use' in an NC-1
District; establishment of an ‘Administrative Service Use in an NC-3 or NC-S District; establishment
of an ‘Automobile Parking’ use in NC-1, NC-2, and NC-3 Districts; and, the Development of Large
Lots in NC-1, NC-2, or NC-3 Districts. Additionally, through the Conditional Use Authorization
process, the project may seek modifications to the front setback, rear yard, open space, and street
frontage requirements of the Planning Code, as a Planned Unit Development pursuant to Section 304.

4. An Office Allocation from the Planning Commission is required per Planning Code Section 321 et
seq. to establish more than 25,000 gross square feet of new office space.

5. A Shadow Analysis is required under Planning Code Section 295 as the project proposes building
heights in excess of 40 feet, as measured by the Planning Code. A shadow analysis, attached,
indicates that the project may cast new shadow on Laurel Hill Playground, which is under the
jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Department. As a result the project requires that a shadow
analysis must be performed per Planning Code Section 295. Please note that this preliminary analysis
reflects the maximum building height (plus mechanical features) as applied to the entire lot.

6. A General Plan Referral application is required for the lot line adjustment of the Masonic Avenue
property line.

7. A Building Permit Application is required for the proposed demolition of the existing structure(s)
on the subject property.

8. A Building Permit Application is required for the proposed alteration of the existing structure(s) on
the subject property.

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

Conditional Use Authorization, Office Allocation, Shadow Analysis and General Plan Referral
applications are available in the Planning Department lobby at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, at the
Planning Information Center at 1660 Mission Street, and online at www.sfplanning.org. Building Permit

applications are available at the Department of Building Inspection at 1660 Mission Street.

NEIGHBORHOOD NOTIFICATIONS AND PUBLIC OUTREACH:

Project Sponsors are encouraged, and in some cases required, to conduct public outreach with the
surrounding community and neighborhood groups early in the development process. Additionally,
many approvals require a public hearing with an associated neighborhood notification. Differing levels of

neighborhood notification are mandatory for some or all of the reviews and approvals listed above.
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Preliminary Project Assessment Case No. 2015-014028PPA
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In addition to neighborhood notification as required per Planning Code Section 311 (or 312), this project
is required to conduct a Pre-Application meeting with surrounding neighbors and registered
neighborhood groups before a development application may be filed with the Planning Department. The
Pre-Application packet, which includes instructions and template forms, is available at
www.sfplanning.org under the “Permits & Zoning” tab. All registered neighborhood group mailing lists
are available online at www.sfplanning.org under the “Resource Center” tab.

Notification of a Project Receiving Environmental Review. Notice may be required to be sent to
occupants of the project site and properties adjacent to the project site, as well as to owners and, to the
extent feasible, occupants of properties within 300 feet of the project site at the initiation of the
environmental review process. Please be prepared to provide mailing addresses on a CD upon request
during the environmental review process.

PRELIMINARY PROJECT COMMENTS:

The following comments address specific Planning Code and other general issues that may substantially
impact the proposed project.

1. RM-1, NC and Special Use Districts. The project proposes a combination of residential, office,
commercial parking, retail and entertainment uses. Of these proposed land use categories, only
residential uses are currently permitted in the existing RM-1 District. Accordingly, pursuing the
project as proposed would require a rezoning of the subject property. The project description
provided in the Preliminary Project Assessment application indicates the owner’s interest in pursuing
arezoning of the property to an NC (Neighborhood Commercial) District, but does not specify which
type of NC District. The four general NC Districts in Article 7 of the Planning Code are as follows:
NC-1 (Neighborhood Commercial Cluster) District, NC-2 (Small-Scale Neighborhood Commercial)
District, NC-3 (Moderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial) District, and NC-S (Neighborhood
Commercial Shopping Center District). The applicable land use controls for each proposed use are
noted below and will be discussed, as relevant, in each forthcoming Planning Code requirement. The
Project Sponsor is encouraged to match the proposal to the most appropriate district; however, a
Special Use District overlay on RM or NC Zoning may be a preferred approach. For example, the
California Street and Presidio Avenue — Community Center Special Use District, directly north of the
subject property, is a hybrid of the RM-1 District and Sacramento Street Neighborhood Commercial
District zoning controls. Ultimately, any such rezoning effort must be reviewed and approved by the
Board of Supervisors. The Department strongly encourages the continued collaboration with the
neighboring communities, as well as the District Supervisor, to determine the most appropriate
zoning district.

a. Residential Uses. The project proposes residential uses throughout the property. All four
general NC Districts principally permit residential uses subject to other requirements noted
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in Articles 1.2, 1.5 and 2 of the Planning Code such as density, open space, parking, unit

exposure, and buildable area constraints.

b. Retail Uses. The project proposes retail uses throughout the property. ‘Other Retail Sales and
Service’ uses, as defined in Planning Code Section 790.102 are generally principally permitted
in every NC District at the 1+ story. In NC-1 Districts, such uses are also subject to the more
restrictive controls of any other (named) NC District or Restricted Use Subdistrict within a Va-
mile. In NC-2 and NC-S Districts such uses are principally permitted up to the second story,
and at every story in NC-3 Districts. Please note that additional controls may apply to other
types of retail uses such as Bars, Limited-Restaurants, and Restaurants.

¢. Other Entertainment. The project proposes retaining an existing 12,455 square foot
auditorium space, which is currently accessory to the existing office use. The existing
auditorium is an accessory use to the UCSF offices, and retaining the auditorium as part of
the project would convert it to a principle use, such as ‘Other Entertainment,’ defined in
Planning Code Section 790.38. Establishing an ‘Other Entertainment’ use in an NC-1 District
requires Conditional Use authorization by the Planning Commission. All other general NC
Districts principally permit ‘Other Entertainment’ uses at the 1¢ story; and at the 2 story in
NC-3 and NC-S Districts.

d. Office. The demolition of existing structures or conversion of floor area dedicated to the
site’s 363,218 square feet of existing nonconforming office use is an abandonment of that
nonconforming use per Planning Code Section 183. Therefore, to re-establish office uses in
the proposed new structures, the uses must comply with any applicable zoning controls. NC
Districts allow two types of commercial office uses: ‘Business and Professional Service’ as
defined in Planning Code Section 790.108, and ‘Administrative Service’ as defined in
Planning Code Section 790.106. Business and Professional Service uses are principally
permitted only on the 1+ story in an NC-1 District, only up to the 24 story in NC-2 and NC-5
Districts, and at all levels in NC-3 Districts. Administrative Service uses are only allowed
through Conditional Use authorization by the Planning Commission at the 1¢t and 2~ stories
of NC-S Districts and at all levels in the NC-3 Districts. Further, the current proposal of
49,999 gross square feet of office space requires an Office Allocation from the Planning
Commission per Planning Code Section 321 et seq. if establishing more than 25,000 gross

square feet.

e. Commercial Parking. The project includes 60 off-street parking spaces as part of a ‘Public
Parking Garage’ defined in Planning Code Section 102. The existing RM-1 District does not
permit public parking garages and, at this time, it is unclear if the described 60 “paid public
parking spaces for community use” are legally noncomplying with regard to the Planning
Code. Additional information is needed regarding the existing and proposed location of
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these spaces and the date of their establishment to make that determination. Details relative
to the existing and proposed depth of excavation for garages is also needed. Please note that
if the spaces are determined to be legally noncomplying, but are otherwise removed or
relocated through the elimination of existing surface parking lots or the reconstruction of an
existing parking garage, the spaces will then be abandoned pursuant to Planning Code
Section 183 and their re-establishment will need to conform to any applicable zoning
controls. In NC Districts ‘Automobile Parking’ as a commercial use is defined in Planning
Code Section 790.8 and is principally permitted in NC-S Districts, but requires Conditional
Use authorization in NC-1, NC-2, and NC-3 Districts. Please note that any Conditional Use
applications for parking exceeding accessory amounts must meet the additional criteria set
forth in Planning Code Section 157. Given the Planning Department’s concerns regarding the
amount of proposed off-street parking referenced in both the ‘Environmental Review’ and
‘Preliminary Design Comments’ sections of this letter, you are strongly encouraged to

substantially reduce or eliminate any proposed non-accessory commercial parking.

10. City Planning Commission Resolution 4109. In 1952, the City Planning Commission adopted
Resolution 4109 which approved a rezoning of the subject property to a First Residential District and
included additional stipulations subject to future development of the site. The site has subsequently
undergone additional rezoning, as it is now within an RM-1 District. However, the stipulations of
future development as outlined in Resolution 4109 continue to apply, absent modification by the
Board of Supervisors per Planning Code Section 174. As expected, given that there have been more
than 60 years of changes to the Planning Code there are some distinctions between the current RM-1
District controls and the stipulations outlined in Resolution 4109. In the project comments that follow,
when there is an inconsistency, the more restrictive is noted as the guiding control. As indicated in
the Preliminary Project Assessment application, the project may result in the rezoning of the property
which requires review and approval by the Board of Supervisors. Amending Resolution 4109 would
also require review and approval by the Board of Supervisors.

a. Residential Uses. In general, the RM-1 District controls are more restrictive than the Stipulations
of Resolution 4109. However, the stipulations are more restrictive when defining the density and
buildable area requirements as applicable to a portion of the subject property fronting on Laurel
and Euclid Avenues. At present, the project does not comply with these restrictions and would
require amending the Resolution.

11. Residential Density. The subject property is within an RM-1 District which permits a residential
density of up to one unit per 800 square feet of lot area. However, as a Planned Unit Development the
proposal may seek approval for a density equal to one less unit than what is permitted by the district
with the next greater density (RM-2). In consideration of rezoning the property, please note the
following maximum residential densities for each zoning district: NC-1, NC-2 and NC-S Districts,

generally, up to one unit per 800 square feet of lot area; and, in NC-3 Districts, generally up to one
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unit per 600 square feet of lot area. While additional information is necessary to calculate the exact
maximum density for the area subject to Resolution 4109, initial calculations estimate approximately
508 units are allowed pursuant to the current RM-1 District zoning and Resolution and upon seeking
the additional density allowed as a Planned Unit Development, the estimated maximum is 660
dwelling units. If the Resolution did not apply, these respective amounts become 558 and 743.

Ultimately, the proposal entails significantly fewer dwelling units than would be permitted under the
site’s current zoning. Given the City’s need for housing and the tremendous opportunity presented
by this unique 10-acre site, the Department strongly suggests that the project pursue residential
densities approximating those which are currently allowed. As discussed in the comments that
follow, any exceptions to the scale and massing provisions of the Planning Code that may ultimately
be sought typically warrant a proportional increase in density. Should additional height and/or mass
be necessary to achieve such density, it would seem most fitting along the California, Masonic and
Presidio block faces, and generally in the northwest portion of the site.

12. Height Requirement. The subject property is within a 40-X Height and Bulk District, restricting the
maximum height of buildings to 40 feet above grade, as measured generally from curb at the center
of each existing and proposed building. The upper measurement of the height limit changes
depending on the grade at that location per Planning Code Section 260(a)(1). Additionally, the upper
measurement of the height of a building varies based on the roof form per Planning Code Section
260(a)(2). While in general the proposal accurately applies these methodologies, curbs along the
Walnut Street extension may not be used as the base of measurements because the Walnut Street
extension is not a public right-of-way. Additionally, to confirm the accuracy of measurements for the
existing office building please provide a section fhrough the center of the structure that includes the
location of existing grade at that location. Because the building has frontage on two or more streets,
the owner may choose the street or streets from which the measurement of height is to be taken. The
additional stories proposed for the altered structures will require that the project seek a Height
District reclassification, which is reviewed and approved by the Board of Supervisors.

13. Proposed Buildings and Structures Exceeding 50 Feet in RM Districts. Planning Code Section 253
requires Conditional Use authorization by the Planning Commission for any proposed building more
than 50 feet in height. The existing office building is 66.5 feet tall from existing grade to the finished
roof. The project proposes converting existing mechanical equipment above the roof to an additional
two stories. This will require a Height District reclassification, as well as the required Conditional Use

authorization from the Planning Commission if the property’s zoning remains as an RM-1 District.

14. Special Height Exceptions for Active Ground Floor Uses. The Preliminary Project Assessment
application indicates an interest in rezoning the subject property to an NC District so that the
buildings fronting on California Street may receive an additional 5 foot height increase if they
provide active uses on the ground floor. Please note that Planning Code Section 263.20 does not
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currently apply this special height exception to general NC Districts. The districts that can apply this
increase are specifically identified in Section 263.20. Accordingly, to achieve a five foot height
increase on California Street the project would need to reclassify the applicable Height District,
integrate this exception into a proposed Special Use District, or pursue a text amendment to Section

263.20. Each of these options requires review and approval by the Board of Supervisors.

Lot Line Adjustment. The project proposes a lot line adjustment that would extend the property’s
Masonic Avenue boundary into the public right-of-way. This adjustment requires a General Plan
Referral because it includes the vacation of a public way and transportation route owned by the City
and County. This adjustment will also require review by the Department of Public Works as a partial

street vacation request.

Development of Large Lots. Planning Code Section 121.1 requires Conditional Use authorization to
develop on lots that are equal to, or greater than, 5,000 square feet in an NC-1 District, or 10,000
square feet in NC-2 and NC-3 Districts. This requirement is not applicable to lots of any size in RM-1
or NC-S Districts.

Floor Area Ratio. Planning Code Sections 124 (NCs) and 209.2 (RM-1) limit the Floor Area Ratio of
non-residential uses to the following maximums: 1.8 in RM-1, NC-1, and NC-5 Districts; 2.5 in NC-2
Districts and 3.6 in NC-3 Districts. The Fioor Area Ratio calculation includes all non-residential uses,
accessory parking located above grade, and any non-accessory parking. Assuming the proposed non-
accessory off-street parking occupies 93,023 square feet of gross floor area; the total non-residential
uses result in a Floor Area Ratio less than 1.8 and would comply with the current RM-1 District

requirement.

Front Setback. Planning Code Section 132 requires that new developments in RM-1 Districts provide
front setbacks. If situated on a corner lot, the owner may elect which street or alley to designate as the
front of the property. The Preliminary Project Assessment application does not indicate this
designation. If the Project Sponsor elects either the property’s California Street or Presidio
Avenue/Masonic Avenue frontages, the required front setback is equal to half of the adjacent
neighbor’s front setback. Alternatively, the Project Sponsor could choose the Laurel Street or Euclid
Avenue frontages and adhere to the setback noted in Resolution 4109 for the portion of the property
to which it applies, and then apply Section 132 to any remaining frontage. The project can seek a
modification to the requirements of Section 132 through a Planned Unit Development. Note that NC

Districts do not have front setback requirements.

Rear Yard. The required rear yard for properties in RM-1 Districts is 45 percent of the lot depth. The
project does not currently provide a code-complying rear yard. Therefore, the project must seek a
modification to the requirements of Planning Code Section 134 as a Planned Unit Development. If the
property is re-zoned to an NC District, Planning Code Section 134 requires a rear yard of 25 percent
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of the lot depth at the lowest level containing a dwelling unit. However, the required rear yard for
corner lots in NC Districts may be further modified by the Zoning Administrator per Section
134(e)(2). In general, this alternative requires that the project provide compensating open areas on the
lot equal to 25 percent of the lot area, with minimum horizontal dimensions of 15 feet. Alternatively,

under NC District zoning, the project could also seek a modification as a Planned Unit Development.

20. Open Space. Planning Code Section 135 requires each dwelling unit in an RM-1 District to have
access to a minimum of 133 square feet of open space, if private, or 100 square feet of open space if
common. In NC Districts the range of open space required per unit, depending on the specific
district, is 100 to 133 square feet, if private, or 80 to 100 square feet, if common. Additional
information is needed to determine how the project complies with this requirement for each
individual unit and to confirm that the spaces comply with the dimensional requirements for either
private or common spaces. If necessary, the project can pursue a modification as a Planned Unit
Development. However, when evaluating a Planned Unit Development, per Section 304(d)(3), the
Planning Commission must consider whether the project provides open space usable by the
occupants and, where appropriate, by the general public, at least equal to the open spaces required
by the Code.

21. Streetscape Plan. The project proposes new construction on a property greater than half an acre, and
as such, requires the submittal of a Streetscape Plan to the Planning Department to ensure that the
new streetscape and pedestrian elements are in conformance with the Department’s Better Street
Plan. This Streetscape Plan shall be submitted to the Planning Department no later than 60 days prior
to any Planning Commission action, and shall be considered for approval at the time of other project
approval actions. The streetscape plan should show the location, design, and dimensions of all
existing and proposed streetscape elements in the public right-of-way directly adjacent to the fronting
property, including street trees, sidewalk landscaping, street lighting, site furnishings, utilities,
driveways, and curb lines, and the relation of such elements to proposed new construction and site
work on the property. Please see the Department’s Better Streets Plan and Section 138.1(c)(2)(ii) for
the additional elements that may be required as part of the project’s streetscape plan. Additional
comments from the Streetscape Design Advisory Team (SDAT) are provided in the “Preliminary
Design Comuments’ section below.

22. Dwelling Unit Exposure. Section 140 requires that each dwelling unit have at least one room that
meets the 120 square foot minimum superficial floor area requirement of Section 503 of the Housing
Code, and that it faces directly onto a street right-of-way, code-complying rear yard, or an
appropriately sized courtyard. It's unclear if units in the inner northeast corner of Plaza B and the
inner northwest corner of the Walnut Building comply with this section because of the proposed
notching in the building. Please consider these units when revising the plans. While the project may
pursue a modification as a Planned Unit Development, the Department generally encourages projects

to minimize the number of units needing an exposure exception.
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5. If tha subject propuity, or any portion thercof, 1s
doveloped 43 a site for rosidential bulldings, such bullalags
shall be limited as lollows:

a. WMo residential bullding other than a one-
family dwelling or a two-lamlly dwelling shall

. gcccupy any portien of the progeetty which i3
within 100 fest of the Euclid Avenue boundary
1ine tharecf, or which la within 100 {ret of
Lhe easurlg 1ine of Laurel Ltrect and south
of tie nosrtherly line ol Mayfalr brive exiended .

L. Ho dwelling withim the sald described por-
tion of the subject area shall occupy A parcel
of land having on area of leas than thirty

three hundead (3300) square faeot, nor shall any
such dwellins cover more than Firty jercent {5tre)
of the area of such parcel or be less than twelve
(12) fect from any other such dwelling, or be st
back less than ten (10) feet from any presently
extsting or future public atreet, or huve 8
height in oxcess of forty (40) fet, measured and
reguinted ns set focth in pertinent section ol

the vullding Code of the City and County uf’ Saan
Franclaco.

¢. No residential bullding In otheyr portiuns of
the subject property shall have & riouid coverage
in excosa of rifty pereout (L0.) of Lhe avea alloL=
ted Lo such bulldiug.

6. Development of the mubject preperty, uwr of any scpurste
portlon thereof, for commercial use os stipulated hevein, shall
luclude provisions fur apprepriste ana reasshable landscaplng
of the required open spaces, nnd prior to the Lasuance ol 1 per-
wit for any nuiliing or bubidings there shall Lo sulmiited to
the City Flanning Commisslon, fur approval s Lo contormity with
these stipulations, a slie ploea showing the character and locu-
tion uf the proposed bullding o buildluge, e velated pedining
spaces and landscaped areas upen the propeity, or yon such
svparatu portimm thereol 8 Js allotleit Lo tuch vallding or
buildines., 1t shall Le understood thut approval of any such Man
ahal) not precluis subsequent epproval by the Comnlssion ol o
revisged or alternative plan which conrorun to thesa atipulations,
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CITY PIANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION HO. 4109

RESOIVED, That Proposal Wo. Z-52,62,2; an applicabtiocn to
change ths Usa District Clessification of the hereinafter de«
scribed parcel of land from e First Residential Distriet to a
Gommerclal District, be, and the same 1s hereby APPROVED; sub=-
Ject to the.stipulations submitted by the applicant and aet
forth hereing

Conmencing at a point an the 3/L of Californis Street
distant therecn 187 feet west of the W/L of Presidio -
Avenue (produced), thencs westerly on said line 707.375
feat to a curve to the left having e radius of 15 feet,
thence 25,562 feet measured on the are of the curve to
the left to the B/L of Laurel Street, thence southerly
on the E/IL of Laursl Street 127.227 feet to the curve

Lo the left having a radius of €0 feet, thencs 77,113
fest measured on tha are of ths curve to the left to &
curve to the right having a radius of 120 fest, thence
149,155 foot measured on the ars of ths curve to the
righti to a curve to the right having 2 radius of 4033
faet, thence 388,710 feet measursd on the arc of the
curva to the right to a curve to the left having a radi-
us of 20 faeet, thencs 35.185 feet measured on the are
of the surve to the left to ths northwest line of Euclid
Avenus, thence N 73° 12' E on ths northwest 1ine of Eu-
¢lid Avenue 312,034 feat to a curvs to the left having
e radins of 65 feet, thonese 42.316 feet, measured on
the arg of the ecurve to the left to the northwestezrly
line of Masenlo Avenue {proposed extenaion), thence N
369 841 B; 380,066 feet to the are of & curve %o the
loft having a radius of 425 feet, thence 254.178 feob.
measured on the arc of the curve to ths left, thence N
§2° 38v 29,74" W, 282,860 feet to the point of eommence=
mente Belng ths major portion of Lot 14, Block 1032,
containing 10.2717 ecres, morae or lesgs.

RESOLVED, FURTHER, Thet this change shall be and at all
times remsin contingens upon cbservance by ths owner or owners
and by hls or their succesaors in interest of the conditions con-
:;g:g. ;.n the following stipulations es to the use of tha land

Qde ’

1. The charscter of the improvement for commercial
purposes of the subject property, or any portlon thare-
of, shall be limited to a building or builldings design-
ed as profesalonal, institutional ox orffice buildings,
Including service buildings which are normally acces-
sory thersto,

2, The aggregate gross floor area of all suech buildings,
ealculated exelusives of cellars, of besement areas used
only for storage or services incidental to the operation
and maintensnce of a buillding, and of indoor or other
covered automobils parking 8pace, shall not excesd the
total erea of the property allotted to such use,

LA e
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5, For each five mmdred BquUATa f£oat of groas flcor
area in such buildinge, calculated as in atipulation 2,
above, there shall be raserved and kept available on
the propsrty or ths portion thereof allotted to sush
use, one ofP=ptreat automobils perking space, O equi~
velsnt open Bpac@ suitable for the ultimate provision
of such parking gpace as nasded for the aacommodation

of users of the premlsede

4o XNo such building, othar then a minor pocasaory
buiiding having & £1loor erea of not morae than 400 aguare
feet, shall ocouUPy any portien of the property vhich 1s
’ within 100 feet of the line of the Buslid Avenue bound=
ary thereof, or which 1s within 100 feat of the eastar=
1y line of feurel Street and south of the portherly line

of Mayfeir Drive sxtendods

§, I the subject properiy, or any porbion thereol, i3
daveloped a8 & site foo residential buildings, such
buildings shall be limited ea followas

ae HO residentisl building other then & one=

famlly dwelling or & two-family dwelling shall

oceupy eny portlon of the property which 18

\ S thiz 100 feet of the Buolid Avenus boundary
1ine thereof, or which 1s within 100 feot of
the easterly line of Laursl Streeb and south of
the northexrly line of Mayfair Drive extendeds

bs No &welling within the sald dsseribed por=

tion of the subject area shell occupy & parcel
of lend having an area of lssa than thirty
three hundrsd (3300) squers fest, nor shsll any
such dwelling cover more than £3fty percent {50%)
of the area of such percel or be 1ess than twelve
(12) feet from any other such dwelllng, or be set
back lass than ten (10) feet from any presently
ezisting or future public street, or bave &
height in excess of forty (40) feat, measured and
regulated aa set forth In pertinent ‘section of
the Building Code of the ¢ity end Gounty of Sen

- Franclsco. .

c. No residential bullding in other portions of
the subject propsriy shall heve e ground coverags
in excess of fifty percent (50%) of the aree al=~
Totted to such bulldings

&8, Developmsnt of the aubject property, or of any separate
portion thereof, for commercial use 88 stipulated herein,
ahall include provisions for appropriate and reasonable
landscaping of the required open 8paces, and pricr to the
issuance of a permit for any bullding or bulldings there
shall be submitted to the City Plenning Commisalon; for
approvel as to conformity with these stipulatiocns, & site
plan showing the character end location of the proposed

e AL RPN i b b il
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building or buildings, and rslated parking spaces
end landsceped mrees upon the propsrty, or upon
such separate portion thereof as is allotted to
such building or buildings. It shall be underatood
that approval of any such plan shall not precluds
subsequant &pproval by the Commission of & rovised
gr ;1ternativo plen which conforma to thesa stipu-
aticns, .

I hereby cortify that the foregoing reaclution waa adopted

by the ¢ity Planning Commission at ita apecial meeting on Roveme
ber 135, 1952, and I further cortify that the stipulations sat
forth In the seid reseoluticn ®ere submitted in s wrilten stats~
ment placed cn files

; Ggmmissioﬁers Kilduff, Towle, Devime, Williams
H one

Absent: . Commissioners Brocks, Lopeg, Prince
Passad: November 13, 1952

N ki £ <+ o bt 1t
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Zoning Density Analysis for 3333 California
April 26, 2016

Background:

Site Zoning: RM-1 (1 unit per 800 SF of lot area)

Site Zoning with PUD: RM-2 minus one unit {1 unit per 600 SF of lot area)
Area (SF) of Property identified in Resolution 4109: 83,085 SF
Remaining Area (SF) of Property: 363,383 SF
Total Area (SF) of Property: 446,468 SF

Density Calculations:

RM-2, PUD, No Resolution 4109: (446,468/600) -1 = 743

743

RM-2, PUD, with Resolution 4109*: (363,383/600) -1 = 605
(83,085/3,300)x2= 50

605 + 50 = 655

RM-1, no PUD, No Resolution 4109: (446,468/800) -1 = 558

558

RM-1, no PUD, with Resolution 4109*: ?363,37783[78007 = 454
(83,085/3,300)x2= 50

454 + 50 = 504

* If Resolution 4109 is applicable

A b1 BB okl o i s
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Initial Study
1629 Market Street Project
Planning Department Case No. 2015-005848ENV

A.Project Description

[Note: A full project description is not provided with this Initial Study because a detailed project description is
located in Chapter H, Project Description, of the EIR to which this Initial Study is attached.]

The project site occupies approximately 97,617 square feet, or 2.2 acres, on the block bounded by Market, 12th,
Otis, and Brady Streets located within the boundaries of San Francisco’s Market & Octavia Area Plan, an area
plan of the San Erancisco General Plan (General Plan). Most of the site is located within the NCT-3 (Moderate-Scale
Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District, while the southwestern portion of the site, occupying
approximately 20,119 square feet is in a P (Public) Zoning District. The portions of the project site north of
Stevenson Street and east of Colusa Place are located within an 85-X height and bulk district, while the portion
of the project site south of Colton Street is in a 40-X height and bulk district.! The project siteis currently occupied
by four surface parking lots containing 242 parking spaces, an approximately 15-foot-tall Bay Area Rapid Transit
(BART) ventilation structure for the below-grade BART tunnel, as well as three buildings: the Civic Center
Hotel, the United Association of Journeymen and Apprer\tices of the Plumbing and Pipe Fitting Industry (UA)
Local 38 building, and the Lesser Brothers Building.

