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DATE: March 28, 2018
TO: Members of the Planning Commission and Interested Parties
FROM: Elizabeth White, EIR Coordinator

Re: Attached Responses to Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report:
Case No. 2011.1356E for the Central SoMa Plan

Attached for your review please find a copy of the Responses to Comments (RTC) document for the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the above-referenced project. This document, along with
the Draft EIR, will be before the Planning Commission for Final EIR certification on April 12, 2018.
The Planning Commission will receive public testimony on the Final EIR certification at the April 12,
2018, hearing. Please note that the public review period for the Draft EIR ended on February 13, 2017;
any comments received after that date, including any comments provided orally or in writing at the
Final EIR certification hearing, will not be responded to in writing.

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

Please note that if you receive the RTC document in addition to the Draft EIR you technically have the
Final EIR. If you have any questions concerning the RTC document or the environmental review

process, please contact Elizabeth White at 415.575.6813 or elizabeth.white@sfgov.org.

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

A. Introduction

A1  Purpose of the Responses to Comments Document

The purpose of this Responses to Comments (RTC) document is to present comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the proposed Central SoMa Plan, to respond in writing to
comments on environmental issues, and to revise the Draft EIR as necessary to provide additional clarity.
Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Public Resource Code Section 21091(d)(2)(A) and
(B), the Planning Department has considered the comments received on the Draft EIR, has evaluated the issues
raised, and is providing written responses that address each substantive environmental issue that has been
raised by the commenters. In accordance with CEQA, the responses to comments focus on clarifying the project
description and addressing physical environmental issues associated with the proposed project. Such effects
include physical impacts or changes attributable to the project and generally do not include social or financial
implications of the project. Therefore, this document focuses primarily on responding to comments that relate
to physical environmental issues, in compliance with CEQA.! In addition, this RTC document includes text
changes to the Draft EIR initiated by Planning Department staff.

None of the comments received provide new information that warrant recirculation of the Draft EIR. The
comments do not identify new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously
identified impacts, nor do they identify feasible project alternatives or mitigation measures that are considerably
different from those analyzed in the Draft EIR and that the project sponsor has not agreed to implement.

The Draft EIR and this RTC document together constitute the Final EIR for the proposed project, in fulfillment
of CEQA requirements and consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132. The Final EIR has been prepared
in compliance with CEQA, including the CEQA Guidelines and the San Francisco Administrative Code
(Administrative Code) Chapter 31. It is an informational document for use by (1) governmental agencies (such
as the City and County of San Francisco) and the public to aid in the planning and decision-making process by
disclosing the physical environmental effects of the project and identifying possible ways of reducing or
avoiding the potentially significant impacts and (2) the Planning Commission and other City entities (such as
the Board of Supervisors), where applicable, prior to their decision to approve, disapprove, or modify the
proposed project. If the Planning Commission and other City entities approve the proposed project, they would
be required to adopt CEQA findings and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) to ensure
that mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR are implemented.

A.2 Environmental Review Processes

Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping

The San Francisco Planning Department (Planning Department), as lead agency responsible for administering
the environmental review of projects within the City and County of San Francisco under CEQA, published a
Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report and Public Scoping Meeting on April 24, 2013,

! State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3), Sections 15064(c) and (d).
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A. Introduction

to inform agencies and the general public that the Draft EIR would be prepared based upon the criteria of State
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064 (Determining Significant Effect) and 15065 (Mandatory Findings of
Significance). This notice was sent to applicable agencies and organizations, tenants of the project site, and
addresses within a 300-foot radius of the project site.

Pursuant to CEQA Section 21083.9 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15206, a public scoping meeting to receive oral
comments concerning the scope of the Draft EIR was held on May 15, 2013, at the Mendelsohn House, 737
Folsom Street, San Francisco, CA. Attendees were given the opportunity to provide oral and written comments.

Initial Study Public Review

The Planning Department considered the public comments received at the scoping meeting on May 15, 2013
and prepared an Initial Study in order to focus the scope of the EIR by assessing which of the Plan’s
environmental topics would not result in significant impacts on the environment. The Planning Department
published the Initial Study on February 12, 2014. The Initial Study determined that the Plan could not result in
significant environmental effects (in some cases, with mitigation identified in the Initial Study) for the following
environmental topics: Population and Housing; Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Recreation; Utilities and Service
Systems; Public Services; Biological Resources; Geology and Soils; Hydrology and Water Quality (except for
potential impacts related to effects of combined sewer system operation on water quality and potential impacts
of sea level rise, which are addressed in this EIR in Section IV.I, Hydrology and Water Quality); Hazardous
Materials; Mineral and Energy Resources; and Agricultural Resources. As such, these environmental topics were
scoped out of the EIR subsequently prepared. However, because the Initial Study analysis was based on a
previous draft of the Plan circulated for review in 2013, the 2016 draft of the Plan was reviewed to ensure the
Initial Study’s conclusions reached on the 2013 draft remain valid. No new information related to the draft 2016
Plan emerged, as such no changes to the Initial Study’s significance conclusions reached for the 11 topics that
would be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation measures were required.

Draft EIR Public Review

The Planning Department published a Draft EIR for the proposed project on December 14, 2016, and circulated
the Draft EIR to local, state, and federal agencies and to interested organizations and individuals for a 60-day
public review period. Paper copies of the Draft EIR were made available for public review at the following
locations: (1) San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, and Planning Information Counter, 1660
Mission Street, and (2) the San Francisco Main Library, 100 Larkin Street.? The Planning Department also
distributed notices of availability (NOAs) of the Draft EIR; published the NOA in a newspaper of general
circulation in San Francisco (San Francisco Examiner); posted the NOA at the San Francisco County Clerk’s office;
and posted NOAs at locations within the project area.

During the Draft EIR public review period, the Planning Department received 35 comment letters from public
agencies, organizations, or individuals. RTC Attachment A, Draft EIR Comment Letters, includes copies of the
comment letters submitted during the Draft EIR public review period.

2 Electronic copies of the Draft EIR can be accessed online at http://tinyurl.com/sfceqadocs and http://sf-
moh.org/index.aspx?page=1314.
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A. Introduction

During the public review period, the Planning Department conducted a public hearing to receive oral comments
before the San Francisco Planning Commission on January 26, 2017, at San Francisco City Hall. A court reporter
present at the public hearings transcribed the oral comments verbatim and prepared written transcripts (see
Attachment B, Draft EIR Hearing Transcript).

Responses to Comments Document and Final EIR under CEQA

The comments received during the public review period are the subject of this RTC document, which addresses
all substantive written and oral comments on the Draft EIR. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15201, members
of the public may comment on any aspect of the project. Further, CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a), states that
the focus of public review should be “on the sufficiency of the [Draft EIR] in identifying and analyzing the
possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided
or mitigated.” In addition, “when responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant
environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith
effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 specifies that the lead agency is
required to respond to the comments on the major environmental issues raised in the comments received during
the public review period. Therefore, this RTC document is focused on the sufficiency and adequacy of the Draft
EIR in disclosing the significance of the environmental impacts of the proposed project that was evaluated in
the Draft EIR.

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

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, the MMRP is designed to ensure implementation of the
mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR and adopted by decision makers to mitigate or avoid the project’s
significant environmental effects. CEQA also requires the adoption of findings prior to approval of a project for
which a certified EIR identifies significant environmental effects (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15092).
If the EIR identifies significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant levels and the
project is approved, the findings must reject project alternatives and include a statement of overriding
considerations for those impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b)). The project sponsor is required to
implement the MMRP as a condition of project approval.

A.3  Document Organization

This RTC document consists of the following sections, plus supplemental attachments, as described below:

A. Introduction — This section discusses the purpose of the RTC document, the environmental review
processes, and the organization of the RTC document.

B. Revisions and Clarifications to the Proposed Project — This section summarizes changes to the
description of the proposed Plan, as described in Draft EIR Chapter 2, that the Planning Department

March 2018 RTC-3 Central SoMa Plan
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has initiated since publication of the Draft EIR. This section also analyzes whether these revisions to the
Plan would result in any new or more severe significant environmental impacts not already discussed
in the Draft EIR.

C. List of Persons Commenting — This section presents the names of persons who provided comments on
the Draft EIR. The list is organized into the following groups: agencies, boards, and commissions;
organizations; and individuals.

D. Comments and Responses — This section presents the substantive comments excerpted verbatim from
the public hearing transcript and comment letters. Similar comments are grouped together by topic area.
In the text of the comments, an ellipsis (...) standing alone as a separate paragraph indicates that one or
more paragraphs in a comment are not included in the quoted text, either because those portions of the
comment appear under another topic or because they do not address substantive issues with respect to
the Draft EIR. Following each comment or group of comments on a topic are the City’s responses.

E. Draft EIR Revisions — This section includes all of the changes to the Draft EIR text and graphics and
cites the page number where the change is made to the text or graphics.

Attachment A - Draft EIR Comment Letters

Attachment B — Draft EIR Hearing Transcript

Central SoMa Plan RTC-4 March 2018
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B. Revisions to the Proposed Plan

B. Revisions to the Proposed Plan

B.1 Introduction

Since publication of the Draft EIR, the Planning Department has made certain revisions to the proposed Plan as
it was described in Chapter 2, Project Description. This RTC chapter describes these revisions and analyzes
whether such revisions would result in any new significant environmental impacts not already discussed in the
Draft EIR. Revisions and clarifications to the project description and, where applicable, the environmental
impact analyses and mitigation measures, are presented in this section (deletions are shown in strikethroush;
new text is double-underlined). These revisions would not result in any new significant impacts that were not

already identified in the Draft EIR, nor would these changes increase the severity of any of the Plan’s impacts
identified in the Draft EIR. Mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR would continue to be required in
order to reduce or avoid significant environmental impacts. No new measures would be required to mitigate
the significant impacts identified for the proposed Plan in the Draft EIR.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 requires recirculation of an EIR when “significant new information” is added
to the EIR after publication of the Draft EIR but before certification. The CEQA Guidelines states that information
is “significant” if “the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment
upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an
effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project proponents have declined to implement.”
Section 15088.5 further defines “significant new information” that triggers a requirement for recirculation as
including, but not limited to, identification of a new significant impact, of a substantial increase in the severity
of an impact (unless mitigation is adopted to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level), or of a new
feasible alternative or mitigation measure that would lessen the environmental impacts of the proposed project
that the project sponsor is unwilling to adopt. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b) states that recirculation is
not required if “new information in the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in
an adequate EIR.”

B.2  Revisions to the Proposed Plan

Evaluation of Central SoMa Planning Code Language for Consistency with the
Central SoMa EIR Analysis

As part of the Central SoMa Plan, the Planning Department developed Planning Code language® that
implements the objectives, policies, and implementation measures of the Central SoMa Plan. After publishing
the Draft EIR, the Planning Department determined there were enough differences between the proposed
controls in Central SoMa Plan Area and the Mixed Use Office (MUOQ) District outside of the Central SoMa Plan
Area to warrant the creation of a new zoning district. This new zoning district, called Central SoMa Mixed Use
Office (CMUO), is designed to encourage a mix of residential and non-residential uses, including office, retail,

% Central SoMa Plan Initiation Packet. II. Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments — T Case. February 15, 2018,
http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2011.1356 MTZU.pdf, accessed February 28, 2018.
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light industrial, arts activities, nighttime entertainment, and tourist hotels. The CMUO controls are the same as

for MUO, except as identified below:

In the MUO, non-residential density limits are controlled by height, bulk, setback, open space controls,
and floor-area ratio maximums; the CMUO would not have any floor-area ratio maximums.

In the MUO there is not an in-lieu fee option for open space; in the CMUO there is an in-lieu option for
residential towers that is set at a level to ensure that the City could build equivalent amounts of open
space.

In the MUO, hospitals are not permitted; in the CMUOQO they would be allowed with a Conditional Use
authorization.

In the MUQO, residential care requires a Conditional Use authorization; in the CMUO it would be
principally permitted.

In the MUO, formula retail uses are principally permitted; in the CMUO they would require a
Conditional Use authorization, except formula restaurants and bars, which would not be permitted.

In the MUO, hotels of up to 75 rooms are permissible with a Conditional Use authorization on sites with
a height limit below 105 feet, and hotels of any size are permissible with a Conditional Use authorization
on sites with a height limit above 105 feet; in the CMUO hotels of any size are permitted with a
Conditional Use authorization.

In the MUQO, movie theaters can only be up to three screens; in the CMUO there is no maximum on
screens for movie theaters.

In the MUQ, residential parking is permitted up to one car for each four dwelling or Single Room
Occupancy Units; up to 0.75 car for each dwelling unit is permissible with a Conditional Use
authorization, subject to the criteria and conditions and procedures of Planning Code Section 151.1(e)
or (f); and parking above these amounts is not permitted. In the CMUO residential parking is permitted
up to one car for each two dwelling units; and not permitted above 0.50 car for each dwelling unit.

In the MUO, office parking is allowed up to 7 percent of the occupied floor area of such uses and subject
to the pricing conditions of Planning Code Section 155(g), and not permitted above; in the CMUO, office
parking is permitted up to one car per 3,500 square feet of occupied floor area, and not permitted above
this limit.

The proposed differences between CMUO and MUO zoning do not affect the analysis in the Central SoMa Draft

EIR, as these differences would not result in more severe or substantial impacts to the physical environment

beyond what was studied in the Draft EIR. Therefore, changing the zoning nomenclature from MUO to CMUO

does not affect the Draft EIR’s analysis or conclusions. The proposed code language would not result in any

physical environmental effects that are not already evaluated in the Central SoMa EIR; therefore, the proposed

Central SoMa code language is consistent with the analysis in the Draft EIR.
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B. Revisions to the Proposed Plan

Potential Designation of Central SoMa Plan Area as a Housing Sustainability
District

The City, through adoption of an ordinance by the Board of Supervisors, could choose to designate portions of
the Central SoMa Plan Area as a Housing Sustainability District (HSD) in accordance with Assembly Bill
(AB) 73. In order for a HSD to qualify under AB 73, the following general requirements must be met:

1. The HSD must be within one-half mile of public transit, or otherwise highly suitable for residential or
mixed-use development;

2. The area of an individual district must not be larger than 15 percent of the city’s total land area;
3. An ordinance creating the district must include procedures and timelines for review of projects;

4. Atleast 20 percent of all housing units constructed in the HSD must be affordable to very low, low, and
moderate income households for a period of no less than 55 years; and

5. The HSD must allow for the ministerial approval of housing projects.

The Central SoMa Plan meets criteria 1 through 3 above, and is anticipated to produce over 30 percent below
market rate units, which would meet criterion 4. Any local ordinance creating a HSD would allow for ministerial
approval of projects, satisfying criterion 5. The HSD could include all or a subset of parcels within the Plan Area
that are zoned to permit residential use.

In order to participate in a HSD, an individual project would need to:

1. Include at least 10 percent units on-site affordable to lower-income households (in San Francisco, all
projects would still be required to satisfy Planning Code Section 415 inclusionary requirements, either
through providing all inclusionary units on-site, or through a combination of on-site and fee payments);

2. Meetlabor standards, including prevailing wage and trained workforce requirements, if meeting certain
project size thresholds; and

3. Meet any adopted design review standards, be approvable through a ministerial process, and
incorporate applicable mitigation measures from the EIR evaluating the HSD ordinance (i.e., this
Central SoMa Plan EIR).

The HSD could include all parcels within the Central SoMa Plan Area that are zoned to permit residential use.
Should the Plan Area be designated as a HSD, and that designation not result in any changes to height, bulk,
density, use or other development standards proposed in the Plan, implementation of the HSD would not
change or intensify the anticipated physical or programmatic parameters of development expected or allowed
under the proposed Central SoMa Plan. Therefore, designation of a HSD in the Plan Area would not change any
of the conclusions reached in the Draft EIR. Furthermore, eligible projects seeking entitlement under the HSD
would be required to meet adopted design review standards, be approvable through a ministerial process, and
incorporate applicable mitigation measures from this EIR. Pursuant to AB 73, subsequent projects in the Plan
Area that meet the requirements of a HSD would not require further environmental review.
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B. Revisions to the Proposed Plan

Height and Bulk Map Revisions

The Planning Department proposes to alter the proposed Height and Bulk Map from that analyzed in the Draft
EIR for a portion of the block bounded by Harrison, Third, Bryant, and Fourth streets.* Specifically, the proposal
entails extending a 160-CS Height and Bulk District to encompass most of the mid-block area including the
eastern half of Lot 112 and all of Lots 113 and 116 within Block 3762. The Draft EIR evaluated the western portion
of this mid-block change as a 130-CS Height and Bulk District and the eastern portion as an 85-X Height and
Bulk District. See Figure RTC-1, Existing, Proposed, and Revised Height and Bulk Map for Block 3762, which
depicts the existing height of the block, the proposed heights analyzed in the Draft EIR, and the revised heights
now proposed. Draft EIR Figure II-7, Proposed Plan Area Height and Bulk Districts [Revised], and Figure II-8,
Generalized Height Limits, Existing and Proposed Height and Bulk Districts [Revised], are also revised to
show the changes.

The Planning Department has determined that the potential changes to the Height and Bulk Map would not
permit development at a density beyond that included in the population and employment growth forecasts that
were the basis for the transportation modeling undertaken for the Draft EIR by the San Francisco County
Transportation Authority.> The Planning Department quantified the potential development capacity associated
with the proposed Height and Bulk Map revisions and determined that the EIR’s growth projections are
conservative (i.e., high-end) estimates of potential growth because:

1. The EIR studied development capacity resulting from a maximum residential and maximum
commercial build out scenario, and

2. The EIR analyzed higher heights than are proposed under the Plan on certain sites.

Therefore, the additional growth facilitated by these revisions to the Plan are adequately captured by the Draft
EIR’s growth projections. Accordingly, the zoning map changes would not result in growth at levels beyond that
evaluated in the Draft EIR, and because no use district changes are proposed, no alteration would occur to land
uses assumed in the Draft EIR or to the physical distribution of anticipated development. Therefore, there is no
need for further analysis of impacts related to land use (division of a community or conflict with plans adopted to
avoid environmental impacts); cultural and paleontological resources (historical, archeological, tribal, cultural, and
unique paleontological resources and human remains); transportation (traffic, transit, pedestrian and bicycle
circulation, loading, parking, and emergency vehicle access); air quality (consistency with the relevant clean air
plan, traffic-generated emissions and construction emissions of criteria air pollutants and fine particulate matter
and toxic air contaminants, and odors); noise (traffic-generated noise, noise generated by stationary sources, and
construction noise); or hydrology (flooding risk and wastewater generation).