The proposed project would demolish the existing UA Local 38 building, located at 1621 Market Street, demolish
the majority of the Lesser Brothers Building, located at 1629-1637 Market Street, rehabilitate the Civic Center
Hotel, located at 1601 Market Street, and demolish the 242-space surface parking lots on the project site. The
proposed development would construct a total of five new puildings on the project site, including a new four-
story, 58-foot-tall, 27,300-square-foot UA Local 38 building adjacent to the Civic Center Hotel, as well as a 10-
story, 85-foot-tall, 187,100-square-foot addition to the Lesser Brothers Building at the corner of Brady and Market
Streets containing 198 residential units and 6,600 square feet of ground-floor retail/restaurant space
(“Building A”). A 10-story, 85-foot-tall, 118,300-square-foot building containing 136 residential units and 2,500
square feet of ground-floor retail/restaurant space (“Building B”) would be constructed on Market Street
between the new UA Local 38 building and Building A. A nine-story, 85-foot-tall, 74,700-square-foot building
containing 78 residential units would be constructed south of Stevenson Street and north of Colton Street
(“Building D”). The five-story, 55-foot-tall Civic Center Hotel would be rehabilitated to contain 65 residential
units and 4,000 square feet of ground-floor retail/restaurant space {also referred to as “Building C”), and a new
six-story, 68-foot-tall, 50,900-square-foot Colton Street Affordable Housing building containing up to 107
affordable units would be constructed south of Colton Street as part of the proposed project. The proposed
project would construct the new 18,300-square-foot Brady Open Space at the northeast corner of Brady and
Colton Streets. In addition, the proposed project would include construction of a two-level, below-grade garage
with up to 316 parking spaces (some of which may include the use of stackers) accessible from Brady and
Stevenson Streets. Overall, the proposed project would include construction of 498,100 square feet of residential
use that would contain up to 477 residential units and up to 107 affordable units in the Colton Street Affordable

! Following San Francisco convention, Market Street and streets parallel to it are considered to run east/west, while 12th Street and
streets parallel to it are considered to run north/south.

May 2017 1§29 Market Street M‘lxed-Uge Project
Planning Department Case No. 2015-005848ENV 1 initial Study
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SECTION ¢ Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans

San Francisco Law School are located north of the project site near Market Street, and the City College of San
Francisco has an auditorium and administrative offices along Gough Street, west of the project site. The project
site is immediately surrounded by a mix of two- to nine-story commercial, residential, community facility, and
light industrial buildings. Vegetation in the area is generally limited to street trees. Nearby public parks and
open spaces within approximately 0.50 mile of the project site include Patricia’s Green, Page & Laguna Mini
Park, Koshland Park, Hayes Valley Playground, and Civic Center Plaza.

C. Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans

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

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

See Chapter III, Plans and Policies, in this Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for a detailed discussion of
land use plans applicable to the 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project and identification of the proposed
project’s potential to conflict with those plans or policies.

D. Summary of Environmental Effects

The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below, for which mitigation
measures would be required to reduce potentially significant impacts to less than significant. The following
pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor.

Land Use Greenhouse Gas Emissions )X( Geology and Soils

Population and Housing Wind and Shadow Hydrology and Water Quality

Cultural Resources Recreation Hazards/Hazardous Materials

Transportation and Circuiation Utilities and Service Systems Mineral/Energy Resources
Noise

Air Quality

Public Services Agricultural/Forest Resources

KRXXOO
oooood
KOO0

Biological Resources Mandatory Findings of Significance

This Initial Study evaluates the proposed 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project to determine whether it would
result in significant environmental impacts. The designation of topics as “Potentially Significant” in the Initial
Study means that the EIR will consider the topic in greater depth and determine whether the impact would be
significant. On the basis of this Initial Study, topics for which there are project-specific effects that have been

determined to be potentially significant are:

e Cultural Resources (historical architectural resources only); and
e Transportation and Circulation (all topics).

The Cultural Resources (historic architectural resources only) and the Transportation and Circulation topics are
evaluated in the DEIR prepared for the proposed project. The project has the potential to result in a significant,
cumulative transportation-related construction impact; therefore, for ease of reference all Transportation and
Circulation topics will be included together in the DEIR.

1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project May 2017
Initial Study 4 Planning Departmant Case No. 2015-005848ENV



I-DEVINCENZI4
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SECTION E Evaluation of Environmental Effects
TOPIC 8 Wind and Shadow

The proposed project would cast net new shadow on nearby sidewalks including those along Market Street,
Brady Street, Stevenson Street, and around the confluence of Mission Street and South Van Ness Avenue at
certain times of day throughout the year. Most of the sidewalks in this area are already shadowed by existing
buildings and, given that sidewalks are typically used by pedestrians traveling between destinations and not as
a recreational resource, the additional project-related shadow would not substantially affect the use of the
sidewalks. Therefore, the shadow impact on the surrounding sidewalks as a result of the proposed project
would be less than significant.

For the above reasons, the proposed project’s net new shadow would not be anticipated to substantially affect
the use of any publicly-accessible areas, including nearby streets and sidewalks. Given the foregoing, the
proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to shadow.

The proposed project would develop a new privately-owned, publicly-accessible open space (POPOS), referred
to herein as the Brady Open Space. The Brady Open Space would be publidy-accessible, but would not be under
the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission and would not be subject to Section 295. CEQA analysis
covers impacts of a project on existing conditions, and not on elements of the project itself. Therefore, there is
no shadow impact to this open space, which does not exist under current conditions. For informational
purposes, the shadow diagrams prepared depict project shadow on the planned Brady Open Space, and those
effects are discussed below for informational purposes only.

The shadow diagrams in Figure 2 through Figure 4 reveal that the proposed project would add net new shadow
to portions of the planned Brady Open Space primarily in the morning pefore 11:00 a.m. and afternoon after
3:00 p.m. throughout the year but allow relatively open sunshine during the middle of the day. The planned
Brady Open Space would receive shadow from the proposed project on the north side of the park beginning at
6:46 a.m. on June 21, a time when much of the open space would already be in shadow from existing structures.
By 8:00 a.m., existing shadow would be largely gone, and shadow from the proposed project would increase on
the open space until 11:00 a.m. when it would be mostly gone. Shadow from the proposed project would begin
to encroach again on the north side of the open space by 2:00 p.m. and would cover a majority of the open space
by shortly after 4:00 p.m. Even by 6:00 p.m., the southwest corner of the open space would remain in sunshine.
By 7:00 p.m., the entire open space would be in shade from a combination of the proposed project and existing
structures. ‘

On the morning of the fall equinox the Brady Open Space would be nearly entirely in shadow from the project
and surrounding existing structures at 8:00 a.m. Sunlight would then begin to increase, and the open space
would be nearly entirely in sunshine from 12:00 noon to 2:00 p.m. After 2:00 p.m., shade from the project would
increase through the afternoon, covering the majority of the open space by 4:00 p.m. but Jeaving the
southwestern corner in sun until after 6:00 p.m.

On the winter solstice, the Brady Open Space would be mostly in shade in the morning from the project and
existing structures until 10:00 a.m., at which time the western half of the open space would be in sunlight.
Between about 1:00 p.m. and 2:30 p.m., nearly all of the park would be in sunlight. Shadow from the project
would encroach onto the northern portion of the open space by 3:00 p.m., and shadow from existing buildings
to the west would begin to cover the western portion of the open space shortly thereafter, although, even by just
before 4:00 p.m. there would still be a good portion of the open space on the southeast side in sunlight.

1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project May 2017
Initial Study 66 Planning Department Case No. 2015-005848ENV
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report AR
. . . . Francisco.
and Notice of Public Scoping Meeting e
Date: February 8, 2017 Reception:
Case No.: 2015-005848ENV 415.558.6378
Project Title: 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project Fax;
Zoning: NCT-3 (Moderate Scale Neighborhood Commercial Transit District) 415.558.6409
and P (Public) Zoning Districts Planning
40-X & 85-X Height and Bulk Districts Information:
Block/Lot: 3505/001, 007, 008, 027, 028, 029, 031, 031A, 032, 0324, 033, 033A, 034, 415.558.6377
035
Lot Size: 97,617 square feet (2.2 acres)

Project Sponsor: Strada Brady, LLC
William Goodman, 314.276.0707

Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department
Staff Contact: Debra Dwyer - 415.575.9031
debra.dwyer@sfgov.org
INTRODUCTION

This notice provides a summary description of the proposed project; identifies environmental issues
anticipated to be analyzed in the Initial Study (1S) and Environmental Impact Report (EIR); and provides the
time, date, and location of the public scoping meeting (see page 21 for information on the public scoping
meeting). The comments received during the public scoping process will be considered during the preparation
of the IS and EIR for this project.

PROJECT SUMMARY

The project sponsor, Strada Brady, LLC, proposes a mixed-use project fronting on Market Street between
Brady and 12th Streets. The proposed project would demolish the existing United Association of Journeymen
and Apprentices of the Plumbing and Pipe Fitting Industry (UA) Local 38 building, located at 1621 Market
Street, demolish the majority of the Lesser Brothers Building, located at 1629-1637 Market Street, rehabilitate
the Civic Center Hotel, located at 1601 Market Street, for residential and retail/restaurant uses, and demolish
the 242-space surface parking lots on the project site. The proposed project would construct a new four-story,
58-foot-tall, 27,300-square-foot UA Local 38 building, as well as a 10-story, 85-foot-tall, 187,100-square-foot
addition to the Lesser Brothers Building at the corner of Brady and Market Streets containing 198 residential
units and 6,600 square feet of ground-floor retail/restaurant space.'? A 10-story, 85-foot-tall, 118,300-square-

! Square footages presented for the proposed project are approximate.

2 Bujlding heights for the existing buildings and the proposed project do not include rooftop mechanical penthouses. In
accordance with Planning Code Section 260(b)(1)(B), elevator, stair, and mechanical penthouses would be a maximum of 16 feet in
height above the roof line.
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Case No. 2015-005848ENV Notice of Preparation of an EIR
1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project February 2017
Air Quality

The topic of Air Quality will include analysis of consistency of the proposed project with applicable air quality
plans and standards, the potential for the proposed project to result in emissions of criteria air pollutants and
other toxic air contaminants (TACs) that may affect sensitive populations, as well as the potential for the
proposed project to result in sources of odor. The air quality analysis will include quantification of both
construction-related and operational air pollutant emissions. The analysis will also summarize the results of a
health risk assessment prepared to evaluate potential long-term health effects of emissions from both project
construction and operation.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The topic of Greenhouse Gas Emissions will include an analysis of the proposed project’s consistency with the
City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy and the degree to which the proposed project’s greenhouse gas
emissions could result in a significant effect on the environment.

Wind and Shadow

The topic of Wind will evaluate the potential to alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas.
Based on a preliminary shadow fan analysis prepared by the Planning Department, no City parks or other
publicly-accessible open space exists within the potential shadow area of the proposed project, and therefore
no parks or open spaces would be affected by project shadow. The topic of Shadow will include an evaluation
of the potential for the proposed project to result in shadow impacts on nearby sidewalks. In addition, for
informational purposes the Shadow section will describe the potential for the proposed project to result in
shadow on the project site itself, including the proposed Brady Open Space.

Recreation

The topic of Recreation will include an analysis of whether the proposed project could adversely affect
existing parks and open spaces.

Utilities and Service Systems

The topic of Utilities and Service Systems will include analysis of potable water and wastewater treatment
capacity, and will discuss disposal of solid waste that may be generated by the proposed project. This topic
will also include an assessment of whether the proposed project would require the construction of new water
supply, wastewater treatment, and/or stormwater drainage facilities, and if so, whether that construction
could result in adverse environmental effects.

Public Services

The topic of Public Services will include analysis of whether existing public services (e.g., schools, police and
fire protection, etc.) would be adversely affected by the proposed project so as to require new or physically
altered facilities, the construction of which could cause significant impacts.

SAN FRANCISCO
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SAN FRANCISCO

DATE: July 2014
TO: Planning Department Staff, Shadow Analysis Consultants
FROM: Rachel Schuett, Kevin Guy, SF Planning Department

RE: Shadow Analysis Procedures and Scope Requirements

In the City and County of San Francisco, there are two circumstances which could trigger the need
for a shadow analysis:

(1) 1f the proposed project would be over 40 feet tall, and could potentially cast new shadow
on a property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department, per San
Francisco Planning Code Section 295, and/or

(2) If the proposed project is subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and would potentially cast new shadow on a park or open space such that the
use or enjoyment of that park or open space could be adversely affected.

This memorandum documents the Planning Department’s standard procedures for conducting a
shadow analysis both for the purposes of CEQA review and for the purposes of Section 295
review. A complete Shadow Analysis has three main components: (1) Shadow Diagrams, (2)
Shadow Calculations, and (3) a Technical Memorandum. In some cases, survey information may
also be required.

A shadow analysis should be completed in five sequential steps:

Step 1. Preliminary Shadow Fan
Step 2. Project Initiation

Step 3. Shadow Diagrams

Step 4. Shadow Calculations
Step 5. Technical Memorandum

Each of these steps is described, in detail, below.

Step 1. Preliminary Shadow Fan

The Planning Department typically prepares a preliminary shadow fan as part of the Preliminary
Project Assessment (PPA) process for projects which exceed 40 feet in height. If the preliminary
shadow fan indicates that the proposed project has the potential to cast new shadow on a park or
open space which is protected by Section 295 of the Planning Code, a shadow analysis will be
required for the purposes of Section 295 review.

Typically, this information is included in the PPA Letter. For projects not subject to the PPA
process, and/or if the project is over 40 feet in height and has potential to cast new shadow on a
park or open space that is not protected by Section 295 of the Planning Code, or if the project is
less than 40 feet in height and could cast new shadow on any park or open space a shadow
analysis may also be required for the purposes of CEQA review. This would be determined on a
case-by-case basis as part of the scoping process for the environmental review. A preliminary
shadow fan would be prepared by Planning Department staff at that time.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission 8t
Surte 400

San Francisco
CA 94103-2479

Receplion:

415.558.6378
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July 2014
Shadow Analysis Procedures
Page 4

Step 5. Technical Memorandum

The shadow diagrams, shadow calculations, and any other supporting materials should be

accompanied by a technical memorandum which includes (at a minimum) the following

information:

= Project Description. Include the location of the project site (neighborhood, address,

Assessor's Block/Lot, nearby landmarks), general topography, and project boundaries.
Describe existing building(s) and land use(s) on and around the project site, including
building height(s). Include proximity to parks, open spaces, and community gardens.
Describe the proposed project including demolition and new construction. Describe the
physical characteristics of the proposed building(s) as well as the proposed use(s).
Include and refer to building elevations.

«  Modeling Assumptions. The shadow graphics and calculations should be accompanied by
clear documentation of the assumptions for the modeling including:
o The height assumed for each of the buildings (or building envelopes).
Please note: Please contact the Planning Department for specific direction in how
to model intervening shadow cast from buildings between the proposed project
site and the affected park or open space.
o The allowance for penthouses and parapets (which should be determined in
consultation with Planning Department staff).
Please note: the Planning Department typically requires that final building
designs be modeled rather than building envelopes, or hypothetical building forms
based on existing or proposed zoning. However, building envelopes may be
substituted in some circumstances as directed by Planning Department staff.
o Building sections and elevations (for the proposed project).
o Ifthe project site is steep and/or has varied topography the documentation shouid
identify where the height of the envelope of the building was measured from.

«  Potentially Affected Properties. Potentially affected properties including: parks, publicty-
accessible open spaces, and community gardens identified in the graphical depictions
should be listed and described. The description of these properties should include the
physical features and uses of the affected property, including but not limited to:
topography, vegetation, structures, activities, and programming. Each identified use
should be characterized as ‘active’ or ‘passive.’” Aerial photographs should be included,
along with other supporting photos or graphics. The programming for each property
should be verified with the overseeing entity, such as the Port of San Francisco, the
Recreation and Parks Department, etc. Any planned improvements should also be noted.

«  Shadow Methodology and Results. Describe how the analysis was conducted, what
assumptions were made? Describe the “solar year’, the “solar day” and define any other
terms, as needed. Refer to shadow diagrams and describe results.

» Quantitative Analysis (for properties subject to Section 295, and as required by the
Planning Department). The Technical Memorandum should include a narrative summary
of the quantitative shadow effects that would result from the project, and discuss how
these effects relate to the quantitative criteria set forth in the “Proposition K —
Implementation Memo” as jointly adopted by the Planning and Recreation and Park
Commissions in 1989.

SallETILLIG
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M - in OLHIAL

40 Wood Steeet. San Francisco, CA 941

Date: February 28, 2016

Ms. Mary Woods

Planner - North West Quadrant
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

RE: 3333 Calilornia St. Development

Dear Ms, Woods:

I am writing regarding the development of the 3333 California Street development, currently the UCSF Laurel Heights
Campus (the “Site”). Itis my understanding that the San Francisco Planning Department is working with the developer of

the Site regarding the initial project plans for the proposed development. The owner of the fee interest and the developer of

the Site are limited in their joint ability to develop the Site because the owner of the Site does not have free and clear atle;

rather the general public holds a permanent recreational interest in all of the open space at the Site. Therefore, any

development plans at the Site may not impinge upon this open space.

The general public holds a permanent right of recreational use on all of the open space at 3333 California and such rights

were obtained by implied dedication. Dedication is a common law principle that enables a private

land for public use. Implied dedication is also a common law principle and is established when the public uses pr
ture enacted Civil

landowner to donate his

ivate land

for a long period of time, which period of time is five (5) years in California. In 1972, the California legisla

Code Section 1009 to modify the common law doctrine of implied dedication and to limit the ability of the public to secure

permanent adverse rights in private property. Here, however, the existing open space at the Site was well established and

well used as a park by the general public long before the completion of the construction of the full footprint of the
improvements at the Site in 1966. Therefore, the general public has permanent recreational rights to the open space at the

Site; the rights were obtained by implied dedication prior to the enactment of Cal. Civil Code Sec. 1009 in 1972.

Even if the general public had not secured permanent rights to recreational use through implied dedication prior to 1972,

the public and countless individuals have acquired a prescriptive easement over the recreational open space. The

recreational use has been continuous, uninterrupted for decades, open and notorious and hostile (in this context, hostile

means without permission). Every day, individuals and their dogs use the green space along Laurel, Euclid and along the
back of the Site at Presidio. Individuals ignore the brick wall along Laurel and regularly use the green space behind the wall

as a park for people and for their dogs. The use of the Site has not been permissive. For example, the owner of the Site has

not posted permission to pass signs in accordance with Cal. Civil Code Sec. 1008. If such signs ever were posted, they have

not been reposted at least once per year. Although it 1s counterintuitive, an owner typically posts such signs
uch signs, as the owner is

to protect

against the public securing adverse rights. One might assume the owner of the Site has not posted s

aware of the pre-existing and permanent recreational rights the general public has secured to the open space. Because the
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public’s rights to the open space were secured decades ago through implied dedication, it is not necessary for the general

public to rely upon its prescriptive easement rights outlined in this paragrdph; rather it is another means to the same end.

It is important that the Planning Department understand these legal issues as any project plan (or any future project
description in an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) for the Site) cannot include development of the open land over
which the public has a secured permanent rights of recreational use. It would not be a concession by the owner/developer
to leave the open space undeveloped and allow public recreational use as the general public holds permanent recreational
rights to this space. It is important to note that even the open space behind the walls that has been used as park space is also
included in this dedication to the public. According to well-established case law, a wall or fence is not effective in preventing

the development of adverse property rights if individuals go around the wall, as is the case here.

In sum, the open space at the Site cannot be developed as the public secured such rights through implied dedication prior to
1972 (or, alternatively, by prescriptive easement). In reviewing the development plans for the Site, the City cannot decide to
allow development of any of the open space as the recreational rights to the space are held by the public at large. Any
project description in the future EIR for the Site that contemplates development of any of the open space would be an
inadequate project description and would eviscerate any lower impact alternative presented in the EIR. One only need to
look to the seminal land use case decided by the California Supreme Court regarding this very Site' to see that an EIR will
not be upheld if the project alternatives are legally inadequate. It would be misleading to the public to suggest that a lesser

impact alternative is one that allows the public to use the space to which it already has permanent recreational use rights.

In sum, please be advised of the public’s permanent recreational rights to all of the existing open space at the Site and please

ensure that a copy of this letter is placed in the project file.

Sincerely,

’.Meg ‘Pitzgemfcf

Margaret N. Fitzgerald

With coples to:

Mark Farrell, Supervisor

Dan Safir, Prado Group

Kathy DiVicenzi, Laurel Tleights Improvement Association
Robert Charles Friese, Esq.

' Laurel Heights Improvement Association of San Francisco, Inc. v. The Regents of the University of California, 47 Cal. 8 376 (1988).

Z’:vi.n
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that urban decay effects might result, and the court upheld the city’s deter-
mination that changing the site plan for the shopping center to allow a
supercenter did not result in any new significant effects that would require
revisions to an EIR that it had previously certified for the project. 183
CA4th at 52.

The difficulty of formulating effective mitigation measures for urban
decay effects is illustrated by the decision in California Clean Energy
Comm. v City of Woodland (2014) 225 CA4th 173. The court upheld a
measure requiring that specific project uses consist primarily of regional
retail uses that would not compete with stores in the city’s downtown area.
The court rejected several other measures, however, that called for submis-
sion of future market studies and development of plans for retail and other
uses in areas likely to be affected by the new development, finding no basis
for concluding they might be effective.

§13.65 H. Hazardous Waste and Release Sites

When preparing an EIR, the lead agency must consult the “Cortese” list
of hazardous waste sites (compiled under Govt C §65962.5) to determine
whether the project or any project alternatives are located on a listed site.
Pub Res C §21092.6(a). Any information derived from consultation of the
Cortese list must be included in the notice of preparation and the draft EIR.
Pub Res C §21092.6(a).

An EIR for a project that involves the purchase of a school site or con-
struction of a new elementary or secondary school by a school district
must include sufficient information to determine whether the site is a for-
mer hazardous or solid waste disposal site, an identified hazardous sub-
stance release site, or a site containing certain types of pipelines. Pub Res
C §21151.8(a); 14 Cal Code Regs §15186.

On CEQA and hazardous waste disposal and release sites, see §820.49-
20.52.

§13.66 l. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate
Change

Following enactment of the California Global Warming Solutions Act
of 2006 (Health & S C §838500-38599), the legislature directed that
CEQA Guidelines be adopted addressing the mitigation of greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions. Pub Res C §21083.5. Following that directive, a num-
ber of new and amended Guidelines provisions were adopted in 2010; see,
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an EIR, depending on the specific issues presented by 2 particular project.
A California Climate Change Adaptation Strategy was prepared by 2
multi-agency task force headed by the Natural Resources Agency and
finalized in 2009. The December 2009 strategy document sumimarizes
information about the impacts of climate change in various sectors as well
as efforts to manage against the threats posed by climate change. These
documents generally can be found on the websites of the particular state
agencies or on the California Climate Change Portal website.

Guidance from local air districts. Some local air districts have
adopted or published guidance documents with recommended thresholds
of significance for GHG emissions of projects. These include interim
thresholds for stationary sources within the South Coast Air Quality Man-
agement District and significance thresholds adopted by the San Joaquin
Valley Air Pollution Control District and the Bay Area Air Quality Man-
agement District. On use of regulatory agency guidance documents gener-
ally, see §8§6.55, 13.13-13.14.

In December 2008, the South Coast Air Quality Management District
adopted an interim GHG threshold for stationary sources of 10,000 metric
tons of CO2 equivalents per year (MT/yr), which applies when the district
is the lead agency. See South Coast Air Quality Management District, A
Resolution of the Governing Board of the South Coast Air Quality Man-
agement District Approving the Interim Greenhouse Gas Significance
Threshold to Be Used by the SCAQMD for Industrial Source Projects,
Rules and Plans When It Is the Lead Agency for Projects Subject t0 the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

In December 2009, the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control Dis-
trict adopted a threshold for all types of development projects. The dis-
trict’s approach 18 derived from AB 32’s goal of reducing GHG emissions
to 1990 levels by 2020, which generally would require statewide emis-
sions to be reduced by approximately 29 percent below CARB’s 2020
“husiness as usual”’ projections for California. See CARB Climate Change
Scoping Plan (Dec. 2008) at ES-1. Generally, the recommended threshold
bases the determination of significance on whether the analysis for a pro-
posed project demonstrates that the project can achieve a comparable
reduction against “business as usual” emissions.

In June 2010, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District adopted
recommended thresholds with two alternatives for determining signifi-
cance for most nonindustrial development projects. One is a bright-line
threshold of 1100 MT/yr of carbon dioxide equivalent emissions. The
other recommended threshold is a per capita threshold of 4.6 MT/yr of
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CO2-equivalent emissions, based on the service population of the project.
For industrial projects, the threshold is emissions greater than 10,000
MT/yr of CO2 equivalents.

NOTE> On the basis of the pendency of California Bldg. Indus. Ass’n v
Bay Area Air Quality Mgmt. Dist. (2015) 62 C4th 369, the Bay Area
Air Quality Management District had not been recommending that
agencies use these thresholds as a general measure of a project’s
impacts, stating that agencies should make significance determina-
tions on the basis of substantial evidence. See Eﬁn\\iii.gmnaa.m
oiOZWmwosm\ﬂmb:._am-m:a-?wmnmBEOMOxw-QCHOmEme.mwvx.
This case has been remanded to the trial court for issuance of an
order partially granting the petition for writ of mandate. California
Bldg. Indus. Ass'n v Bay Area Air Quality Mgml. Dist. (2016) 2
CAS5th 1067, 1091. In Center for Biological Diversity, 62 C4th at 230
n7, however, the court noted that the validity of the District’s GHG
thresholds was not before the court in that case. Also, the 2015 court
of appeal decision in California Bldg. Indus. Ass’n v Bay Area Air
Quality Mgmt. Dist., suprd, did not discuss the District’s GHG
thresholds. Practitioners should check the District’s website for
updates to this guidance.

Local or regional plan policies on GHGs. An increasing number of
cities and counties have adopted GHG emission reduction goals in their
general plans; some jurisdictions are preparing Or adopting formalized
GHG reduction plans or climate action plans. In appropriate circum-
stances, such general plan policies can be used as a possible basis for
determining the significance of emissions impacts. Sec generally §§6.56,
13.11. In Center for Biological Diversity, 62 C4th at 223, the court sug-
gested that in appropriate circumstances local agencies could evaluate
compliance with such plans to streamline the review of GHG emissions
impacts. In North Coast Rivers Alliance v Marin Mun. Water Dist. (2013)
216 CA4th 614, 653, the court upheld an EIR that relied on a county policy
of reducing GHG emissions by a specified percentage to reach AB 32
goals. Under CEQA’s existing provisions for streamlining review for proj-
ects consistent with a plan (see chap 10), and under the CEQA Guidelines
on tiering from adopted GHG reduction plans, the more formalized GHG
reduction plans may be used in appropriate circumstances to streamline
the review of consistent projects.

Other technical reports; reports by private organizations. Many
preparers of CEQA documents rely on references to technical papers to
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SECTION 15064.4. DETERMINING THE SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS FROM
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Specific Purposes of the Amendment

A key component of environmental analysis under CEQA is the determination of
significance. (Pub. Resources Code § 21002; Protect the Historic Amador Waterways
v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 1099, 1106-07.) Guidelines on the
analysis of GHG emissions must, therefore, include provisions on the determination of
significance of those emissions.