* In addition to the height and bulk map revisions discussed in this section, the height on Block 3786 and Lots 321 and 322 were
increased from 130 feet in the 2016 Plan to 250 feet in the 2018 Plan. However, the Draft EIR studied a height of 250 feet on these
lots and the growth projections used in the Draft EIR also assumed a height of 250 feet on these lots. Similarly, the height on Block
3776 Lot 455 was increased from 55 feet in the 2016 Plan to 65-85 feet in the 2018 Plan. However, the EIR analyzed a height of 115
feet on this site. Therefore, this change in the 2016 Plan does not affect the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis or growth
projections.

5 Steve Wertheim, San Francisco Planning Department, “725 Harrison Street” memorandum to Jessica Range, February 23, 2018.
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B. Revisions to the Proposed Plan

With regard to impacts analyzed in the Initial Study for the Plan, because the intensity of development would not
change, there would be no change in impacts related to population and housing, recreation, utilities, or public
services. There would be no change in the location of projected development, and no significant change in
construction techniques given that a portion of the area of changed height limits (from 130 to 160 feet) was already
proposed for a height limit increase of 130 feet, and Building Code requirements are not substantially different for
130-foot-tall versus 160-foot-tall buildings. As such, there would be no substantial change in effects related to site-
specific conditions, including biology; geology; hydrology other than flooding and wastewater, analyzed in the
Draft EIR, as noted above; or hazardous materials; mineral; energy; and agricultural and forestry resources,
analyzed in the Initial Study.

Based on the foregoing, the potential changes in impacts compared to those analyzed in the Draft EIR would be
limited to three issues related to building height and bulk: aesthetics, wind, and shadow. Each of these issues is
discussed below.

Aesthetics

Analysis in the Draft EIR

The Draft EIR found that development pursuant to the Plan (1) would not substantially degrade the visual
character or quality of the Plan Area or substantially damage scenic resources; (2) would alter public views of
the Plan Area from short-, mid-, and long-range vantage points and alter views into the surrounding
neighborhoods from within the Plan Area, but would not adversely affect public views or have a substantial
adverse effect on scenic vistas; and (3) would not create a new source of substantial light or glare in the Plan
Area that would adversely affect day or nighttime views or substantially impact other people or properties. All
aesthetic impacts were determined to be less than significant, and no mitigation measures were identified.

Analysis of Proposed Changes to the Draft EIR Height and Bulk Map

The proposed change to the Height and Bulk Map on Block 3762 would result in development on the south side
of Harrison Street between Third and Fourth streets that would be taller and more massive than analyzed in the
Draft EIR. However, the Plan includes, for buildings up to 160 feet, “skyplane” controls that would require
setbacks at a height of 85 feet and a reduction in apparent massing of buildings when viewed from across the street,
with the required reduction being greater (on a major street such as Harrison Street) for a 160-foot-tall building
than for a 130-foot-tall building. Compliance with the Plan’s skyplane requirements would result in a relatively
small change in views from the street, compared to views with an 85-foot-tall building. And because the reduction
in apparent massing would be greater for a 160-foot-tall building than it would for a 130-foot-tall building, the
increase in height limit on a portion of Lot 112 and all of Lot 113 from 130 feet to 160 feet would not result in any
substantial increase in aesthetic impacts, compared to those of a 130-foot-tall building.

In visual simulations of development in the Plan Area presented in the Draft EIR, there would be little or no change
with the proposed alterations to the Height and Bulk Map.¢ In the view from Potrero Hill (Draft EIR Figure IV.B-

¢ Visual simulations of views from Corona Heights (Draft EIR Figures IV.B-15 and IV.B-16) and from I-80 Westbound
(Figure IV.B-19) have been revised to correctly portray a 240-foot-tall tower at the southeast corner of Fourth and Harrison streets.
The revised figures are presented in Section E.6, Section IV.B, Aesthetics, of Section E, Draft EIR Revisions, of this RTC document.
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B. Revisions to the Proposed Plan

13, Long-Range Visual Simulation: Texas Street and 19th Street: Existing Conditions Plus Plan, p. IV.B-20, and
Figure IV.B-14, Long-Range Visual Simulation: Texas Street and 19th Street: Existing Conditions Plus Plan and
Cumulative, p. IV.B-21), a potential 160-foot-tall building mass that would be permitted by the revised Height and
Bulk Map would be largely obscured by proposed building masses in front (to the south) of the Harrison Street
parcels and, thus, would be difficult to discern. Likewise, in the view from Corona Heights (Draft EIR Figure IV.B-
15, Long-Range Visual Simulation: Corona Heights Park: Existing Conditions Plus Plan, p.IV.B-22, and
Figure IV.B-16, Long-Range Visual Simulation: Corona Heights Park: Existing Conditions Plus Plan and
Cumulative, p. IV.B-23), a potential 160-foot-tall building mass that would be permitted by the revised Height and
Bulk Map would not have substantially greater visual effects than analyzed in the Draft EIR because this taller
building would be shorter than the 240-foot-tall building at the corner of Fourth and Harrison streets, which would
partially obscure the 160-foot-tall building further east. Also, the 160-foot-tall building would not be readily
apparent from this distant viewpoint because the 160-foot-tall building permitted by the revised Height and Bulk
Map would be shorter than the 240-foot-tall building immediately to its west, as well as Plan buildings up to
350 feet in height on the block to the east. Therefore, the 160-foot-tall building would tend to blend in with
surrounding proposed development. In views from both of these viewpoints, the 240-foot-tall tower at the
southeast corner of Fourth and Harrison streets would be the predominant visual element in the immediate
vicinity, and the increase in building heights from 130 feet and 85 feet to 160 feet on Harrison Street just east of this
tower would not substantially change the view. Accordingly, no revision to the visual simulations in Figures IV.B-
13 through IV.B-16 is required. In the view from westbound I-80 (Draft EIR Figure IV.B-19, Mid-Range Visual
Simulation: Interstate 80 Westbound: Existing Conditions Plus Plan, p. IV.B-26), the potential 160-foot-tall building
mass that would be permitted by the revised Height and Bulk Map would be nearer to the viewpoint than in
Figures IV.B-13 through IV.B-16. This potential building mass would extend east from the proposed 240-foot-tall
tower at Fourth and Harrison streets, towards the three towers that could be developed on Harrison Street between
Second and Third streets, but would not obscure any open sky or buildings otherwise seen from this viewpoint
because the four towers that could be developed already fill the sky, as shown in the visual simulations. Accordingly,
the change in view from this viewpoint would be minor, and no revision to the visual simulation in Figure IV.B-19 is
required. The location of the potential 160-foot building based on the proposed revised Height and Bulk Map is not
visible in the Draft EIR’s other visual simulations due to intervening existing building masses proposed under the
Plan. The building masses used in the Draft EIR visual simulations, while they include basic setbacks above 85 feet,
do not incorporate all potential massing reduction that would be required under the Plan, either for the changed
Height and Bulk Map location or for any other building masses shown. For example, no reduction of building masses
was made to account for the “skyplane” controls, which would require additional setbacks beyond what was
modeled in the visual simulations. Therefore, the simulations are conservative (i.e., worst case).

As with the Height and Bulk Map analyzed in the Draft EIR, the proposed changes to the Height and Bulk Map
would not affect any natural scenic resources as none exist in the Plan Area, and existing scenic resources
identified in the Draft EIR would not be directly affected as the location of the Height and Bulk Map revisions
was assumed to be developed in the Draft EIR. Accordingly, the changes to the Height and Bulk Map would
result in no new significant impacts on scenic resources. Light and glare impacts would be similar to those
discussed in the Draft EIR because the proposed changes to the Height and Bulk Map are consistent with other
heights analyzed in the Draft EIR.

Based on the foregoing, the revisions to the Draft EIR Height and Bulk Map (Draft EIR Figure II-7, p. II-19) would
not result in any new or substantially more-severe significant aesthetic impacts than identified in the Draft EIR.
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B. Revisions to the Proposed Plan

Wind

Analysis in the Draft EIR

The Draft EIR found that development anticipated under the Plan could alter wind in a manner that
substantially affects public areas. This was found to be a significant effect of the Plan. Although mitigation in
the form of building setbacks and other wind-reduction measures are identified in the Draft EIR, the Draft EIR
concluded that, absent project-specific wind-tunnel testing that would be required for taller subsequent projects
in the Plan Area, it could not be stated with certainty that each subsequent development project would be able
to comply with the Draft EIR’s significance criterion without substantial modifications to the project’s design
and program such that the project would not be able to be developed to allowable building heights proposed
by the Plan. Therefore, this impact was identified as significant and unavoidable.

Analysis of Proposed Changes to the Draft EIR Height and Bulk Map

Programmatic wind-tunnel testing for the Draft EIR was undertaken at the Plan level, based on the same
building masses as evaluated in the visual simulations, including the revised simulations presented in this RTC
document.” In the vicinity of the proposed changes to the Height and Bulk Map, wind test points were located
at the following seven locations® (see Figure RTC-2, Wind Tunnel Test Points near Block 3762):

e The southeast corner of Fourth and Harrison streets (at the base of the aforementioned proposed 240-
foot-tall tower), Test Point 1;

e The southwest and southeast corners of Third and Harrison streets, Test Points 2 and 3, respectively;
e The northeast and southeast corners of Third and Bryant streets, Test Points 11 and 12, respectively;
e The southeast corner of Third and Perry streets, Test Point 13; and

e The southeast corner of Fourth and Bryant streets, Test Point 41.

No test points were immediately adjacent to the Harrison Street frontage where the Height and Bulk Map changes
are proposed; the closest points are those at Fourth and Harrison and at Third and Harrison streets. Existing
conditions at the seven test points noted above are moderately windy, with the wind speed that is exceeded
10 percent of the time, or wind comfort speed, ranging from 6 miles per hour (mph) to 19 mph.® (In general,
conditions in SoMa are less windy than in very windy locations in San Francisco, such as the Van Ness and Market
area.) Of the seven test points, the Draft EIR wind-tunnel testing found that Plan Area development would alter
the wind comfort speed by 1 to 5 mph. Wind speed would decrease at five of the seven points and would increase
at two locations —the southwest and southeast corners of Third and Harrison streets —by 3 mph. Wind speeds do
not currently exceed the Planning Code’s hazard criterion of 26 mph for one full hour of the year at any of the
seven locations under existing conditions and would not do so under conditions with Plan development.

7 The wind-tunnel testing properly included a 240-foot-tall building at the southeast corner of Fourth and Harrison streets.

8 For a complete map of the wind test points in the Plan Area, refer to Figure VI.G-2 in the Draft EIR on page IV.G-8.

° The wind speed that is exceeded 10 percent of the time (with turbulence factored into the speed) is the speed relied upon in the
Planning Code for evaluation of pedestrian comfort. This “wind comfort speed” is useful as a general measure of typical
maximum wind speeds, since winds are at or below this speed 90 percent of the time.
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Comfort Analysis for Wind Tunnel Test Points Near Block 3762

Existing Conditions

Existing plus Plan Conditions

Test Wind Comfort
Location Criterion Speed, Equivalent Wind % Time Wind Equivalent Wind % Time Wind Speed Change
Number (mph) Speed Exceeded Speed Exceeds Speed Exceeded Speed Exceeds Relative to
10% of Time (mph) Criterion 10% of Time (mph) Criterion Existing (mph)
1 11 15 27 10 8 -5
2 11 6 0 10 5 3
3 11 7 1 10 5 3
11 11 16 29 1 12 -4
12 11 13 18 12 14 -1
13 11 13 17 10 8 -4
41 11 19 38 16 30 -2

@ Not to Scale

Figure RTC-2

Wind Tunnel Test Points Near Block 3762



B. Revisions to the Proposed Plan

The following analysis specifically addresses potential new wind impacts associated with the increase in height
from 85 feet to 160 feet on a portion of Lot 116, and the increase in height from 130 feet to 160 feet on a portion
of Lot 112 and all of Lot 113. The proposed changes to the Height and Bulk Map would not be anticipated to
substantially alter the above results for the following reasons:

e For the closest test point to the proposed changes (Test Point 1, at Fourth and Harrison streets), the 240-
foot-tall proposed tower would have a much greater influence on pedestrian-level winds than the
potentially 160-foot-tall adjacent buildings. The 240-foot-tall tower would also have a greater influence
on pedestrian-level winds at the test point at Fourth and Bryant streets (Test Point 41). This is because
Test Point 41 is downwind with respect to northwest winds (one of the prevailing wind directions) from
the location of the 240-foot-tall tower, but is not downwind from the potential 160-foot-tall building
mass with respect to any prevailing winds (which originate from a 90-degree range of directions from
northwest to southwest). Therefore, increasing a portion of Lot 112 and Lot 113’s height by 30 feet would
result in a negligible change in wind conditions at Test Points 1 and 41.

e The two test points at Third and Harrison streets (Test Points 2 and 3) are located a minimum of 300 feet
northeast of the potential 160-foot-tall building. Generally, the geographic limit for potential horizontal
wind effects is two times a building’s height. Therefore, any change in wind speed at these two test
points resulting from the changes to the Height and Bulk Map is likely to be minimal, compared to wind
speeds reported in the Draft EIR.

e The other three test points (11, 12, and 13), while downwind from the location of the proposed Height
and Bulk Map changes with respect to west or northwest winds, are all at least 300 feet from the
potential 160-foot-tall building. Moreover, the test point on Third Street between Harrison and Bryant
streets (Test Point 13) is partially sheltered by the adjacent elevated I-80 freeway (approximately 50 feet
in this location), which would further limit any effect of the potential 160-foot-tall building mass that
could be built at the location of the Height and Bulk Map revisions. Therefore, wind speeds at these
three points also would be only minimally altered by the potential 160-foot-tall building mass, as
compared to wind speeds reported in the Draft EIR.

Based on the foregoing, the revisions to the Draft EIR Height and Bulk Map (Draft EIR Figure II-7, p. II-19) would
not result in any new or substantially more-severe significant wind impacts than identified in the Draft EIR.

Shadow

Analysis in the Draft EIR

The Draft EIR found that development under the Plan would not create new shadow in a manner that substantially
affects existing outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. This impact was determined to be less than
significant, and no mitigation measures were identified. The Draft EIR found that Plan Area development would
add new shadow to three parks (South Park, Victoria Manalo Draves Park, and Gene Friend Recreation Center)
under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission and, therefore, is subject to Planning Code
Section 295. However, the Draft EIR found that the relatively minimal new shadow would not be anticipated to
adversely affect the use of these parks, and the effect was, therefore, found to be less than significant. The Draft
EIR also found that Plan Area development would add new shadow to two non-Planning Code Section 295 open
spaces—the Alice Street Community Garden and the Yerba Buena Center Children’s Garden. Again, however, the
relatively small shadow increment was determined not to adversely affect the use of these spaces, and the effect
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B. Revisions to the Proposed Plan

was found to be less than significant. Likewise, Plan-generated shadow was found to result in less-than-significant
impacts on nearby privately owned public open spaces (POPOS).

Analysis of Proposed Changes to the Draft EIR Height and Bulk Map

The Draft EIR employed programmatic shadow modeling in support of its analysis, based on the same building
masses as evaluated in the visual simulations and wind-tunnel testing.® This analysis specifically addresses potential
new shadow impacts associated with the increase in height from 85 feet to 160 feet on a portion of Lot 116 and the
increase in height from 130 feet to 160 feet on a portion of Lot 112 and all of Lot 113. To evaluate the potential for the
proposed Height and Bulk Map changes to result in new or more-severe shadow effects, the modeling was revised
to incorporate the potential 160-foot-tall building mass that could be built at the location of the Height and Bulk Map
revisions. The results of the modeling show that the only open space for which shadows would be different than
those reported in the Draft EIR is the Alice Street Community Garden, where new shadow would be increased at
mid-morning and would occur earlier (10 a.m.) around the time of the winter solstice, compared to those reported in
the Draft EIR (see Figure RTC-3, Comparison Between Draft EIR Shadow and Potential New Shadow, Alice Street
Community Garden, December 20, 10 a.m.). However, the increase in new shadow at this time would cover less
than 20 percent of the garden, along its western extent, adjacent to Lapu Lapu Street, and this new shadow would
leave the garden by 11 a.m., whereas the Draft EIR showed that a new shadow would just reach the southwest corner
of the garden at 11 a.m. around the winter solstice. No new shadow, compared to that reported in the Draft EIR,
would affect the Alice Street Community Garden at the spring or fall equinoxes or at the summer solstice. Given the
very limited new shadow compared to that reported in the Draft EIR, use of the Alice Street Community Garden
would not result in substantially more-severe adverse impacts than those reported in the Draft EIR. Compared to
existing conditions, the Plan with the changed height limits would cast a small amount of new shadow on the garden
late in the afternoon around the spring and fall equinoxes, as well as in mid-morning and at the end of the day around
the winter solstice, as reported in the Draft EIR (p. IV.H-36). Therefore, shadow effects would remain less than
significant with the revised height and bulk limits, as was reported in the Draft EIR.

The revised Height and Bulk Map, including the potential 160-foot-tall building mass that could result, would
increase shadow on Harrison Street and its sidewalks proximate to the site of the map changes (i.e., the block
between Third and Fourth streets), as well as on Lapu Lapu Street north of Harrison Street year round. However,
this incremental increase in shading would be consistent with typical urban shadows, including in other parts
of the Plan Area where new buildings could be constructed, and would not be anticipated to adversely affect
the use of nearby sidewalks, given that sidewalks are typically used for pedestrian travel from one location to
another. With the change in the Height and Bulk Map, and similar to conditions without the change, shadows
upon streets and sidewalks would not exceed levels commonly expected in urban areas and would be
considered a less-than-significant effect under CEQA. Although occupants of nearby property may regard the
increase in shadow as undesirable, the limited increase in shading of private properties as a result of the
proposed project would not be considered a significant impact under CEQA. This conclusion would hold true
both with and without the revised Height and Bulk Map.

10 Like the wind-tunnel testing, the Draft EIR shadow analysis properly included a 240-foot-tall building at the southeast corner of
Fourth and Harrison streets.
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B. Revisions to the Proposed Plan

Based on the foregoing, the revisions to the Draft EIR Height and Bulk Map (Draft EIR Figure II-7, p. II-19) would
not result in any new or substantially more-severe significant shadow impacts than identified in the Draft EIR.

To incorporate the shadow effect of changes in the Height and Bulk Map, Draft EIR Figure IV.H-2 through
Figure IV.H-10, pp. IV.H-12 through IV.H-20, and Figure IV.H-17 through Figure IV.H-22, pp. IV.H-23 through
IV.H-34, have been revised and are presented here. In many cases, there is no change to the shadow patterns
depicted in the Draft EIR because the change in the Height and Bulk Map would not result in new or different
shadows. As with the Draft EIR, the complete set of figures produced by the computer modeling is included in
a revised Draft EIR Appendix E, which is included in this RTC document.

Conclusion

The proposed revisions to the Draft EIR Height and Bulk Map on Block 3762, Lots 112, 113, and 116, would not
result in any new or substantially more-severe significant impacts with respect to aesthetics, wind, or shadow,
or any other CEQA topic, than those that were identified in the Draft EIR.
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Figure IV.H-2

Shadows: June 21 (Summer Solstice) 9:00 a.m. [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-3

Shadows: June 21 (Summer Solstice) 12:00 noon [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-4

Shadows: June 21 (Summer Solstice) 3:00 p.m. [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-5

Shadows: September 20 (Fall Equinox) 9:00 a.m. [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-6

Shadows: September 20 (Fall Equinox) 12:00 noon [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-7

Shadows: September 20 (Fall Equinox) 3:00 p.m. [Revised]
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Shadows: December 20 (Winter Solstice) 9:00 a.m. [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-10

Shadows: December 20 (Winter Solstice) 3:00 p.m. [Revised]
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Shadow from Plan Area Buildings on Yerba Buena Gardens,

Alice Street Community Garden, Jessie Square, Yerba Buena Lane, September 20 (Fall Equinox) [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-18

Shadow from Plan Area Buildings on Yerba Buena Gardens,

Alice Street Community Garden, Jessie Square, Yerba Buena Lane, September 20 (Fall Equinox) (continued) [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-19

Shadow from Plan Area Buildings on Yerba Buena Gardens,

Alice Street Community Garden, Jessie Square, Yerba Buena Lane, December 20 (Winter Solstice) [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-20

Shadow from Plan Area Buildings on Yerba Buena Gardens,

Alice Street Community Garden, Jessie Square, Yerba Buena Lane, December 20 (Winter Solstice) (continued) [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-21

Shadow from Plan Area Buildings on Yerba Buena Gardens,

Alice Street Community Garden, Jessie Square, Yerba Buena Lane, December 20 (Winter Solstice) (continued) [Revised]
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Figure IV.H-22

Shadow from Plan Area Buildings on Yerba Buena Gardens,
Alice Street Community Garden, Jessie Square, Yerba Buena Lane, December 20 (Winter Solstice) (continued) [Revised]



C. List of Persons Commenting

C. List of Persons Commenting

This RTC document responds to all comments received on the Draft EIR, including written comments submitted
by letter, fax, or email, as well as written and oral comments presented at the public hearings. This section lists
all agencies, organizations, and individuals who submitted comments on the Draft EIR. Commenters are
grouped according to whether they commented as individuals or represented a public agency or non-
governmental organization. Table RTC-1, Persons Commenting on the Draft EIR, lists the commenters’ names,
along with the corresponding commenter codes used in Section D, Comments and Responses, to denote each
set of comments, the comment format, and the comment date. The complete set of written and oral comments
received on the Draft EIR is provided in Attachment A, Draft EIR Comment Letters, and Attachment B, Draft
EIR Hearing Transcript.

In this RTC document, each commenter is assigned a unique commenter code in the following manner:

e Commenters from agencies are designated by “A-" and the agency’s name or acronym thereof. In each
case where multiple commenters from the same agency provided separate comments, the acronym is
followed by each commenter’s last name.

e Commenters from organizations are designated by “O-” and the organization’s name or acronym
thereof. In each case where multiple commenters from the same organization provided separate
comments, the acronym is followed by each commenter’s last name.

e Commenters as individuals are designated by “I-” and the commenter’s last name.

Subsequently, each comment is assigned a number (“#”), which is preceded by the commenter code. For
example, the second comment received from a representative of an organization known as “Friends of Friends”
would be designated “O-FOF.2,” while the third comment received from an individual named Smith would be
designated “I-Smith.3.” In cases where a commenter has provided both written and oral comments, each set of
comments is assigned a “-1” or “-2” to distinguish between written and oral comments, respectively. For
example, the third comment from individual Hestor’s written comments would be designated “I-Hestor-1.3,”
while the fifth comment from her oral comments would be designated “I-Hestor-2.5.” In this way, the reader
can locate a particular comment in a comment letter or the public hearing testimony by referring to the

comment’s designation.
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C. List of Persons Commenting

TABLE RTC-1

PERSONS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR

Commenter Code

Name and Title of Commenter

Agency/Organization

Format

Date

Federal, State, Regional, and Local Agencies, Boards, and Commissions

A-BART

Val Joseph Menotti, Chief Planning & Development
Officer

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District

Letter

February 14, 2017

A-CPC-Johnson

Christine Johnson, Commissioner

San Francisco Planning Commission

Hearing Transcript

January 26, 2017

A-CPC-Melgar

Myrna Melgar, Commissioner

San Francisco Planning Commission

Hearing Transcript

January 26, 2017

A-CPC-Moore

Kathrin Moore, Commissioner

San Francisco Planning Commission

Hearing Transcript

January 26, 2017

A-CPC-Richards

Dennis Richards, Vice President

San Francisco Planning Commission

Hearing Transcript

January 26, 2017

A-SFMTA Charles Rivasplata, Senior Transportation Planner San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Letter February 10, 2017
Organizations

O-B505 John Kevlin, Attorney B505 Industries, LLC Letter February 13, 2017
g:gzﬁj Richard Drury, Attorney Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu I;Ie;;iirng Transcript f;:igj;};;&zg?y
O-CSPO Melinda A. Sarjapur, Attorney Various Central SoMa Property Owners Letter February 13, 2017
O-FADF Bernadette Sy, Executive Director Filipino-American Development Foundation Letter February 13, 2017
O-Freeman Bill Kuehnle, Vice President and General Manager Freeman Expositions, Inc. Letter June 27, 2017
O-MPHA Jim Bourgart, Board President Museum Parc Homeowners Association Letter February 10, 2017
O-One Vassar Melinda A. Sarjapur, Attorney One Vassar, LLC Letter February 13, 2017
O-SDA Tony Robles, Housing Organizing Director Senior and Disability Action Letter February 13, 2017
O-SFBC Janice Li, Advocacy Director San Francisco Bicycle Coalition Letter February 14, 2017
O-SFHAC Corey Smith, Community Organizer San Francisco Housing Action Coalition Hearing Transcript January 26, 2017
g:ziigi John Elberling, Member San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth ;eet;:ng Transcript }:::11;::;};;?,233;7
O-SOMCAN- Angelica Cabande, Organizational Director South of Market Community Action Network Letter February 13, 2017
Cabande

O-SOMCAN-Rogge

Andrew Rogge, Workforce Development
Coordinator

South of Market Community Action Network

Hearing Transcript

January 26, 2017
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C. List of Persons Commenting

TABLE RTC-1 PERSONS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR

Commenter Code Name and Title of Commenter Agency/Organization Format Date
O-SPG Steven L. Vettel, Attorney Solbach Property Group Letter February 13, 2017
O-Tishman Melinda A. Sarjapur, Attorney Tishman Speyer Letter February 13, 2017

O-UNITE Here

Cynthia Gomez, Research Analyst

UNITE Here, Local 2

Hearing Transcript

January 26, 2017

O-VEC Chris Durazo, Coordinator Bill Sorro Housing Program Veterans Equity Center Letter February 13, 2017
O-YBCBD Scott Rowitz, Vice Chair Yerba Buena Community Benefit District Letter February 13, 2017
O-YBNC-Light-1 Alice Light, TODCO, Director of Community Letter January 19, 2017

O-YBNC-Light-2

Planning

The Yerba Buena Neighborhood Consortium

Hearing Transcript

January 26, 2017

O-YBNC-Elberling John Elberling, Chair The Yerba Buena Neighborhood Consortium Letter February 13, 2017
Individuals

I-Brennan Nicole Brennan E-Comment February 13, 2017
I-Camp Daniel Camp Email February 13, 2017
I-Cerles Marty Cerles Jr. E-Comment December 16, 2016
[-Domalewski Armand Domalewski Email February 13, 2017
I-Ferro, A. Angelo Ferro Letter January 26, 2017
I-Ferro, M. Mike Ferro Hearing Transcript January 26, 2017

I-Goldstein

Joshua Goldstein

E-Comment

January 1, 2017

I-Hestor-1 Sue C. Hestor. Attorne Letter February 13, 2017
I-Hestor-2 ' ’ Y Hearing Transcript January 26, 2017
I-Hong Dennis Hong Email February 13, 2017

[-Margarita

Margarita (no last name given)

Hearing Transcript

January 26, 2017

I-Meader

Arthur Meader

Hearing Transcript

January 26, 2017

I-Nagy

Tamas Nagy

E-Comment

December 18, 2016

I-Patterson

Richard North Patterson

E-Comment

December 18, 2016

I-Renee

Denise Renee

Hearing Transcript

January 26, 2017

I-Rosenberg

Isaac Rosenberg

E-Comment

January 23, 2017
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C. List of Persons Commenting

TABLE RTC-1 PERSONS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR
Commenter Code Name and Title of Commenter Agency/Organization Format Date

I-Schuttish Georgia Schuttish Email February 13, 2017
i:gzﬁx:z; Jon Schwark San Francisco Bay Area Renters Federation IT:Ieet?Z‘ng Transcript {:aer;ﬁz;i;gz);
I-Su Justin Su Email February 13, 2017
I-Weel Jaap Weel Email February 13, 2017
I-Whitaker James Whitaker Email February 12, 2017
I-Zhang Jingzhou Zhang E-Comment December 16, 2016
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D. Comments and Responses

D. Comments and Responses

This section presents the substantive comments received on the Draft EIR and responses to those comments.
The comments and responses are organized by subject and are generally in the same order as presented in the
Draft EIR, with general comments on the EIR, including comments on the merits of the proposed project and
project alternatives, grouped together at the end of the section. Comments unrelated to a specific impact
category are also classified as general comments. Comments on the Summary or specific mitigation measures
are included under the comments regarding the relevant topical section of the Draft EIR. The order of the
comments and responses in this section is shown below, along with the prefix to the topic codes (indicated in
square brackets):

Project Description [PD] Other CEQA Considerations [OC]
Plans and Policies [PP] Alternatives [AL]

Overview [OV] Cumulative Impacts [CU]

Land Use and Land Use Planning [LU]

Aesthetics [AE] Initial Study Topics

Cultural and Paleontological Resources [CP] Population and Housing [PH]
Transportation and Circulation [TR] Recreation [RE]

Noise and Vibration [NO] Public Services [PS]

Air Quality [AQ] Biological Resources [BI]

Wind [WI] Geology and Soils [GE]

Shadow [SH]
Hydrology (Sea Level Rise and Combined Sewer  Plan Merits [PM]
System) [HY] General Comments (GC)

Within each subsection under each topic area, similar comments are grouped together and identified using the
topic code prefix and sequential numbering for each subtopic. For example, Project Description comments [PD]
are listed as PD-1, PD-2, PD-3, and so on. Each topic code has a corresponding heading that introduces the
comment subject; these subsections present quotes of comments and include the commenter’s name and the
comment code described in Section C, List of Persons Commenting, of this RTC document. The reader is referred
to Attachments A and B for the full text and context of each comment letter or email, as well as the public hearing
transcript. In those attachments, the comment code and response code are provided in the margin of each
comment, allowing the reader to locate the response to an individual comment.

Following each comment or group of comments, a comprehensive response is provided to address issues raised
in the comment and to clarify or augment information in the Draft EIR as appropriate. Response numbers
correspond to the topic code; for example, the response to Comment PD-1 is presented under Response PD-1.
The responses may clarify the Draft EIR text or revise or add text to the EIR. Revisions to the Draft EIR are
shown as indented text. New or revised text, including text changes initiated by Planning Department staff, is
double underlined; deleted material is shown in strikethrough.
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D. Comments and Responses

D.1  Project Description

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Draft EIR Chapter II, Project
Description. These include topics related to:

e Comment PD-1: 636-648 Fourth Street Project

e Comment PD-2: Address Potential Maximum Building Heights and Potential Modified Massing
Requirements

e Comment PD-3: Building Heights On and Near Flower Mart Site
e Comment PD-4: Folsom/Howard Streetscape Project Analysis Is Not Clear
e Comment PD-5: Impact of Plan on Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) Uses

e Comment PD-6: Initial Study Describes a Different Project than the Draft EIR and the Initial Study Is
Inadequate

e Comment PD-7: Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements
e Comment PD-8: Request for Park on Second Street

e Comment PD-9: Revise Maximum Height Proposed for Parcels North of I-80 Freeway and East of
Fourth Street

e Comment PD-10: State Density Bonus Program
e Comment PD-11: Street Network Changes
e Comment PD-12: Tower Separation Policy
e Comment PD-13: Proposed Changes to 330 Townsend and 636-648 Fourth Streets
Note: Comments stating that the Plan should facilitate more residential development than is proposed are

responded to in Section D.14, Alternatives, along with similar comments calling for alternative(s) with more
housing.

Comment PD-1: 636-648 Fourth Street Project

This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

O-SPG.1

“On behalf of Solbach Property Group (‘Solbach’), we submit the following comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (‘DEIR’) for the Central So Ma Plan (‘Plan’), Planning Department
Case No. 2011.1356E.

“Solbach is the owner of 636-648 Fourth Street (Block 3786 / Lot 035), a 17,406 square foot parcel at the northwest
corner of Fourth and Bluxome Streets within the proposed Plan area located %2 block from the Caltrain Station
and one block from the Bryant Street Central Subway stop. The property is currently within the MUO zoning

Central SoMa Plan RTC-40 March 2018
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D. Comments and Responses

district and 85-X height and bulk district, and is within a subarea of Plan proposed for intensive commercial
and residential development and substantial height limit increases.!

“Solbach has submitted an Environmental Evaluation application to the City and County of San Francisco
("City’) for a proposed mixed use development project (‘Project’) at the property, consistent with the objectives
of the Plan. The Project proposes to demolish two existing non-historic one- and two-story commercial
buildings?, a parking lot and a general advertising sign structure, and construct a primarily residential tower
with ground floor commercial space. Solbach’s preferred development scenario for the Project is a not less than
350-foot tall tower containing not less than 392 dwelling units, of which approximately 18% (at least 71 units)
are proposed to be on-site affordable units. The tower would have maximum floor plates of approximately
10,785 square feet and be spaced more than 115 feet away from any adjacent towers, consistent with the bulk
limits proposed in the Plan. At the proposed height, the Project would need to construct off-site open space by
developing much of the Bluxome Linear Park, proposed in the Bluxome Street right-of-way between Fourth and
Fifth Street adjacent to the Project site (DEIR at II-31), whereas a smaller project could fulfill almost all of its

open space requirement on-site.

“The preferred Project is fully consistent with the objectives and goals of the Plan, including:

e Objective 1 ('Increase the capacity for jobs and housing’);
e Objective 5 (‘Offer an abundance of parks and recreational opportunities’); and

e Objective 8 ("Ensure that new buildings enhance the character of the neighborhood and the City”).
“See DEIR at II-5 to I1-6.

“The Project is among the several dozen ‘Subsequent Development Projects’ that are described as projects that
would proceed under the Plan, if approved. On page IV-8, the DEIR indicates that these projects are analyzed
not as cumulative developments, ‘but rather in the Plan analysis, as the proposed uses and intensity of
development would be allowed under the Plan.” The Project is described as including ‘a 350-foot-tall primarily
residential tower with 427 units.” This scale and density of development, consistent with Solbach's proposed
Project, was therefore included in the DEIR's analysis of potential physical impacts of the Plan.

“However, elsewhere in the DEIR, this intensity of development for the Project site appears not to be properly
analyzed. For example, the proposed height map at Figure II-7 of the DEIR shows a proposed height limit of
250 feet for the property, not 350 feet. Height limits of 400 feet and 300 feet are proposed on sites on which
residential towers are proposed immediately adjacent to the Project site. A 250-foot height limit on a 17,406
square foot site cannot accommodate anything close to the 427 units that the DEIR states was analyzed in the
Plan DEIR.

“The DEIR is therefore inadequate for its failure to fully examine at least 350 feet as the preferred height limit
for the Project site, despite (1) the DEIR stating that intensity of development is analyzed in the DEIR, (2) the
policies of the Plan being more fully implemented by a development of 350 feet at the Project site, (3) higher
height limits on adjacent residential sites, and (4) the lack of any significant differences in environmental impacts
between a 250-foot tall structure and a 350-foot tall structure at the site, as discussed in further detail below. The
Final EIR should provide a consistent analysis of the physical impacts associated with a height limit of at least
350 feet at the Project site.
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“Notably, such a clarification in the Final EIR is permissible without the need to recirculate the DEIR.
Recirculation is only required where significant new information is added, which includes the following
situations: (1) a new significant environmental impact from the project or from a new proposed mitigation
measure; (2) a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact; (3) a feasible project alternative
or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed would lessen the significant
environmental impacts of the project but is not adopted; or (4) the DEIR was so fundamentally and basically
inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. See 14 C.C.R.
§ 15088.5(a). On the other hand, recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR
‘merely clarifies or amplifies.” See 14 C.C.R. § 15088.5(b). Here, Solbach merely seeks clarification as to the
potential impacts of a 350-foot height limit at the project site and amplification of the potential impacts
associated with development at that height.