New section 15064.4, on the determination of significance of GHG emissions,
reflects the existing CEQA principle that there is no iron-clad definition of “significance.”
(State CEQA Guidelines, § 15064(b); Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Com. v. Board
of Port Comm. (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1380-81 (“Berkeley Jets”).) Accordingly,
lead agencies must use their best efforts to investigate and disclose all that they
reasonably can regarding a project’'s potential adverse impacts. (Ibid; see also State
CEQA Guidelines, § 15144.) Section 15064.4 is designed to assist lead agencies in
performing that required investigation. In particular, it provides that lead agencies
should quantify GHG emissions where quantification is possible and will assist in the
determination of significance, or perform a qualitative analysis, or both as appropriate in
the context of the particular project, in order to determine the amount, types and
sources of GHG emissions resulting from the project. Regardless of the type of
analysis performed, the analysis must be based “to the extent possible on scientific and
factual data.” In addition, lead agencies should also consider several factors.. The
specific provisions of section 15064.4 are discussed below.

Quantitative Analysis

Subdivision (a) of section 15064 .4 states that lead agencies should calculate or
estimate the GHG emissions resulting from the proposed project. This directive reflects
the holding in the Berkeley Jets case, which required a Port Commission to quantify
emissions of toxic air contaminants even in the absence of a universally accepted
methodology for doing so. (Berkeley Jets, supra, 91 Cal.App.4th at p. 1370 (“The fact
that a single methodology does not currently exist that would provide the Port with a
precise, or ‘universaily accepted,” quantification of the human health risk from TAC
exposure does not excuse the preparation of any health risk assessment--it requires the
Port to do the necessary work to educate itself about the different methodologies that
are available™) (emphasis in original).) That case also required quantitative analysis of
single-event noise, even though the applicable thresholds were expressed as
cumulative noise levels. (/d. at 1382.) Quantification was required in that context in
order to identify existing noise levels, the number of additional flights, the frequency of
those flights, the degree to which the increased flights would cause increased noise
levels at a given location, and ultimately, the community’s reaction to that noise. (/bid.)
in other words, quantification would assist the lead agency in determining whether the
increased noise would be potentially significant. (Ibid. (“CEQA requires that the Port

20
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and the inquiring public obtain the technical information needed to assess whether the
ADP will merely inconvenience the Airport's nearby residents or damn them to a
somnambulate-like existence”); see also Protect the Historic Amador Waterways, supra,
116 Cal.App.4th at 1109 (“in preparing an EIR, the agency must consider and resolve
every fair argument that can be made about the possible significant environmental
effects of a project, irrespective of whether an established threshold of significance has
been met with respect to any given effect’).)

With the foregoing principles in mind, the quantification called for in proposed
section 15064.4(a)(1) is reasonably necessary to ensure an adequate analysis of GHG
emissions using available data and tools, in accordance with Public Resources Code
Section 21083.05. Even where a lead agency finds that no numeric threshold of
significance applies to a proposed project, the holdings in the Berkeley Jets and Protect
the Historic Amador Waterways cases, described above, require quantification of
emissions if such quantification will assist in determining the significance of those
emissions. OPR and the Resources Agency find that quantification will, in many cases,
assist in the determination of significance, as explained below. (State CEQA
Guidelines, § 15142 (“An EIR shall be prepared using an interdisciplinary approach
which will ensure the integrated use of the natural and social sciences and the
consideration of qualitative as well as quantitative factors”).)

First, quantification of GHG emissions is possible for a wide range of projects
using currently available tools. Modeling capabilities have improved to allow
quantification of emissions from various sources and at various geographic scales.
(Office of Planning and Research, CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate
Change Through the California Environmental Quality Act Review, Attachment 2:
Technical Resources/Modeling Tools to Estimate GHG Emissions (June 2008);
CAPCOA White Paper, at pp. 59-78.) Moreover, one of the models that can be used in
a GHG analysis, URBEMIS, is already widely used in CEQA air quality analyses.
(CAPCOA White Paper, at p. 59.) Second, quantification informs the qualitative factors
listed in proposed section 15064.4(b). Third, quantification indicates to the lead agency,
and the public, whether emissions reductions are possible, and if so, from which
sources. Thus, if quantification reveals that a substantial portion of a project's
emissions result from energy use, a lead agency may consider whether design changes
could reduce the project’s energy demand.

Proposed section 15064.4(a)(1) also reflects existing case law that reserves for
lead agencies the precise methodology to be used in a CEQA analysis. (See, e.g.,
Eureka Citizens for Responsible Gov't v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357,
371-373.) As indicated above, a wide variety of models exist that could be used in a
GHG analysis. (CAPCOA White Paper, at pp. 59-78.) Further, not every model will be
appropriate for every project. For example, URBEMIS may be an appropriate tool to
analyze a typical residential subdivision or commercial use project, but some public
utilities projects, such as waste-water treatment plants, may require more specialized
models to accurately estimate emissions. (/d. at pp. 60-65.) The requirement to
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disclose any limitations in the model or methodology chosen also reflects the standard
for adequacy of EIRs in existing State CEQA Guidelines section 15151.

Qualitative and Performance Standard Based Analysis

As explained in greater detail below in the Thematic Responses, CEQA does not
require quantification of emissions in every instance. If the lead agency determines that
quantification is not possible, would not yield information that would assist in analyzing
the project’s impacts and determining the significance of the GHG emissions, or is not
appropriate in the context of the particular project, section 15064.4(a) would allow the
lead agency to consider qualitative factors or performance standards. Consideration of
qualitative factors is appropriate for several reasons. First, CEQA directs lead agencies
to consider qualitative factors. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21001(g) (CEQA’s purpose
includes to: “require governmental agencies at all levels to consider qualitative factors
as well as economic and technical factors and long-term benefits and costs, in addition
to short-term benefits and costs and to consider alternatives 1o proposed actions
affecting the environment”).) Second, existing section 15064.7 of the State CEQA
Guidelines indicate that thresholds of significance may be qualitative, which implies that
a determination of significance without a threshold could also evaluate qualitative
factors. Third, the existing CEQA Guidelines state that the determination of significance
requires a lead agency to use its judgment based on all relevant information. (State
CEQA Guidelines, § 15064(b); see also id. at §§ 15064.7 (thresholds may be
qualitative), 15142 (analysis should be interdisciplinary and both qualitative and
quantitative).)

Subdivision (a) would also allow a lead agency to rely on performance-based
standards to assist in the determination of significance. Just as with quantification, the
purpose of engaging in a qualitative or performance standard based analysis is to
develop information relevant to a significance determination. Several examples exist of
the types of performance standards that might appropriately be used in determining the
significance of greenhouse gas emissions. Proposed section 15183.5(b)(1)(D), for
example, contemplates that a plan for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions may
contain performance based standards. Where such standards are developed as part of
such a plan, a lead agency would have evidence indicating that compliance with such
standards would indicate that the impact of greenhouse gas emissions would be less
than significant. Further, in adopting SB375, the Legislature acknowledged that
regional transportation plans, and the environmental impact reports prepared to analyze
those plans, may contain performance standards that would apply to transit priority
projects. (See, e.g., Public Resources Code, § 21155.2.) Other potential examples
include the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's proposed Best Management
Practices for Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions (calling for use of alternative
fuels, local building materials and recycling), and the California Public Utilities
Commission’s Performance Standard for Power Plans (requiring emissions no greater
than a combined cycle gas turbine plant). Compliance with such standards may be
relevant to the significance determination, when considered in conjunction with the
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project's total projected emissions. Section 15064.4(a) was revised in response to
comments to clarify that lead agencies may rely on quantitative or qualitative analyses,
or both, in part to emphasize that qualitative analyses and performance standards may
be useful supplements to a quantitative analysis.

Similar to use of a significance threshold, a lead agency must exercise care to
ensure that performance standards do not replace a full analysis of all potential
emissions. (Protect the Historic Amador Waterways, supra, 116 Cal.App.4th at 1109
(“in preparing an EIR, the agency must consider and resolve every fair argument that
can be made about the possible significant environmental effects of a project,
irrespective of whether an established threshold of significance has been met with
respect to any given effect”).) For example, while a Platinum LEED® rating could assist
a lead agency in determining whether emissions related to a building’s energy use may
be significant, that performance standard may not reveal sufficient information to
evaluate transportation-related emissions associated with that proposed project.

As indicated above, even a qualitative analysis must be based to the extent
possible on scientific and factual data. Further, the type of analysis that is required will
depend on the context of a particular project. Given the multitude of different project
types and sizes, and different agencies subject to CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, which
are general by necessity, cannot specify precisely when a quantitative analysis may be
required or a qualitative analysis may be appropriate. The following hypothetical
examples may illustrate, however, how section 15064.4(a) could operate:

Project 1: a small habitat restoration project is proposed in a remote part of
California. Workers would drive to the site where they would camp for the
duration of the project. Some gas-powered tools and machinery may be
required. Cleared brush would either be burned or would decay naturally.

Project 2: a large commercial development is proposed in an suburban context.
Heavy-duty machinery would be required in various construction phases
spanning many months. Following construction, the development would rely on
electricity, water and wastewater services from the local utilities. Natural gas
burners would be used on site. The development would employ several hundred
workers and attract thousands of customers daily. A traffic study has been
prepared for the project. The local air quality management district’s guidance
document recommends that projects of similar size and character should use of
URBEMIS, or another similar model, to estimate the air quality impacts of the
development.

In the context of Project 2 a quantitative analysis would likely be appropriate.
The URBEMIS model, which would likely be used to analyze other emissions, could
also be used to estimate emissions from both project-related transportation and on-site
indirect emissions (landscaping, hot-water heaters, etc.) Modeling is typically done for
projects of like size and character. Other models are readily available to estimate
emissions associated with utility use. In the context of Project 2, a lead agency may
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find it difficult to demonstrate a good faith effort through a purely qualitative analysis.
(See, e.g., Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Com. v. Board of Port Comm:. (2001) 91
Cal.App.4th 1344, 1370.)

in the context of Project 1, however, a qualitative analysis would likely be
appropriate. Project 1's emissions are not easily modeled, and the Project is small in
scale. While it may be technically possible, quantification of the emissions may not
reveal any additional information that indicates the significance of those emissions or
how they may be reduced that could not be provided in a qualitative assessment of
emissions sources. (See, e.g., Public Resources Code, § 21003(f) (“public agencies
involved in the environmental review process be responsible for carrying out the
process in the most efficient, expeditious manner in order to conserve the available
financial, governmental, physical, and social resources with the objective that those
resources may be better applied toward the mitigation of actual significant effects on the
environment”).) '

Factors Potentially Indicating Significance

The qualitative factors listed in the proposed section 15064.4(b) are intended to
assist lead agencies in collecting and considering information relevant to a project’s
incremental contribution of GHG emissions and the overall context of such emissions.
Notably, while subdivision (b) provides a list of factors that should be considered by
public agencies in determining the significance of a project's GHG emissions, other
factors can and should be considered as appropriate.

Determine Whether Emissions Will Increase or Decrease

The first factor in subdivision (b), for example, asks lead agencies to consider
whether the project will result in an increase or decrease in different types of GHG
emissions relative to the existing environmental setting. All project components,
including construction and operation, equipment and energy use, and development
phases must be considered in this analysis. (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15378 (project
includes “the whole of the action”).) For example, a mass transit project may involve
GHG emissions during its construction phase, but substantial evidence may also
indicate that it will cause existing commuters to switch from single-occupant vehicles to
mass transit use. Operation of such a project may ultimately result in a decrease in
GHG emissions. Such analysis, provided that it is supported with substantial evidence
and fully accounts for all project emissions, may support a lead agency’s determination
that GHG emissions associated with a project are not cumulatively considerable.

This section’s reference to the “existing environmental setting” reflects existing
law requiring that impacts be compared to the environment as it currently exists. (State
CEQA Guidelines, § 15125.) This clarification is necessary to avoid a comparison of
the project against a “business as usual” scenario as defined by ARB in the Scoping
Plan. Such an approach would confuse “business as usual” projections used in ARB'’s
Scoping Plan with CEQA’s separate requirement of analyzing project effects in
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comparison to the environmental baseline. (Compare Scoping Plan, atp. 9 (“The
foundation of the Proposed Scoping Plan’s strategy is a set of measures that will cut
greenhouse gas emissions by nearly 30 percent by the year 2020 as compared to
business as usual”) with Fat v. County of Sacramento (2002) 97 Cal.App.4th 1270,
1278 (existing environmental conditions normally constitute the baseline for
environmental analysis); see also Center for Bio. Diversity v. City of Desert Hot Springs,
Riverside Sup. Ct. Case No. RIC464585 (August 6, 2008) (rejecting argument that a
large subdivision project would have a “peneficial impact on CO2 emissions” because
the homes would be more energy efficient and located near relatively uncongested
freeways).) Business as usual may be relevant, however, in the discussion of the “no
project alternative” in an EIR. (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(e)}(2) (no project
alternative should describe what would reasonably be expected to occur in the future in
the absence of the project).)

Notably, section 15064.4(b)(1) is not intended to imply a zero net emissions
threshold of significance. As case law makes clear, there is no “one molecule rule” in
CEQA. (CBE, supra, 103 Cal.App.4th at 120.)

Thresholds of Significance

The second factor in subdivision (b) asks whether a project exceeds a threshold
of significance for GHG emissions. Section 21000(d) of the Public Resources Code
expressly directs public agencies to identify whether there are any critical thresholds for
health and safety to identify those areas where the capacity of the environment is
limited. A threshold is an “identifiable quantitative, qualitative or performance level” at
which impacts are normally less than significant. (State CEQA Guidelines, §
15064.7(a); see also Protect the Historic Amador Waterways, supra, 116 Cal.App.4th at
1107.) Lead agencies may rely on thresholds developed by other agencies that have
particular expertise in the subject matter under consideration. (See, e.g., State CEQA
Guidelines, Appendix G, Sample Question Hi (“[w]here available, the significance
criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control
district may be relied upon to make” a significance determination).) For example, a lead
agency may look to standards included in a Basin Plan to assist in the determination of
whether water quality impacts are significant. (Protect the Historic Amador Waterways,
supra, 116 Cal.App.4th at 1107 (“[s]uch thresholds can be drawn from existing
environmental standards, such as other statutes or regulations”).)

Several agencies have developed, or are in the process of developing,
thresholds of significance for GHG emissions.® For example, thresholds are currently
being developed, or have already been adopted by the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District for operations and construction,* the City of Davis for residential

3 Reference to these thresholds and proposed thresholds does not reflect an endorsement of those
thresholds; rather, they are cited solely for the purpose of demonstrating that agencies are developing
such thresholds.

+ BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines Update: work in progress - http://www.baaqmd.gov/pln/ ceqalindex.htm.

25



I-DEVINCENZI4

developments,’ and the South Coast Air Quality Management District for industrial
projects.6 Regardless of the threshold chosen, however, this section does not alter the
pre-existing rule under CEQA that if substantial evidence supports a fair argument that
a project may result in significant impacts, despite compliance with a threshold, an EIR
must be prepared. (Mejia v. City of Los Angeles (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 322, 342))
Further, “in preparing an EIR, the agency must consider and resolve every fair
argument that can be made about the possible significant environmental effects of a
project, irrespective of whether an established threshold of significance has been met
with respect to any given effect.” (Protect the Historic Amador Waterways, supra, 116
Cal.App.4th at 1109.)

Consistent with the above, if relying on a threshold developed by another
agency, lead agencies must exercise caution in selecting a threshold to ensure that the
threshold is appropriately applied. For CEQA purposes, a threshold identifies a level
below which an environmental impact will normally be less than significant. (State
CEQA Guidelines, § 15064.7(a).) Some agencies have adopted “thresholds” pursuant
to other laws that may not be applicable in the CEQA context. ARB has adopted
several thresholds pursuant to AB32, for example, to address specific purposes that are
unrelated to CEQA. For example, the de minimis threshold governs the level at which
emissions will be regulated by ARB’s AB32 regulations. (Health & Safety Code, §
38561(e); Scoping Plan, at pp. 96-97.) CEQA does not permit use of a de minimis
threshold, however. (CBE, supra, 103 Cal.App.4th at p. 121.) Additionally, the
Reporting Threshold is the level at which emissions from large industrial sources are
required to be reported. (Scoping Plan, at pp. 108-109; see also CARB Board
Resolution 07-54 (2007).) Again, this reporting threshold reflects a policy decision
regarding regulation by the ARB, but does not address the level at which environmental
harm may occur, and does not satisfy a lead agency's duties under CEQA related to
review of projects which may result in significant adverse environmental impacts.

Consistency with a Plan or Requlation

Finally, the third factor in subdivision (b) directs consideration of the extent to
which a project complies with a plan or regulation to reduce GHG emissions. That
section further states, however, that to be used for the purpose of determining
significance, a plan must contain specific requirements that result in reductions of GHG
emissions to a less than significant level. This clarification is necessary because of the
wide variety of climate action plans and GHG reduction plans that are currently being
adopted by public agencies. ARB, for example, recently adopted its statewide Scoping
Plan. That plan may not be appropriate for use in determining the significance of
individual projects, however, because it is conceptual at this stage and relies on the
future development of regulations to implement the strategies identified in the Scoping

5 City of Davis (2009) Greenhouse Gas Emission Threshold and Standards for New Residential
Development; Accessed 5/27/09, http://cityofdavis.org/pgs/sustainability/pdfs/

15_4.21 .09_GHG%20Standards.pdf

§ SCAQMD (2008) Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules and Plans,
Accessed 5/27/09 http://www.aqmd.gov/hb/2008/December/081231a.htm.
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Plan. (Scoping Plan, at p. 9.) Regulations that will require actual reductions of GHG
emissions may not be adopted until 2012. (Ibid.) Once those regulations are adopted
and being implemented, they may, if appropriate, be used to assist in the determination
of significance, similar to the current use of air quality, water quality and other similar
environmental regulations. (CBE, supra, 103 Cal. App. 4th at 111 (a lead agency's use
of existing environmental standards in determining the significance of a project's
environmental impacts is an effective means of promoting consistency in significance
determinations and integrating CEQA environmental review activities with other
environmental program planning and regulation”).)

In addition to the regulations that will be developed to implement the Scoping
Plan, this factor would also allow lead agencies to consider plans that are developed to
reduce GHG emissions on a regional or local level. (Scoping Plan, at p. 26.) The
proposed section 15064.4(b)(3) is intended to be read in conjunction with the section
15064(h)(3), as proposed to be amended, and proposed section 15183.5. Those
sections each indicate that local and regional plans may be developed to reduce GHG
emissions. If such plans reduce community-wide emissions to a level that is less than
significant, a later project that complies with the requirements in such a plan may be
found to have a less than significant impact.

Notably, CEQA does not provide a specific definition of “comply” in the context of
determining a project’s consistency with a particular plan. Some guidance may be
gleaned, however, from case law interpreting the requirement that a local government’s
activities be consistent with its General Plan. In that context, a “zoning ordinance [for
example] is consistent with the city's general plan where, considering all of its aspects,
the ordinance furthers the objectives and policies of the general plan and does not
obstruct their attainment.” (City of Irvine v. Irvine Citizens Against Overdevelopment
(1994) 25 Cal. App. 4th 868, 879.) Reading section 15064.4 together with 15064(h)(3),
however, to demonstrate consistency with an existing GHG reduction plan, a lead
agency would have to show that the plan actually addresses the emissions that would
result from the project. Thus, for example, a subdivision project could not demonstrate
“consistency” with the ARB'’s Early Action Measures because those measures do not
address emissions resulting from a typical housing subdivision. (ARB, Expanded List of
Early Action Measures to Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions in California
Recommended for Board Consideration, October 2007; see also State CEQA
Guidelines, §§ 15063(d)(3) (initial study must be supported with information to support
conclusions), 15128 (determination in an EIR that an impact is less than significant must
be briefly explained).)

Necessity
The Legislature directed OPR and the Resources Agency to develop guidelines
on the analysis of GHG emissions. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21083.05.) A key

component of environmental analysis under CEQA is the determination of significance.
(Id. at § 21002; Protect the Historic Amador Waterways, supra, 116 Cal.App.4th at
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SECTION 15064.7. THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Specific Purposes of the Amendment

Proposed subdivision (c) of section 15064.7 would allow a lead agency to adopt
a threshold developed by another agency, or recommended by experts, provided that
such threshold is supported with substantial evidence. This proposed regulation is
reasonably necessary because many lead agencies perform general governmental
functions, and may lack the specific expertise necessary to develop their own
thresholds of significance for GHG emissions. Such agencies may rely on thresholds
developed by other agencies with specialized expertise (such as an air quality
management district) in conducting their CEQA analyses. (OPR, Thresholds of
Significance: Criteria for Defining Environmental Significance, September 1994, atp. 7.)
In fact, Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines expressly encourages lead agencies
to rely on thresholds established by local air quality management districts. (State CEQA
Guidelines, Appendix G, Question Ill.)

Several local and regional air districts are in the process of developing thresholds
for GHG emissions. As noted above, for example, thresholds are currently being
developed, or have already been adopted by the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District for operations and construction, the City of Davis for residential developments,
and the South Coast Air Quality Management District for industrial projects. Lead
agencies within the jurisdiction of an air district, or other agency, that adopts a GHG
emissions threshold may adopt such a threshold as its own. In adopting any threshold
of significance, including one developed by an expert or agency with specialized
expertise, the lead agency must support the threshold with substantial evidence in the
administrative record. (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15064.7(b).)

independent experts may also develop such thresholds for use by public
agencies. For example, the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association has
published a White Paper on developing thresholds of significance for GHG emissions.
(CAPCOA White Paper, at pp. 31-58.) A lead agency could potentially use CAPCOA’s
suggestions in developing its own thresholds. Because any threshold must be
supported with substantial evidence, and must be adopted through a public process,
any threshold recommended by an expert that is ultimately adopted will undergo
sufficient scrutiny to ensure its legitimacy. (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15064.7(b).)

Necessity

The Legislature directed OPR and the Resources Agency to develop guidelines
on the analysis of GHG emissions. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21083.05.) Defining
“significance” is a critical step in the lead agency’s impact analysis and therefore needs
to be addressed as part of the Proposed Action. Section 21000(d) of the Public
Resources Code encourages the development of thresholds. These sections together
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SECTION 15126.4. CONSIDERATION AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION
MEASURES PROPOSED TO MINIMIZE SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS.

Specific Purposes of the Amendment

Section 21083.05 of the Public Resources Code expressly requires OPR and the
Resources Agency to develop regulations on the “mitigation of greenhouse gas
emissions.” The goals of this legislative mandate are to (1) reduce GHG emissions and
(2) to provide consistency in the development of GHG emissions reduction measures.
There is no indication, however, that the Legislature intended to alter any existing laws
governing mitigation under CEQA. The Amendments, therefore, interpret and make
specific existing CEQA law and regulations for mitigation of significant impacts resulting
from GHG emissions.

Existing section 15126.4 provides guidance on CEQA’s general mitigation
requirements. To emphasize that mitigation of GHG emissions is subject to those
existing CEQA requirements, OPR and the Natural Resources Agency added a new
subdivision (c) to the existing section 15126.4. The Amendments identify five general
methods of mitigation that may be tailored to the specific circumstances surrounding a
specific project. In response to public comments, the Natural Resources Agency
provided additional guidance, described below, in the lead-in sentences introducing
those five broad categories of mitigation.

Mitigation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Comments submitted on the Amendments indicated general concerns that
mitigation for GHG emissions may not be effective or reliable. To further clarify the
existing mitigation requirements that would apply to measures to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions, the Natural Resources Agency revised the lead-in sentences in
subdivision (c). Specifically, the Natural Resources Agency added that all mitigation
must be supported with substantial evidence and be capable of monitoring or reporting.
This addition reflects the requirement in Public Resources Code that a lead agency’s
findings on mitigation be supported with substantial evidence and that it must adopt a
mitigation monitoring and reporting program along with the project if mitigation
measures are required. (Public Resources Code, §§ 21081(a)(1), 21081 6.)

In response to comments, the Natural Resources Agency had originally also
proposed to add a sentence indicating that only emissions reductions that were not
required by some other law or contract could qualify as mitigation. In response to
comments on that proposed revision, that sentence is no longer proposed to be added
to the lead-in section; rather, subdivision (c)(3) will be clarified, as described below.

Mitigation Identified in an Existing Plan

The first type of mitigation of GHG emissions that may be considered includes
measures identified in an existing plan. As indicated above, many agencies are
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Forestry Greenhouse Gas Protocols for Voluntary Purposes (October 17, 2007), at pp.
6-7.) ARB has adopted Forest Protocols for large forestry projects. (ARB, Resolution
07-44 (adopting California Climate Action Registry Forestry Sector Protocol (September
2007), Forest Project Protocol (September 2007) and Forest Verification Protocol (May
2007).) ARB has also adopted Urban Forest Protocols for urban forestry projects.
(California Climate Action Registry, Urban Forest Project Reporting Protocol and
Verification Protocol (August 2008) (ARB adopted on September 25, 2008).) Such
projects could be located on the project site or off-site. (Urban Forest Project Reporting
Protocol, at pp. 4-5.) The protocols include methods of measuring the ability of various
forestry projects to store capture and store carbon.

Consistent with section 15126.4(a), a lead agency must support its choice of, and
its determination of the effectiveness of, any reduction measures with substantial
evidence. Substantial evidence in the record must demonstrate that any mitigation
program or measure is will result in actual emissions reductions. As a practical matter,
where a mitigation program or measure is consistent with protocols adopted or
approved by an agency with regulatory authority to develop such a program, a lead
agency will more easily be able to demonstrate that off-site mitigation will actually result
in emissions reductions. Examples of such protocols include the forestry protocols
described above. Where a mitigation proposal cannot be verified with an existing
protocol, a greater evidentiary showing may be required.

Measures to be Implemented on a Project-by-Project Basis

Finally, the fifth type of measure that could reduce GHG emissions at a planning
level is the development of binding measures to be implemented on a project-specific
basis. As explained in greater detail in the discussion of proposed section 15183.5,
below, ARB’s Scoping Plan strongly encourages local agencies to develop plans to
reduce GHG emissions throughout the community. In addition, the CEC’s Power Plant
Siting Committee is assessing the impacts of GHG emission from proposed new power
plants and how they can be mitigated. Comments received during the CEC's
informational proceedings warranted a lengthy discussion on the practical application of
a programmatic approach to mitigating GHG emissions from new power plants. (CEC,
Committee Guidance on Fulfilling California Environmental Quality Act Responsibilities
for Greenhouse Gas Impacts in Power Plant Siting Applications (2009) at p. 26 to 28.)
Existing State CEQA Guidelines sections 15168(b)(4) and 15168(c)(3) recognize that
programmatic documents provide an opportunity to develop mitigation plans that will
apply on a project-specific basis. Proposed subdivision (c)(5) recognizes that, for a
planning level decision, appropriate mitigation of GHG emissions may include the
development of a program to be implemented on a project-by-project basis. (State
CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4(a)(2) (‘[iln the case of the adoption of a plan, policy,
regulation, or other public project, mitigation measures can be incorporated into the
plan, policy, regulation or project design”).)

This type of mitigation is subject to the limits of existing law, however. Thus,
proposed subdivision (c)(5) should not be interpreted to allow deferral of mitigation.
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Rather, it is subject to the rule in existing section 15126.4(a)(1)(B) that such measures
“may specify performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the
project and which may be accomplished in more than one specified way.” (See also
San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal. App. 4th 645,
670-71.)