“Moreover, any such analysis will establish that there is no significant difference in terms of environmental
impacts between 250 feet (the height limit indicated in Figure II-7) and at least 350 feet (the proposed height for
the Project as described on page IV-8) and will not change the conclusions of the DEIR.

e Visual Impact. A preliminary visual simulation analysis was completed in December 2016 for the
proposed Project at various heights, from 250 feet to 450 feet, attached hereto as Exhibit A. The visual
simulations establish little to no change in aesthetic impacts between 250 feet and 450 feet in height.
This is further supported by the conclusions of the DEIR itself, which found that taller buildings ‘would
alter or partially obscure long-range views of the Bay ... but not to the extent that any view would be
substantially impaired.” (DEIR at IV.B-38). The Plan already proposes 400-foot and 300-foot height limits
for sites in the immediate vicinity of the Project site. The DEIR concluded that development pursuant
to the Plan would have a less-than-significant impact on views and scenic vistas. In any event, skyline
and other visual impacts are not considered significant effects for urban infill projects: ‘Aesthetic and
parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site
within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21099(d)(1).)

e Transportation. The Project is located in TAZ 644, where vehicle miles traveled are substantially less
than the regional average for both residential and retail land uses (DEIR Table IV.D-7), such that the
Project will have no significant traffic impacts at the density proposed, particularly because the Project
will be subject to the newly enacted TDM ordinance. Transit, pedestrian, bicycle, emergency vehicle
and construction impacts of a 392-unit project at the Project site would not differ significantly from those
analyzed in the DEIR should the transportation analysis for the DEIR have assume less than that density
of development for the site.

e Shadows. Pre Vision Design prepared a shadow screening analysis, taking into account existing
buildings, for a 350-foot tower at the Project site, attached as Exhibit B. The initial analysis finds no new
shading from a 350-foot project would be cast on any Recreation and Park Department properties or
any of the other open spaces listed in Table IV.H-1 and analyzed in the DEIR. A 350-foot tower would
cast some minor new shading on China Basin Park (a park under the jurisdiction of the Port of San
Francisco) and the privately owned publically-accessible Willie Mays plaza in front of AT&T park
during limited hours of the year. Both open spaces are outside the Plan area. As discussed in the DEIR,
a detailed shadow analysis and compliance with Planning Code Sections 295 and 148 will be required
for the proposed Project at any height, including 350 feet (or higher). (DEIR at IV.H-9 and -10).

e  Wind. With respect to wind, the DEIR concluded that wind hazard criterion were not exceeded with
existing plus Plan conditions in the area of the proposed Project. (DEIR at IV.G-11). Thus the proposed
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Project, even assuming a 350 foot (or higher) height limit, would be unlikely to create wind hazards.
Additionally, a detailed wind analysis specific to the Project will be completed for the Project's site
specific CEQA analysis pursuant to DEIR Mitigation Measure M-WI-1, which requires further analysis
of potential wind impacts for each tower proposal and compliance with the comfort criteria of Planning
Code Section 148.

e Noise and Air Quality. The Project at 350 feet in height (or higher) would have similar noise and air
quality impacts as a shorter building and be subject to the same Noise and Air Quality ordinances and
Mitigation Measures that would reduce potential impacts to less-than-significant.

“Should the Planning Department believe that a 250-foot height limit for the Project site also be analyzed in the
Final EIR, such a lower scale of development is already analyzed in the DEIR as an element of the Reduced
Heights Alternative (see DEIR at Figure VI-1).

“Finally, the proposed height limit of 350 feet or higher better implements the policies of the Plan than a lower
height limit. This is particularly true with respect to increasing the capacity for housing, one of the Plan's eight
overall goals. Among the stated policies or objectives of the Plan are (1) increasing the area where space for
housing can be built, (2) increasing how much space for housing can be built, and (3) increasing height limits on
parcels. Each of these is better served by allowing increased height on the proposed Project, which allows for

increased residential space.

“We appreciate the opportunity to present these comments, and to request that the FEIR be amended to
incorporate them prior to certification.”

Footnotes:

! DEIR at IV-22: "Substantial height increases would also be concentrated south of Bryant Street, from east of Fourth Street to Sixth
Street. Many sites within this area would increase from the current height limit of 30-85 feet to 130-400 feet."

2 Neither on-site building is a designated or eligible historic resource. DEIR at Figure IV.C-2.

(Steven L. Vettel, Solbach Property Group, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SPG.1])

Response PD-1

The comments address the 17,406-square-foot parcel located at 636648 Fourth Street (northwest corner of
Fourth and Bluxome streets) within the Plan Area. The comments state that a mixed-use project has been
proposed for the parcel that includes a not less than 350-foot-tall tower containing not less than 392 dwelling
units. Draft EIR p. IV-8 identifies the mixed-use project as a subsequent development project that would include
a 350-foot-tall, primarily residential tower with 427 units. However, it also identifies a proposed height limit of
250 feet for the parcel per the proposed height map in Figure II-7, Proposed Plan Area Height and Bulk Districts,
p. II-19. The commenter states that the Draft EIR is inadequate because it does not fully examine at least 350 feet
as the preferred height limit for the project site; and requests that the Draft EIR incorporate the development
project as it is described in the comment, along with the additional impact analysis.

The Draft EIR incorrectly included the project at 636-648 Fourth Street in a list, on p.IV-8, of Subsequent
Development Projects “that would occur under the Plan, if approved.” The development project described in
the comment letter and in the list of Subsequent Development Projects in the Draft EIR would not be consistent
with the Central SoMa Plan as proposed. With implementation of the Plan, the parcel described in the comment
would have a 250-foot building height limit; as indicated by the comment, a 350-foot building height would not
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be appropriate for the parcel. The Draft EIR analyzed development on a slightly larger site (620-648 Fourth
Street) site at a height of ranging from 85 feet at Fourth and Bluxome streets to 250 feet at Fourth and Brannan
streets, consistent with the Plan’s proposed height and bulk map. It is noted that the project sponsor’s
September 4, 2015, environmental evaluation application includes a variant that would be consistent with the
Plan. Accordingly, the fifth bulleted paragraph on Draft EIR p. IV-8 is revised as follows to replace the 350-foot-
tall project with the 250-foot-tall variant (deleted text shown in strikethreugh; new text is double-underlined):

® 636-648 Fourth Street: The proposed project variant (to a non-Plan-compliant submittal) would include
a 350250-foot-tall primarily residential tower with 427-approximately 270 units and approximately

3,2004,500 square feet of ground floor commercial space. Two existing one and two story commercial
buildings and a general advertising billboard would be demolished.

If the Plan is approved as proposed, the 250-foot-tall project variant at 636-648 Fourth Street could be approved
as consistent with the Plan, assuming that the Planning Department were to determine that the variant is
consistent with the development density in the Plan. However, the 350-foot-tall proposal would require a site-
specific re-zoning and an analysis of any environmental impacts associated with the project that were not
otherwise described in the Draft EIR. It would be speculative to assume that a project in the Plan Area would
be granted a site-specific rezoning for greater height immediately following adoption of the Plan. Therefore, the
350-foot-tall project is not considered reasonably foreseeable pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15355 and

was not included as part of the cumulative impact analysis.

Comment PD-2: Address Potential Maximum Building Heights and Potential
Modified Massing Requirements

This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

O-CSPO.9
O-CSPO.10
O-Tishman.1

“Page:  Comment:

“11-22 Please ensure that the current draft Plan Implementation Measure 8.5.1.2 is addressed in the
discussion of maximum building heights under this section. That measure provides that "An
additional 25 feet of height may be permitted on sites where such flexibility in height would facilitate
the provision of affordable housing and/or public parks and recreational facilities beyond what
would otherwise be required by the Plan, as long as that additional height did not increase the overall
amount of development otherwise enabled by the Plan or cause new significant impacts related to
wind and shadow.’

In addition, the first full paragraph in this section states that "the project would allow for ... five 160-
foot buildings and about a half dozen buildings of 130 feet in height in the area south of Harrison
Street...’

However, the Plan identifies at least nine areas south of Harrison Street that would be zoned 130-CS.
These areas incorporate multiple parcels, and therefore development in this height range may not be
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limited to 6 buildings.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Various Central SoMa Property
Ouwners, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSPO.9])

“Page:  Comment:

“11-23 Objective 8.3 and Objective 8.4. These objectives address potential height limits and massing
restrictions for development within the Plan area. To provide a more accurate scope for analysis, each
should reference (1) the potential for modification of massing requirements on key development sites;
and (2) the potential for an additional 25 feet in height on certain sites within the Plan area, as
discussed in Objective 8.5.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Various Central SoMa Property
Ouwners, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSPO.10])

“Page:  Comment:
“11-22 The first full paragraph on this page states "the project would allow for ... five 160-foot buildings and
about a half a dozen buildings of 130 feet in height in the area south of Harrison Street...”

In discussing allowable development heights in this area, the DEIR should address draft Central
SoMa Plan Implementation Measure 8.5.1.2, which states that “An additional 25 feet of height may be
permitted on sites where such flexibility in height would facilitate the provision of affordable housing
and/or public parks and recreational facilities beyond what would otherwise be required by the Plan,
as long as that additional height did not increase the overall amount of development otherwise
enabled by the Plan or cause new significant impacts related to wind and shadow.” This could be
done by referencing the DEIR discussion in Objective 8.5, which occurs on page I1-23. It is feasible for
the 598 Brannan Project may include buildings up to 185 feet in height along Brannan Street, and up
to 155 feet in height along Bryant Street.

In addition, the draft Plan identifies at least 9 areas south of Harrison that would be zoned 130-CS.
These areas incorporate multiple parcels, and many therefore contain [t]he capacity for development
of more than the "half a dozen’ buildings of 130-feet or less that the DEIR indicates.” (Melinda A.
Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Tishman Speyer, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-Tishman.1])

Response PD-2

The comments state that the Draft EIR Chapter II, Project Description, should discuss the potential for an
additional 25 feet in height on certain parcels in the Plan Area, should clarify the number of buildings that could
reach 130 feet in height in the Plan Area, and should include the potential for modification of massing

requirements pursuant to Objectives 8.3 and 8.4.

Additional 25 Feet in Height on Parcels in Plan Area

Regarding the potential for an additional 25 feet in permitted building height, this is discussed on Draft EIR
p. II-23, where it states that the Plan “would provide greater flexibility for large development sites in return for
improved design and additional public benefits.” As further stated on p.II-23, this could mean that “an
additional 25 feet of height would be allowed on sites where such flexibility in height would facilitate the
provision of affordable housing and/or public open space beyond what would otherwise be required by the
Plan, as long as that additional height did not increase the overall amount of development otherwise enabled

by the Plan or cause new significant impacts related to wind and shadow.”
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The potential for an additional 25 feet in height is not contained within the Plan’s policy language (Part I of the
Plan), but rather within the Plan’s Implementation Strategy (Part II of the Plan). Specifically, Section A of Plan
Part II, Implementation Matrix, lists implementation measures, implementation mechanisms, timelines, and
responsibilities for implementation of the Plan’s objectives and policies. Under Objective 8.5 (“Ensure that Large
Development Sites Are Carefully Designed to Maximize Public Benefit”) and Policy 8.5.1 (“Provide greater
direction and flexibility for large development sites in return for improved design and additional public
benefits”), Implementation Measure 8.5.1.2 states, “An additional 25 feet of height may be permitted on sites
where such flexibility in height would facilitate the provision of affordable housing and/or public parks and
recreational facilities beyond what would otherwise be required by the Plan, as long as that additional height
did not increase the overall amount of development otherwise enabled by the Plan or cause new significant
impacts related to wind and shadow.”

In practice, this additional height is likely to be granted only to project sponsors with sites that are large enough
to allow flexibility in site planning and building massing to allow for a portion of the site to be dedicated to
affordable housing or park land beyond that otherwise required. For this reason, the potential for added height
is included in the Plan’s Implementation Matrix under Objective 8.5, which concerns large development sites.
Objective 8.5 of the Plan states, “Central SoMa includes a number of large, underutilized sites (parcels or groups
of adjacent parcels that are 30,000 to well over 100,000 square feet) that represent a substantial portion of the
overall development in the Plan Area. Because of their size, these sites have the potential to deliver substantial
public benefits if carefully designed.” In addition to the Implementation Matrix, Part II of the Plan includes draft
Key Development Site Guidelines (Section E of Part II), where the potential for an additional 25 feet in height is
specifically identified for three larger sites in the Plan Area: Site 2, the “4th and Harrison” site; Site 5, the “Park
Block”; and Site 7, “88 Bluxome/Tennis Club.” It is not possible, in a programmatic analysis such as this EIR, to
evaluate every potential design permutation that could be permitted under the Plan. Subsequent analysis of
specific projects in the Plan Area would evaluate the potential for additional height on these sites, if applicable.
However, as stated in the implementation measure, such additional height must not result in significant wind
or shadow impacts. Any specific proposal that would increase the Plan’s overall development potential or result
in significant wind or shadow impacts would be ineligible for the 25-foot height limit increase. As noted, the
additional 25 feet in height, while likely to be limited in application to larger sites, potentially could be granted
in connection with any site where affordable housing or open space is proposed in excess of required amounts.
For clarification, the third sentence of the paragraph of text following the heading introducing Objective 8.5 on
Draft EIR p. II-23 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough; new text is double-underlined):

Eerexample—aAn additional 25 feet of height would be allowed on sites where such flexibility in height
would facilitate the provision of affordable housing and/or public open space beyond what would
otherwise be required by the Plan, as long as that additional height did not increase the overall amount
of development otherwise enabled by the Plan or cause new significant impacts related to wind and
shadow.

See also Response WI-2 on p. RTC-215 and Response AE-1 on p. RTC-118 for discussion about potential effects
of the 25 feet in added building height that may be possible on certain sites.

Clarification of Height Limits of 130 Feet and 160 Feet in the Plan Area

Regarding height limits of 130 feet and 160 feet, the fifth and sixth sentences of the first paragraph of text beneath
the bullet list on Draft EIR p. II-22 are revised to clarify that certain height limits less than 200 feet would apply

Central SoMa Plan RTC-46 March 2018
Responses to Comments Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E



D. Comments and Responses

to portions of the Plan Area and not to specific building sites. Revisions are as follows (deleted text is shown in

strikethrough; new text is double-underlined):

... In addition, the Plan would allow for:

e fivefour areas with a 160-foot height limit buildings-and abeuthalf-a-dezen-buildings-seven
areas with a height limit of 130 feet in height in the area south of-HarrisenStreet_the 1-80

freeway;-as-wellas

e a 115-foot-tall building on the northwest corner of Brannan and Ritch Streets, between Third
and Fourth Streets;~—The-prejeet-would-alse-allowfor

e four towers of 200, 240, 350, and 350 feet on the south side of Harrison Street between Second
and Fourth streets_(interspersed on the north side with a height limit of 130 feet and on the

south side with height limits of 130 feet and 160 feet);-ane

e towers of 200 feet on the northeast corner of Third and Harrison Streets_and the northwest
corner of Second and Harrison streets; and,as-wel-as

e a 300-foot tower on the southwest corner of Fifth and Howard Streets, where the Tenderloin
Neighborhood Development Corporation (TNDC) has proposed a residential project.

Potential Modification of Massing Requirements

Concerning the potential modification of massing requirements, the draft Key Development Site Guidelines
(Section E of Part II of the Plan; see Figure 1, p. 171) identifies the potential for modification of Plan massing
requirements for each of eight large sites for which the Plan provides guidance. These sites include Site 1, “5th
and Howard”; Site 2, “4th and Harrison”; Site 3, “2nd and Harrison”; Site 4, “Flower Mart”; Site 5, “Park Block”
(between Bryant and Brannan and Fourth and Fifth streets); Site 6, “Wells Fargo” (Brannan and Fourth streets);
Site 7, “88 Bluxome/Tennis Club”; and Site 8, “4th and Townsend.” As with the potential added height, it is
unknown whether any of these sites would be granted modifications with respect to Plan massing requirements
and in what manner, if any, the requirements would be altered. As such, it is not possible, in a programmatic
analysis such as this EIR, to evaluate every potential design permutation that could be permitted under the Plan.
Furthermore, subsequent development projects that are consistent with the development density in Central
SoMa Plan would be required to undergo a project-level analysis, as applicable, to determine whether the
proposed project would result in significant environmental effects that (1) are peculiar to the project or parcel
on which the project is located; (2) were not analyzed as significant effects in the Central SoMa Plan EIR; (3) are
potentially significant off-site or cumulative impacts which were not disclosed in the Central SoMa Plan EIR; or
(4) are more severe than disclosed in the Central SoMa Plan EIR. Therefore, any project-specific significant
effects resulting from an additional 25-foot height increase or a project’s massing would be addressed during
the environmental reviews of subsequent development projects, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.

Comment PD-3: Building Heights On and Near Flower Mart Site

This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

I-Ferro, A.1
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“I own properties on Sixth Street between Bryant and Brannan Streets and generally support height increases
and more intensive use of the Central So Ma Plan area. However, review of the proposed project’s land use and
height/bulk limitations reflect several proposed projects. An example of this is the proposal to reclassify the
height/bulk and use district of the Flower Market site from 40/55X to 270-CS and 160-CS, while the height of the
adjacent parcels is proposed to be limited to 55" along Sixth and Bryant Streets, and the parcel at the north west
corner of Bryant and Fifth Street is proposed to be changed to 85.” (Angelo Ferro, Letter, January 26, 2017
[I-Ferro, A.1])

Response PD-3

The comment includes a statement of support for the height increases and increased intensity of uses that would
be implemented under the Plan. The comment appears to indicate some height and bulk limitations proposed
within the Plan Area (along Sixth and Bryant streets and the parcel at the northwest corner of Bryant and Fifth
streets) are not consistent with other parts of the Plan Area. As discussed on Draft EIR p. II-22, the Plan Area is
currently characterized by mid-rise buildings. While the proposed changes to height and bulk limits proposed
in the Plan seek to maintain this general character, the Plan would allow for approximately eight towers of
between 200 and 400 feet in height on certain sites south of Bryant Street. These include three towers of between
approximately 220 and 270 feet in height on the site of the existing San Francisco Flower Mart, which are the
parcels to which the commenter is referring. While the 270-foot height limit that would be allowed for the Flower
Mart site under the Plan would be taller than adjacent parcels to the north and across Brannan Street to the
south, the height would be consistent with increased height limits proposed on nearby parcels along Fifth Street
between Brannan and Townsend streets under the Plan. However, the comment pertains more to the merits of
the Plan and does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the environmental analysis provided in the Draft
EIR. Therefore, revisions to the Draft EIR to address the comment are not required. The comment will be
transmitted to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.