Suggestions Rejected

During its public involvement process, OPR received comments on its
preliminary draft of the proposed amendments related to mitigation. Some comments
suggested provisions that were not included in these Proposed Amendments. Several
comments, for example, suggested that the Guidelines provide a specific “hierarchy” of
mitigation requiring lead agencies to mitigate GHG emissions on-site where possible,
and to allow consideration and use of off-site mitigation only if on-site mitigation is
impossible or insufficient. OPR and the Resources Agency recognize that there may be
circumstances in which requiring on-site mitigation may result in various co-benefits for
the project and local community, and that monitoring the implementation of such
measures may be easier. However, CEQA leaves the determination of the precise
method of mitigation to the discretion of lead agencies. (State CEQA Guidelines, §
15126.4(a)(1)(B); see also San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City & Co.
of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal. App. 4th 656, 697.)

Several comments also suggested that mitigation for GHG emissions must be
“real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable.” The Proposed Amendments
do not include such standards, however, for several reasons. The proposed standard
appears to have been derived from section 38562(d) of the Health and Safety Code,
which prescribes requirements for regulations to be promulgated to implement AB32.
AB32 is a separate statutory scheme, and, as noted above, there is no indication that
the legislature intended to alter standards for mitigation under CEQA. Similarly,
standards for mitigation under CEQA already exist and are set out in section
15126.4(a). Specifically, mitigation must be fully enforceable, which implies that the
measure is also real and verifiable. Additionally, substantial evidence in the record
must support an agency's conclusion that mitigation will be effective, and in the context
of an EIR, courts will defer to an agency’s determination of a measure’s effectiveness.
(Environmental Council of Sacramento v. City of Sacramento (2006) 147 Cal.App.4th
1018, 1041 (mitigation ratio is supportable even at less than 1:1 given the project’s
circumstances); Ass’n of Irritated Residents v. County of Madera (2003) 107
Cal.App.4th 1383, 1398 (lead agency has discretion to resolve dispute regarding the
effectiveness of an EIR’s mitigation measures).) No existing law requires CEQA
mitigation to be quantifiable. Rather, mitigation.need only be “roughly proportional” to
the impact being mitigated. (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4(a)(4)(B); see also id. at
§ 15142.)

Necessity
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SECTION 15130. DISCUSSION OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Specific Purposes of the Amendment

The Proposed Amendments include two revisions to the existing section 15130
of the State CEQA Guidelines. The two proposed amendments are described below.

Section 15130(b)(1)(B)

Section 21083(b) of the Public Resources Code requires that an EIR be prepared
if the “possible effects of a project are individually limited but cumulatively considerable.”
That section further defines "cumulatively considerable" to mean that “the incremental
effects of an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable
future projects.”

In determining whether a project may have significant cumulative impacts, a lead
agency must engage in a two-step process. First, it must determine the extent of the
cumulative problem. To do so, a lead agency must examine the “effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects.” Once it does so, the lead agency then determines whether the project’s
incremental contribution to that problem is cumulatively considerable. Section 21100(e)
further provides that “[p]reviously approved land use documents, including but not
limited to, general plans, specific plans, and local coastal plans, may be used ina
cumulative impact analysis.”

The existing Guideline section 15130(b) addresses the first step of the process.
It offers two options for estimating the effects resulting from past, present and
reasonably foreseeable projects. A lead agency may either rely on a list of such
projects, or a summary of projections to estimate cumulative impacts. Existing section
15130(b)(1)(B) allows a lead agency to rely on projections in a land use document or
certified environmental document that addresses the cumulative impact under
consideration.

The proposed amendments would clarify that plans providing such projections
need not be limited to land use plans, so long as the plan evaluates the relevant
cumulative effect. The proposed amendments would also allow a lead agency to rely
on information provided in regional modeling programs. The best projections of the
cumulative effect of GHG emissions may be available in up-to-date models such as the
International Council for Local Environmental Initiative’s Local Government GHG
Protocol® and the California Climate Action Reserve's Registry general,9 industry'® and

¥ ICLEI (2008) Local Government Operations Protocol; Accessed 6/08/09, http://www.icleiusa.org/action-
center/tools/igo-protocol-1

9 california Climate Action Registry (2009) General Reporting Protocol: Accessed 6/08/09,
http://www.climateregistry.org/resources/docs/protocols/grp/GRP_3.1_January2009.pdf
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project type protocols.” Such projections may also be supplied in plans that are not
strictly “land use” plans. For example, regional transportation plans in certain areas will
ultimately include sustainable community strategies which will include projections a
region’s GHG emissions and related cumulative effects. (Gov Code, § 65080(b)(2).)
Finally, some agencies are beginning to develop GHG reduction plans or climate action
plans that may also include such projections. (ARB, Scoping Plan, Appendix C, at p. C-
49: OPR, Book of Lists, at pp. 92-100.)

The proposed amendments are consistent with section 21083 of the Public
Resources Code and CEQA case law. Section 21083 requires consideration of “the
effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable
future projects.” Projections in the listed types of plans and models may include
inventories of existing emissions and projected future emissions. Section 21100 of the
Public Resources Code provides that land use plans “may” be used in a cumulative
impacts analysis, but that section does not purport to limit the types of plans that can be
used in a cumulative impacts analysis to land use plans. Finally, case law has
supported reliance on projections provided by industry, for example, to satisfy the
requirement for a discussion of impacts caused by closely related projects. (Ass’n of
irritated Residents, supra, 107 Cal. App. 4th at 1404.)

While models may provide the most up to date information, lead agencies should
still look first to information provided in adopted or certified environmental documents.
First, such information has already gone through a public and agency review process.
Second, to the extent the model provides information that is not provided in the prior
environmental document, the relationship of the model and applicable plans must be
explained, along with any changes in circumstances.

Section 15130(d)

The Office of Planning and Research had originally proposed the addition of
certain plans to section 15130(d). That section states that previously approved land use
plans may be used in a cumulative impacts analysis. Those additions were
inadvertently excluded from the proposed amendments that were made available for
public review on July 3, 2009. Therefore, the revisions were added to revisions that
were made publicly available on October 23, 2009.

The added plans include regional transportation plans and plans for the reduction
of greenhouse gas emissions. This change is sufficiently related to the proposal that
was originally published. Those plans were proposed for addition to other sections of
the proposed amendments, for example, and comments were submitted regarding the
use of such plans in cumulative impacts analysis. Plans for the reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions were described under section 15064(h)(3), above. Regional

0 California Climate Action Registry (2005) Industry Specific Protocols: Accessed 06/08/09,
http://www.climateregistry.org/tools/protocols/industry-speciﬁc-protocols.html

Ul Galifornia Climate Action Registry (2007) Project Protocols: Accessed 06/08/09,
http://www.climateregistry.org/tools/protocols/project-protocols.html
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SECTION 15364.5. GREENHOUSE GAS
Specific Purposes of the Amendment

The Legislature has not included a definition of “greenhouse gases” in CEQA,
though it did include a definition in AB32. (Health & Saf. Code, § 38505(g).) Thus, new
section 15364.5 adds a definition of greenhouse gases. The specified gases are
consistent with existing law as they are defined to include those identified by the
Legislature in section 38505(g) of the Health and Safety Code.

Notably, the definition in AB32 states that GHG “includes all of the following....”
In so stating, the Legislature implies that other gases may also be considered GHGs.
The ARB's Scoping Plan also acknowledges that other gases contribute to climate
change. (Scoping Plan, atp. 11.) In fact, the EPA’s Endangerment Finding explained
that several other gases share attributes with GHGs but would not be appropriate for
regulation under the Clean Air Act at this time. (EPA Endangerment Finding, at pp.
18896-98.) Therefore, similar to the statutory definition of GHGs in AB32, the definition
in the Amendments is not exclusive to the six primary GHGs. The purpose of a more
expansive definition is to ensure that lead agencies do not exclude from consideration
GHGs that are not listed, so long as substantial evidence indicates that such non-listed
gases may result in significant adverse effects. This approach is consistent with the
Supreme Court’s directive that CEQA be interpreted to provide the fuilest possible
protection to the environment. (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of
University of California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 390.)

Necessity

The Legislature directed OPR and the Resources Agency to develop guidelines
on the analysis of GHG emissions. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21083.05.) Section
15364.5 is necessary to make specific the instruction to analyze GHG emissions
because it states which gases are considered to be “greenhouse gases” and should be
included in the analysis.

Reasonable Alternatives to the Regulation, Including Alternatives that Would
Lessen Any Adverse impact on Small Business, and the Resources Agency’s
Reasons for Rejecting Those Alternatives

The Natural Resources Agency considered reasonable alternatives to the
Amendments and determined that no reasonable alternative would be more effective in
carrying out the purpose for which the action is proposed or would be as effective as,
and less burdensome to affected private persons than, the Amendments. This
conclusion is based on the Natural Resources Agency’s determination that the
Amendments are necessary to implement the Legislature’s directive in SB97 ina
manner consistent with existing statutes and case law, and the Amendments add no
new substantive requirements. The Natural Resources Agency rejected the no action
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GROSS SF
RESIDENTIAL {GSF) 335361 ALL.A62 571,022
OFFICE {S5F) 367,802 354,302 329,935
RETAIL {GSF) 44,306 44,306 44,306
CHILDCARE [GSF) 14,550 14,650 14,550
PARKING (GSF) 452,900 A30.2C0 478,450
TOTAL 6SF 1,215,019 1,357,920 1,438,363
UNIT COUNT
JR 1-BR 27 27 27
1-BR 242 242 292
2-BR 55 57 110
3-BR 20 22 52
A-BR 2% 12
DWELLING URITS 344 493
PARKING COUNT
RESIDENTIAL 344 3ce 483
OFFICE 736 78¢ 660
RETAIL 115 iz 118
CHILDCARE 29 i 2%
COMMERCIAL 60 60 60
CAR SHARE 10 10 10
TOTAL PARKING 1294 1372 1,367
OTHER
BUILDING HEIGHT 45'-67" 45'~80’| 45'-30"
STORIES 4-5 24| 2-6
EXISTING GSF RETAINED 348,998 349,998[ 285,631
NEW BUILDINGS 4 15 12

Parking Assumptions
Residential

Office

Retat!

Chiidcare
Commercia!

Car Share

Reyuired 1 0/1.0 DU
Required 2/1000 SF
4,/1000 (F&B!, 2/1000 (Gereral)

6Q provided
10 required

*Plaza A & B retail parked at

3/1000 {50% General, 50% F&B)

*Walnut retail parked at 4/1000 (general retail)
*Parking GSF Calculation Assumed 350SF/space
Required 1/25 children = 8; 29 provided .

Laurel Heights Partners L1.C and the Planning Department conducted studies to determine areas on
the site that could be developed with minimum impact to the existing on-site view corridors. All new
construction proposed in the preservation alternatives has been designed to the greatest extent that is
technically feasible to be comparable in square footage to the proposed Project or Project Variant.

March 2, 2018

Page & Turnbull, Inc.
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Introduction
City Pattern

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

Recognize and protect major views in the city, with particular attention to those of open space
and water.

Recognize, protect and reinforce the existing street pattern, especially as it is related to
topography.

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

Protect and promote large-scale landscaping and open space that define districts and
topography.

Empbhasize the special nature of each district through distinctive landscaping and other features.

Make centers of activity more prominent through design of street features and by other means.

Recognize the natural boundaries of districts, and promote connections between districts.

INTRODUCTION

Nature and Purpose

The Urban Design Element concerns the physical character and order of the city, and the

relationship between people and their environment.

San Francisco's environment is magnificent, and the city is a great city, but the unique

relationships of natural setting and man’s past creations are extremely fragile. There are

constant pressures for change, some for growth, some for decay.
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Image and Character

POLICY 1.1
Recognize and protect major views in the city, with particular attention to those of
open space and water.

Views contribute immeasurably to the quality of the city and to the lives of its residents.
Protection should be given to major views whenever it is feasible, with special attention to the
characteristic views of open space and water that reflect the natural setting of the city and give
a colorful and refreshing contrast to man's development.

Overlooks and other viewpoints for appreciation of the city and its environs should be
protected and supplemented, by limitation of buildings and other obstructions where necessary
and by establishment of new viewpoints at key locations.

Visibility of open spaces, especially those on hilltops, should be maintained and improved, in
order to enhance the overall form of the city, contribute to the distinctiveness of districts and
permit easy identification of recreational resources. The landscaping at such locations also
provides a pleasant focus for views along streets.

POLICY 1.2
Recognize, protect and reinforce the existing street pattern, especially as it is related
to topography.

Streets are a stable and unifying component of the city pattern. Changes in the street system
that would significantly alter this pattern should be made only after due consideration for their
effects upon the environment. Such changes should not counteract the established rhythm of
the streets with respect to topography, or break the grid system without compensating
advantages.

The width of streets should be considered in determining the type and size of building
development, so as to provide enclosing street facades and complement the nature of the
street. Streets and development bordering open spaces are especially important with respect
to the strength and order in their design. Where setbacks establish facade lines that form an
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‘e stakes are high for poth the developers and the future of the city, with a resulting tendency
ioward controversy and frustration, and unfortunate divisive effects in the community. For these
reasons, the larger sites require separate and more intensive consideration in policies relating
to building form.

OBJECTIVE 3

MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO COMPLEMENT THE CciITY
PATTERN, THE RESOURCES TO BE CONSERVED, AND THE NEIGHBORHOOD
ENVIRONMENT.

As San Francisco grows and changes, new development can and must be fitted in with
established city and neighborhood patterns in a complementary fashion. Harmony with existing
development requires careful consideration of the character of the surroundings at each
construction site. The scale of each new building must be related to the prevailing height and
bulk in the area, and to the wider effects upon the skyline, views and topographic form.
Designs for buildings on large sites have the most widespread effects and require the greatest
attention.

B i =

\ Fundamental Principles for Major New Development

These fundamental principles and their illustrations reflect the needs and characteristics with which this Plan is
concerned, and describe measurable and critical arban design relationships in Major New development.

1. The relationship of a buildings size and shape to its visibility in

{ the cityscape, to important natural features and to existing puildings

development determines whether it will have 2 pleasing or a s ~
disruptive effect on the image and character of the city. S —_—— N

A. Tall, slender buildings near the crown on a hill enphasize ,;."r’ ®
the form of the hill and preserve views.

B. Extremely massive buildings on or near hills can overwhelm
the natural land forms, block views, and generally disrupt the
character of the city '

C. L.ow, smaller-scale buildings on the slopes of hills, at their
base and in the valleys between complement topographic forms
and permit uninterru pted views.

D. Low buildings along the waterfront contiibute to the gradual
tapering of height from hilltops 0 water that is characteristic af
San Francisco and allows Aews of the Ocean and the Bay.
Larger buildings with efvic importance, as evidenced by a vote
5f the people, providing olaces of public assembly and
recreation may be appropriate alung the w terfront at
important locations.

£, Larger, tall ¢ buildings can dlend pleasantly with sme i1

sested areas if the change (0 seale b3 et egressive ana



I-DEVINCENZI4

FOLICY 3.3
Promote efforts to achieve high quality of design for buildings to be constructed at
prominent locations.

Certain buildings will achieve prominence, whatever their design, because of their exposed
locations. Among such locations are those at tops of hills; those fronting on permanent open
space such as the Bay, parks, plazas and areas with height limits; those facing wide streets or
closing the vista at the end of a street; and those affording a silhouette against the sky, a
muted background or a formal order such as in the Civic Center.

At locations of such prominence, the quality of building design is of special significance, and
special efforts should be made to promote the best architectural solutions in both public and
private buildings. In such solutions, the positive potentials of the site should be emphasized.

Height and Bulk

POLICY 3.4
Promote building forms that will respect and improve the integrity of open spaces
and other public areas.

New buildings should not block significant views of public open spaces, especially large parks
and the Bay. Buildings near these open spaces should permit visual access, and in some
cases physical access, to them.

Buildings to the south, east and west of parks and plazas should be limited in height or
effectively oriented so as not to prevent the penetration of sunlight to such parks and plazas.
Larger squares and plazas will benefit, in addition, from uniform facade lines and cornice
heights around them which will visually contain the open space.

Large buildings and developments should, where feasible, provide ground level open space on
their sites, well situated for public access and for sunlight penetration. The location and
dimensions of such open space should be carefully considered with respect to the placement
of other buildings and open spaces in the area, and with respect to the siting and functioning of
the building with which it is provided. Where separation of pedestrian and vehicular circulation
levels is possible in provision of such open space, such separation should be considered.

POLICY 3.5
Relate the height of buildings to important attributes of the city pattern and to the
height and character of existing development.

The height of new buildings should take into account the guidelines expressed in this Plan.
These guidelines are intended to promote the objectives, principles and policies of the Plan,
and especially to complement the established city pattern. They weigh and apply many factors
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_uildings. For any given location, urban design considerations indicate the appropriateness of
a height coming within the range indicated. The guidelines are not height limits, and do not
have the direct effect of regulating construction in the city.

POLICY 3.6
Relate the bulk of buildings to the prevailing scale of development to avoid an
overwhelming or dominating appearance in new construction.

When buildings reach extreme bulk, by exceeding the prevailing height and prevailing
horizontal dimensions of existing buildings in the area, especially at prominent and exposed
locations, they can overwhelm other buildings, open spaces and the natural land forms, block
views and disrupt the city's character. Such extremes in bulk should be avoided by
establishment of maximum horizontal dimensions for new construction above the prevailing
height of development in each area of the city.

map 5 - Urban Design Guidelines for Bulk of Buildings

The guidelines for building bulk expressed in this Plan are intended to form an urban design
basis for such regulation. These guidelines favor relatively slender construction above
prevailing heights, but would not limit the horizontal dimensions of buildings below those
heights. Generally speaking, the guidelines would not limit the total floor space that could be
built, but would help to shape it to avoid negative external effects. If two or more towers aré to
be built on a single property, their total effect should be considered and a significant separation
should be required between them. The precise form of the building or buildings would in large
measure be left to the individual developer and his architects under these guidelines.

The guidelines of this Plan for building bulk are only minimum guidelines, and they are not
intended to reduce the necessity for other expressed policies pertaining to height, visual
harmony or other factors. Even with building bulk kept within these guidelines, efforts should
be made to articulate and soften building surfaces to reduce the massiveness of appearance
to a great degree.
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MAXIMUM DIAGONAL PLAN DIMENSION

METHOD OF MEASURING BULK

MAXIMUM PLAN DIMENSION: The greatest horizontal dimension along any wall of the
building, measured at a height corresponding to the prevailing height of other development in
the area.

S

K REMENTS APPLIED
OTHER BUILDING FORMS

BU
TO
MAXIMUM DIAGONAL PLAN DIMENSION: The horizontal dimension between the two most
separated points on the exterior of a building, measured at a height corresponding to the
prevailing height of other development in the area.

Large Land Areas

POLICY 3.7
Recognize the special urban design problems posed in development of large
properties.

The larger a potential site for development, the greater are apt to be the size and variety of the
urban design questions raised. Larger sites may mean greater visual prominence of
development and greater impact upon the city pattern. As more land area is included in a
single project, the possibilities are increased that the public resources in natural areas, historic
buildings and street space will be affected. Larger developments also have substantial
requirements for public services, including transportation.
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Under normal land use controls, most large development is governed by a "floor area ratio”,
which permits floor space to be built in each project in proportion o the amount of land area
available. The floor area ratio limit tends 0 be geared to development of sites of small and
moderate size, but not to take account of the impact of occasional developments that take up
one or more whole blocks of land. Such developments, under this type of formula, may have a
single building of truly massive proportions, or a series of building forms constructed in one or
more phases.

These differences in nature and impact require that large sites be given close consideration in
urban design planning.

POLICY 3.8

Discourage accumulation and development of large properties, unless such
development is carefully designed with respect to its impact upon the surrounding
area and upon the city.

The height and bulk guidelines of this Plan will help to some extent in reducing the negative
effects of development on large sites. They will not, however, deal with all the special problems
raised or guarantee good quality of design.

Other measures are available and may be necessary. In some cases, ordinary zoning
restrictions might be tightened, or rezoning to permit a large development might be deferred in
the absence of adequate assurances of compatible development. New standards might be
added to require open space in large projects, and floor area ratios might be reduced or made
less advantageous for larger sites.

Because government involvement often occurs as larger sites are developed, through
marketing of the site itself, through redevelopment powers, through vacation of streets or in
some other manner, the government role might be made more restrictive in such involvement.

There is no substitute, however, for early and frequent communication as to the merits and
design of a proposed project between the developer and his architects on the one hand and
public urban design professionals and interested citizens on the other. Such communication
will give an early and more reasoned assessment of the positive and negative effects of the
project upon the city and the surrounding area, and will reduce the chances of later delays and
controversies. Processes toward these ends should be employed for all maijor projects in the
city.

POLICY 3.9
Encourage a continuing awareness of the long-term effects of growth upon the
physical form of the city.
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Health and Safety

POLICY 4.1
Protect residential areas from the noise, pollution and physical danger of excessive
traffic.

In order to reduce the hazards and discomfort of traffic in residential neighborhoods, a plan for
protected residential areas should be put into effect. Such a plan is intended to prevent or
discourage heavy, fast and through traffic from using residential streets, and to put such traffic
on arterial streets where the impact upon residential areas will be less disruptive. Although
development of further traffic-carrying capacity on some arterials may be warranted, the local
streets should remain as they are or have their capacity reduced.

The speed and volume of traffic on protected streets should be limited by all practical means.
Such means include making streets discontinuous to divert traffic from a straight path,
narrowing streets and intersections, creating the appearance of narrowness through
landscaping and other improvements, and prohibiting access from arterial streets by signs and
barriers. Such changes in streets should be so designed that they will not limit the access of
vehicles for police and fire protection and other emergency purposes in the protected areas.
The total effect of these changes in residential streets should be to give the dominant position
to residential qualities and pedestrians rather than to vehicles.

Land uses throughout the city should be regulated in such a way that heavy traffic will not be
drawn through protected streets by large commercial, industrial and institutional traffic
generators. Traffic for these generators should be channeled as much as possible on arterial
streets. High traffic speeds should be discouraged on non-residential streets where the traffic
on those streets is destined for protected residential streets.

POLICY 4.2
Provide buffering for residential properties when heavy traffic cannot be avoided.
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From: Jon Dishotsky

To: richhillissf@agmail.com; Melgar. Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel. Joel
(CPC); Moaore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards. Dennis (CPC); Zushi. Kei (CPC); Stefani. Catherine (BOS)

Cc: Jon Dishotsky

Subject: 3333 California Street - Letter of Support

Date: Monday, December 10, 2018 3:57:21 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Greetings hard-working, respected and gracious - Planning Commissioners, Planner Zushi and
Supervisor Stefani,

As a neighbor and resident who has lived in the city for twelve years, and in Laurel Village for
5 years, | am writing to express my support for the proposed development at 3333 California
Street. | am a developer of affordable and market-rate housing in San Francisco, however, for
the purposes of this letter, I will take off my business hat, and write you as a neighbor, a
husband, a father, and a concerned citizen.

As many of you know, the city of San Francisco is grappling with a housing affordability
crisis. The Planning Department recently published a report (2017) titled the “Family Friendly
Briefing” that noted with the building boom in the city, which for the most part has introduced
more studios and one-bedroom apartments, was unlikely to bring in more families. California,
which has one of the world’s 10 largest economies, recently released data showing the lowest
birth rate since the Great Depression. Most of these stats, from my generation, are due to the
higher cost of living for families.

By creating units designed for two or more bedrooms, the project will be a great place to
house families, and a great amenity for existing residents and neighbors. Our growing family
is most excited about the 5 acres of open space where our daughter (and future kids) can play.
It will help create a family-friendly community environment. The pedestrian walkways
through the site will create a beautiful thoroughfare so that neighbors can connect and enjoy
views of all of the city.

I urge you to approve this project so that families like ours can continue to thrive in San
Francisco. We have benefited so much from the wonderful opportunity in this great city — we
hope future families can as well.

Warmly,

Jon Dishotsky
CEO & co-founder

Starcity
415-519-2973

jon@starcity.com

(ME-1)
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Monday, January 7, 2019 at 3:55:20 PM Pacific Standard Time

Subject: 3333 California St DEIR

Date: Monday, January 7, 2019 at 2:31:05 PM Pacific Standard Time

From: Jane Drake

To: Zushi, Kei (CPC)

CC: Stefani, Catherine (BOS), laurelheights2016@gmail.com, frfbeagle@gmail.com

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

As a homeowner and neighborhood resident for more than 20 years, | fully support 1
projects that provide additional housing, but in a way that maintains the character of the | (MED)
neighborhood. The real need is for housing, not for additional retail, as proposed by the
developer. There are long-time small businesses in Laurel Village, Sacramento Street,
and a few blocks away at Geary and Masonic that fill this purpose.
| fully support the Community Full Preservation Residential Alternative for 3333 (ZAL-Z)

It preserves the Historic Characteristics of this wonderful site.

It provides 558 (or 744 in the Variant) housing units.

It builds them in three years.

It does not include the massive unneeded and

unwanted Retail/Office/Commercial Complex that the Developer continues

to insist upon.

It does not create 8,000 retail auto trips per day.

It does not generate approx. 15,000 tons of greenhouse gases.

It preserves both the present childcare center and the existing café.

It is compatible with the surrounding neighborhoods for character, style,

scale and bulk.
| strongly oppose the Developers Proposal as it brings excessive, unnecessary, 3
unwanted and destructive noise, pollution, traffic and congestion to the neighborhoods (ME-1)
surrounding 3333; it threatens the quality of life; it poses threats to pedestrian safety; it
contributes to climate change.

Thank you,
Jane Drake

93 Iris Ave
San Francisco, CA 94118

Pagelof1
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Monday, January 7, 2019 at 3:43:49 PM Pacific Standard Time

Subject: DEIR to 3333 California St.

Date: Saturday, January 5, 2019 at 2:10:01 PM Pacific Standard Time
From: SHARON ESKER

To: Zushi, Kei (CPC)

CC: planning@rodneyfong.com, Moore, Kathrin (CPC), CatherineStefani@sfgov.org,
frfbeagle@gmail.com

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

To all concerned,

I have lived on Presidio Ave. between Ca. and Pine St. for 34 years. This is my home and neighborhood and I would | 1
like to voice my concerns regarding this development which will affect myself, the neighborhood, and future (GC-1)
generations. 1
I fully support the Community Full Preservation Alternative: “2
It preserves the historic character of the site (AL-2)

It provides 558 housing units built in 3 years

It does not include retail or office space, it does not generate increased auto traffic for retail

It preserves the present childcare center and dining cafe

It matches the surrounding neighborhoods for character and style

It will preserve the existing small businesses in the neighborhood ( Laurel shopping and Sacramento St.)
I strongly oppose the Developer's Destructive Proposal: T3

It will bring excessive, unnecessary, and destructive noise, pollution, traffic and congestion to the area. (ME-1)

It will affect the quality of life, threaten safety of pedestrians, and contribute to increased climate change 1

The traffic and congestion are already huge problems on Presidio Ave. The intersections are already crowded with 1((?2_11‘2)
pedestrians, bicyclists, buses, vans, and delivery trucks.[Tam opposed to the increased delivery traffic on Presidio ave. %S:%)
The soot on my building and steps is terrible,[and it is difficult at rush hour getting out of my garage_.]T am concerned _| g,
about the air pollution which will affect our healthfand the increased height which will cut out sunlighﬂl—"he ows2)
landscaping and green areas are our only relief and I think as much as possible should be preserved. 10(PD-3)
Thank you for your time and study of this proposal.

Sharon Esker

Pagelof1
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I-FARDIS

From: Zhubin Fardis

To: Zushi, Kei (CPC); Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
Subject: 3333 California Draft EIR comments
Date: Tuesday, January 08, 2019 1:53:44 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

My wife and I live in the Laurel Heights neighborhood, on the block that would be across
from the 3333 California developmentJ_I have very strong concerns about the impacts to the
neighborhood mentioned in the the draft EIR.

The huge increase in traffic, the impact on parking, the ridiculous length of time to complete
this project, and environmental/pollution impact are all MAJOR concerns._|_The influx of
hundreds of new residents and the proposed retail will greatly reduce the amount of street
parking in the neighborhood (which hurts people such as us who have no garage) and create
horrible traffic;|_ Speaking of the proposed retail, there are already empty retail shops in the
Laurel Village shopping center and on Sacramento street (not to mention throughout the city).
It seems like adding a large retail space would hurt the existing businesses and be hard to fill
up (not to mention adding a ton of time, traffic, and pollution to this project).

The developer's request for 15 years to complete the project is a ludicrously long time. It
seems like something in the 3-5 year range would be more reasonable and would limit the
construction impact of traffic, noise and pollution on the neighborhood. Considering that there
are already several other large developments happening in the same neighborhood (e.g.3700
California, Lucky Penny) there will already be a lot of ongoing constructionJ_The
environmental report is very concerning. This has been for the most part a quite, residential
neighborhood with a lot of families. Pollution, traffic, noise, etc....all have huge, negative
impacts on our community.

As an alternative to the proposed development, | would like to support the Community Full
Preservation Residential Alternative for 3333 (to be built in 3 years). Please take our concerns
seriously.

Thank you,

Zhubin Fardis
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From: Arlene <arlenefilippi@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2018 9:38 AM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>;
planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel,
Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; laurelheights2016@gmail.com

Subject: 3333 California Street, Planning Commission Meeting Today

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Good Morning Commissioners,

| am very much disappointed that | am not able to attend today's meeting regarding 3333
California StreetJ_For your information, | am thoroughly familiar with the Developer's Proposal | 1
(which | find to be intrusive to say the least) but strongly support the Community Full (AL-2)
Preservation Alternative.

The Alternative is of great importance to my fellow neighbors, to my family and to our
family business (also located near the proposed project).

—

| ask that you please listen to those neighbors that will appear before you; regretfully, the
Developers have had no interest in listening to our concerns.

| strongly urge the Planning Commission to grant a 15 day extension of the due date for 2
comments on this DEIR. Without a doubt, it is a lengthy and complex document and (GC-3)
Christmas Eve is surely not a reasonable date for the DEIR Comments to be due. Time is

needed.

| would appreciate your consideration and | thank you for your attention.
Arlene Filippi

42 Wood Street
San Francisco, CA 94118
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From: Arlene
To: richhillissf@agmail.com; Melgar. Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel. Joel

(CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards. Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Stefani, Catherine (BOS);
laurelheights2016@gamail.com; Richard Frisbie
Subject: DEIR 3333 California Street

Date: Monday, January 07, 2019 8:52:52 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Commissoners,

I am a long time resident of the Laurel Heights area and have attended many meetings
regarding the development of the 3333 California Street propertyJ_ Like so many of my
neighbors, | am in opposition to the Developer's Proposal and | state this for the following
reasons:

The Developer's proposed 100,000 square feet of Retail/Office/Commercial space is
unneeded. We are currently surrounded by numerous small businesses (many of them family
owned). They have long provided for our needs and are greatly appreciated.

The Developer's Proposal destroys the historical characteristics of the site. Sadly, under the
Developer's Proposal, much of Laurel Hill will be gone as will most of the mature trees and
the very welcoming green space.

The requested fifteen years to construct the project is unreasonable. Why should neighbors be
subjected to fifteen years of demolition, excavation, noise and pollution?

While | am very much against the Developer's Proposal, | am in favor of the Community Full
Preservation Alternative. Unlike the Developer's Proposal, the Alternative does not include the
massive Retail/Office/Commercial Complex. It retains the character of the neighborhood and
provides 558 housing units to be built in three years and not fifteen.

I would appreciate your consideration.
Arlene Filippi

42 Wood Street
San Francisco, CA 94118

(ME-1)
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I-FONG

From: Shannon Fong

To: Zushi, Kei (CPC); Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
Subject: 3333 California Draft EIR comments
Date: Tuesday, January 08, 2019 1:32:49 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

My husband and I live in the Laurel Heights neighborhood, on the block that would be across
from the 3333 California development.{l have strong concerns about the impacts to the 1
neighborhood mentioned in the the draft EIR. 1 (GC-1

One of our main concerns is the increase of traffic and the impact on parking and the length of 2

time that the project will take. Since we don't have a parking spot, we rely on being able to (TR-11;
park on the street. The influx of hundreds of new residents and the proposed retail will greatly
reduce the amount of street parking in the neighborhoodJ_Speaking of the proposed retail, there T
are already empty retail shops in the Laurel Village shopping center and on Sacramento (not to
mention throughout the city) it seems like adding a large retail space would hurt the existing
businesses and be hard to fill up. i

(ME-1)

The developer's request for 15 years to construct the project seems like a ludicrously long time | 4
to construct a project. It seems like something into the 3-5 year range would be more (PD-1.
reasonable and would limit the construction impact of traffic, noise and pollution on the ’
neighborhood. Considering that there are already several other large developments happening
in the same neighborhood (e.g.3700 California, Lucky Penny) there will already be a lot of

ongoing construction.. |

As an alternative to the proposed development, I would like to support the Community Full [ 5
Preservation Residential Alternative for 3333 (to be built in 3 years). (AL-2)
Thank you,

Shannon Fong
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I-FRIDLYAND

From: Jane Fridlyand

To: Zushi, Kei (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson. Milicent
(CPC); Koppel. Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretar:

Cc: Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Richard Frisbie; laurelheights2016@gmail.com

Subject: Comments on 3333 California project

Date: Monday, January 07, 2019 9:30:01 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Mr. Zushi and Commissioners,

I am writing to express my deep concerns over the current proposal for 3333 California,fand to
express support for the Community Alternative.

I have lived in Pacific Heights for 7 years, initially next to Lafayette park and for the past
three years next to Alta Plaza park, with my kindergarten age daughter and my husband. We
live on Jackson between Baker and Broderick, about six blocks from the corner of California
and Presidio, one of the major intersections that would be affected by the project.

We use the JCC frequently, and are constantly using both California, Presidio, Masonic and
other streets around the site to get to our destinations, both by car and bus (1, 3 and 43). We
also shop at Laurel Village, Trader Joe's and other local destinations.

We are concerned that the proposed project would affect us in numerous ways, the most
important of which | outline below:

e The proposed 7-15 year time frame for the project is mind-boggling. It will disrupt
the very fabric of the neighborhood as its very important areas will become unusable
for entire childhood of kids of our daughters age.

e The long timeframe makes it more likely that in the case of an economic downturn,
such as in 2008, the project could halt indefinitely.

« The truck traffic and other construction traffic is a threat to pedestrian safety. The
congestion will force cars onto nearby side streets, affecting the whole area.

e The size and scope of the project will have major environmental impact in terms of
the amount of GHG released.

Instead, | strongly support the Community Alternative, which will produce the same amount
of much-needed housing. It will increase the density of housing in the area, but will not have
the excessive and unneeded retail, office and commercial space. It also can be completed in a
reasonable timeframe, thus balancing the needs of the neighborhood and the city as a whole.

I understand that the city needs more housing, but letting developers proposal can not possibly
be the right way to go. | urge the commission to work with the developer to be responsive to
community concerns by scaling down the proposal.

Thank you very much for your consideration.

Sincerely,

1

{ (GC-1
2
(AL-2)

| Gc-1

J

(PD-1;

| (TR-6)

1 (GHG-3;

(AL-2)
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I-FRIDLYAND

Jane Fridlyand

2947 Jackson Street

San Francisco, CA 94115
415-652-1920



I-FRISBIEJ1

From: Janet Frishie <jan_wenn@hotmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2018 3:51 PM

To: richhillis@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>;
Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>;
CPC- Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: LaurelHeights2016@gmail.com

Subject: 3333 California Street

development

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Planning Commissioners,

Please grant a 15-day extension of the 45-day comment period on the Draft EIR from December 24 to January 1
8, 2019.J_The project construction would last for 7-15 years and there is substantial community opposition to ]: (PD-1
the developers concept.J_ Sixty (60) days are allowed by law and have been granted for complex or ’
controversial projectsJ_Last week the SF Historic Preservation Commission expressed support for a full T2

preservation alternative. (AL-2)

Our Community Full Preservation Residential Alternative which | totally support preserves this historic site
plus offers the same amount of housing units (558 with a 744 variant) as the developers. Our Alternative plan
does not destroy the award winning building and landscaping with trees dating back to the days of the Laurel
Hill Cemetery. This plan is expected to be completed in approximately 3 years. It is a thoughtful, balanced and
timely use of this property.

PSKS has not considered the historical significance of this propert)d_nor the consequences of dragging this 1 3(CR-Z
construction out for up to 15 years. This length of construction would be intolerable for the surrounding 4
neighborhoods. In addition, I find it shocking that the developers would be allowed up to 15 years to complete (PD-1
this project when there is a very real housing crisis in The City. 1

The amount of excavation the developers propose is of great concern. It totally destroys this beautiful and %(((é%:’i
historic siteJ'The amount of dirt, dust, noise and congestion is unimaginabIeJ_AIso, there is serpentine rock on 7(HZ 1‘
this site which, if disturbed, can release asbestos dust, clearly a documented health hazard. (HZ-1)
Therefore, for these reasons | fully support the Community Full Preservation Residential Alternative for 3333 8
California Street and strongly oppose the PSKS plan. (AL-2)

Very truly yours,
Janet Frisbie
525 Laurel st, 94118

Sent from my iPad
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I-FRISBIEJ2

From: Janet Frisbie
To: Zushi, Kei (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: 3333 California Street

Date:

Monday, January 07, 2019 5:39:45 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted

sources.

My apologies for not having you on the list.

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: Janet Frisbie <jan_wenn@hotmail.com>
Date: January 7, 2019 at 4:37:02 PM PST

To: "richhillis@gmail.com" <richhillis@gmail.com>,
"myrna.melgar@sfgov.org" <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>,
"planning@rodneyfong.com™ <planning@rodneyfong.com>,
"milicent.johnson@sfgov.org" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>,
"joel.koppel@sfgov.org"” <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "kathrin.moore@sfgov.org"
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "dennis.richards@sfgov.org"
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>, "commissions.secretary@sfgov.org"
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Catherine Stefani <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>,
"LaurelHeights2016@gmail.com" <LaurelHeights2016@gmail.com>, Richard
Frisbie <frfbeagle@gmail.com>

Subject: 3333 California Street

I completely support the Community Full Preservation Residential Alternative
plan for 3333 California Street. The reasons are many including the fact that it
preserves the historical characteristics of this site by keeping the existing award
winning building plus the original landscape and hardscape. This Community
Alternative plan provides the same number of housing units as the developers
plan, that is 558 or 744 in the variant, without generating massive amounts of
greenhouse gases. There will not be unnecessary excavation as in the developers
plan thereby lessening the dirt, dust, noise and other pollutants. There is
serpentine rock under the site that, if disturbed, can release asbestos dust, a well
known health hazard. The Community Full Preservation Residential Alternative
plan is expected to be completed in about 3 years. This bears repeating. The
Community Full Preservation Residential Alternative plan is expected to be
completed in about 3 years.

I strongly oppose the Developers proposal with its unnecessary retail and
resulting congestion, its destructive excavation and ruination of a California State
Historical Site and the alarming construction time schedule.jl find it shocking

that the Developers would propose to need up to 15 years to complete this project.

(AL-2)
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I-FRISBIEJ2

Again, up to 15 years to complete this project! That makes a mockery of The
City’s very real and current housing crisis and shows zero concern for the
residents in the surrounding neighborhoods. Fifteen years of construction would
make this area unlivable for these neighborhoods. I fully expect that my husband
and I will have to move out for at least part of this intolerable construction period.
Not a pleasant experience to look foreword to for a couple in their 70’s.

These desirable neighborhoods surrounding the 3333 California Street property
deserve a thoughtful, balanced and relevant use of this beautiful 10+ acre parcel.
The Community Full Preservation Residential Alternative plan will give them the
best of the historical characteristics and a 21st century prospective that will
continue the tradition for what has always been a very special area of The City.
Show the 800+ signers of the petition that you understand the importance and
magnitude of this decision.

Very truly yours,

Janet Wennergren Frisbie
525 Laurel Street, 94118

Sent from my iPad

(PD-1)
cont'd

(AL-2)
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I-FRISBIER1

From: Richard Frisbie
To: Zushi, Kei (CPC); Stefani. Catherine (BOS); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel. Joel (CPC); CPC-Commissions

Secretary; Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Milicent A. Johnson - Commissioner; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis -
Commission President; Rodney Fong - Commissioner

Subject: Discrepancies and Comments with 3333 California St. DEIR
Date: Monday, January 07, 2019 12:31:48 PM
Attachments: COMMUNITY COMMENTS, CHALLENGES. DEFICIENCIES FOR THE DEIR Rev.docx

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Find attached my general comments concerning the Project and Variant proposed in

the DEIR and the supporting information. In general the 1
DEIR is rife with inaccuracies, incorrectness and incompleteness. (GC-1)
I will submit more detailed and referenced comments prior to 5 pm January 8, 2018.

Richard Frisbie
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SUMMARY of DEFICIENCIES/INACCURACIES for the 3333 California DEIR

		                     “Incorrect, Incomplete, Inaccurate”

					



The developer's request for 15 years to construct the project is suspect.  This looks like a plan to sell a new entitlement on an up-zoned property.  Developers all over town are selling new entitlements rather than build housing.  Alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR would be built in 3 to 5 years.  The Community Preservation Alternative would be built within three years.



I fully support the Community Full Preservation Residential Alternative for 3333

It preserves the Historic Characteristics of this wonderful historic site.

It provides 558 (or 744 in the Variant) housing units.

It builds them in three years.

It does not include the massive unneeded and unwanted      Retail/Office/Commercial Complex that the Developer continues to insist upon.

It does not create 8,000 retail auto trips per day.

It does not generate approx. 15,000 tons of greenhouse gases.

It preserves both the present childcare center and the existing café.

It is compatible with the surrounding neighborhoods for character, style, scale and bulk.



I strongly oppose the Developers Destructive Proposal as it brings excessive, unnecessary, unwanted and destructive noise, pollution, traffic and congestion to the neighborhoods surrounding 3333; it threatens the quality of life; it poses threats to pedestrian safety; it contributes to climate change.



The Community Full Preservation Alternative will generate ZERO retail auto trips to 3333 as opposed to the 8,000 retail caused the Developers Destructive Proposal.





The Community Full Preservation Alternative Preserves and Protects Small and Family Owned Businesses                                                                                                                                                  The Community Full Preservation Alternative will protect the small, family owned businesses in Laurel Village, Sacramento St. and Presidio Ave. A quick walk around these neighborhoods will clearly show the immense pressure these businesses are experiencing. More retail is unneeded and unwanted. It will destroy our local businesses.                                                                                                                                The Neighborhoods are well served by businesses at Laurel Village, Sacramento St., Trader Joe’s, City Center, California St. etc. we do not need more, more, more.                                      We do not need the more than 100,000 square feet of Retail, Office, Commercial space that the Developers Destructive Proposal calls for.                                                                                          One of the reasons the Developer destroys this historic site is to create enough space for this unneeded and unwanted Retail/Office/Commercial (ROC) nonsense.                                                   The CPMC development, a Community supported plan by the way, adds 270 housing units and the Developer and neighbors have agreed to have no Retail.   Why is 3333 being treated differently by forcing unneeded and unwanted ROC (Retail/Office/Commercial) against the overwhelming opposition of the surrounding residents?



The Community Unanimously Opposed the Developers’ Massive Retail, Office, Commercial (ROC) Complex.                                                                                                                                                      In a recent Petition Drive at Laurel Village over 800 residents signed the Petition opposing the Developers Full Destruction and Massive ROC plan and supporting the Community’s residential Alternative. Three people opposed it the Petition. These signatures were gathered in less than 8 hours.                                                                                                                                                                      In the Petition Drive the 800 signatories opposed rezoning 3333 and also opposed revoking Resolution 4109, an agreement between the City and the surrounding neighborhoods.                                                                                                                       “A deal is a deal “was how everyone felt.                                                                                                       The Community Full Preservation Alternative will already be more than twice as dense as the surrounding neighborhoods so any rezoning is uncalled for, unneeded and unwanted.                                                                                                           These signatures are in the hands of the District 2 Supervisor.



The Developers Destructive Proposal Generates Excessive Levels of Greenhouse               Gases and Even More Destructive Climate Gases.                                                                                                    Based on current estimates, it will generate approx. 15,000 tons of Greenhouse Gases (GHG) and the many associated and far more destructive climate changing gases that accompany the primary Carbon Dioxide gas.                                                                                                                                                                       The Community’s Full Preservation Alternative will, by comparison, generate approx. 4,100 tons of GHG.                                                                                                                                                   The Community Alternative mitigates the GHG generated by more than 70 percent, providing a dramatic reduction in a time of climate change.                                                                                       The GHG calculation is our best estimate. Neither Planning nor the Developer will provide the volume of concrete or weight of steel required.                                                                                    The Developer claims to have built many buildings and many complexes, Planning claims to oversee thousands of such projects and yet no one can even make an educated estimate as to the concrete and steel required.                                                                                                                                                          Could there be something they want to conceal from the public?                                                          Much like they concealed the Historic nature of 3333 for over 4 years?

[bookmark: _GoBack]Planning ignores the GHG generated by the construction materials despite the requirement to address “indirect” GHG. Planning requires the GHG generated in dispensing water to control dust, etc, to be calculated but not the GHG generated in manufacturing the materials used in the construction!                                                                                                                                     Example: The GHG generated by the diesel fuel burned to deliver a load of concrete is calculated to the decimal point but the GHG generated by the concrete itself is ignored. What do the numbers show?                                                                                                                                  Assume a 30 mile round trip: the truck burns approx. 10 gallons of diesel and generates 225 lbs. of CO2. The concrete in the truck generated over 5,000 lbs. of CO2 during manufacture. So, Planning recognizes the 225bs. but claims the 5,000lbs. is irrelevant essentially ignoring 95% of the real GHG!                                                                                                                                        And using this logic throughout the Initial Study Planning concludes that GHG are “Less than Significant” and therefore need not be addressed!                                                                          Folks, you can’t make this stuff up as its beyond one’s imagination.                                                                                                                                         The steel, glass, etc. are all treated similarly.                                                                                       Apparently if you can’t see the GHG actually being emitted into the air it doesn’t actually exist sothere is no need to consider it. So much for a responsible approach to Climate Change.

As noted above the Community Full Preservation Alternative generates less than one third the GHG, however Planning chooses to calculate them.                                                                                   NOTE: Over 95% of the cement/concrete used in the Bay Area is totally manufactured in the Bay Area beginning with the mining process so these GHG are being injected into our air.



The Community Alternative is Superior, Sooner and Safer                                                                          We pollute less and protect the environment: the Community Alternative will ALWAYS generate less than one third the GHG generated the Developers Full Destructive Alternative:                                                                                                   We destroy less: we preserve the historic site.                                                                                                                                         We build less:  4 new buildings versus the Developers’11 new buildings plus creating two tall towers out of the existing main building.                                                                                                     One single level underground parking garage for 450 spaces versus a complex of parking garages, some of three levels,  for 896 spaces;                                                                                                               We excavate less: 90,000cubic yards (9,000 dump truck loads) versus 288,000 cubic yards (32,000 dump truck loads);                                                                                                                                               We preserve and protect our local businesses and shops: no added unwanted and unneeded and neighborhood destroying family-owned or small retail or business;                                                                                                                                            We better protect the health and well being of everyone: no 13,000+ auto trips to pollute the air, generate the noise, put pedestrians at risk, unload trucks on the streets, etc.



The Community’s Full Preservation Alternative solution will always be three times More Climate Friendly;  Far Less Disruptive; Far More Family Friendly; Far Safer for Pedestrians; Far Healthier Air Quality-wise; and Provide Critical Housing at Least Three Times Faster than Developers’ solution.



                                  We fully support housing                                                                                                                           The Community has supported the Lucky Penny (95 units), CPMC (270 units) and now 3333 (558) units.  It was the Community that spearheaded the effort that led to the approval of the Lucky Penny Project.                                                                                                                                                     Over 1,000 units in a half mile radius.                                                                                                    So please don’t offend me and misrepresent the Community’s position.                                                     We support housing and history; we oppose unneeded, unwanted and unnecessary Retail and mindless destruction of a historic site.                                                                                                             AND we provide housing in as much as 12 years sooner than the Developers Full Destructive Plan does.                                                                                                                                                       The YIMBYs should be 100% in favor of the Community’s Full Preservation plan and if they’re not then they are being grossly hypocritical.



The Community Full Preservation Alternative Prevents Excessive Traffic from the Massive ROC Complex, Uber & Lyft. Etc. from Overrunning our Neighborhoods.

Recent studies have shown that the City’s method of calculating auto trips, and the resulting chaos and congestion is deeply flawed, to the point of being misleading.                                                                                                                                     At the time the VMT (Vehicle Miles Travelled) methodology was developed, SF CHAMP last updated Nov. 2014, the Transportation Networking Companies (TNCs) -Uber/Lyft/Chariot etc. were still in their infancy and so the VMT methodology fails to account for their incredibly disruptive impact.                                                                                                                                               The TNCs average, conservatively,  in excess of 170,000 trips per day in San Francisco.                                    There are about 2,000 taxi medallions in San Francisco so TNCs do not just replace taxis they overwhelm them by orders of magnitude.                                                                                                     Also, implementation of the VMT methodology is not mandated until 2019 but as Planning and The Developers were unable to explain away the 8,000 Retail Auto trips generated by the existing, and still acceptable, Level of Service methodology, they implemented the VMT methodology with “refinements.” Planning calculates the Developers Destructive Proposal using VMT methodology will generate approx. 5,800 total auto trips for 3333 for Retail + Office + Residential which is an entirely bogus number based on questionable assumptions, such as “The SF Guidelines do not provide a specific methodology to assess the number of trips…..” Planning has therefore, with no supporting documentation or analyses, applied “appropriate refinements to the standard travel demand….”                                                                                                                                           Rather amazing that these “refinements” all work in the Developers favor.                                                                                                                    Nowhere in these “refinements” have TNCs been taken into account! 

Oh, by the way, the “refinements” used were created for The Mission Rock Project at Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 as well as the Pier 70 Mixed Use District Project! 

Seawall Lot 337 & Pier 48 summary:                                                                                                  Project type   Mixed-use, open space, residential, commercial
Project area  Approx. 28 acres
Proposed building area   1.3 – 1.7 million sf commercial; 750,000 - 1.5 million sf residential; 150,000 – 200,000 sf retail, 850,000 sf structured parking 



[image: ]    Seawall Lot 337 & Pier 48



Pier 70 summary: “The 35acre waterfront mixed-use neighborhood will provide housing, waterfront parks, artist space, local manufacturing and rehabilitated historic buildings.” Altogether the redevelopment covers 35 acres and up to 3,025 new units of housing—the exact count is still in flux, with a low end of 1,645—and its roots stretch back a decade to a 2007 port plan.

WOW! What remarkably similar projects to 3333.   What “refinements” could possibly be comparable? Simply bogus.                                                                                                                    The DEIR consistently attempts to misrepresent and mislead the public.                                             It is incomplete, incorrect, inaccurate and invalid and NOTHING demonstrates this better than the above.


Under their previous, Level of Service, methodology they would have calculated 8,000 retail trips alone.                                                                                                                                                    I I think it safe to say that the numbers presented by Planning are simply “Developer friendly!”. Their VMT methodology with “refinements” will generate fewer trips, especially since there are no criteria for calculating the impact of TNCs, but there is nothing in the legislation that remotely suggests it would generate 35% less trips!  This entire section is suspect and Planning must explain this profound discrepancy.                                                                                                                                   As noted above, nowhere are the TNCs incorporated into the calculations.

All of which renders the Traffic Analysis incorrect, incomplete, inaccurate, invalid.                                                                                              

The Planning Department proposes to reduce the number of retail parking spaces as a mitigation measure to reduce the significant traffic impact.                                                                     This is a false assumption and shows the extent to which the Developer and Planning misunderstand, or simply choose not to understand, the impact that the TNCs have.                                                                                                                                                            Planning’s mitigation measure is a stone age solution to a digital age problem.                           How will many people respond to a perceived lack of parking?                                                      They’ll simply call a TNC and go anyway.                                                                                                Eliminating parking won’t eliminate auto trips it will actually increase auto trips.                                                                                                                           A UC Davis study shows that people make MORE trips because of TNCs than if they had to use their own cars or take public transit. People now make trips they would never have made in the past – by any mode of transport.                                                                                                                                                     The VMT methodology used by the Planning Department fails to account for the impact of TNCs.                                                                                                                                                                     And, the use of TNCs makes the GHG situation worse.                                                                                                                                                                  Let’s assume I want to go to 3333 by auto.  I could personally drive 2 miles to get to the 3333 Retail/Office/Commercial complex, park, then shop or do business, the drive 2 miles home for a total of 4 miles.                                                                                                                                     Data shows that many people will now use a TNC rather than drive their own cars. This will be even more pronounced if Parking is reduced!                                                                                                                                        So now the TNC has to come to me, assume 2 miles, and take me the 2 miles to 3333 for a total of 4 miles.                                                                                                                                                       When I go home the same thing happens or an additional 4 miles for a grand total of 8 miles.  Twice the GHG generated per trip!                                                                                                                                            So, not only do we have 8,000 retail auto trips, excluding the effect of TNCs (not addressed) to deal with we have many of them generating significant more GHG per trip!                                                                                                                                   Planning needs to do a comprehensive analysis using credible data and a credible methodology so that the public knows the extent of the GHG generated.                                               We are in a crisis with climate change and the methodology shown in the DEIR fails to address this crisis credibly.                                                                                                                                          In fact climate change is more of a threat to the future of San Francisco than housing is and it isn’t being addressed accurately in the DEIR.



The Community Full Preservation Alternative Protects the Historic Site, Protects the Greenspaces, Maintains the Existing RM-1 Zoning and Resolution 4109, Maintains the Public’s Permanent Right-of-Use of the Greenspaces .

The Developers Destructive Proposal first demolishes and destroys the Historic Characteristics and nature of 3333.                                                                                                                                     Then it virtually destroys all of Laurel Hill itself, with the exception of a small sliver at the southwest corner, by excavating the entire site to depths ranging from 15 to 40 ft.                                                                                                                               The only area that isn’t excavated is under a portion of the existing building!                             Not sure how they missed that opportunity!                                                                                  Removal of the demolition debris and the excavated soils will require approx. 28,000 dump truck loads, all of which have to pass though and pollute our neighborhoods.                                                                                                                     By contrast, the Community Full Preservation Alternative generates approx. 9,000 dump truck loads, one quarter as many!                                                                                                                      After the demolition the Developer has to then deliver all the new materials required to rebuild what they demolished plus 11 new buildings.                                                                      How many large truck loads, concrete truck loads, etc. will this require?                                      The Community Alternative only builds 4 new buildings so like the GHG and the debris/soil removals the Community Full Preservation Alternative requires far fewer, probably about one third, or less, as many delivery loads.                                                                                                            A quick look at the turning radii of the trucks, ie. SU-30 Circulation Exhibit and WB-40 Circulation Exhibit clearly demonstrates that all the deliveries during destruction, demolition, excavation, construction and long term operations pose significant threats to traffic safety, pedestrian safety, congestion and pollution.