Comment PD-4: Folsom/Howard Streetscape Project Analysis Is Not Clear

This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

O-SFRG-1.1
O-YBNC-Light-1.1
O-YBNC-Light-1.3

“ After adoption of the City’s Downtown Plan rezoning in 1995, SFRG [San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth]
brought suit challenging the DTP’s EIR legal adequacy. Following negotiations this case was settled several
years later by agreement between SFRG and CCSEF. I was a member of the SFRG board of directors at the time
and a member of its negotiating team. The Settlement Agreement addressed three topics: future City EIR
methodology for cumulative impact analyses (which was implemented), updating of the Seismic Safety Element
of the City Master [Plan] (which was completed), and a commitment for the City to henceforth prepare ‘readable’
EIR’s whose analyses could be readily understood by members of the general public with[out] technical
backgrounds.
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“In recent years the Department’s standard for EIR’s readability has clearly decayed in general, becoming
progressively more technocratic in nature. But as detailed in the attached CSP DEIR comments by Alice Light,
which are hereby included as comment here, the Central SOMA Plan’s DEIR’s discussion of the setting and
impacts of its project-level-analysis of the Folsom/Howard Streetscape Project - several very complex alternative
re-configurations of the traffic patterns for these and adjacent streets that could have huge practical impacts on
the everyday lives of all SOMA residents - has crossed the line into sheer incomprehensibility. If not corrected,
this will be a direction violation of the Settlement Agreement between the City and SFRG.

“To comply with the City/SFRG Agreement the CSP EIR discussion of the setting/impacts for the
Folsom/Howard Streetscape Project must be completely rewritten as a discrete separate section of the EIR - a
variant? - with all relevant information presented in maps and tables so as to be readily understandable by the
general public without reference to other documents, such as the EIR Appendix.” (John Elberling, San Franciscans
for Reasonable Growth, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SFRG-1.1])

“The discussion of the Howard/Folsom street project in the DEIR is incomprehensible, and therefore inadequate.
The convoluted and fractured way the information is presented makes it impossible for anyone who is not a
transit engineer to understand.

“Figure 11-15 and Figure 11-16 are insufficient in depicting the consequences of the alternatives. They show the
one-way and two-way proposals, but critical information is missing. Given the complexity and scope of the
changes proposed, clear graphics are needed to consolidate and clearly present the changes and their impacts.
As it is, the information is confusing and incomplete, broken up, and at times leaves out key information. It
requires the reader to dissect various sections, compare them, and digest large amounts of information that
should be clearly summarized in easy to understand graphics. (Alice Light, The Yerba Buena Neighborhood
Consortium, Letter, January 19, 2017 [O-YBNC-Light-1.1])

“The proposed changes to Folsom and Howard need to be detailed in a single section with full graphic display
of the impacts. Without that, we cannot understand what is going to happen to our neighborhood.” (Alice Light,
The Yerba Buena Neighborhood Consortium, Letter, January 19, 2017 [O-YBNC-1.3])

Response PD-4

The comments refer to San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth’s (SFRG’s) lawsuit challenging the adequacy of
the City’s Downtown Plan rezoning action adopted in 1995, and the resulting settlement agreement that
addressed a provision requiring the City to provide readable EIRs with analyses that could be readily
understood by members of the general public without technical backgrounds. The comments also state the Draft
EIR’s discussion of the proposed street network changes is in contradiction with the Settlement Agreement
between the City and SFRG because it is not easily understandable to the reader, and that the Draft EIR should
be revised to present the setting and analysis of the proposed street network changes in a stand-alone section.
The comments express concern over the clarity of the graphics presented in the EIR for the Howard and Folsom
streets network changes. The comments contend that Figure II-15, Howard/Folsom One-Way Option: Existing
and Proposed Number of Travel Lanes, p. II-36, and Figure II-16, Howard/Folsom Two-Way Option: Existing
and Proposed Number of Travel Lanes, p. II-37, are insufficient to illustrate the proposed network changes.
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The Initial Study for the Plan included a number of figures to illustrate the proposed street network changes.
During preparation of the Draft EIR, these figures were moved to Appendix F specifically to aid the reader in
understanding the Draft EIR’s project description, which could then be read without interruption of multiple
pages of figures. The Draft EIR adequately identifies the potential impacts of the proposed street network
changes as they relate to each of the nine individual category evaluations in the Transportation and Circulation
section: Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Impacts, Traffic Impacts, Transit Impacts, Pedestrian Impacts, Bicycle
Impacts, Loading Impacts, Parking Impacts, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts, and Construction-Related
Transportation Impacts. The Draft EIR setting/impact analysis is not separated out by the individual
components of the Plan, but addresses the entire action proposed under the Plan, which aids the reader’s review
of the impact analysis for each of the nine individual categories because it is located in the same place in the
document. The Draft EIR’s Table of Contents on p. vi lists Appendix F as including Proposed Street Network
Changes Detail Drawings. However, to clarify this point, the first paragraph on Draft EIR p. II-35 is revised as
follows (deleted text is shown in strikethreugh; new text is double-underlined):

The street network changes described below represent major investments that would be implemented
gradually over time. Reconfigurations to street operations (such as conversion from one-way to two-
way operation, installation of transit and bicycle facilities, and changes in the number of travel lanes)
could be initially implemented on a street-by-street or block-by-block basis using roadway striping,
traffic signal modifications, corner bulb-outs, and other low-cost tools. However, sidewalk widening
(and the removal of some on-street parking in order to widen sidewalks) is a more substantial capital
expense, and therefore sidewalk widening is expected to be implemented gradually as funding becomes
available over time. In addition, some new developments would be required to widen sidewalks in
front of their respective buildings per the City’s Better Streets Plan. On blocks without development
opportunity sites, sidewalk widening may need to be undertaken by the City, and would have to be
prioritized among other transportation funding priorities._A complete set of figures illustrating the

proposed street network changes is included in Draft EIR Appendix F.

The comments do not state what further graphics are needed and/or what other text changes should be made to
aid comprehension of the proposed changes to Folsom and Howard streets. Therefore, no changes are possible
or warranted.

Comment PD-5: Impact of Plan on Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) Uses

This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

O-SOMCAN-Cabande.12

“9. Consideration of Continued PDR Uses in Central SoMa is Inadequate

“Page S-4 of the DEIR clearly indicates that Planning has not created an actual plan for Production, Distribution
and Repair (PDR) uses in its vision for Central SoMa. This has historically been one of San Francisco's most
important areas for PDR uses, which ensured a diversification of the economic base of the city and job
opportunities for people with trade credentials, not just advanced university degrees.
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“The DEIR indicates that it is removing "protective zoning’ for PDR, but there is no complete report of how
much PDR has been lost since the implementation of the Eastern SoMa Plan, which was in part intended to
protect against the loss of PDR. Creating incentives to fund, build, and protect PDR uses’ is problematic since
features that appear to be incentives today will quickly not be incentives tomorrow depending on land use,
financial, and capitalization macro conditions that are driving the development market at any particular time.

“There are many innovative mixed-use building types, but the prospect of ‘require(ing) PDR space as part of
large commercial developments’ seems to be a limited application. It would be important to understand what
precedent there is for such a mix of uses in new developments and how likely it would be to have PDR on the
ground level of a large commercial tower. What kind of PDR would it be? Who would be employed?

“For all PDR, we are concerned that there be increasing job opportunities for SoMa residents and diversification
of San Francisco's economy. This will protect San Francisco against ‘boom and bust’ cycles; it will ensure that
there is less regional impact on the environment that comes when sectors of the economy are segregated
geographically; and will therefore result in less "Vehicle Miles Traveled.’

“The Plan calls for adding technology jobs to SoMa, yet these jobs are largely inaccessible to existing community
residents. SoMa needs a diversity of job types in the neighborhood that are not only accessible to community
residents but provide a living wage that can support workers to stay in the neighborhood. This is highlighted
especially in the types of jobs provided by production, distribution, and repair businesses that provide jobs for
working class residents and are jobs that cannot afford to be lost. PDR businesses also provide essential support
to other industries and sectors so should be proximate to those other functions for them to be viable and
effective. More consideration of continued PDR use is required in the DEIR.” (Angelica Cabande, South of Market
Community Action Network, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-Cabande.12])

Response PD-5

The comments express concern regarding the loss of Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) uses under the
proposed Plan. The comments question the effectiveness of the methods proposed to protect PDR uses in the
Plan, including creating incentives to fund, build, and protect PDR uses and requiring large commercial
developments to include PDR space. The comments also incorrectly assert that there is no report identifying the
loss of PDR uses since implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, as well as note the importance of
protecting PDR uses to ensure diversification of San Francisco’s economy and provide job opportunities for
existing residents in Central SoMa.

Overall, these comments do not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. As such, the comments will
be transmitted to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.
Furthermore, Eastern Neighborhoods Monitoring Report 2011-2015 pp. 4 to 6 report on the loss of PDR uses
since implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan.!" A detailed list of implementation measures designed
to protect PDR uses is also provided on Draft EIR p. 1I-14.

11 San Francisco Planning Department, Eastern Neighborhoods Monitoring Reports 2011-2015, undated, http://sf-
planning.org/implementing-our-community-plans, accessed August 5, 2017.
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Concerning the comment addressing PDR jobs and VMT, see Response TR-3, p. RTC-139, which discusses VMT.
Asnoted in Response TR-3, the relatively low VMT per person within the Plan Area means that overall regional
VMT would be less for a given number of new jobs in the Plan Area, compared to the same amount of

employment growth elsewhere in the Bay Area.

Comment PD-6: Initial Study Describes a Different Project than the Draft EIR and
the Initial Study Is Inadequate

This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

O-CSN-1.9
O-CSN-1.41
O-CSN-1.43
O-CSN-1.7
O-CSN-2.2
I-Margarita.2

“V. THE EIR AND INITIAL STUDY HAVE AN INCONSISTENT AND INADEQUATE PROJECT
DESCRIPTION.

“A. Initial Study is Inadequate Because it Describes an Entirely Different Project than in the DEIR.

“The Initial Study is patently inadequate because it describes an entirely different project from the Plan set forth
in the DEIR. The Initial Study must accurately describe the Project in order to identify impacts to be analyzed in
the EIR. The Initial Study fails to perform this task because it does not describe the Plan at all. The Initial Study
was prepared in 2014. It describes a rectangular project area that extends from Market Street to Townsend and
from Second Street to Sixth Street. The Plan set forth in the DEIR is entirely different, with most of the three
blocks from Market Street to Folsom excluded from the Plan area. Clearly the Plan will have entirely different
impacts than the project described in the Initial Study in all respects, including, but not limited to, traffic, air
quality, pedestrian safety, jobs-housing balance, etc. A new initial study is required to analyze the Project
actually proposed by the City and to identify impacts requiring analysis in an EIR. The DEIR relies on the Initial
Study to conclude that eleven environmental impacts are less than significant. This makes no sense. The City
may not rely on an Initial Study prepared for one project to conclude that a very different project has less than
significant impacts. (See, Terrell Watt, AICP, Comments).

“The purpose of an initial study is to briefly describe the proposed project and its impacts, and to identify
significant impacts requiring analysis in an EIR. 14 CCR §15063. The initial study must contain an accurate
description of the proposed project. 14 CCR §15063(d), 15071(a); Christward Ministry v. Superior Court (1986) 184
Cal.App.3d 180. For example, in Taxpayers for Accountable School Bond Spending v. San Diego Unified School Dist.,
215 Cal. App. 4th 1013, 1049 (2013), the court found an initial study to be inadequate because it did not disclose
the number of football games to be held at a proposed stadium and it was therefore impossible to calculate the
amount of traffic that would be generated by the project. (‘Without a reasonable determination of the expected
attendance at Hoover evening football games on completion of the Project, District may be unable to adequately
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compare the baseline attendance to expected attendance in determining whether there is a fair argument the
Project may have a significant impact on traffic and/or parking.n22 (Guidelines, §§ 15125, subd. (a), 15126.2,
subd. (a); Communities, at p. 320 & fn. 5.)")

“The project description must include a description of the environmental setting of the Project. A CEQA
document ‘must include a description of the environment in the vicinity of the project, as it exists before the
commencement of the project, from both a local and a regional perspective.” 14 CCR § 15125; see Environmental
Planning and Info. Council v. County of El Dorado (1982) 131 Cal.App.3d 350, 354. ‘An accurate, stable and finite
project description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient [CEQA document].” County of Inyo
v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 193; Taxpayers for Accountable School Bond Spending v. San Diego
Unified School Dist., 215 Cal. App. 4th 1013, 1049 (initial study must describe baseline conditions).

“[TThe Guidelines contemplate that ‘only one initial study need be prepared for a project. If a project is modified
after the study has been prepared, the [lead] agency need not prepare a second initial study.” Gentry v. City of
Murrieta, 36 Cal. App. 4th 1359, 1384 (1995), citing, 1 Kostka & Zischke, supra, § 6.15, at p. 263; see also Uhler v.
City of Encinitas (1991) 227 Cal. App. 3d 795, 803, disapproved on other grounds in Quail Botanical Gardens
Foundation, Inc. v. City of Encinitas (1994) 29 Cal. App. 4th 1597, 1603; Guidelines, § 15063, subd. (a), 15070.
However, when changes are made to a project after the initial study, the agency must have substantial evidence
to show that the changes are not significant. Building Code Action v. Energy Resources Conservation & Dev. Com.,
102 Cal. App. 3d 577, 592 (1980). The City lacks substantial evidence to support its conclusion that a second
initial study is not required.

“1. The DEIR Project Has a Vastly Different Geographic Scope, Populations and Jobs Projections, and Other
Elements than the Initial Study.

“In this case, the 2014 Initial Study does not describe the Project at all. It describes an entirely different project
with different project boundaries that is 11 square blocks larger than the Project set forth in the EIR. The project
described in the Initial Study clearly has a different baseline than the Project set forth in the EIR, including
population, traffic, existing office space, transit ridership, pedestrian safety history, etc. The project described in
the Initial Study will also have different impacts in all respects from the Project set forth in the EIR. The Initial
Study therefore fails to perform its basic function to describe the Project and its impacts and to identify issues
requiring study in the EIR.

“Urban Planner Terrell Watt, AICP, describes major differences between the various iterations of the project
description. (Watt Comment, p. 5). Growth assumptions in the DEIR, Initial Study and Central SOMA Plan are
vastly different:

Table IV-1, Summary of Growth Projections, presents the population and employment growth assumed
in the Plan Area between 2010 (the base year for the analysis) and 2040 (‘buildout year’ or ‘planning
horizon’). This growth amounts to approximately 14,400 additional households, approximately 25,500
additional residents and about 63,600 additional jobs under the Plan. DEIR at page IV-5.

Growth projected in the Initial Study includes up to 13,200 housing units (IS at page 85) and 56,400 new
jobs (IS at page 81). In contrast, the Central SOMA Plan states: “With adoption of the Central SOMA
Plan, there would be potential to build space for approximately to 45,000 jobs and 7,500 housing units.
The Plan therefore represents an increase in development capacity of 450 percent for jobs and
300 percent for housing.” Central SOMA Plan at page 7. The Financial Analysis of San Francisco’s
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Central Soma Plan'? (December 2016) is based on different growth assumptions than presented in DEIR,
Initial Study and Plan: ‘The vision of the Central Soma Plan is to create a sustainable and vital
neighborhood in the area immediately surrounding the Central Subway (expected to open in 2019) in
San Francisco’s South of Market District. The Plan is projected to bring 40,000 jobs and 7,500 housing
units to the area over the next 25 years.’

“Clearly, the population, jobs and growth projections are entirely inconsistent throughout the environmental
analysis. Will the Plan results in 7,500 housing units (Central SOMA Plan, p.7), or 14,400 (DEIR, p. IV-5), or
13,200 (IS, p. 85)? Will it create 40,000 new jobs (Financial Analysis), or 63,600 jobs (DEIR, p. IV-5), or 56,400 jobs
(IS, p. 81)? Since these figures are fundamental to analysis of almost all other impacts (air pollution, traffic, public
services, etc.), this wildly inconsistent project description renders the entire CEQA analysis inadequate. The City
simply cannot rely on an Initial Study that assumed 56,400 new jobs, to conclude that a Plan that creates 63,600
new jobs has insignificant impacts.

“2. The DEIR Project Has Entirely Different Goals than the Initial Study.

“Also, the project described in the Initial Study has very different project goals.
The Initial Study project has five project goals:
1. Support transit-oriented growth, particularly workplace growth, in the Central SoMa area.
2. Shape the Central SoMa’s urban form recognizing both city and neighborhood contexts.
3. Maintain the Central SoMa’s vibrant economic and physical diversity.

4. Support growth with improved streets, additional open space, and other elements of ‘complete
communities.’

5. Create a model of sustainable growth.
“(Central SOMA Plan Initial Study, p.3, http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2011.1356E_IS.pdf).

“By contrast, the DEIR Project has eight very different goals:
1. Increase the capacity for jobs and housing;
2. Maintain the diversity of residents;
3. Facilitate an economically diversified and lively jobs center;
4. Provide safe and convenient transportation that prioritizes walking, bicycling, and transit;
5. Offer an abundance of parks and recreational opportunities;
6. Create an environmentally sustainable and resilient neighborhood;
7. Preserve and celebrate the neighborhood’s cultural heritage; and

8. Ensure that new buildings enhance the character of the neighborhood and the city.
“(Central SOMA DEIR, p. S-2, http://stmea.sfplanning.org/CentralSoMaPlanDEIR _2016-12-14.pdf).

“Nowhere does the DEIR explain why the Project goals were so dramatically changed. Nor does the DEIR
explain why the Project boundaries were so drastically altered. Clearly, the two projects are entirely different
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given that the basic project goals differ. A new Initial Study is therefore required to properly describe the Project
and its impacts and to identify issues for analysis in a recirculated draft EIR.

“3. The DEIR Eliminates the Mid-Rise Option that was Favored by the Central Corridor Plan.

“The DEIR also differs from the 2013 Draft Central Corridor Plan in that it eliminate[s] the “mid-rise” height limit
option (Option A); this option is considered in this EIR as the Reduced Heights Alternative.” (DEIR p. 1I-4). The Mid-
Rise Option limited building heights to no more than 130 feet throughout most of the plan area. By contrast, the DEIR
Project allows building heights of 350 feet or more at many areas that were formerly limited. This is a drastic change
from the Initial Study and Central Corridor Plan since those prior documents strongly favored the Mid-Rise Option.
Indeed, in 2013 when the Plan was known as the Central Corridor Plan, City Planning staff articulated all of the right
reasons for supporting the Mid-Rise Alternative. The Central Corridor Plan stated:

Urban design experience shows that people feel most comfortable on urban streets where the height of
buildings is between % and 1 ¥4 times the width of the street, creating an ‘urban room’ that has a pleasing,
but not overwhelming, sense of enclosure and intimacy. The Plan proposes that the base height limits
along all major streets in the Plan area should be 85 feet, lowering to 65 feet toward the western edge of
the Plan area and in historic areas, such as the South End and near South Park. While in some areas the
Plan proposes to allow buildings to rise above the 85-foot base height (generally to 130 feet), these upper
stories would be required to set back by at least 15 feet in order to maintain the perception of the lower
streetwall.... This scale is also consistent with both the traditional form and character of SoMa’s significant
commercial and industrial buildings as well as aligning with the desire for larger floorplate, open
floorplan, mid-rise buildings most desired by contemporary new economy companies.'?