In fact, as WB-40 shows large trucks cannot safely navigate 5 of the 6 major intersections surrounding the site. There are no plans to mitigate this profound situation which will essentially exist from the beginning of the project ad infinitum. Planning and the Developers have simply washed their hands of the problem a la Pontius Pilate.



The Community Full Preservation Alternative will preserve most of the mature trees at 3333, some of which date back to the time of the Laurel Hill cemetery whereas the Developers Destructive Proposal will attempt to spare approx. 4.



The Community Full Preservation Alternative Keeps the Loading and Unloading Traffic Within the Site as Opposed to External to the Site

The Developers Destructive Proposal surrounds 3333 with five major Loading/unloading zones for TNCs and Freight traffic. Initially the Developers promised that all the unloading would be done underground or on-site and now the site is ringed with these zones! These zones not only eliminate approx. 40 parking spaces but they will create additional traffic congestion and pollution. So we have a ring of loading zones in addition to the inevitable double parking that occurs for deliveries and drop-offs. A perfect storm!
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SUMMARY of DEFICIENCIES/INACCURACIES for the 3333 California

DEIR

“Incorrect, Incomplete, Inaccurate”

The developer's request for 15 years to construct the project is suspect. This looks like |2

) PD-1)
a plan to sell a new entitlement on an up-zoned property. Developers all over town (
are selling new entitlements rather than build housing. Alternatives analyzed in the
Draft EIR would be built in 3 to 5 years. The Community Preservation Alternative
would be built within three years.
| fully support the Community Full Preservation Residential Alternative for 3333 (3AL_2)

It preserves the Historic Characteristics of this wonderful historic site.

It provides 558 (or 744 in the Variant) housing units.

It builds them in three years.

It does not include the massive unneeded and unwanted
Retail/Office/Commercial Complex that the Developer continues to insist upon.
It does not create 8,000 retail auto trips per day.

It does not generate approx. 15,000 tons of greenhouse gases.

It preserves both the present childcare center and the existing café.

It is compatible with the surrounding neighborhoods for character, style, scale
and bulk.

| strongly oppose the Developers Destructive Proposal as it brings excessive, unnecessary, |4
unwanted and destructive noise, pollution, traffic and congestion to the neighborhoods (ME-1)
surrounding 3333; it threatens the quality of life; it poses threats to pedestrian safety; it
contributes to climate change.

The Community Full Preservation Alternative will generate ZERO retail auto trips to 3333 as

(AL-2)
opposed to the 8,000 retail caused the Developers Destructive Proposal.
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The Community Full Preservation Alternative Preserves and Protects Smalland |5
Family Owned Businesses fﬁ;fd)
The Community Full Preservation Alternative will protect the small, family owned businesses
in Laurel Village, Sacramento St. and Presidio Ave. A quick walk around these neighborhoods
will clearly show the immense pressure these businesses are experiencing. More retail is
unneeded and unwanted. It will destroy our local businesses.

The Neighborhoods are well served by businesses at Laurel Village, Sacramento St., Trader
Joe’s, City Center, California St. etc. we do not need more, more, more.

We do not need the more than 100,000 square feet of Retail, Office, Commercial space that
the Developers Destructive Proposal calls for.

One of the reasons the Developer destroys this historic site is to create enough space for this
unneeded and unwanted Retail/Office/Commercial (ROC) nonsense.

The CPMC development, a Community supported plan by the way, adds 270 housing units and
the Developer and neighbors have agreed to have no Retail. Why is 3333 being treated
differently by forcing unneeded and unwanted ROC (Retail/Office/Commercial) against the
overwhelming opposition of the surrounding residents?

The Community Unanimously Opposed the Developers’ Massive Retail, Office,
Commercial (ROC) Complex.

In a recent Petition Drive at Laurel Village over 800 residents signed the Petition opposing the
Developers Full Destruction and Massive ROC plan and supporting the Community’s residential
Alternative. Three people opposed it the Petition. These signatures were gathered in less than
8 hours. 1
In the Petition Drive the 800 signatories opposed rezoning 3333 and also opposed revoking T &
Resolution 4109, an agreement between the City and the surrounding neighborhoods. (PP-1
“A deal is a deal “was how everyone felt.

The Community Full Preservation Alternative will already be more than twice as dense as the
surrounding neighborhoods so any rezoning is uncalled for, unneeded and unwanted.

These signatures are in the hands of the District 2 Supervisor.

The Developers Destructive Proposal Generates Excessive Levels of Greenhouse |7

(GHG-2;
Gases and Even More Destructive Climate Gases.
Based on current estimates, it will generate approx. 15,000 tons of Greenhouse Gases (GHG)
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and the many associated and far more destructive climate changing gases that accompany the
primary Carbon Dioxide gas.

The Community’s Full Preservation Alternative will, by comparison, generate approx. 4,100
tons of GHG.

The Community Alternative mitigates the GHG generated by more than 70 percent, providing
a dramatic reduction in a time of climate change.

The GHG calculation is our best estimate. Neither Planning nor the Developer will provide the
volume of concrete or weight of steel required.

The Developer claims to have built many buildings and many complexes, Planning claims to
oversee thousands of such projects and yet no one can even make an educated estimate as to
the concrete and steel required.

Could there be something they want to conceal from the public?

Much like they concealed the Historic nature of 3333 for over 4 years?

Planning ignores the GHG generated by the construction materials despite the requirement to
address “indirect” GHG. Planning requires the GHG generated in dispensing water to control
dust, etc, to be calculated but not the GHG generated in manufacturing the materials used in
the construction!

Example: The GHG generated by the diesel fuel burned to deliver a load of concrete is
calculated to the decimal point but the GHG generated by the concrete itself is ignored.
What do the numbers show?

Assume a 30 mile round trip: the truck burns approx. 10 gallons of diesel and generates 225
Ibs. of CO2. The concrete in the truck generated over 5,000 Ibs. of CO2 during manufacture.
So, Planning recognizes the 225bs. but claims the 5,000Ibs. is irrelevant essentially ignoring
95% of the real GHG!

And using this logic throughout the Initial Study Planning concludes that GHG are “Less than
Significant” and therefore need not be addressed!

Folks, you can’t make this stuff up as its beyond one’s imagination.

The steel, glass, etc. are all treated similarly.

Apparently if you can’t see the GHG actually being emitted into the air it doesn’t actually exist
sothere is no need to consider it. So much for a responsible approach to Climate Change.

As noted above the Community Full Preservation Alternative generates less than one third the
GHG, however Planning chooses to calculate them.

NOTE: Over 95% of the cement/concrete used in the Bay Area is totally manufactured in the
Bay Area beginning with the mining process so these GHG are being injected into our air.

7
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The Community Alternative is Superior, Sooner and Safer

We pollute less and protect the environment: the Community Alternative will ALWAYS
generate less than one third the GHG generated the Developers Full Destructive Alternative:
We destroy less: we preserve the historic site.

We build less: 4 new buildings versus the Developers’11 new buildings plus creating two tall
towers out of the existing main building.

One single level underground parking garage for 450 spaces versus a complex of parking
garages, some of three levels, for 896 spaces;

We excavate less: 90,000cubic yards (9,000 dump truck loads) versus 288,000 cubic yards
(32,000 dump truck loads);

We preserve and protect our local businesses and shops: no added unwanted and unneeded
and neighborhood destroying family-owned or small retail or business;

We better protect the health and well being of everyone: no 13,000+ auto trips to pollute the
air, generate the noise, put pedestrians at risk, unload trucks on the streets, etc.

The Community’s Full Preservation Alternative solution will always be three
times More Climate Friendly; Far Less Disruptive; Far More Family Friendly; Far
Safer for Pedestrians; Far Healthier Air Quality-wise; and Provide Critical Housing
at Least Three Times Faster than Developers’ solution.

We fully support housing
The Community has supported the Lucky Penny (95 units), CPMC (270 units) and now 3333
(558) units. It was the Community that spearheaded the effort that led to the approval of the
Lucky Penny Project.
Over 1,000 units in a half mile radius.
So please don’t offend me and misrepresent the Community’s position.
We support housing and history; we oppose unneeded, unwanted and unnecessary Retail and
mindless destruction of a historic site.
AND we provide housing in as much as 12 years sooner than the Developers Full Destructive
Plan does.
The YIMBYs should be 100% in favor of the Community’s Full Preservation plan and if they’re
not then they are being grossly hypocritical.

(AL-2)

(ME-1)
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The Community Full Preservation Alternative Prevents Excessive Traffic from the|

Massive ROC Complex, Uber & Lyft. Etc. from Overrunning our Neighborhoods.

Recent studies have shown that the City’s method of calculating auto trips, and the resulting
chaos and congestion is deeply flawed, to the point of being misleading.

At the time the VMT (Vehicle Miles Travelled) methodology was developed, SF CHAMP last
updated Nov. 2014, the Transportation Networking Companies (TNCs) -Uber/Lyft/Chariot etc.
were still in their infancy and so the VMT methodology fails to account for their incredibly
disruptive impact.

The TNCs average, conservatively, in excess of 170,000 trips per day in San Francisco.

There are about 2,000 taxi medallions in San Francisco so TNCs do not just replace taxis they
overwhelm them by orders of magnitude.

Also, implementation of the VMT methodology is not mandated until 2019 but as Planning and
The Developers were unable to explain away the 8,000 Retail Auto trips generated by the
existing, and still acceptable, Level of Service methodology, they implemented the VMT
methodology with “refinements.” Planning calculates the Developers Destructive Proposal
using VMT methodology will generate approx. 5,800 total auto trips for 3333 for Retail + Office
+ Residential which is an entirely bogus number based on questionable assumptions, such as
“The SF Guidelines do not provide a specific methodology to assess the number of trips.....”
Planning has therefore, with no supporting documentation or analyses, applied “appropriate
refinements to the standard travel demand....”

Rather amazing that these “refinements” all work in the Developers favor.

Nowhere in these “refinements” have TNCs been taken into account!

Oh, by the way, the “refinements” used were created for The Mission Rock Project at Seawall
Lot 337 and Pier 48 as well as the Pier 70 Mixed Use District Project!

Seawall Lot 337 & Pier 48 summary:

Project type Mixed-use, open space, residential, commercial

Project area Approx. 28 acres

Proposed building area 1.3 — 1.7 million sf commercial; 750,000 - 1.5 million sf residential;
150,000 — 200,000 sf retail, 850,000 sf structured parking

10
(TR-2)


JTorre
Line

JTorre
Typewritten Text
10
(TR-2)


I-FRISBIER1

Seawall Lot 337 & Pier 48

Pier 70 summary: “The 35acre waterfront mixed-use neighborhood will provide housing,
waterfront parks, artist space, local manufacturing and rehabilitated historic buildings.”
Altogether the redevelopment covers 35 acres and up to 3,025 new units of housing—the
exact count is still in flux, with a low end of 1,645—and its roots stretch back a decade to a
2007 port plan.

WOW! What remarkably similar projects to 3333. What “refinements” could possibly be
comparable? Simply bogus.

The DEIR consistently attempts to misrepresent and mislead the public.

It is incomplete, incorrect, inaccurate and invalid and NOTHING demonstrates this better
than the above.

Under their previous, Level of Service, methodology they would have calculated 8,000 retail
trips alone. I
| think it safe to say that the numbers presented by Planning are simply “Developer friendly!”.
Their VMT methodology with “refinements” will generate fewer trips, especially since there
are no criteria for calculating the impact of TNCs, but there is nothing in the legislation that
remotely suggests it would generate 35% less trips! This entire section is suspect and Planning
must explain this profound discrepancy.

As noted above, nowhere are the TNCs incorporated into the calculations.

All of which renders the Traffic Analysis incorrect, incomplete, inaccurate, invalid.

The Planning Department proposes to reduce the number of retail parking spaces as a
mitigation measure to reduce the significant traffic impact.

This is a false assumption and shows the extent to which the Developer and Planning
misunderstand, or simply choose not to understand, the impact that the TNCs have.
Planning’s mitigation measure is a stone age solution to a digital age problem.

How will many people respond to a perceived lack of parking?

They’ll simply call a TNC and go anyway.

6
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Eliminating parking won’t eliminate auto trips it will actually increase auto trips.

A UC Davis study shows that people make MORE trips because of TNCs than if they had to use
their own cars or take public transit. People now make trips they would never have made in
the past — by any mode of transport.

The VMT methodology used by the Planning Department fails to account for the impact of
TNCs.

And, the use of TNCs makes the GHG situation worse.

Let’s assume | want to go to 3333 by auto. | could personally drive 2 miles to get to the 3333
Retail/Office/Commercial complex, park, then shop or do business, the drive 2 miles home for
a total of 4 miles.

Data shows that many people will now use a TNC rather than drive their own cars. This will be
even more pronounced if Parking is reduced!

So now the TNC has to come to me, assume 2 miles, and take me the 2 miles to 3333 for a
total of 4 miles.

When | go home the same thing happens or an additional 4 miles for a grand total of 8 miles.
Twice the GHG generated per trip!

So, not only do we have 8,000 retail auto trips, excluding the effect of TNCs (not addressed) to
deal with we have many of them generating significant more GHG per trip!

Planning needs to do a comprehensive analysis using credible data and a credible
methodology so that the public knows the extent of the GHG generated.

We are in a crisis with climate change and the methodology shown in the DEIR fails to address
this crisis credibly.

In fact climate change is more of a threat to the future of San Francisco than housing is and it
isn’t being addressed accurately in the DEIR.

The Community Full Preservation Alternative Protects the Historic Site, Protects
the Greenspaces, Maintains the Existing RM-1 Zoning and Resolution 4109,
Maintains the Public’s Permanent Right-of-Use of the Greenspaces .

The Developers Destructive Proposal first demolishes and destroys the Historic Characteristics |

and nature of 3333.

Then it virtually destroys all of Laurel Hill itself, with the exception of a small sliver at the
southwest corner, by excavating the entire site to depths ranging from 15 to 40 ft.

The only area that isn’t excavated is under a portion of the existing building!

Not sure how they missed that opportunity!

14

Removal of the demolition debris and the excavated soils will require approx. 28,000 dump
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truck loads, all of which have to pass though and pollute our neighborhoods.

loads, one quarter as many!

After the demolition the Developer has to then deliver all the new materials required to
rebuild what they demolished plus 11 new buildings.

How many large truck loads, concrete truck loads, etc. will this require?

The Community Alternative only builds 4 new buildings so like the GHG and the debris/soil
removals the Community Full Preservation Alternative requires far fewer, probably about one
third, or less, as many delivery loads.

A quick look at the turning radii of the trucks, ie. SU-30 Circulation Exhibit and WB-40
Circulation Exhibit clearly demonstrates that all the deliveries during destruction, demolition,
excavation, construction and long term operations pose significant threats to traffic safety,
pedestrian safety, congestion and pollution.

In fact, as WB-40 shows large trucks cannot safely navigate 5 of the 6 major intersections
surrounding the site. There are no plans to mitigate this profound situation which will
essentially exist from the beginning of the project ad infinitum. Planning and the Developers

have simply washed their hands of the problem a la Pontius Pilate.

The Community Full Preservation Alternative will preserve most of the mature trees at 3333,
some of which date back to the time of the Laurel Hill cemetery whereas the Developers
Destructive Proposal will attempt to spare approx. 4.

The Community Full Preservation Alternative Keeps the Loading and Unloading
Traffic Within the Site as Opposed to External to the Site

The Developers Destructive Proposal surrounds 3333 with five major Loading/unloading zones
for TNCs and Freight traffic. Initially the Developers promised that all the unloading would be
done underground or on-site and now the site is ringed with these zones! These zones not
only eliminate approx. 40 parking spaces but they will create additional traffic congestion and
pollution. So we have a ring of loading zones in addition to the inevitable double parking that

occurs for deliveries and drop-offs. A perfect storm!

15
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By contrast, the Community Full Preservation Alternative generates approx. 9,000 dump truck |
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January 8, 2019

Kei Zushi, Senior Planner

Environmental Planning Division

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103

Subject: Comments to 3333 California St. Mixed-Use Project DEIR

Planning Department Case No. 2015-014028ENV

. RECEIVED
State Clearinghouse No. 2017092053
JAN 0 8 2018
CITY & COUNTY OF S.E.
Dear. Mr. Zushi, PLANNING DEPARTMENT

RECEPTION DESK

Find attached my comments concerning Deficiencies associated with the Subject
document.

If there are any questions please contact me.

Respectfully. . N

F. chard Frisbie

415-666-3550
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Table of Contents

Section A: DEIR Deficiencies for Greenhouse Gas Calculations and Demolition
Debris Processing — Attachment E to this document is separately attached due to
its size.

Section B: DEIR Deficiencies for Construction Trip Generation.

Section C: Deficiencies for Hydrology and Water Quality.

Section D: Attachment E — From Section A above.
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Section A

DEIR Deficiencies for Greenhouse Gas Calculations and
Demolition Debris Processing
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DEIR Deficiencies - Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Calculation and Demolition Debris
Processing

Attachment 1: Comments on 3333 California St. GHG Calculation Deficiencies with respect to
the Initial Study dated April 25, 2018 and Version 2 dated May 14, 2018.

Attachment 2: 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project Application for Environmental
Leadership Development Project including Attachment E of same.

Attachment 3: 3333 California St. Initial Study pg. 146 Impact C-AQ-1.
Attachment 4: San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element, Cover and pg.V.1-17

Attachment 5: FN 130 SF Planning Department “Compliance Checklist Greenhouse Gas
Analysis” Cover and pg. 19.

Attachment 6: San Francisco Planning Department “Greenhouse Gas Analysis Pursuant to
CEQA” dated November 12, 2010.

Attachment 7: Initial Study No. 2015-014028ENV. Project Description pg. 6. (1GHG_1)
In addition to the comments in this letter | am resubmitting my revised Initial Study Comments|
(Attachment 1) as the Planning Department has failed to address them and has withheld
critical, pertinent and specific information from the public. The revisions reflect information
gleaned from the Initial Study and subsequent documents. It also reflects corrections and
adjustments to relevant criteria.

As noted below, had Planning provided the information requested it would have permitted the
GHG issue to be analyzed quickly but, to date, the public has not been provided this
fundamental data.

Regardless, the Community Alternative will generate less than one third the GHG generated by
the Developers’ Project. It will also clearly shows that the Community Alternative is a far
superior solution in that it generates approx. 30% of the total GHG generated by the
Developers’ Plan. A significant Mitigation Measure in itself.

In the Initial Study Impact C-AQ-1 (Attachment 3) was deemed “less than Significant.”

No data or analyses was provided to support this erroneous determination which was
incomplete, incorrect and inadequate. The text which followed was simply a rehash of all the
relevant documents but nowhere was there any analyses that showed compliance with the
requirement to consider “greenhouse gas emissions, directly or indirectly”.....

No Indirect GHG were calculated as noted in Attachment 1 and required by Attachments 3, 4
and 5.

The only information provided in Volume 2 dealt with construction GHG and operational GHG,
nothing addressed the GHG related to the manufacture and use of the basic building materials
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(GHG:1)
to be used in constructing the buildings, underground garages, etc. cont'd

Indirect GHG are required to be calculated, analyzed and incorporated into the conclusions
and Mitigation Measures. The Planning Department has failed to do any of this.

Indirect GHG are also required to be similarly addressed in the San Francisco 2004 and 2009
Housing Element Impact GH-1 (Attachment 4). None of this was done.

CEQA Guidelines section 15358(a)(2) defines "effects" of a project to include "indirect”
effects. These indirect effects are cumulative in nature. They are also reasonably foreseeable
and the DEIR was inadequate for failure to consider them.

15358. EFFECTS “Effects” and “impacts” as used in these Guidelines are synonymous. (a)
Effects include: (1) Direct or primary effects which are caused by the project and occur at the
same time and place. Association of Environmental Professionals 2018 CEQA Guidelines 261
(2) Indirect or secondary effects which are caused by the project and are later in time or
farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect or secondary effects
may include growth-inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the
pattern of land use, population density, or growth rate, and related effects on air and water
and other natural systems, including ecosystems. (b) Effects analyzed under CEQA must be
related to a physical change. Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code;
Reference: Sections 21068 and 21100, Public Resources Code.

Despite multiple requests we have not been provided with an estimate of the volumes of
concrete, weights of steel and glass to be used in the project. This information would quickly
reveal the massive amounts of GHG involved in the Developers’ 3333 Plan.

Planning supposedly oversees thousands of major projects and PSKS supposedly develops
multiple large buildings/projects and yet no such estimates are available, or so we are told.

Planning has had access to a detailed GHG Study prepared by SWCA since August 2018 which
specifically addresses GHG in the Attachment E AB900 Analysis by Ramboll. The SWAC Study
lists total construction GHG of 4,273 metric tons (Attachment E Construction GHG Emissions
Table 4 pg. 8) which clearly exceeds the limits in Attachment 6.

However, these are only “direct” GHG and do not include the “indirect” GHG generated by the
manufacture of the concrete, steel, glass, etc. which will be used to construct the buildings.
ALL indirect GHG are missing from ALL the Planning Department’s documents and conclusions
which are incorrect, incomplete, and inadequate. Nothing in Attachment 6 excludes
construction materials from the process. In fact the very term “energy associated with
treatment” on page 2 can refer to the treatment of raw materials. The etc. at the end of the
same sentence clearly indicates that a number of other “indirect” GHG are to be considered if
present. None of this has been done.

The DEIR Lacks Substantive Evidence That GHG are “Less Than Significant.”
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cont'd
Furthermore, nowhere in the Initial Study, the DEIR or the SWAC Report is there any mention,

analyses or compilation for the GHG generated by processing the debris from the demolition
of the site as required by the City’s applicable Ordinance - Planning Department’s Reference
FN 130 “Compliance Checklist Greenhouse Gas Analysis” pg. 19 “San Francisco Construction
and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance” (Attachment 5).

The first paragraph of the Requirements says that “All (100 percent)...to be processed for
recycling.”

Second paragraph says that “projects that include full demolition of a structure...” allows for
the processing of a minimum 65% of the demolition debris....”

The Developer is NOT demolishing 100% of the main building and MUST recycle 100% of the
demolition debris from the main building. Attachment 7 “the existing approx. 55.5-foot tall
building at the center of the site would be partially demolished " Pretty clear statement and
supporting drawings.

Demolishing 100% of the Annex building does not qualify as exempting the debris from the
main building from the 100% requirement.

In the Remarks column the Planning Department states that a “minimum of 65%...” and then
references the Annex building in an attempt to limit the overall processing to 65%.

The Annex Building demolition is trivial with comparison to the main building and yet is used in
an attempt to reduce the 100 percent processing required of the main building debris.

This is a deliberate abuse of the language and intent of the Ordinance.

The Annex building and main building are separate and distinct and the disparity in volume of
debris is more than an order of magnitude.

Processing of Demolition Debris

The Developer must process 100% of all the debris from the main building demolition.

Using the annex building as a pretext for setting the processing percentages is disingenuous
and violates the City’s own Ordinance.

In addition, no calculation is shown that indicates the amount of GHG generated from the
processing of the 65% of the Annex Building and the 100% of the main building debris as well
as the parking lots, garage ramps, etc.

All of these generate the “indirect GHG” required to be addressed in the GHG totals. No
calculations for the processing of the demolition debris has been presented.

The GHG analysis is further invalidated by the incorrect interpretation and implementation of
the City’s own Ordinance and the failure to make the appropriate GHG calculation.

Frankly this is a deliberate attempt to circumvent the City’s own rules!
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In addition, Attachment 2 Item 9 “Consistency with statutory Requirements for CEQA (GHG-1
Streamlining” states “to offset GHG emissions....” certain steps will be taken. Interesting t?\og%'d
mitigation measure are proposed for a situation that is already defined “Less than Significant”
in the Initial Study. One might even consider it bizarre.

However, the steps proposed fall woefully short of offsetting the “direct and indirect” (the
indirect are yet to be calculated but | offer the attached table in order to assist the Planning
Department in complying with CEQA) GHG generated during the construction phases(s).

It is simply impossible to conclude, as C-AQ-1 attempts to do, that the GHG generated are “less
than Significant.”

Furthermore, the California Air Resource Board itself requires that both direct and indirect
GHG be calculated.

DEMAND is that we be provided with ALL data, calculations, documentation, etc. that have any
bearing on GHG associated with 3333 California Street inclusive of Initial Study, Application for
an Environmental Leadership Project, the DEIR and 3333 California Street in toto.

DEMAND is that ALL GHG, direct and indirect, including those generated by the manufacture
and transport of the building materials themselves, be calculated as required by both the City
and the State.

DEMAND is also that the GHG be reclassified properly as “Significant” and are as of now
Unmitigated.

DEMAND is that the Community’s Alternative GHG levels, one third of the Developers’ levels,
be used as the baseline for setting the standard for 3333 California St.

DEMAND is that the processing of demolition debris from the main building be properly
calculated by requiring 100% processing of the main building debris.

DEMAND is that the GHG generated by this processing be accounted for: a minimum of 65% of
the Annex Building and 100% of the main building debris. No information is provided as to the
percentage of the parking lots and garage ramps that will be processed. We require this
information.

The DEIR is incomplete, inaccurate and incorrect in totally ignoring GHG from construction
material manufacture and transport, demolition debris, etc.
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Comments on 3333 California St. GHG Calculations Deficiencies with respect to Initial Study
dated April 25, 2018 and Version 2 dated May 14, 2018

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS (see note 1)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This document is a revised and updated version with corrections to the document submitted to the
Planning Department April 25, 2018. It addresses the incorrect, incomplete and inaccurate data (where
provided), analyses (where provided) and conclusions stated in the Initial Study.

None of these were corrected in the DEIR.

The Initial Study’s (Reference 4 to this submission) conclusion on page 146 per the Table, items 7(a) and
(b) as well as on page 148 “Impact C-GG-1" that the construction phase of the project will generate
“Less than significant” Greenhouse Gases is incomplete, inaccurate, inadequate and invalid.

The approximate 14,000 tons of Greenhouse Gases generated, direct and indirect, as a consequence of
the construction phase of the proposed development is hardly a “less than significant” tonnage as
stated in the Initial Study and not addressed in the DEIR. Essentially the subject is being ignored.

The Community Residential Alternative, supported by the coalition of neighbors surrounding 3333, will
generate only 30% (4,100 tons) of the Greenhouse Gases generated by the PSKS plan, as a consequence
of their construction phases, while protecting the historically significant main building and landscaping.
The Community Alternative provides a significant mitigation of Greenhouse Gases and the destructive
impact they have on health, quality of life and climate change.

Notes:

This document addresses only the generation and release of Carbon Dioxide, direct and indirect, as a
consequence of the construction phase.

However, the other Greenhouse Gases associated with this type of work —methane, nitrous oxide, etc.-
although present at much lower levels than carbon dioxide have a GWP (Global Warming Potential)
anywhere from 25-300 times greater than carbon dioxide (Reference 11) and need to be addressed as
well.

The indirectly generated Greenhouse Gases has not been taken into account in either the Initial Study or
the DEIR.