PRINCIPLE 2: The predominant character of SoMa as a mid-rise district should be retained, and the
presence of high-rises reduced by limiting their distribution and bulk.

The South of Market sits at a critical location in the city’s landscape. SoMa is a large expanse of flat land
at the center of the east side of the City, sitting as an important balance and counterpoint to the dramatic
hills that surround it, including the man-made ‘hill’ of the downtown high-rise district, creating a
dramatic amphitheater.

With relatively low buildings in comparison to the hills and high-rises around it, the South of Market
allows expansive and cherished views to extend across it to and from the surrounding hills, districts
and the major features of the region beyond. In order to preserve this essential characteristic and
preserve views across the area, height limits taller than 130 feet are generally kept to the southern
portion of the Plan Area (Brannan Street southward), limited in distribution and widely spaced. It is
important to note that mid-rise buildings are not necessarily synchronous with low densities... Because
the number of potential buildings taller than 130 feet is limited to strategic locations adjacent to transit
stations and their locations generously spaced, these buildings will be prominent from all directions
and serve as local landmarks.”

Footnotes:

12 The Financial Analysis is intended to implement the Plan’s public benefits and as such it is of critical importance it be based on a

stable and finite Project description that is consistent throughout the Plan, DEIR and other related documents. That is not the case

and as such, a revised DEIR and revised policy papers and financial analyses must be completed based on a consistent, stable,

complete and finite Project description.

13 Central Corridor Plan, p. 30.

41d. p. 32.

(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.9])
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“The Project (Plan) is described in many different documents and in each differently. Thus, it is difficult to fully
understand the Project and impossible for the DEIR to adequately analyze the Project. Making it even more
challenging to get a clear understanding of the Project are the numerous plan provisions that provide flexibility
for future development of the Project Area such as transfer of development rights and state density bonus law
as well as other considerations that could allow more development in the Area than reflected in the Project
description or impact discussions. For these and other reasons below, there is no complete, stable and finite
description of the Project (Plan) to guide the DEIR’s analysis of impacts.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors,
S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.41])

“A. The DEIR Provides an Incomplete and Inconsistent Description of the Project and the Project Setting

(Baseline)

“A fundamental requirement of CEQA is that an EIR contain an accurate and complete project description.
Without a complete project description, an agency and the public cannot be assured that all the project’s
environmental impacts have been revealed and mitigated. Further, CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines mandate
that an EIR include a description of the “physical environmental conditions . . . from both a local and a regional
perspective. . . Knowledge of the regional setting is critical to the assessment of environmental impacts.” CEQA
Guidelines Section 15125(a) and (c). This requirement derives from the principle that without an adequate
description of the project’s local and regional context, the EIR — and thus the decision makers, agencies and
public who rely on the EIR — cannot accurately assess the potentially significant impacts of the proposed Project.

“The Project in this case is the Central SOMA Plan (formerly the Central Corridor Plan), which purports to be a
comprehensive plan for the area including important local and regional transit lines and hubs connecting
Central SOMA to adjacent neighborhoods including Downtown, Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, Mission District as
well as the broader region via freeways and the light rail that will link to the Caltrain Depot. The Plan’s goals
are laudatory including Central SOMA becoming a sustainable neighborhood, accommodating anticipated
population and job growth, providing public benefits including parks and recreation, respecting and enhancing
neighborhood character, preserving the neighborhoods cultural heritage, and maintaining the diversity of
residents. DEIR at page S-1 and Goals S-2. Unfortunately, the Project’s approach to achieving these goals --
including but not limited to emphasizing office uses, increasing heights throughout the neighborhood, and
removing restrictions in the current Central Corridor Plan, accepting in-lieu and community benefits fees
instead of requiring new parks, affordable housing and essential services and infrastructure be provided in the
Plan Area concurrent with or prior to non-residential and market rate development -- will result in significant
impacts to the Central SOMA Neighborhood and take the community farther from these goals.

“1. Incomplete and Inconsistent Project Description

“CEQA requires an EIR to be based on an accurate, stable and finite project description: ‘An accurate, stable and
finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR.” County of Inyo v. City
of Los Angeles (1977), 71 Cal.App.3d 185. The DEIR lacks a complete and consistent description of the Project in

numerous respects.
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“First, the DEIR relies on the Initial Study for the analysis of 11 environmental topics even though the DEIR and

Initial Study contain two distinctly different descriptions of the Project. The Initial Study was published on
February 12, 2014 (Appendix B to the DEIR). According to the DEIR, based on the Initial Study, the Project (Plan)
could not result in significant environmental impacts for the following topics:

Population and Housing
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Recreation

Utilities and Service Systems (except for wastewater treatment and storm drainage addressed in the
DEIR)

Public Services
Biological Resources
Geology and Soils

Hydrology and Water Quality (except for sewer system operations and sea level rise addressed in the
DEIR)

Hazardous Materials
Mineral and Energy Resources

Agricultural Resources

“See DEIR at page I-2. Based on the Initial Study, the DEIR provides no further substantive analysis of these

impacts despite significant changes to the Project (Plan) summarized below.

“The DEIR explains:

‘Because the Initial Study analysis was based on a previous draft of the Plan circulated for review in
2013, the current 2016 draft of the Plan has been reviewed to ensure the Initial Study’s conclusions
reached on the 2013 draft remain valid. No new information related to the draft 2016 Plan has come to
light that would necessitate changing any of the Initial Study’s significance conclusions reached for the
11 topics that would be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation measures, which are
included in the topical sections of Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures,
of this EIR. As such, no further environmental analysis of these Initial Study topics is required in this
EIR.” [emphasis added].

“This approach is fatally flawed since the 2014 Initial Study does not describe the current proposed Project (Plan)

that is the subject of the DEIR. In addition to completely different project boundaries,® the Initial Study describes

an entirely different project with respect to baseline (setting) than the current Project (Plan), and Project in terms

of growth, employment and housing. Baseline data in the Initial Study is woefully out of date with respect to

population and housing, traffic, air pollution as well as regional conditions. Also, the project described in the

Initial Study has very different project goals. The Initial Study project has five goals:

1. Support transit-oriented growth, particularly workplace growth, in the Central Soma area.
2. Shape the Central SoMa'’s urban form recognizing both City and neighborhood contexts.
3. Maintain the Central SoMa’s vibrant economic and physical diversity.
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4. Support growth with improved streets, additional open space, and other elements of ‘complete
communities.”

5. Create a model of sustainable growth.

“By contrast, the DEIR Project has eight goals:
1. Increase the Capacity for Jobs and Housing
Maintain the Diversity of Residents
Facilitate an Economically Diversified and Lively Jobs Center
Provide Safe and Convenient Transportation that Prioritizes Walking, Bicycling and Transit
Offer an Abundance of Parks and Recreational Opportunities
Create an Environmentally Sustainable and Resilient Neighborhood

Preserve and Celebrate the Neighborhood’s Cultural Heritage

® N o G = LD

Ensure that New Buildings Enhance the Character of the Neighborhood and the City

“The Projects described respectively in the Initial Study and DEIR are entirely different given that the basic
project goals are plainly different in respects that implicate substantively different physical and policy
objectives.

“Second and compounding the situation is that almost no two descriptions of the Project are the same in the
documents in the Project record (e.g., Central SOMA Plan, DEIR, Initial Study, Policy Papers, Financial
Analysis). Topical sections of the DEIR thus are based on inconsistent descriptions of the Project. Examples
include, but are not limited to, the growth assumptions that are essential to accurately analyzing Project impacts
across all environmental topics. Growth assumptions in the DEIR, Initial Study, Central SOMA Plan and
Financial Analysis are vastly different:

Table IV-1 [DEIR], Summary of Growth Projections, presents the population and employment growth
assumed in the Plan Area between 2010 (the base year for the analysis) and 2040 (‘buildout year’ or
‘planning horizon’). This growth amounts to approximately 14,400 additional households,
approximately 25,500 additional residents and about 63,600 additional jobs under the Plan. DEIR at
page IV-5.

Growth projected in the Initial Study includes up to 13,200 housing units (IS at page 85) and 56,400 new
jobs (IS at page 81). In contrast, the Central SOMA Plan states: “With adoption of the Central SOMA
Plan, there would be potential to build space for approximately to 45,000 jobs and 7,500 housing units.
The Plan therefore represents an increase in development capacity of 450 percent for jobs and
300 percent for housing.’

Central SOMA Plan at page 7. The Financial Analysis of San Francisco’s Central Soma Plan® (December
2016) is based on different growth assumptions than presented in DEIR, Initial Study and Plan: ‘The
vision of the Central Soma Plan is to create a sustainable and vital neighborhood in the area immediately
surrounding the Central Subway (expected to open in 2019) in San Francisco’s South of Market District.
The Plan is projected to bring 40,000 jobs and 7,500 housing units to the area over the next 25 years.’

“Different growth assumptions are but one example of vastly different Project description information
throughout the DEIR record. A revised DEIR must be completed with topical discussions based on a complete,
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finite and stable description of the Project. Ideally, the revised DEIR would be preceded by a revised NOP and
Initial Study so that all descriptions of the Project in the record are the same.

“Finally, the Project Description section of the DEIR is incomplete and lacks details critical to supporting
adequate impact analyses including but not limited to information about the type of housing and jobs the Project
will allow. To compensate for the lack of detail, some topical discussions essentially create Project description
details to support analysis. Examples include the spatial representation of growth in the Shadow analysis, TAZ
detail in the Transportation section and the prototypical development projects invented in the Financial
Analysis. These more detailed topical representations of the Project also vary from one another. A revised DEIR
with a complete description of the Project is essential to support revised topical analyses. The revised Project
description should also describe in detail the policy and financial (community benefits) proposals in the Plan
that the DEIR and Initial Study rely on to reach conclusions concerning impact significance. For example, the
DEIR and Initial Study conclude that impacts associated with displacement of units and households will be less
than significant based on a suite of affordable housing programs that purportedly will offset what otherwise
would be a significant impact. (e.g., Project Area tailored fees, offset requirements, among others included in
the proposed community benefits program for the Project and in the Plan). These are not described in the Project
description, nor is there any analysis to demonstrate exactly how these programs and fees will result in
mitigating Project impacts associated with growth inducement and jobs-housing imbalance, among other
significant impacts of the Project.”

Footnotes:

8 The Initial Study describes a rectangular project area that extends from Market Street to Townsend and from Second Street to
Sixth Street. The Central SOMA Plan and DEIR exclude about 11 square blocks and therefore completely different assumptions
concerning growth and development, among other fundamental differences in Project description.

? The Financial Analysis is intended to implement the Plan’s public benefits and as such it is of critical importance it be based on a
stable and finite Project description that is consistent throughout the Plan, DEIR and other related documents. That is not the case
and as such, a revised DEIR and revised policy papers and financial analyses must be completed based on a consistent, stable,
complete and finite Project description.

(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.43])

“The Central SoMa Plan (formerly, Central Corridor Plan) is a comprehensive plan for the area surrounding
much of southern portion of the Central Subway transit line. The Plan Area includes roughly 230 acres that
comprise 17 city blocks, as well as the streets and thoroughfares that connect SoMa to its adjacent
neighborhoods: Downtown, Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, and the Mission District. The Plan Area is bounded by
Second Street on the east, Sixth Street on the west, Townsend Street on the south, and by an irregular border
that generally jogs along Folsom, Howard and Stevenson Streets to the north (see DEIR Figure II-1, Central
SoMa Plan Area Boundaries, in Chapter II, Project Description).

“The Plan would fundamentally transform the Central SoMa area. It would triple the resident population of the
area from a current population of 12,000 to 37,500° -- an increase of 25,500 additional residents. It would more
than double employment in the area from a current level of 45,600 jobs to 109,200 -- an increase of 63,600
additional jobs. (DEIR, pp. IV-6, IV-5).

“For at least three years, the City presented a plan to the public that extended from Market Street to Townsend
and from Second Street to Sixth Street. The plan was called the Central Corridor plan. The plan proposed a Mid-
Rise option, in which almost all buildings would be capped at no more than 130 feet or less. The plan also
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included a High-Rise option. Then, in late 2016, without explanation, the City drastically altered the plan,
lopping off 11 blocks at the north from Folsom to Market (with a narrow exception from Fifth to Sixth Street).
Critically, at the same time the City dropped the Mid-Rise option and included only the High-Rise option in the
analysis. The Mid-Rise Option was relegated to a small section at the back of the alternatives analysis of the
DEIR, and renamed the ‘Reduced-Height Alternative. The City released the DEIR for the completely new project
just before the Christmas and New Year holidays, on December 14, 2016.”

Footnote:
% Actual current population is closer to 10,000, so the Plan will almost quadruple resident population. This points out the
importance of using an accurate baseline population number.

(Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.7])

“And I want to emphasize that this Draft EIR is a radical departure from a document issued by the Planning
Department in 2013.

“In 2013, the Planning Department issued the Central Corridor Plan, which strongly favored the mid-rise
alternative and said that the mid-rise character of the neighborhood should be retained.

“For some reason, in three short years, the Department is now favoring the high-rise alternative. And we think
it’s inappropriate and will -- for a marginal increase in jobs and housing, will deprive the neighborhood of the
livability and the human scale that is essential to a mixed-use neighborhood. We don’t want to see a second
Financial District South of Market.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Hearing Transcript,
January 26, 2017 [O-CSN-2.2])

“As you're well aware, the Central Corridor Plan 2013 included changes to the Area Plan with two proposed
alternative heights, a mid-rise option and a high-rise option. In the final Central SoMa Plan released last
summer, the mid-rise option was erased without an explanation, and a significantly higher high-rise option was
proposed.

“The proposed higher high-rise option directly catered to existing developer proposals on sites of their choosing,
concentrating development in areas far from transit, for example, proposing 350-foot heights right along the
highway south of Harrison Street. How does this make any sense?” (Margarita, Hearing Transcript, January 26,
2017 [I-Margarita.2])

Response PD-6

The comments generally refer to Draft EIR Chapter II, Project Description, and discuss differences between the
Plan as described in the Initial Study (Draft EIR Appendix B) and the Draft EIR. The comments allege that the
Draft EIR and the Initial Study are inadequate because the project description in each of these documents differs
as to the geographic area of coverage and the project goals. In addition, the comments note that the growth
projections in the Draft EIR, the Initial Study, and the Plan itself are different, and that the Plan and its
accompanying financial analysis identify further different growth projections. The comments further state that
the 2016 Central SoMa Plan analyzed in the Draft EIR differs substantially from the 2013 Central Corridor Plan,
in that the 2013 Plan included both a mid-rise and a high-rise height option, while the 2016 Plan includes only
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a single height and bulk map that is more akin to the earlier Plan’s high-rise option. Additionally, the comments
state that the project description lacks certain details, such as the type of housing and jobs to be permitted, and
states that “some topical discussions essentially create Project description details to support analysis,” such as
the massing models used in SectionIV.H, Shadow, and transportation analysis zone (TAZ) detail in
Section IV.D, Transportation and Circulation. Comments also state that the Plan would allow for developer
payment of in-lieu and community-benefits fees instead of requiring new parks. Finally, the comments state
that the project description lacks a discussion of “policy and financial (community benefits) proposals in the
Plan” that the Draft EIR and Initial Study rely on to determine that residential displacement would result in

less-than-significant impacts.

First and foremost, the project description as analyzed in the Draft EIR and described beginning on Draft EIR
p. II-7 includes some variations from the 2016 Plan. The Draft EIR clearly sets forth the project description
analyzed in the EIR, including specific components that are not part of the 2016 Plan. For example, the project
description in the Draft EIR analyzes higher heights on seven blocks than what the 2016 Plan proposes based on
specific proposals from developers that would like the Plan to include even higher heights on certain sites.
Therefore, the growth projections in the Draft EIR are different and greater than the Plan’s growth projections.

Differences Between the 2013 Plan and the 2016 Plan

The following discussion examines the differences between the goals contained in the 2013 and 2016 Plans, as
well as the differences between the geographic area covered by each Plan and the differences in growth
projections as set forth in the Initial Study and the Draft EIR.

Difference Between Plan Goals Set Forth in the EIR and Initial Study

In terms of Plan goals, the comments inaccurately state that the “DEIR Project Has Entirely Different Goals than
the Initial Study.” The same underlying concepts and principles support both the 2013 and 2016 Plans, and the
current draft Plan, which proposes to “accommodate growth, provide public benefits, and respect and enhance
neighborhood character” (2016 Plan p. 5) is a refinement of the 2013 Plan, which aimed to “support transit-
oriented growth” (2013 Plan Goal 1) while “respecting the rich context, character and community of SoMa,
providing benefits for its existing residents and workers as well as the services needed for new ones, and
growing sustainably” (2013 Plan p. 6). Table RTC-2, Comparison of Goals, 2013 and 2016 Plan Drafts,
compares the goals of the 2013 and 2016 draft Plans side-by-side, along with explanatory text from each plan.
While the precise wording and the order in which the goals are presented has changed between the 2013 Plan
and the 2016 Plan, there is strong concordance between the objectives that support each draft of the Plan.

TABLE RTC-2 COMPARISON OF GOALS, 2013 AND 2016 PLAN DRAFTS
2013 Plan 2016 Plan

Goal 1: Support transit-oriented growth, particularly workplace  Goal 1: Increase the Capacity for Jobs and Housing

growth, in the central corridor area. Central SoMa is an appropriate location for such development.

The Central Corridor area lies just south of Market Street, San The area is served by some of the region’s best transit, including
Francisco’s main drag, adjacent to existing centers of commerce, BART and Caltrain, Muni Metro and many bus lines, in addition
housing, and visitor activity in Downtown and Mission Bay. It is to the Central Subway currently under construction. Flat streets
linked regionally and locally by a strong and diverse and a regular grid pattern can make destinations easy to reach for
transportation network including BART, Caltrain, MUNI and the =~ people walking and bicycling (as facilitated by improvements
coming Central Subway. And it is already an area of discussed in Goal 4). There is already an incredibly strong cluster
demonstrated demand, in a part of SoMa that has seen more of technology companies that new and growing companies want
March 2018 RTC-61 Central SoMa Plan
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TABLE RTC-2

COMPARISON OF GOALS, 2013 AND 2016 PLAN DRAFTS

2013 Plan

2016 Plan

growth and economic activity than any other city neighborhood
in the last ten years. From a location, transit, and market demand
perspective, it is a logical growth center. Allowing a wide and
flexible range of uses, increasing allowed densities, and
strategically raising height limits are the Plan’s key strategies to
enable increased development potential.

However, any increases in development capacity need to be
balanced with other Plan goals - respecting the rich context,
character and community of SoMa, providing benefits for its
existing residents and workers as well as the services needed for
new ones, and growing sustainably. [p. 6]

Goal 2: Shape the area’s urban form recognizing both city and
neighborhood contexts.

As noted above, the Central Corridor area plays a significant role
as a job hive, cultural center, and transit nexus in our city, but it
also is a unique place with a rich history and a fabric of diverse
buildings and mix of activities that give it its local and
international dynamism. Famous for its brawny warehouses,
eclectic mix of commercial buildings from throughout the 20th
Century and fine-grained alleys, growth should reflect this
character while accommodating the broader growing needs of
tomorrow and the next generation.

Urban design provides a tool to address overall neighborhood
livability and character, particularly regarding the scale of the
streetwall, lot fabric, sunlight to open space, and historic
resources. This Plan sets forth a proposal for a mostly mid-rise
district, based on an overall base height set by the width of the
area’s streets. The Plan uses a number of urban design strategies,
from lowering heights to preventing lot mergers, to protect assets
like existing open spaces, residential enclaves, small-scale
neighborhood commerecial clusters and historic districts. [p. 6]

Goal 3: Maintain the area’s vibrant economic and physical
diversity.

SoMa is one of the most vibrant areas of the city. The Central
Corridor Plan Area incorporates an incredibly diverse cross-
section of San Francisco’s population, uses and buildings. Within
the Plan Area there are multiple mini-neighborhoods where one
use might be more predominant than others, numerous
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to locate near. There is also a diversity of other uses, including
thousands of residential units, local- and regional-serving retail,
cultural and entertainment facilities, hotels, and production/
distribution/repair businesses. Simultaneously, there is
substantial opportunity to increase density in Central SoMa.
There are numerous undeveloped or underdeveloped sites, such
as surface parking lots and single-story commercial buildings.
[p.- 13]

Goal 3: Facilitate an Economically Diversified and Lively Jobs
Center

Moving forward, Central SoMa is also well positioned to be a
center for job growth. As discussed in Goal #1, it is well located,
being served by some of the region’s best transit and having a lot
of developable land. Much of that demand will be for office-
oriented jobs, particularly in the “knowledge-sector” industries
that drive our economy. However, in allowing for that growth it
is important that the neighborhood maintains and grows its other
sectors to sustain its unique diversity of economic activities and
the liveliness that SoMa is known for. [p. 35]

Goal 8: Ensure that New Buildings Enhance the Character of the
Neighborhood and the City

While many existing residential, historic, public, and large
commercial buildings in Central SoMa are likely to remain in the
foreseeable future, there is also a substantial amount of land on
which new development is likely to occur.

New buildings and landscapes will change the neighborhood in
many ways. The design of ground floors can control how
interesting and safe a street will be for people walking. The size
and massing of buildings as perceived from the street can be
inviting if scaled appropriately, alienating if too small or too far
removed, or intimidating if too large, looming or impervious. The
collection of the buildings as viewed from the distance can either
enhance or detract from the overall skyline and sense of the city’s
landscape. The architecture of a building can either engage
people with intimate details and support a feeling of a cohesive
and dynamic neighborhood or only coolly express its own
internal interests without enriching its context.

Within the existing neighborhood, there are already numerous
good and bad examples for each of these issues. The goal of the
Central SoMa Plan is to ensure that each new building enhances
the character of the neighborhood and the city as a whole by
having engaging ground floor, appropriate scale, great
architecture and a beneficial contribution to the skyline. [p. 95]

Note: Objective 8.3 reads, “Reinforce the character of Central SoMa as a
mid-rise district with tangible ‘urban rooms.””

Goal 2: Maintain the Diversity of Residents

SoMa has an incredibly diverse population, in terms of race,
income, and unit size. This diversity is a critical part of its
neighborhood character. Respecting this neighborhood character
requires that the variety provided by the existing residents
should be maintained, and that future development would
replicate this pattern to the highest degree possible. [p. 27]
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TABLE RTC-2

COMPARISON OF GOALS, 2013 AND 2016 PLAN DRAFTS

2013 Plan

2016 Plan

communities with longstanding heritage in the area, and a wide
range of residents, from singles to families, at a range of incomes.

A key goal of this Plan is to maintain this vibrancy through land
use strategies that support and build upon existing diversity, by
protecting existing residential areas from major change or
displacement, by fostering the continued mix of uses — offices,
housing, retail, hotels, industrial, and entertainment -- sitting side
by side, by preserving important historic buildings, and guiding
the sensitive design of new ones. [p. 7]

Goal 4: Support growth with improved streets, additional open
space, and other elements of “complete communities.”

The healthiest kind of neighborhood is one where people can live,
work, move, and thrive. As a neighborhood that has been in
transition for a number of years, SoMa still lacks many of the kinds
of services and amenities that would make it a truly “complete”
community for its residents and workers. For example, the Central
Corridor area is currently served by a diverse set of public open
spaces and facilities, particularly surrounding Yerba Buena
Gardens. But the uneven distribution of these community assets
leaves portions of the area underserved, and the Plan proposes a
number of strategies to provide new public open space. Its large
blocks, poor pedestrian conditions, few biking facilities and fast
moving traffic are proposed to be transformed into complete
streets that support walking, biking, and transit, and function as a
welcoming component of public realm.

In addition to public realm and circulation improvements that
address the area’s needs for physical infrastructure, the Plan also
includes consideration of programs that can enhance access to
community services, affordable housing and work opportunities.
Impact fees will fund not just open space and street improvements,
but also child care and library facilities. Increased housing
requirements will expand the amount of affordable housing in the
area, and citywide economic development tools will help broaden
access to the area’s jobs. [p. 8]
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Goal 3: Facilitate an Economically Diversified and Lively Jobs
Center

SoMa has been a commercial center for San Francisco for well
over a century. Historically an industrial district, such businesses
now sit cheek by jowl with offices, retail, hotels, and
entertainment venues. This combination creates an environment
that is both incredibly lively and unique in San Francisco. [p. 35]

Goal 5: Offer an Abundance of Parks and Recreational
Opportunities

Central SoMa currently suffers from a shortage of public parks and
recreational opportunities relative to number of residents, workers
and visitors to the area. This is largely due to its industrial history.
Within the Plan Area there is only one outdoor recreational space:
South Park. There are also smaller indoor and outdoor passive
spaces as well as private indoor gyms. There are also three large
public facilities just outside the Plan Area that serve the people of
Central SoMa: Yerba Buena Gardens, Gene Friend Recreation
Center, and Victoria Manalo Draves Park. Given the superior
public transit in Central SoMa, area residents have access to a
broad range of other recreational opportunities in the city.
However, given the length of blocks and limited number of
facilities, substantial portions of the Plan Area lack easy access to
playgrounds, public sports courts, and quiet spaces for more
contemplative activities.

By increasing the population in Central SoMa, the need for parks
and recreational opportunities will only increase. Fortunately, the
Central SoMa Plan presents an excellent opportunity to build new
parks and recreational facilities, provide the funding to maintain
them, and the activity to keep them well used. Seizing these
opportunities will require dedicated and strategic focus. [p. 59]

Goal 4: Provide Safe and Convenient Transportation that
Prioritizes Walking, Bicycling, and Transit

Central SoMa is served by a widely spaced grid of major streets
that form large blocks, often subdivided by narrow streets and
alleys in patterns that vary from block to block. While the narrow
streets and alleys typically serve only very local needs, the
continuous grid of major streets connects city neighborhoods and
links the city to the region via I-80, I-280 and U.S. 101. The major
streets in SoMa have multiple lanes, widely spaced traffic signals,
and are often one-way — all strategies to move automobiles and
trucks through the district at rapid speeds.

While the existing street pattern still works for traffic circulation in
off-peak hours, as traffic congestion has worsened over the
decades, these streets are now often snarled with automobiles,
trucks, transit, and taxis/ridesharing services. The resulting traffic
is a substantial source of air and noise pollution and
disproportionate rates of traffic injury, degrading the quality of life
for residents, workers and visitors to the area.

Whether at congested times or not, the present design of the major
streets does not serve pedestrians well and will certainly not
accommodate the pedestrian needs of the new residents, workers
and visitors contemplated by this Plan. Design that primarily
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TABLE RTC-2

COMPARISON OF GOALS, 2013 AND 2016 PLAN DRAFTS

2013 Plan

2016 Plan

Goal 5: Create a model of sustainable growth.

At the same time that new growth adds demand to our water,
energy and waste systems, state and local environmental goals
mandate that we reduce greenhouse gas emissions, energy use and
stormwater output. Eco-Districts provide a way of looking at
water and energy conservation and waste reduction on a
neighborhood or district level, by bringing neighbors, community
institutions, and businesses together with the public sector to
develop innovative projects to reduce the ecological footprint of
the neighborhood.

A pilot Eco-District in the Central Corridor can illustrate how a
significant rezoning effort can be linked to sustainable growth.
Several of the components planned for the Central Corridor can
support Eco-District development — new infrastructure in the area
can be designed to assist in achieving energy, water or ecosystem
goals; new buildings can be designed to the highest level of
environmental sustainability; and eco-friendly behavior can be
supported by the Plan Area’s new uses, improved streets, and new
communities. [p. 8]

Chapter 6 — Historic Resources & Social Heritage

SoMa has developed an eclectic mix of commerce, industry, and
increasingly, entertainment and residential living spaces. Within
this diverse mix of land uses, SoMa and the Central Corridor Area
is distinguished by the existence of individually significant
properties. Within the Central Corridor Area Plan there are a
number of City Landmarks, generally in the northern edge of the
Plan Area, including St. Patrick’s Church (Landmark No. 4), the
Jessie Street Substation (Landmark No. 87), and the Old U.S. Mint
(Landmark No. 236), and one locally-designated historic district,
the South End Historic District. Various other significant
properties and districts relating to the Filipino and gay “leather”
communities have been identified through informational surveys

accommodates the needs of motor vehicles relegates the needs of
people walking to a secondary status. The result is unsafe and
unpleasant conditions for pedestrians: many sidewalks do not
meet minimum city standards; signalized or even marked
crosswalks are few and far between; many crosswalks at major
intersections are closed to pedestrians; and long crossing distances
increase exposure to traffic. The combination of high traffic speeds
and volumes and poor pedestrian infrastructure is reflected in the
high rate of pedestrian injuries seen throughout the Plan Area.

The existing conditions are also quite poor for people riding
bicycles, and discourage others from cycling in this neighborhood.
On most streets, bicycles are expected to share lanes with much
heavier and faster moving motor vehicles. Where bicycle lanes
exist, they place cyclists between moving traffic and parked cars
and do not protect cyclists from right-turning vehicles at
intersections. Insufficient facilities for people riding bicycles are
reflected in the high rate of injuries to bicyclists seen throughout
the Plan Area. [p. 43]

Goal 6: Create an Environmentally Sustainable and Resilient
Neighborhood

Central SoMa is poised to become a truly sustainable (healthy,
green, efficient), resilient, and regenerative neighborhood—an
“Eco-District” where urban development gives more to the
environment than it takes. In such a community, buildings use 100
percent greenhouse gas-free energy (much of it generated within
the neighborhood); carbon emissions and fossil fuels are
completely eliminated; non-potable water is captured, treated, and
re-used within the district to conserve potable water and eliminate
waste; nature is a daily experience, with greening and biodiversity
thriving on streets, buildings, and parks; and zero solid waste is
sent to the landfill.

To achieve this bold vision, the Central SoMa “Eco-District” is
committed to advancing livability and environmental performance
through innovative and neighborhood-scale systems, projects, and
programs. Creative partnerships between residents, organizations,
businesses, and government entities help ensure sustainability
targets are achieved and progress is tracked over time. The results
will be palpable to the daily experiences of people living, working,
and visiting the neighborhood, and will place Central SoMa at the
forefront of action on global climate change. [p. 69]

Goal 7: Preserve and Celebrate the Neighborhood’s Cultural
Heritage

SoMa has ... developed an eclectic mix of commerce, industry, and
increasingly, entertainment and residential living spaces. Within
this diverse mix of land uses, there are historically and culturally
significant properties and districts. SoMa is an important center for
two culturally important communities: Filipinos and the lesbian,
gay, bisexual, transgender, and queer (LGBTQ) community. SoMa
is home to the largest concentration of Filipinos in San Francisco,
and is the cultural center of the regional Filipino community. The
Filipino community has deep roots in the neighborhood,
beginning in the 1920s and becoming a predominant presence in
the 1960s. The LGBTQ community also has a long-standing
presence in SoMa. By 1956, the two most prominent national
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TABLE RTC-2

COMPARISON OF GOALS, 2013 AND 2016 PLAN DRAFTS

2013 Plan

2016 Plan

and inventories within the boundaries of the Central Corridor Plan
Area.

The Plan Area’s built fabric, and the social role of those buildings,
play a key role in its unique character. The historic preservation
objectives and policies of the Central Corridor Plan provide for
identification, retention, reuse, and sustainability of these unique
properties. As the area changes and develops, historic features and
key properties that define it should not be lost or their significance
diminished through demolition or inappropriate alterations. New
construction in designated historic districts should respect and
relate to their contexts. The Plan supports sound treatment of
historic resources according to the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, encourages
rehabilitation of resources for new compatible uses, and it allows
for incentives for qualifying historic projects. [p. 82]

organizations dedicated to improving the social status of gays and
lesbians were both headquartered within the Central SoMa.
Beginning after World War II and to present day, various LGBTQ-
oriented business establishments have located to SoMa’s industrial
areas.

The Plan Area’s cultural heritage is a valuable historical, social, and
economic resource that requires thoughtful management to
safeguard the city’s unique identity and to ensure a high quality-
of-life for its current and future inhabitants. Retaining the city’s
architectural heritage builds an inimitable sense of place and a
tangible connection to its past. Sustaining the traditions,
businesses, arts, and practices that compose San Francisco’s social
and economic fabric preserves experiences that can be shared
across generations. And, protecting the city’s archeological sites
and artifacts provides increasing insight into the story of its past

inhabitants. Conservation of our cultural heritage encourages a
deeper awareness of our shared and multi-faceted history while
facilitating sustainable economic development. As the area
changes and develops, key elements of the historic built
environment should not be lost or diminished through demolition
or inappropriate alterations. The City supports preservation and
sustainable rehabilitation of historic resources according to the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties and encourages the introduction of new compatible
uses, and allows for preservation incentives for qualifying projects.
Moreover, new construction in identified historic districts should
respect and relate to its architectural context. The City also
supports stabilization, promotion, and increased visibility of the
area’s living heritage, which includes businesses, organizations,
traditions, and practices associated with the Filipino and LGBTQ
communities. [p. 84]

As shown above, the 2016 Plan merely repackages and rewords the primary goals of the 2013 Plan. The overall
intent of the Plan goals, as they may relate to physical environmental effects, remains the same. The change in
the wording of Plan goals between publication of the Initial Study and publication of the Draft EIR does not
result in any inadequacy in either document, does not set forth substantial new information, and does not
require recirculation of either the Initial Study or the Draft EIR.

Difference in the Geographic Area of the Plan Between the Draft EIR and Initial Study

As noted in the comments, the 2013 draft Central Corridor Plan analyzed in the Initial Study encompassed the
28-block area from Market Street south to Townsend Street, between Second and Sixth streets. As currently
proposed and as set forth in the Draft EIR, the 2016 draft Central SoMa Plan includes all or parts of 17 city blocks
bounded by Second Street on the east, Sixth Street on the west, Townsend Street on the south, and an irregular
border that generally jogs along Folsom, Howard, and Stevenson streets to the north. The change in
geographical extent between the 2013 Plan and the 2016 Plan equals the removal of about 35 percent of the 2013
Plan at its northernmost portion.

The areas within the 2016 Plan are all part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area (including East SoMa and
Western SoMa). By contrast, the areas removed from the 2016 Plan are outside of the Eastern Neighborhoods
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Plan Area, the vast majority of which are in the Downtown Plan Area and zoned one of four C-3 (Downtown
Commercial) Use Districts. The exceptions include five parcels near the northwest corner of Fifth and Howard
streets;!? a single large parcel zoned RC-4 (Residential-Commercial, High-Density) in the block bounded by
Howard, Fourth, Folsom, and Fifth streets; and two sites zoned for P (Public) use —the Old Mint at Fifth and
Mission streets and the Fifth and Mission Parking Garage.

Under the 2013 Plan, none of the parcels outside of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area were proposed for
rezoning to a different use district, with the exception of the RC-4 parcel, occupied by three affordable housing
buildings owned and operated by TODCO and the Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation, which
was proposed for rezoning to C-3-S (Downtown Commercial Support) for consistency with the surrounding
area. However, this zoning revision was not anticipated to result in any physical change or change in use, given
that TODCQO's mission is the provision of affordable housing and enhancing socioeconomic conditions for the
poor, disadvantaged, and working-class people in SoMa. Moreover, should this site be sold in the future, the
regulatory constraints to removal or demolition of affordable residential units in San Francisco would limit
potential changes. Moreover, no changes in height limits were proposed under the 2013 Plan on any of the
parcels now no longer within the 2016 Plan Area, save for a decrease in height limit that had been proposed on
the blocks occupied by the Moscone Convention Center. Accordingly, while the Initial Study analyzed physical
effects of development subsequent to the Plan in the approximately 30-acre area that is no longer included in
the 2016 Plan, the 2013 Plan would not have substantially increased the foreseeable amount of development in
this area because the 2013 Plan did not propose changes to use districts or height limits that would have the
potential to increase the projected amount of development and this development could occur pursuant to
existing zoning, whether or not the Plan is adopted. It is for these reasons that the Plan Area boundaries were
modified in the 2016 Plan. The adoption of the 2013 Plan would not have facilitated any additional development
that could not already occur on the parcels removed from the Plan Area (see Figure RTC-4, Revision to Plan
Area Boundaries, p. RTC-67).