San Francisco and the California Air Resources Board {CARB) require that all Greenhouse Gases, direct
and indirect, be calculated, analyzed and properly presented with mitigation measures being required.
The DEIR is incomplete, incorrect and inadequate as it fails to address the indirect Greenhouse Gases.

INTRODUCTION
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Reference 4 Section E. 7 - Greenhouse Gas Emission pages 146-150:
Impact C-AQ-1 (Potentially Significant). “Potential cumulative air quality impacts will be addressed in the
EIR.”

Table: 7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS {page 146)
Would the project:
(a) “Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly (underline added),

that may have a significant impact on the environment?”
“Less Than Significant” is checked.
(b) “Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing emissions of greenhouse gases?”
“Less Than Significant” is checked.

Not a single calculation, analysis, compilation or comparison is presented to support these inadequate
conclusions of “Less Than Significant.”
These conclusions are incomplete, inaccurate, inadequate and invalid in toto.
The project proposed by the developers (PSKS) would generate as a consequence of the construction
phase alone approximately:

13,525 TONS OF GREENHOUSE GASES (see Note 1)
Due to the complete absence of any supporting data, as well as Planning’s delayed response to relevant
questions, it has been necessary to make some assumptions in analyzing details of the PSKS plans.
By comparison, the Community Residential alternative, supported by the coalition of neighbors
surrounding 3333, would generate Greenhouse Gases at levels less than 30 percent (4,100 tons) of the
PSKS levels. The Community Residential alternative represents a 70% mitigation of these harmful gases
to health, well-being and the environment.

Thus, without the relevant data and corresponding analyses based on available air emission models,
Planning’s conclusions have no basis in fact and are incorrect, incomplete, inadequate and invalid.

On page 148, first paragraph, of reference 4, it is stated “The following analysis of the proposed
project "

In reality there is no analysis whatsoever in the referenced document as to the Greenhouse Gases
generated as a consequence of the construction phase which, as shown above, produces significant
amounts of harmful Greenhouse gases.

Pages 148-150 speak exclusively to the Operational phase of the project while completely omitting even
a reference to the construction phase.

There is no reference made as to the volume of concrete, weight of steel, weight of glass, etc. included
in the project - all of which have profound implications as to the levels of Greenhouse Gases emitted
into the atmosphere as a consequence of the construction phase.

{ am still awaiting answers to question submitted to Planning on related issues.

(GHG-1)
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It would appear that no analyses have been made, certainly none are presented, as to the Embodied
Energy content of the construction methods and materiais.

Such analyses would immediately highlight the significant levels of Greenhouse Gases that would be
generated as a consequence of the PSKA planned construction phase and highlights the need for
mitigation measures.

Due to the absence of data it was necessary to use information listed in the references to develop the
approximate levels of Greenhouse Gas tonnages generated as a consequence of the construction phase.
Had the Initial Study, which, forms the basis for the EIR, carried out some fairly straightforward analyses
we could have compared the results to determine where additional study is required.

At such time as the City provides the necessary technical data, such as the energy required to recycle
the main building debris {see note 1), volume of concrete and weight of steel, glass, etc. required for
the re-construction, etc. the estimated Greenhouse Gas tonnages generated as a consequence of the
construction phase could be re-calculated accordingly.

Notes:

1. There appears to be no calculation or consideration in any of the City’s documents that
addresses the Greenhouse Gases generated by the recycling of the debris from the main
building.

Recycling steel and concrete is energy intensive and needs to be properly accounted for in the
Greenhouse Gases budget.
The only thing more harmful is to simply dispose of reusable materials in a landfill.

DISCUSSION

(GHG-1)
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The Greenhouse Gases generated as a consequence of the Construction phase will be discussed in the
following order:

Demolition of portions of main building, service building, parking lots, garage ramps.
Removal of Debris generated in 1. Above.

Excavation of site for underground parking, building foundations, etc.

Removal of Spoils generated in 3. Above.

Reconstruction, strengthening and increased height of the main building.
Construction of underground parking garages.

Construction of Masonic, Euclid and Mayfair buildings.

Construction of Piaza A & B and Walnut buildings.

Construction of Laurel St. duplexes.

e NOOUL R WN R

1-4: DEMOLTION, EXCAVATION AND REMOVAL OF DEBRIS AND SPOILS.

The first four activities, 1-4, listed above will be looked at together as they basically utilize energy to
carry out the activity.

PSKS proposes to demolish approximately 50% of the existing main historic building as well as most of
the historic landscaping. In addition, the various parking lots and roadways on the site will be
demolished as well as the circular garage ramps. After demolition the debris will be removed and the
site will be excavated and the spoils hauled away. Reference 26 shows the approximate amount of fuel,
diesel and gasoline, and electricity consumed. Some of this is spread over the construction phase of the
building cycle. As items such as the map of the routes selected (Reference 9) have not been made
available, but have been requested, it is impossible to judge the reasonableness of some of these
calculations.

It should be noted that the 0.05 gallons per horsepower-hour used in the Reference 26 is 10-15% lower
than industry data available from multiple sources (see Reference 29, the value 0.056, as an example).

Also of significance, which is not addressed, is the volume of serpentine that could be present and which
requires significantly more energy to remove than soils and clays.

The five primary boring sites related to geology are of considerable interest.

Major excavation will take place along Masonic and Euclid and yet no borings were made at any
intermediate location along this >600ft segment of the property.

The boring sites appear in Reference 30.

A boring (B-3) was done at Masonic and Presidio where no excavation will take place.

The only other boring on the southern half of the property was taken very near the Euclid-Laurel
intersection (B-4) where, again, no excavation will take place.

So, all the excavation for the Masonic and Euclid buildings will be done without any specific first-hand
knowledge of the geology at those locations.

2
(GHG-1)
cont'd


Pmye
Line

Pmye
Typewritten Text
2
(GHG-1)
cont'd


I-FRISBIERZ2

And vyet it was deemed appropriate to do boring B-5, a site where the Laurel St. duplexes will be
constructed and which require significant less critical subsoil information as they do not have
underground garages supporting major buildings.

Outcrops of serpentine exist throughout this general area so it is probable that these areas of excavation
will encounter significant deposits of serpentine, the excavation of which is far more difficult and energy
intensive than for stiff clays etc. as well as posing a health risk which could be of a much greater
magnitude than that presented in the Initial Study.

Frankly one could conclude that the boring sites were carefully selected to avoid discovering any
controversial conditions that may well underlay the site!

The net result is that the energy discussed in Reference 26 must be considered to be at the very low end
of likelihood.
Higher values should be expected and this likelihood is not addressed in the DEIR.
Despite the optimistic view of Reference 26, these phases of the project will still generate approx.

3,500 TONS OF GREENHQUSE GASES
As noted above in the Introduction, no consideration appears to have been made for the energy
associated with the recycling of the reusable components of the debris from the main building.
So, what would be a more realistic estimate?
The Community Residential alternative would generate approx. 23 percent of that, or 800 tons, of
Greenhouse Gases.

5. RECONSTRUCTION, STRENGTHENING AND INCREASED HEIGHT OF MAIN BUILDING
First, the remaining portions of the historical main building will require strengthening as it was not

originally designed or built to accommodate three additional floors and their related infrastructure.
The volumes of concrete and steel involved will result in significant generation of Greenhouse Gases, no
mention of which appears anywhere in the Initial Study or the DEIR! The DEIR is simply incorrect,
incomplete and inaccurate with respect to direct and indirect greenhouse gases and also Air Quality.
The DEIR should, but did not, disclose the volumes of concrete and/or weight of wood, as well as the
weights of steel and glass that would be used in the PSKS proposed development.
This information is relevant to the calculation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions.
Projects involving buildings of this size, and larger, have seen significant reductions savings of
Greenhouse Gases saved through re-use of the building as opposed to major demolition and re-
construction.
So, conservatively it can be estimated that this re-construction will generate approx.

2,000 TONS OF GREENHOUSE GASES
Had we been provided with information regarding volumes of concrete and weight of steel required for
this rebuild, strengthening and height increases, we could have provided a more specific estimate.

(GHG-1)
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It should be noted that concrete has an Embodied Energy Content of 12.5MJ/kg, Steel 11.0MJ/kg. and
Wood 2.0MJ/kg.

Cement is an energy intensive product and generates significant Greenhouse Gases during its
production process so a cubic yard of concrete is responsible for approximately 500 {bs. of Greenhouse
Gases being released into our atmosphere. See References 16, 17, 18 and 23.

95% of the cement used in the Bay Area is manufactured here so these GHG are our GHG.

This estimated 2,000 tons of Greenhouse Gas generated by PSKS would hardly seem to be compatible
with Page 146 and the “Less Than Significant” conclusion by the City, further reinforcing the conclusion
that the Initial Study, and this DEIR, is inaccurate, inadequate, incomplete and invalid.

The Community Residential alternative generates 0 tons of Greenhouse Gas emissions.

There is no demolition of the main building; no additional strengthening or structure for additional
floors; no rebuilding of the exterior of the main historic building.

However, to take into account modifications for providing sunlight courts, etc. let’s assign a number of
200 tons of Greenhouse Gases.

6. CONSTRUCTION OF UNDERGROUND PARKING GARAGES.
The site will be underpinned by underground parking garages over approx. 60% of the site.
Along California St. these are two and three levels.
Under Masonic, Euclid and Mayfair these are one level.
Construction is assumed to be steel reinforced concrete designed to support the buildings that are

above all the parking garage areas.
The DEIR failed to disclose the volumes of concrete and weight of steel, glass, etc. required.
Concrete’s Embodied Energy is 12.5MJ/kg., weighs approx. 2 ton per cubic yard which emits up to 500
Ibs. in Greenhouse Gases, CO2, during the manufacture and construction processes.
As no volumes of concrete or weight of reinforcing steel has been provided by the City, the calculations
of Greenhouse Gases generated as a consequence of the construction phase has used industry
standards for parking garages (Reference 25).
These are all above ground garages without any overlying buildings so the calculations should be
considered on the low end when applied to an underground complex supporting 4-7 story buildings
above.
The average cubic yards of concrete to square foot of structural slab ratio varies from 4.5% to 10%
(Reference 25).
Assume a 6% ratio which is conservative due to the nature of the complex AND excludes any
consideration of the required reinforcing steel.
When Planning provides the necessary information, these calculations can be updated.
Again, with apparently no information, no calculations, etc. Planning concluded that the

6,000 TONS OF GREENHQUSE GASES
generated as a consequence of the construction of the underground parking garages are “Less Than
Significant” on page 146 of the Initial Study and not even addressed in the DEIR.
6
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The DEIR fails to address indirect Greenhouse Gases as required; it is incomplete, inaccurate and
incorrect.

The Community Residential alternative generates approx. 1,000 tons of greenhouse gases, as it requires
only a new single level residential parking garage along California St.

7. CONSTRUCTION OF MASONIC, EUCLID AND MAYFAIR BUILDINGS.
Once again it is necessary to include the following caveat “the Initial Study provides no information as to
the construction methodology proposed nor the volumes of concrete and weight of steel required.”
However, at public meetings, as well as smaller private ones, it was indicated that reinforced concrete
and glass would be the primary components of construction so these assumptions have been adopted
herein.

Applying References 16-24 with included references to the proposed buildings for reasonably equivalent
sized buildings, the proposed buildings would generate approx.

450 TONS OF GREENHOUSE GASES.
If Planning will provide the appropriate information concerning construction methodology, materials,

volumes of concrete, weight of steel, etc. we can adjust the calculations accordingly.
The All Residential alternative will construct only the Mayfair Building and generate approx.. 100 tons of
Greenhouse Gases as we do not intend to destroy these historically significant landscaped areas.

8. CONSTRUCTION OF PLAZA A & B AND WALNUT BUILDINGS.
The same assumptions as to construction methodology applied in 7 above is utilized herein.
These three buildings will generate
1,500 TONS OF GREENHOUSES GASES WITH THE VARIANT PROPOSED.
The Community Residential alternative would generate less than 1,000 tons of greenhouse gases. For
details refer to References 16-24 with included references.

9.CONSTRUCTION OF LAUREL ST. DUPLEXES.
It is assumed that these are constructed predominantly of wood should generate less than
75 TONS OF GREENHOUSE GASES.
If this assumption is incorrect the tonnage of greenhouse gases generated would be significantly higher.

I await Planning’s information on construction methodology.
The Community Residential alternative concept will generate ZERO tons of Greenhouse Gases as it does
not envision destruction of the historic nature of that area.

(GHG-1)
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SUMMARY OF GREENHOUSE GENERATED (tons)
PHASE of PROJECT GREENHOUSE GASES-TONS
PSKS AR (1)

Demolition of portions of main building,
service building, parking lots, garage ramps;
Removal of Debris generated above;
Excavation of site for underground parking,
building foundations, etc.; and
Removal of Spoils generated above.
References: 26, 27, 28. x 3,500 (2) 800
Reconstruction of main building with
strengthening and additional floors.
References: 14 thru 19. 2,000 200
Construction of underground parking garages. 6,000 (3) 2,000
Construction of Masonic, Euclid & Mayfair buildings. 450 100
Construction of Plaza A & B and Walnut buildings. 1,500 1,000 (4)
Construction of Laurel St. duplexes. 75 0
TOTALS (5) 13,525 4,100

AR: All Residential alternative supported by the coalition of neighbors surrounding the site.
The literature indicates that the fuel consumption listed in Reference 26 is approx. 10-15%
lower than other industry consumption figures. The lower SWCA (reference 26) number is
used.

Low estimate: approx. 26,000 cubic yards of concrete; no reinforcing steel included.

As noted previously this number is based on a 7 story Walnut Building to be consistent with
the PSKS Variant. The All Residential alternative envisions a 4 story Walnut Building which
achieves the requisite 558 residential units.

At such time as Planning provides all the relevant data associated with the project the
Greenhouse Gas tonnage estimates can be revised.

However, regardless of revisions to the tonnages, the All Residential alternative will always
represent a small, less than one third, portion of the PSKE proposed development and the
required mitigation measures will have to reflect this.
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INTRODUCTION

The Project Sponsor, Laurel Heights Partners, LLC, is submitting this Application for certification of the
3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project as an Environmental Leadership Development Project (ELDP),
pursuant to AB 900, the Jobs and Economic Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act of
2011, as amended effective January 1, 2018, and codified in Public Resources Code Section 21178 et.
seq. Although codified within the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the process for
certification of the project as an ELDP is separate from all but a few of the steps required for preparing a
CEQA environmental review document.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Proposed Development Project

The project site, an approximately 10.25-acre parcel in San Francisco’s Laurel Heights/Jordan Park
neighborhood, is developed with a 1950s-era corporate campus featuring a four-story office building at
the center of the site, a three-level, partially below-grade parking garage, a one story annex building, three
surface parking lots, two circular garage ramp structures leading to below-grade parking levels, and
mature landscaping or landscaped open space. A portion of the space in the surface parking lots
accommodates 60 parking spaces allocated to public use, with payment.

The project sponsor, Laurel Heights Partners, LLC, owns the site and leases it to the Regents of the
University of California, which uses the project site for its University of California San Francisco (UCSF)
Laurel Heights Campus. Prior to the project sponsor’s recent acquisition of fee title to the site, the project
sponsor had entered into a 99-year pre-paid ground lease with the Regents in 2014. The office building
provides space for UCSF administrative, academic research, and social and behavioral science department
uses (including common areas) and space for accessory uses and support programs, such as a daycare
center, a conference center/auditorium, and a cafeteria.

The project sponsor is proposing to redevelop the site with adaptively reused and new buildings and shift
the primary use from office to residential. The 14,000-gross-square-foot annex building and the two
garage ramp structures would be demolished, and the three surface parking lots would be removed. The
455,000-gross-square-foot office building would be partially demolished, divided into two separate
buildings (Center Buildings A and B), connected by a covered bridge, expanded to include two to three
new levels, and adapted for residential use. A total of 13 new buildings—the Plaza A, Plaza B, Walnut,
Masonic, Euclid, and Mayfair buildings, and the Laurel Duplexes (seven buildings)}—would be
constructed along the California Street, Masonic Avenue, Euclid Avenue, and Laurel Street edges of the
project site. Attachment A, Project Drawings, provides a site plan, elevations of buildings along each
street frontage, and representative floor plans of proposed buildings. Attachment B, Project Photo-
simulations, presents the proposed project in context of existing surrounding streets and buildings.

All of the renovated or new buildings except one, the Walnut Building, would contain residential uses; the
Walnut Building would provide space for two different uses—office and a childcare center. Retail space
would be provided on the ground floor in the proposed Plaza A, Plaza B, Walnut, and Euclid buildings.
Overall, the proposed project would include 558 dwelling units within 824,691 gross square feet of
residential floor area; 49,999 gross square feet of office floor area; 54,117 gross square feet of retail floor
area; a 14,690-gross-square-foot childcare center; 428,773 gross square feet of parking with 895 parking
spaces; and approximately 236,000 square feet of open areas.
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The proposed parking program would replace the existing 543 surface and subsurface parking spaces on
the project site and would provide 352 more parking spaces than are currently on the site. The spaces
would be allocated to offer 558 spaces for residential uses, 138 spaces for retail uses, 100 spaces for
office uses, 29 spaces for the childcare use, 60 spaces for commercial (paid) parking, and 10 spaces for
car-share vehicles. Four separate below-grade parking garages with 883 spaces are planned: the California
Street Garage, which would be constructed under the Plaza A, Plaza B, and Walnut buildings; the Center
Building B Garage, which would encompass the two renovated below-grade parking levels under Center
Building B; the Masonic Garage, which would be developed under the Masonic and Euclid buildings; and
the Mayfair Garage, which would be developed under the Mayfair Building. In addition, six two-car
parking garages would be provided for the Laurel Duplexes. The seventh Laurel Duplex would have two
parking spaces in the Masonic Garage.

The project site is proposed to be laid out so that it would be newly integrated with the existing street
grid. New pedestrian promenades would align with Walnut Street and connect to Masonic and Euclid
avenues (north/south direction), and with Mayfair Drive connecting to Presidio and Masonic avenues and
Pine Street (east/west direction) These interior promenades would be closed to vehicular traffic, except at
the Walnut Street extension a short distance into the site where a driveway and roundabout would allow
for passenger drop-off and pick-up as well as provide access to the California Street Garage. Sidewalks
along the project boundaries on Presidio Avenue, Masonic Avenue, Euclid Avenue, and Laurel Street
would be widened.

Approximately 53 percent of the overall lot area (approximately 236,000 square feet, excluding green
roofs) would be retained as open area, with portions developed as a combination of common open space
(some of which would be open to the public) and private open space such as ground-level terraces,
interior courtyards and private internal walkways. Overall, the proposed project would provide
approximately 103,000 square feet of common useable open area that meets the San Francisco Planning
Code section 135 definition of open space. New landscaped open space would be added throughout the
project site. The proposed project would remove 185 of the approximately 195 trees on the site, retaining
10 of the mature trees. The 15 street trees along California Street would be removed and replaced. The
project includes installation of 270 replacement trees on the project site plus 92 street trees to be planted
along California Street, Masonic Avenue, Euclid Avenue and Laurel Street.

The project sponsor is considering a project variant, the Walnut Building Variant, that would change the
uses and height of the proposed Walnut Building. With the variant, the building’s proposed office space
would be replaced with residential uses, three new residential floors would be added, and the retail space
and the childcare center space would be reduced. Overall, with the variant there would be 186 additional
residential units, for a total of 744 residential units within 978,611 gross square feet of residential floor
area; no office space; 48,593 gross square feet of retail floor area; a 14,650-gross-square-foot childcare
center; and 435,133 gross square feet of parking with 971 parking spaces. The amount of space devoted to
open areas would be the same as under the proposed project.

The proposed project or variant would be constructed in four overlapping development phases, with full
build-out expected to occur approximately seven years after project entitlements, if executed from start to
finish of the prescribed overlapping development phases.

The project sponsor submitted a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan Application to the San
Francisco Planning Department in August 2017 and has agreed to implement selected TDM measures,
such as improving walking conditions and providing onsite child care, bicycle parking, and car share
parking, to reduce per capita automobile use. The project sponsor has committed to meeting and
exceeding the requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance (part of the San Francisco
Building Code) by achieving Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) for Neighborhood
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Development certification at a minimum Gold level for the full development. The Applicant is
considering living (green) roofs, solar photovoltaic systems for some roofs, solar thermal hot water
systems for other roof areas, and water-smart landscaping, among other sustainability features. Each of
the new buildings would comply with the San Francisco Non-Potable Water Ordinance that requires use
of onsite alternate water sources including graywater and/or rainwater.

The proposed project would include affordable housing units as required under San Francisco Planning
Code section 415 and/or as set forth in a Development Agreement (DA) for the proposed project between
the project sponsor and the City. The terms of the DA regarding provision of affordable housing and other
matters are still under discussion, and, in addition, the project sponsor is gathering community input
regarding this matter.

Project Site

3333 California Street is a Midcentury Modern-designed corporate campus originally constructed in
1956-1957. The approximately 10.25-acre project site occupies Lot 003 on Assessor’s Block 1032 in the
Laurel Heights/Jordan Park area of San Francisco’s Presidio Heights neighborhood. The irregularly
shaped parcel is bounded by California Street to the north (an approximately 730-foot-long frontage),
Presidio Avenue to the east (an approximately 280-foot-long frontage), Masonic Avenue to southeast (an
approximately 422-foot-long frontage), Euclid Avenue to the south (an approximately 348-foot-long
frontage), and Laurel Street/Mayfair Drive to the west (an approximately 742-foot-long frontage).

The campus contains a four-story office building with three levels of partially below-grade parking; a
one-story annex building (which contains equipment such as boilers, chillers and water treatment facilities
for the office building, other plant operations systems, office space for the physical plant engineers, and
unused laboratory office space) at the northwestern cormer of the project site; approximately 2.75 acres of
surface parking in three lots; and 3 acres of designed landscape or landscaped open space. Approximately
63 percent of the site is covered by buildings or other impermeable surfaces, such as internal roadways
and surface parking lots, and 37 percent is landscaping or landscaped open space. UCSF currently grants
public access to the grass lawns on the site at the corner of Euclid Avenue and Laurel Street, extending
partially down Euclid Avenue, and at Presidio Avenue just north of the Masonic Avenue and Pine Street
intersection,

The project site is well-served by Muni transit service, with the 1 California, 1 BX California Express
(AM and PM peak hours only), and 2 Clement bus routes on California Street; the 3 Jackson bus route on
Presidio Avenue, California Street, and Walnut Strect; and the 43 Masonic bus route on Presidio Avenue.

The area in which the project site is located is highly urbanized and essentially fully built out. Low- to
mid-rise mainly multi-family residential uses surround the project site to the north, east, and south, across
California Street, Presidio Avenue, and Euclid Avenue. The west side of Laurel Street across from the
project site is lined by single-family houses between Euclid and Mayfair avenues. Other nearby land uses
include the SF Fire Credit Union, at the southwest corner of California Street and Presidio Avenue,
adjacent to the project site; the Jewish Community Center of San Francisco, across California Street from
the project site; San Francisco Fire Station 10, across Masonic Avenue southeast of the project site; the
San Francisco Municipal Railway’s (Muni) Presidio Yard bus storage depot, across Euclid and Masonic
avenues south of the project site; and the Laurel Village Shopping Center along California Street, across
Laurel Street west of the project site.
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CONSISTENCY WITH STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS FOR
CEQA STREAMLINING

This Application was prepared in accordance with the Governor’s Guidelines for Streamlining Judicial
Review under CEQA, provided on the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) website and
updated in January 2018 to comply with Senate Bill 734 (2016) and Assembly Bill 246 (2017).! The
following information (including all Attachments) is submitted to show that the project and variant each
satisfies the statutory requirements for CEQA streamlining, as further set forth in the Governor’s
Guidelines, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21187 ef seq.

1. Information to show the project or variant is residential, retail, commercial, sports,
cultural, entertainment, or recreational in nature.

The proposed project or variant is residential, commercial, and retail in nature. As explained above, the
proposed project would have approximately 558 dwelling units, 49,999 gross square feet of office floor
area, 54,117 gross square feet of retail floor area, and a 14,690-gross-square-foot childcare center, in
addition to parking, circulation and loading space, and approximately 236,000 square feet of open space.
The project variant would replace the office space with 186 additional dwelling units for a total of 744
units, approximately 48,593 gross square feet of retail space and a 14,650 gross square foot childcare
center, with parking, circulation and loading space and open space similar to the proposed project.

The proposed project and variant would demolish a portion of the existing office building and adapt it for
residential use. The perimeter of the site is proposed to be developed with 13 new buildings, with all
except the Walnut Building containing primarily residential uses (with ground floor retail in some
buildings). The Walnut Building, located at the Walnut Street entrance to the project site from California
Street, is proposed with office, childcare, and retail uses. The new buildings would front on California
Street, Masonic Avenue, Euclid Avenue, and Laurel Street. The variant would construct residential,
childcare, and retail uses in a taller Walnut Building, replacing the proposed office use.

Open space would be provided on the site in the form of public plazas and walkways, and as private open
space for the use of new residents. A total of approximately 236,000 square feet of open space is
included, excluding green roofs. One of the publicly accessible open areas, the proposed Euclid Green,
would maintain most of the existing open space along Euclid Avenue to which UCSF has been granting
public access (although privately owned).

The site plans for the proposed project and variant are included in Attachment A. Several renderings of
the proposed project in the existing urban context are shown in Attachment B.

! Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Governor’s Guidelines for Streamlining Judicial Review under the California
Environmental Quality Act Pursuant to AB 900 (Chapter 352, Statutes of 201 1), available at http://opr.ca.gov/docs/20180103-
AB_900_Guidelines January_2018.pdf. Accessed July 11, 2018.
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2. Information to show that the project or variant, upon completion, will qualify for LEED
Gold Certification or better. The Application shall specify those design elements that
make the project or variant eligible for LEED Gold Certification, and the Applicant shall
submit a binding commitment to delay the project or variant until it receives LEED Gold
Certification or better. If, upon completion of construction, LEED Gold Certification or
better is delayed as a result of the certification process rather than a project deficiency,
the Applicant may petition the Governor to approve project operation pending
completion of the LEED certification process.

The design for the proposed project or variant would meet or exceed current uniform codes, and is created
to achieve at the minimum a Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Neighborhood
Development (ND) Gold rating. The LEED ND certification has four certification levels that correspond
to the number of credits that are achieved in five categories: Smart Location and Linkage (SLL),
Neighborhood Pattern and Design (NPD), Green Infrastructure and Buildings (GIB), Innovation (IN), and
Regional Priority (RP). The number of points that a project earns within the credits it achieves determines
the level of certification that it will receive:

e LEED Certified™: 40-49 points earned
o LEED Silver®: 50-59 points carned

e LEED Gold®: 60-79 points earned

e LEED Platinum®: 80+ points earned.

LEED provides a level of flexibility for projects to choose the credits and project features that will
contribute to certification. The proposed project and variant will each integrate low-impact development
and transportation demand management, energy efficiency, water conservation, and other green-building
practices to achieve a minimum LEED ND Gold certification; however, at the time of submitting this
Application, the exact LEED credits that would contribute to the achievement of LEED ND Gold
certification (i.e., 60-79 LEED points) have not yet been determined. That said, most or all of the
following features will contribute to LEED certification.

In the charts below, “yes” indicates high confidence points and “likely” indicates other anticipated points.
Additional points will also be targeted as the design develops to increase confidence in achievement of
LEED Gold. The stars (*) indicate prerequisites, which are required for all LEED certifications and carry
no points.

SMART LOCATION AND LINKAGE (SLL)

A proposal earns many conservation and proximity credits by virtue of its location. The project or variant
is situated on a previously developed infill site that is served by existing water and wastewater
infrastructure and within walking distance of enough full-time equivalent jobs to serve the anticipated
number of residents. Additionally, transit access credits are earned through existing service: multiple
types of transit service currently serve this site, with numerous trips made daily. All trips are made
available to 100% of the proposed dwelling units.
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Smart Location and Linkage — LEED ND v4 Preliminary Checklist

Yes Likely | Prerequisite or Credit Key Applicable Requirements and Assumptions
. Project site is served by existing water/wastewater
Smart Locatian infrastructure.
Imperlled_SpeCles and Ecological No listed endangered species on the project site.
Communities
Wetland and Water Body No wetlands or water bodies on site
Conservation
) . Project site is an infill site with no agricultural use or zoning
Agricultural Land Conservation designation
Floodplain avoidance Project site is outside flood hazard area based on San
P Francisco's Preliminary Floodplain Maps.
Project site is an infill site that is also a previously
. developed site — 5 points.
5 Preferred Locations . . . )
There are only 179 intersections in closest 1 square mile —
0 additional points.
| Minimum daity transit service with multiple transit types:
7 Access to quality transit Project site has 470 weekday trips total.
293 weekend trips from bus lines 1, 2, 3, 43.
B All trips are available to 100% of dwelling units.
Proposal is at least 30% Residential AND is within a 1/2-
mile walking distance of enough existing full-time equivalent
2 1 Housing and Jobs Proximity jobs to serve residents—2 points AND
Provide affordable housing meeting various criteria for a
minimum of 15 years —1 point
1 Site Design for Habitat or Wetland No significant habitat and no wetland/water bodies on
and Water Body Conservation proposed site.
15 1

Source: ARUP, 2018

NEIGHBORHOOD PATTERN AND DESIGN (NPD)

The proposal’s location within a dense, mixed-use neighborhood, as well as its strong internal
connectivity, walkability, community connectivity, and integrated parking all contribute to its
achievement of numerous Neighborhood Pattern and Design credits. The proposed parking integration
strategies contribute to the achievement of the Compact Development, Walkable Streets, and Community
Connectivity prerequisites and credits. The existing transit infrastructure and the transportation demand
management strategies contribute to the achievement of the Transit Facilities, Transportation Demand
Management, and Reduced Parking Footprint credits. The site location and internal connectivity
contribute to its achievement of several prerequisites and credits, including the Walkable Streets, Access
to Civic and Public Space, Connected and Open Community, Mixed-Use Neighborhoods, and
Neighborhood Schools credits. The integrated design approach, which has been highly inclusive of the
community, contributes directly to the achievement of the Community Outreach and Involvement credit,
but the approach has also indirectly contributed to the majority of credits achieved in this category.
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Neighborhood Planning & Design — LEED ND v4 Preliminary Checklist

Yes Likely | Prerequisite or Credit

Key Applicable Requirements and Assumptions

* Walkable Streets

90% of proposed buildings have a functional entry onto the circulation
network/public space. At least 15% of the block length of the
existing/planned circulation networks within and bordering the project
have a minimum building-height-to-street-centerline ratio of 1:1.5 for
every 1.5 feet of width from street centerline to building fagade. The
proposal provides continuous sidewalks or equivalent all-weather
routes for walking along both sides of 90% of the circulation network
block length within the project. No more than 20% of the block length
of the circulation network within the proposal is faced directly by
garage and service bay openings.

The proposal includes 54.7 dwelling units per acre of buildable land
Compact Development are available for residential uses, well over the 12 required and a floor-
area ratio of 1.8 for non-residential components.

Connected and Open Community

Proposal includes over 140 intersections per square mile and 13
internal intersections. No more than 10% of the project area may be
accessed via gated circulation network.

The proposal includes more than one through-connection that
terminates at the project boundary and intersects the circulation
network. These connections are approximately 400" between entries

Proposal includes a high total linear distance of building fagades that

4 2 Housing Types and Affordability

5 2 Walkable Streets face the circulation network, with high ground-level window and door
percentages, parking, and safe pedestrian and bicycle travel lanes.
The residential density per acre of the proposed project is 54.7, which

4 Compact Development is between the 38 and 63 thresholds.

4 Mixed-Use Neighborhoods 100% of proposed units are within a -mile walk of >23 uses.
Proposal includes many different housing types of diverse sizes and

12% of housing priced up to 120% of area median income.

1 Reduced Parking Footprint

Proposed project includes no new off-street surface parking lots and
provides preferred parking for carpool or shared-use vehicle parking
space that is equivalent to at least 10% of the total off-street parking
space for each nonresidential and mixed-use building on the site.

2 Connected and Open Community Proposed site has 805 intersections within 1 square mile — 2 points

Proposed site includes existing transit agency-approved shelters that

1 Transit Facilities meet minimum LEED criteria at existing stops.
I . I
1 Transportation Demand Proposed project will include unbundled parking and will likely include
Management vehicle sharing — 1 Point
o ) . S L
1 Access to Civic & Public Space 90% of planned dwelling units and nonresidential entrances within a

Ya-mile walk of at least one civic and passive use space.

Community Outreach and

90% of planned dwelling units in the proposed project are located
1 Access to Recreation Facilities within a “z-mile walking distance of a publicly accessible indoor
recreational facility of at least 25,000 square feet.

Proposal will likely include a minimum of 20% of units with one of: 1)
1 Visitability and Universal Design Universal Design Throughout the Home; 2) Universal Design Kitchen
Features; 3) Universal Design Bedroom and Bathrocom Features.

Community has been included in predesign, preliminary design, and
ongoing communication

2 involvement Proposal has obtained endorsement from local NGOs, including the
Housing Action Coalition and the San Francisco Bay Area Planning
and Urban Research Association (SPUR)

Proposal includes ample landscaped space, some of which has been
) allocated for food production — 1 Point
1 2 Locat Food Production

Tenants in proposal may enroll in CSA programs — 1 Point
Proposal is less than % mile to Kaiser Farmer’'s Market — 1 Point
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Tree-Lined and Shaded
Streetscapes

Proposal provides trees at intervals of no more than 50 feet along at
least 60% of the total existing and planned block length within the
project — 1Point

Proposal provides shade from trees or permanent structures over at
least 40% of the total length of existing and planned sidewalks within
or bordering the project — 1Point

Neighborhood Schools

Proposed project at least 30% residential, AND at least 50% of the
proposed units are within a 1/2-mile walk of the entry of an existing or
new elementary or middle school or within a 1-mile walk of the entry of
an existing or new high school.

27

10

Source: ARUP, 2018

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE AND BUILDINGS (GIB)

Water credits are achieved through the integration of ultra-low flow fixtures in residential restrooms and
non-potable water reuse strategies, which reduce indoor water use by at least 40 percent from baseline.
Outdoor water use reductions are achieved through the use of native/adapted plant species and minimal
turf grass. Energy performance credits are achieved through optimized orientation and massing strategies,
high-performance mechanical equipment, and on-site renewable energy production, which collectively
reduce building energy by an estimated average of 20% from baseline. Materials credits are achieved
through the partial reuse of the existing building on site and a detailed and progressive solid waste
management strategy.

Green Infrastructure and Buildings — LEED ND v4 Preliminary Checklist

Yes | Likely | Prerequisite or Credit Key Applicable Requirements and Assumptions
Certified Green Building The proposal includes one building to be certified under LEED-BD+C.
Minimum Building Energy Each building in the proposal performs well above the required 5%
Performance modeled energy savings compared to baseline (ASHRAE 90.1 2010).
. The proposal reduces indoor water usage by an estimated average of
Indoor Water Use Reduction 20% from baseline.
Construction Activity Poltution . . " .
Prevention The proposal includes an erosion and sedimentation control plan.
. - The proposal anticipates that one building will be certified, which
! Certified Green Buildings account for more than 10% and less than 20% of the total floor area.
2 Optimize Building Energy Whole building energy simulation of the proposal shows an average

Performance

estimated improvement of 20% over baseline.

Indoor Water Use Reduction

Outdoor Water Use Reduction

The proposal integrates water reuse for flushing, which reduces indoor
water usage by an average of 40% from baseline,

The proposal integrates the extensive use of native/adapted plants to
achieve an estimated 50% reduction in outdoor water use versus
baseline.

Building Reuse (50% of 1)

The proposal retains 53% of the floor plate of the main existing
building.

Heat Island Reduction

The proposal includes both cool and vegetated roofs to reduce heat
island effect.

Solar Orientation

The project site has favorable solar orientation, with a longer east-west
than north-south axis.
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. The proposed photovoltaic panels will reduce annual eIectricai a:d
8 Renewable Energy Production thermal energy production costs by approximately 20%.
. The proposal integrates several progressive solid waste management
1 Solid Waste Management strategies that far exceed the requirements for this credit.
1 Light Pollution Reduction Various requirements including full cutoff fixtures in circulation areas
5 9

Source: ARUP 2018

3. Information to show the project or variant will achieve at least 15 percent greater
transportation efficiency, as defined in Public Resources Code section 21180(c), than
comparable projects. The Applicant shall provide information setting forth its basis for
determining and evaluating comparable projects and their transportation efficiency, and
how the proposed project will achieve at least 15 percent greater transportation
efficiency. For residential projects, the Applicant shall also submit information
demonstrating that the number of vehicle trips by residents divided by the number of
residents is 15 percent more efficient than for comparable projects. For the purpose of
this provision, comparable means a project of the same size, capacity, and location type.

The AB 900 Transportation Assessment for the 333 California Street Project, dated July 2018, provides
detailed trip generation calculations and other information about the proposed project and project variant
as well as a comparison with vehicle trips generated by a comparable project. The AB900 Transportation
Assessment is attached to this Application as Attachment C, Transportation Efficiency, and is
summarized here.

The proposed project or project variant would replace the existing office building, the existing 212- space
partially below-grade garage and 331 surface parking spaces, and the annex building at the corner of
California Street and Laurel Street with a primarily residential mixed-use development on the project site,
The proposed project and variant each include a mix of neighborhood-serving commercial uses (day care
and retail) that would provide convenient local destinations for the development project’s residents
without having to drive to other locations. The proposed project also includes office space that could
serve project residents as well as other residents in the neighborhood. Office space is not included in the
project variant,

The project site is located close to pedestrian networks and bicycle facilities, major transit services, and a
diversity of land uses. The project site is in a highly-walkable area of San Francisco with an established
pedestrian network. All nearby streets have sidewalks, and crosswalks are well marked. The proposed
project and project variant both would improve pedestrian facilities by widening the existing 10-foot-wide
sidewalks on Presidio Avenue and Masonic Avenue (adjacent to the project site) to meet the 15-foot
recommended width identified in the San Francisco Better Streets Plan.? The existing sidewalks on
Euclid Avenue (10.5 feet wide) and Laurel Street (10 feet wide) would be widened to meet the 12-foot
minimum width identified in the Better Streets Plan. The proposed project and project variant both
include other streetscape changes as part of a series of proposed improvements resulting in changes to the
intersections of Presidio Avenue/Masonic Avenue/Pine Street, Masonic Avenue/Euclid Avenue, and
Mayfair Drive/Laurel Street to enhance pedestrian safety. There are striped bicycle lanes in nearby streets
on Arguello Boulevard from Washington Street in the Presidio to John F. Kennedy Drive in Golden Gate
Park; on Euclid Avenue from Arguello Boulevard to Masonic Avenue and connecting to the signed route
on Presidio Avenue that runs north-south between Lincoln Boulevard in the Presidio and Page Street via

2 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Better Streets Plan, January 2011, hitp://www.sf-
planning.org/ftp/BetterStreets/proposals.htm#Final Plan, accessed July 27, 2018.
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Masonic Avenue; and on Post Street from Presidio Avenue to Steiner Street and continuing as a signed
route to Market Street in downtown San Francisco.

The proposed project and variant are close to major transit services. The San Francisco Municipal
Railway (Muni) operates ten bus routes with stops located within one half mile of the project site (1
California, 1BX California ‘B’ Express, 2 Clement, 3 Jackson, 31BX Balboa ‘B’ Express,

33 Ashbury-18th, 38 Geary, 38BX Geary ‘B’ Express, 38R Geary Rapid, and 43 Masonic). Bus stops are
located adjacent to the project site and across the street at nearby corners on California Street, and on
Walnut Street north of California Street. All are less than one block from the project site.

The project site is also served indirectly by a network of regional transportation facilities that provide
access to the greater Bay Area. Regional transit provides service to the East Bay via Bay Area Regional
Transit (BART) commuter rail service, Alameda-Contra Costa Transit buses, and Water Emergency
Transportation Authority ferries; service to the North Bay via Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries; and
service to the Peninsula/South Bay via Caltrain commuter rail, BART, and San Mateo County Transit
buses. Regional transit services are generally not within walking distance of the project site, but can be
reached by bicycle or from various Muni lines. The project site is also served by Chariot, a private
commuter shuttle.

PROJECT AND VARIANT TRIP GENERATION

The proposed development project, with 558 residential units, 49,999 gross square feet of office space,
54,117 gross square feet of retail space, a child care center, and 895 off-street vehicle parking spaces,’
would generate 16,462 daily person trips by residents, employees, and visitors to the project site. The
calculations of person trips accounts for existing activity on the site by current occupants, and also
accounts for internal trip capture. Internalization is dependent on the quantity and mix of uses as well as
the varying levels of activity they generate at various times of day. As a result, the internalization
percentage is different for each scenario and time period. These internal trips begin and end on the project
site and would not be made by automobile but by walking and bicycling. Approximately 17.6 percent of
the trips generated by the proposed project would be internal to the project site in the a.m. peak hour, and
18.9 percent would be internal in the p.m. peak hour. The proposed project would generate approximately
5,760 daily vehicle trips external to the project site, with 691 weekday a.m. peak hour vehicle trips, and
752 weekday p.m. peak hour vehicle trips.

The project variant would have the same land uses as the proposed project, with the exception that the
49,999 square feet of office space would not be included and in its place an additional 186 residential
units would be constructed, for a total of 744 dwelling units on the site. In addition, the retail and child
care spaces would be slightly reduced. With the additional residential units but reduced commercial
space, there would be 971 off-street vehicle parking spaces. The project variant would generate
approximately 16,171 daily person trips by residents, employees, and visitors. Approximately 19 percent
of the trips would be internal to the project site in the a.m. peak hour and approximately 19.2 percent
would be internal to the site in the p.m. peak hour. The project variant would result in approximately
5,744 daily vehicle trips external to the project site, with 726 a.m. weekday peak hour vehicle trips, and
804 weekday p.m. peak hour vehicle trips.

Both the proposed project and project variant include bicycle parking in the amounts required in the San
Francisco Planning Code. The proposed project includes 592 class 1 secure bicycle parking spaces for
residents and employees and 101 class 2 bicycle parking spaces in bike racks for public use. The project

3 Note that for both the proposed project and the project variant, 60 of these parking spaces would replace 60 existing parking
spaces on the site that are available for public parking on a paid hourly basis.
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variant includes 768 class 1 secure bicycle parking spaces and 122 class 2 bicycle parking spaces in bike
racks.

COMPARABLE PROJECT TRIP GENERATION

To analyze the transportation efficiency of the proposed and variant projects, the projects’ vehicle trip
generation was examined against that of comparable developments. The comparable project is assumed to
be a project with similar land uses as the proposed project but with vehicle trip generation that is more
typical of national averages. In addition to the same numbers of residential units and a childcare center,
the comparable project includes a low-rise shopping center, a donut shop, and a quality restaurant to make
its land uses similar to the retail uses in the proposed project and project variant, and includes general
office space in the same amount as in the proposed project. The comparable development’s vehicle trip
generation was calculated using the standard national reference, the Institute of Transportation Engineers’
(ITE) Trip Generation Manual.* The comparable project has the same land uses and quantities
(size/mumber of units) as the proposed project and project variant, but may not have the same
characteristics as the proposed project and project variant that would lead to trip reductions, such as an
urban location near transit on an infill site.

The comparable project that corresponds to the proposed project would generate 13,532 total daily
vehicle trips, including 1,374 total vehicle trips in the weekday AM peak hour and 975 total vehicle trips
in the weekday PM peak hour. The comparable project that corresponds to the project variant would
generate 13,847 total daily vehicle trips, including 1,350 total weekday a.m. peak hour vehicle trips and
962 total weekday p.m. peak hour vehicle trips.

VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED

In addition to vehicle trip generation, there are other factors related to vehicular travel. These factors
include housing density, diversity of land uses, design of the transportation network, and distance to high-
quality transit, among others. Typically, low-density development at greater distances from other land
uses and located in areas with poor access to transit generates more automobile travel and higher vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) than development in urban areas with higher densities, a greater mix of land uses,
and more travel options than private automobiles. San Francisco has a lower average VMT traveled ratio
than the San Francisco Bay Area region, because it has higher residential densities, is well-served by
transit and other travel modes such as the bicycle network, and has multiple neighborhood-serving
commercial areas.

The project site is located in transportation analysis zone (TAZ) 709, which is close to transit services and
bicycle and pedestrian networks, and has a diversity of land uses. Therefore, a project located in TAZ
709 has substantially reduced vehicle trips and shorter vehicle distances, and thus reduced VMT per
capita and per employee, compared to other areas of the region. The average daily VMT per capita for
residential uses in TAZ 709 is 7.3 miles, which is approximately 58% below the regional average daily
VMT per capita of 17.2 miles. Additionally, the average daily VMT per employee for office uses in TAZ
709 is 10.1 miles, which is approximately 47% below the regional average daily VMT per employee of
19.1 miles. The average daily VMT per employee for retail uses in TAZ 709 is 8.3 miles, which is
approximately 44% below the regional average daily VMT per employee of 14.9 miles.

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT (TDM) PROGRAM

The project sponsor will be required to implement a Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
Program to encourage the use of non-auto modes and reduce vehicle trips, pursuant to San Francisco

% Trip Generation Manual 10th Edition. Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2017.
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Planning Code section 169. The measures in the project’s TDM Program would reduce vehicle trips
generated by the proposed project or project variant; however, they have not been taken into account in
calculating trip generation for the proposed project or project variant and therefore are not reflected in the
comparison with the comparable project.

The project sponsor currently proposes the following TDM measures. These measures are subject to
revision during the planning review process for project entitlements.

L

Improve Walking Conditions (TDM Measure Active-1A): Streetscape improvements proposed
along California Street, Presidio Avenue, Masonic Avenue, Euclid Avenue and Laurel Street will
be consistent with the Better Streets Plan. The proposed Mayfair and Walnut walks are intended
to integrate the 10-acre site with the existing pedestrian network.

Bicycle Parking (TDM Measure Active-2): Bicycle parking would be provided for residential,
office, and retail uses. For residential uses the project will provide the required class 1 secure
space for ecach dwelling unit and two class 2 spaces for every 20 units. The number of spaces
provided for office, childcare, and retail uses will comply with the San Francisco Planning Code.

Showers and Lockers (TDM Measure Active-3): At least one shower and at least six clothes
lockers will be provided for every 30 class 1 bicycle parking spaces. The number of showers and
clothes lockers will meet San Francisco Planning Code requirements.

Bicycle Repair Station (TDM Measure Active-5): A bicycle repair station, with tools and
supplies such as a bicycle pump and wrenches, is proposed on the project site.

Car Share Parking (TDM Measure Cshare-1): Ten car share spaces will be provided in
Basement Level B3 of the California Street Garage in accordance with the San Francisco
Planning Code.

Delivery Supportive Amenities (TDM Measure Delivery-1): An area for the receipt and
temporary storage of package deliveries will be provided in the off-street loading areas or other
location on the project site.

Onsite Childcare (TDM Measure Family-2): An onsite childcare facility in the Walnut
Building is part of the proposed project or project variant.

Multimodal Wayfinding Signage (TDM Measure Info-1): Multimodal wayfinding signage that
directs tenants, residents, visitors, and employees to nearby transportation services will be
provided. Signage will comply with San Francisco standards.

Real Time Information Displays (TDM Measure Info-2): Real time information displays
(showing information about transit lines, walk time to transit locations, or the location of onsite
car share vehicles, for example) will be provided in prominent locations on the project site.

Tailored Transportation Marketing (TDM Measure Info-3): Individualized, tailored
marketing and communication campaigns regarding sustainable transportation modes will be
implemented. A TDM coordinator will manage these marketing services, to include promotions
and welcome packets with information about transportation options. Personal consultations will
be offered to new residents and retail employees along with a request for a commitment to try
sustainable transportation options.

Unbundle Parking (TDM Measure Pkg-1): All accessory parking for the proposed project will
be leased or sold separately from the rental or purchase fees.
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Based on the analysis included in the TDM Technical Justification Memo,® prepared by various San
Francisco city agencies in support of the TDM ordinance, measures from the TDM Program such as
improving walking conditions could reduce VMT by up to two percent, and unbundled parking could
reduce VMT by up to 4.5 percent. As such, implementation of the proposed TDM package would result in
a further reduction in vehicle trips to and from the site.

TRIP GENERATION AND VMT COMPARISON SUMMARY

To compare the overall trip generation of the proposed project and project variant to the comparable
project, the trip generation estimates for the proposed project and project variant were adjusted to account
for existing uses and internal trips. The resulting vehicle-trip generation estimates were then compared to
the trip generation estimates for the comparable project.

As shown in the following tables both the proposed project and the project variant would result in a
decrease in vehicle trip generation compared to the respective comparable project. Table 1, Trip
Generation Comparison for Proposed Project, shows that the proposed project would generate 7,772
fewer daily vehicle trips than the respective comparable project. This equates to a 57 percent decrease in
daily vehicle trips, a 50 percent decrease in weekday a.m. peak hour vehicle trips, and a 23 percent
decrease in weekday p.m. peak hour vehicle trips.

Table 1: Trip Generation Comparison for Proposed Project

Project Land Use Size Total | Weekday AM Weekday PM Peak
| Daily Peak Hour Hour
‘ Trips | Total (In and Out) | Tetal (In and Out)
Comparable | Residential 558 units 13,532 | 1,374 975
Development | Retail/ Childcare 68,807 gsf
Office 49,999 gsf
Proposed Residential 558 units 5760 689 751
Project Retail/Childcare 68,807 gsf
Office 49,999 gsf
Vehicle Trip -- 7,772 685 224
Decrease
Percent Decrease S7% 50% 23%

Source: ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition; Kittelson & Associates, Inc., 2018

As shown in Table 2: Trip Generation Comparison for Project Variant, it is estimated that there would be
8,103 fewer daily vehicle trips generated compared to the comparable project, which corresponds to a 59
percent decrease in daily vehicle trips, a 46 percent decrease in weekday AM peak hour vehicle trips, and
a 16 percent decrease in weekday PM peak hour vehicle trips.

In comparison to the regional average daily VMT per capita/employee, as discussed above, the average
daily VMT per capita within TAZ 709 for residential, office, and retail uses is 58 percent, 47 percent, and
44 percent lower, respectively, when compared to the regional averages. This shows that, for both the
proposed project and the project variant, there is expected to be lower than average daily VMT when
compared to the regional average daily VMT, substantially more than a 15 percent reduction.

5 City and County of San Francisco, T ransportation Demand Management Technical Justification, Appendix B, January 2018.

Available online at http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-
programs/emerging_issues/tsp/TDM_Technical Justification_update2018.pdf, accessed July 27, 2018
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Table 2: Trip Generation Comparison for Project Variant

Project Land Use Size Total Weekday AM Weekday PM
Daily Peak Hour Peak Hour
Trips Total (In and OQut) | Total (In and Out)
Comparable | Residential 744 units 13,847 1,350 962
Development | Retail/ Childcare | 63,243 gsf
Project Residential 744 units 5,744 726 804
Variant Retail/ Childcare | 63,243 gsf
Vehicle Trip - 8,103 624 158
Decrease
Percent 59% 46% 16%
Decrease

Source: ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition; Kittelson & Associates, Inc., 2018

CONCLUSION

The combined effects of the project’s urban infill location along a major transit corridor that is close to
transit, bicycle, and pedestrian amenities would reduce the anticipated daily vehicular trip generation
estimates by approximately 57 percent (project) or 59 percent (variant) as compared to a comparable
mixed-use project. Therefore, the proposed project or project variant would exceed the 15 percent greater
transportation efficiency threshold for an Environmental Leadership Development Project.
Implementation of the TDM Program will enhance the transportation efficiency even more.

4. Information to show that the project is located on an infill site as defined at Public
Resources Code Section 21061.3, and in an urbanized area, as defined at Public

Resources Code Section 21071.

The project site is located in San Francisco on an infill site surrounded by existing residential,
commercial, and institutional development. An infill site is defined in Public Resources Code section
21061.3 as a site that “has been previously developed for qualified urban uses.” A “qualified urban use” is
defined in Public Resources Code section 21072 as “any residential, commercial, public institutional,
transit or transportation passenger facility, or retail use, or any combination of those uses.” The project
site meets this definition as it is currently a commercial office use and a public institutional use occupied

by the University of California, San Francisco, with associated parking and landscaping.

The project site is located in an urbanized area as defined in Public Resources Code section 21071, as it is
in “an incorporated city” that has a population of at least 100,000 persons. The City and County of San
Francisco is an incorporated city that has an estimated population of 884,363 according to the 2017
estimates prepared by the United States Census Bureau.

Thus, the proposed project and variant would be an urban infill development because it is located on an
infill site previously developed with a qualified urban use in an urbanized area.
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5. Information required by Public Resources Code section 21180(b)(1) is available for
projects within a metropolitan planning organization for which a sustainable
communities strategy or alternate planning strategy is in effect. For the purposes of this
provision, “in effect” means that the sustainable communities strategy or the alternative
planning strategy has been adopted by the metropolitan planning organization, and that
the Air Resources Board has accepted the metropolitan planning organization’s
determination that the sustainable communities strategy or alternative planning strategy
meets the adopted greenhouse gas reduction targets and is not the subject of judicial
challenge.

Senate Bill (SB) 375 was adopted by the legislature in August 2008 and signed into law by the Governor
in September 2008. This legislation links regional planning for housing and transportation with the
greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction goals in Assembly Bill 32. Each Metropolitan Planning Organization is
required to adopt a Sustainable Communities Strategy to encourage compact land development to reduce
passenger vehicle miles traveled and vehicle trips so that the region will meet targets established by the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) for reducing GHG emissions. In September 2010, the CARB
adopted regional GHG targets for passenger vehicles and light trucks for the years 2020 and 2035 for the
various Municipal Planning Organizations in California. Two climate protection targets were established
for the San Francisco Bay Area by the CARB: a per capita reduction of GHG emissions by 7 percent by
year 2020 and 15 percent by year 2035.°

The project is within the jurisdiction of the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). ABAG and
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) published the draft Plan Bay Area, the region’s
proposed Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, in 2010. ABAG and MTC
adopted the final Sustainable Communities Strategy in 2013 and submitted the final Plan Bay Area,
containing the final Sustainable Communities Strategy, to the CARB in early 2014. The supporting
documentation for the Sustainable Communities Strategy shows that the Plan would accomplish a

10 percent per capita carbon dioxide emissions reduction from passenger vehicles by 2020 and a

16 percent per capita reduction by 2035. CARB Executive Order G-14-028, approved in April 2014,
indicated that the CARB accepted ABAG’s quantification of GHG emissions from the Sustainable
Communities Strategy and determined that if implemented, Plan Bay Area would achiev<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>