In light of the foregoing, the geographical change in the Plan Area between publication of the Initial Study and
publication of the Draft EIR does not result in any inadequacy in either document, does not set forth substantial
new information, and does not require recirculation of either the Initial Study or the Draft EIR.

Difference Between the Draft EIR and the Initial Study Growth Projections

As discussed in Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, under Approach to
Analysis on p.IV-5, and elsewhere in the Draft EIR, the Plan is a regulatory program, not a physical
development project or set of development projects (other than changes to streets and potential open space
improvements). The Plan, if adopted, would allow for accommodation of additional jobs and housing in the
Plan Area, but would not result in direct physical changes. To analyze the potential indirect physical effects of
a regulatory program, it is necessary to develop a set of reasonable assumptions concerning the future physical
development that could be constructed under the proposed Plan. This is then compared with future
development that could be constructed under the existing zoning and land use policies in the Plan Area. These
assumptions are set forth in Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, under

12 These parcels, within a RSD (Residential/Service Mixed) Use District at the time the Initial Study was published, have since been
rezoned to C-3-S (Downtown Commercial Support) as part of approval of the 5M Project (Case No. 2011.0409).
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Analysis Assumptions and Growth Assumptions beginning on Draft EIR p.IV-4. These assumptions are not
part of the description of the proposed Plan; rather, they are the basis of the analysis of several Draft EIR topical
sections, particularly those that require quantification of impacts related to the intensity of development, such
as Transportation and Circulation, Noise and Vibration, and Air Quality, as well as the analysis in the
Hydrology section of combined sewer discharges as a result of increases in Plan Area wastewater generation.
Each of these issues was analyzed in the Draft EIR. Other topics that incorporate quantification related to the
intensity of development that were analyzed in the Initial Study include Recreation, Utilities and Service
Systems, and Public Services.

As described on Draft EIR p. IV-5, the Draft EIR growth forecasts are based on the Planning Department’s
citywide allocation of Association of Bay Area Governments’ (ABAG) growth projections. The ABAG
projections are developed as part of the regional planning process undertaken by ABAG and the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC) in preparation of Plan Bay Area, which is the Bay Area’s Sustainable
Communities Strategy (prepared consistent with Senate Bill 375 [2008]), as well as the regional transportation
plan. The Planning Department allocates the regional growth forecasts to 981 Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs)®
in San Francisco, accounting for already anticipated growth and allocating residual ABAG-forecast growth
based on factors including development capacity and existing development patterns, as well as proposed
changes such as the Plan. These growth forecasts are provided by the Planning Department to the San Francisco
County Transportation Authority for use in the San Francisco Chained Activity Modeling Process (SF-CHAMP)
travel demand model, the output from which serves as the basis for the Plan transportation analysis.!4

As shown in Table RTC-3, Comparison of Growth Projections, Draft EIR and Initial Study, the growth
forecasts used in the Draft EIR are larger than those presented in the Initial Study. The reason for this is two-
fold. First, as explained in footnote 3 on Draft EIR p. IV-5, subsequent to publication of the Initial Study, Plan
development assumptions were modified to add development capacity to a portion of Assessor’s Block 3778
(bounded by Bryant, Fifth, Brannan, and Sixth Streets, the location of the San Francisco Flower Mart) and to
allow for additional housing on Block 3732, at Fifth and Howard Streets. The change on Block 3778 is anticipated
to allow for approximately 4,500 mostly office jobs (about 960,000 sq. ft. of built space) beyond the amount of
development previously assumed, while the change on Block 3732 is anticipated to accommodate up to
approximately 430 units of affordable housing, or about 400 more units (about 480,000 sq. ft.) than previously
assumed. In addition, development forecasts were adjusted to move the approved 5M Project and the under-
construction Moscone Center Expansion from Plan-induced growth to cumulative and cumulative-with-Plan
growth, which resulted in a change in the No Project growth forecasts. (The 5M and Moscone Center Expansion
projects were moved to the cumulative analysis because they had undergone their own project-specific
environmental review and are not dependent upon the Central SoMa Plan’s proposed zoning.) These changes
were made by the EIR transportation consultants by manually adjusting the SE-CHAMP output to account for
the changes.

The second factor in the Draft EIR forecasts being larger than those in the Initial Study is because of a difference
in the methodology by which the forecasts were prepared. As stated above, the Draft EIR’s growth forecasts
were derived from the Planning Department’s citywide growth forecasts that, in turn, are based on the ABAG

13 TAZs are the smallest geographic units of measurement associated with existing job and household counts.
14 The SE-CHAMP model is discussed in detail in Section D.7, Transportation and Circulation, of this Responses to Comments
document, notably in Responses TR-2 and TR-3.
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regional housing and employment growth projections. The Department allocates the regional growth forecasts
within San Francisco. In contrast, the growth forecasts reported in the Initial Study relied upon a related but
slightly different forecasting process by the Department that was specific to what was then the Central Corridor
Plan Area. That approach considered development capacity given the existing and proposed zoning, identified
specific sites with realistic potential as development sites, and accommodated known entitled and reasonably
foreseeable projects. The difference in the two forecasting approaches (prior to the addition of added growth on
Blocks 3778 and 3732) amounted to approximately 6 percent more residential growth (of the total of 9 percent
shown in Table RTC-3) and about 5 percent more job growth (of the 13 percent shown in Table RTC-3).

TABLE RTC-3 COMPARISON OF GROWTH PROJECTIONS, DRAFT EIR AND INITIAL STUDY

Central SoMa

Baselne 2010) e

EIR Studys
Housing Units (Total) 7,800 22,300 | 21,000 6%
Change from Baseline — 14,500 13,200 10%
Households (Total)e 6,800 21,200 | 20,000 6%
Change from Baseline — 14,400 13,200 9%
Population (Total) 12,000 37,500 | 35,400 6%
Change from Baseline — 25,500 23,400 9%
Employment (Jobs) (Total) 45,600 109,200 | 101,900 7%
Change from Baseline — 63,600 56,400 13%

SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department, 2016; Fehr & Peers, 2015.

NOTES:

Numbers rounded to nearest 100; some columns and rows do not add due to rounding.

a. Initial Study projections are for what was at that time identified as the High-Rise Option (Option B), the more intensive of two options.
b. Percentage difference is the amount by which Draft EIR growth forecasts exceed those in the Initial Study.

c.  Assumes 87 percent occupancy rate for 2010 Baseline based on 2010 Census; assumes a 95 percent future occupancy rate.

d.  Assumes 1.77 persons per household.

The added growth on Blocks 3778 and 3732 and the different forecasting approaches used explain why the
growth projections are slightly different, although as can be seen in Table RTC-2, the overall totals differ by no
more than 7 percent and the increment from existing (baseline) conditions varies by 6 to 13 percent.

The growth projections in both the Draft EIR and the Initial Study attribute growth within the entirety of the
original Plan Area as described in the 2013 Plan and in the Plan’s Initial Study. That is, both growth forecasts
assume that development in the area that was removed from the 2013 Plan Area would be attributable to the
Plan. As stated on Draft EIR p. IV-6 in the notes of Table IV-1, Summary of Growth Projections, the reason why
the growth forecasts for the Draft EIR were not modified based on the revised Plan boundaries was because 95
to 97 percent of the projected growth in residential and employment uses attributable to the 2013 Plan would
occur within the 2016 Plan Area boundaries. Furthermore, as stated above, in fact, this development would
occur regardless of whether the 2016 Plan (or the 2013) is adopted because growth projected for this area could
occur under existing conditions and neither version the Plan would increase the potential foreseeable

March 2018 RTC-69 Central SoMa Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E Responses to Comments



D. Comments and Responses

development in this area. Therefore, both sets of growth forecasts are conservative with respect to the potential
development that could occur under the Plan.

Concerning other growth forecasts cited in the comments, those from the Central SoMa Plan describe only
anticipated growth from the Plan within the revised Plan Area (without the removed parcels at the northern
portion of the 2013 Plan Area). As explained above, the Draft EIR conservatively includes the removed parcels
in its analysis. The Draft EIR also conservatively assumes more workers per square foot than assumed in the
financial analysis prepared for the Plan; thus, the EIR errs toward overestimating rather than underestimating
environmental impacts related to employment growth. It is noted that the Draft EIR does not consider the

financial analysis as part of its environmental analysis.

Because the Planning Department’s citywide growth allocation, derived from ABAG and MTC regional
projections and used in the Draft EIR transportation analysis was greater for the Plan Area than the
Department’s Plan-specific growth forecasts, and because—as described in detail below —the Initial Study’s
analyses were largely qualitative, it was determined that the Draft EIR should rely on the higher growth
forecasts to achieve internal consistency between the transportation analysis and other portions of the Draft EIR.
The growth estimates used in the Draft EIR mean that the Draft EIR analyzed about 15 percent more housing
units than the Planning Department currently estimates would actually be developed under the proposed Plan.
By using higher growth estimates (compared to the Initial Study, the 2016 Plan, or the financial analysis), the
Draft EIR provides a conservative analysis based on a reasonable “worst-case” scenario so as to not
underestimate potential physical environmental impacts of the Plan.

The commenters’ focus on these small differences in growth projections appears to be based on an expectation
that the projections used for the Draft EIR must achieve a level of precision that is neither feasible nor required
under CEQA. As discussed above, population and employment growth projections involve numerous
assumptions about future economic and social conditions, which results in a fairly wide margin of error. It is
because of this unavoidable margin of error that projections developed for different purposes (e.g., financial
analysis vs. environmental review) incorporate different assumptions to provide reasonably conservative
analyses as appropriate for their intended purposes. For example, in response to the inherent uncertainty about
future economic conditions, it is good practice to err on the side of underestimating employment growth for
financial analysis to reduce the chance that future payroll tax revenues are not significantly lower than
anticipated. It is also good practice to err on the side of overestimating employment growth for environmental
review to reduce the chance that impacts on transit demand are not adequately mitigated. Thus, the
commenters’ observation that the employment growth projections used for the Draft EIR are higher than the
projections used for the financial analysis does not reveal a flaw requiring recirculation of the EIR as claimed.
On the contrary, this difference demonstrates that the Draft EIR provides a reasonable worst-case analysis that

accounts for the uncertainty inherent in projecting future growth as appropriate under CEQA.

CEQA does not require the growth projections used to support the analysis of potential physical environmental
impacts in the Draft EIR to achieve the level of precision demanded by the commenters. As stated in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15151, “An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of
environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be
exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible.” In light of
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the uncertainties inherent in predicting future economic and social conditions, the growth projections used in
the Draft EIR meet the required standard of what is reasonably feasible.

Analysis of Changes to the Plan for Topics Covered in the Initial Study

As can be seen in Table RTC-3, the growth forecasts relied upon in the Draft EIR are greater in magnitude than
those discussed in the Initial Study. (As noted above, the forecasts also include growth in the parcels removed
from the original Plan Area.) The Draft EIR presented the bulk of the quantitative analysis of growth anticipated
to be induced by Plan approval, including the topics of Transportation and Circulation, Noise and Vibration,
Air Quality, and Hydrology (cumulative analysis of potential effects on discharges from the city’s combined
sewer system, which is based on a quantitative analysis of Plan Area wastewater generation). The Draft EIR also
includes analyses of several topics for which the analysis is not based on quantification of population and
employment growth, but rather is a function of changes in policy language and zoning controls (Land Use and
Land Use Planning) or is a function of the location, footprint, and/or height and massing of anticipated
development (Aesthetics, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Wind, Shadow, Hydrology [risk of
flooding]). Regarding the comment seeking clarification regarding the differences in impacts from those
analyzed in the Initial Study with respect to traffic, air quality, and pedestrian safety, these issues were analyzed
in the Draft EIR, not in the Initial Study, so there is no potential for differences in impacts from those presented
in the Initial Study.

For the most part, the issues analyzed in the Initial Study were evaluated qualitatively and do not rely on
quantification of population and employment growth; instead, they are a function of changes in policy language
and zoning controls (Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy) or are a function of the location, footprint, and/or
height and massing of anticipated development (Biological Resources, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water
Quality (except for combined sewer discharges noted above), Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Mineral
Resources, and Agriculture and Forest Resources). For each of these issues, the analysis in the Initial Study is
not affected by the population and employment forecasts; rather, it is derived from the location of development.
Therefore, the Initial Study’s analysis of the above topics remains valid and, because it assumes development
on the parcels removed from the original Plan Area, is also conservative.

There are four topic areas evaluated in the Initial Study that include population and employment forecasts as
part of their assessments: Population and Housing, Recreation, Utilities and Service Systems, and Public
Services. The following analysis evaluates the potential environmental effects to these resource topics using the
Draft EIR’s growth projections.

Population and Housing

The Initial Study finds that the Plan would result in less-than-significant impacts on population and housing.
The Plan would not stimulate new population or job growth within San Francisco that is not already projected
to occur by regional growth forecasts and regional air quality planning efforts. As stated on Draft EIR p. I-9, the
Plan Area is located with the Eastern Neighborhoods and Downtown-Van Ness-Geary Priority Development
Areas that are specified in Plan Bay Area, the Bay Area’s Sustainable Communities Strategy. Thus, the Plan seeks
to accommodate already-forecast growth in a part of the city that is easily accessible by transit, thereby
contributing to a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions, compared to the same amount of development in a
less-transit-accessible location. As stated in Draft EIR Table IV.D-4, Summary of Mode of Travel for Central
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SoMa—Weekday PM Peak Period —Existing and 2040 Cumulative Conditions, p. IV.D-35, 30 percent of p.m.
peak-hour travel in Central SoMa is currently by transit, and this percentage would increase to 32 percent by
2040 with Plan implementation. This compares to a 12 percent transit mode share for travel to work for the Bay
Area as a whole.15 This conclusion that the Plan would not stimulate new unplanned growth remains valid
and, in fact, becomes incrementally stronger, based on the greater growth forecasts presented in the Draft EIR.
The Initial Study finds that the Plan would not generate housing demand beyond forecasts of projected housing,
because San Francisco has already planned for a large increase in housing units, both within and outside the
Plan Area. As stated on Initial Study p. 85, Plan-generated housing demand represents roughly 19 percent of
the approximate 106,000-unit increase in housing units projected for the city through 2040. This conclusion, too,
remains valid with the greater growth forecasts presented in the Draft EIR, given that, compared to the
projections in the Initial Study, projected housing unit growth has increased by nearly the same percentage as
projected job growth (10 percent versus 13 percent), meaning that the relative increase in jobs and housing units
in the Plan Area would be essentially the same as assumed in the Initial Study analysis. Moreover, the 2016
Plan’s forecast growth of 14,500 housing units and 63,600 jobs would remain within the population and
employment forecasts contained in Plan Bay Area, the region’s Sustainable Communities Strategy. Finally, the
Initial Study finds that the Plan would not displace a large number of housing units or require construction of
replacement housing. This conclusion also remains valid when considering the greater growth forecasts
presented in the Draft EIR because the Plan does not anticipate removal of substantial numbers of existing
housing units, which is strictly regulated and highly discouraged under Planning Code Section 317, as discussed
in Response OC-1, p. RTC-248. To the extent that any existing housing units are anticipated to be removed, the
Plan anticipates that they would be replaced with a larger number of new dwelling units.

Recreation

As described both in the Initial Study and the Draft EIR, the Plan proposes a number of new park and open
space facilities. The projected increase of 7,300 jobs from growth reported in the Initial Study would be a daytime
population that could use the recreation and open spaces during break or lunch times. However, the Plan
requires office uses to provide open space such that any increase in daytime population demand is likely to be
offset by an increased number of privately owned public open spaces. Regarding the residential population, the
increase of 2,100 residents from growth reported in the Initial Study would represent 6 percent more growth.
However, the Initial Study analysis of recreation and open space was not a quantified analysis because San
Francisco has no applicable ratio of parks and open space per number of people. Rather, the General Plan
Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE) calls for a focus on acquisition of open space in underserved areas
of the city (Policy 2.1), provision of a balanced recreational system (Policy 2.2), and recreational programs
responsive to community needs and changing demographics (Policy 2.3), along with other priorities less
applicable to the Plan Area, such as shoreline and civic-serving open spaces. The ROSE also recommends
expanded provision of privately owned public open spaces (POPOS), particularly in denser neighborhoods such
as the Plan Area. The Initial Study considered that the Plan proposes new publicly available open spaces as well
as a comprehensive pedestrian-friendly network to increase access to existing, new, and improved spaces. In
particular, the Plan would result in a new park on the block bounded by Bryant, Fourth, Brannan, and Fifth
streets, a linear park on Bluxome Street, and numerous other open space improvements, along with, potentially,

15 Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Plan Bay Area 2020 Draft EIR, April 2017; Table 2.1-7, p. 2.1-11. Available at
http://2040.planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/2017-07/PBA %202040%20DEIR_0_1.pdf, accessed November 15, 2017.
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the creation of a large new park within or near Central SoMa. It is also noted that the Plan Area, like the entirety
of San Francisco, has easy access to recreational facilities: San Francisco is the only city in the United States
where all residents have access to a park within a 10-minute walk.’® Therefore, and in recognition of the Plan’s
proposals for increased open space, the Initial Study’s conclusion that the Plan would not increase the use of
existing neighborhood and recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of such facilities
would occur or be accelerated remains valid, even considering the greater growth forecasts presented in the
Draft EIR.

Utilities and Service Systems

With respect to demand for Utilities and Service Systems, the Initial Study finds that the Plan would result in
less-than-significant effects related to potable water demand. This conclusion remains valid considering the
greater growth forecasts presented in the Draft EIR because the Initial Study estimated water demand of
2.8 million gallons per day using an older, more conservative (i.e., higher) calculation approach. In contrast the
Draft EIR relied upon the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s (SFPUC’s) water use calculator, the
accepted standard methodology as of December 2016. Based on the SFPUC calculator, the Draft EIR estimates
water demand of 1.7 million gallons per day using the higher growth forecasts presented in the Draft EIR
(p. IV.I-32). The Initial Study also found a less-than-significant effect with respect to solid waste generation. This
conclusion remains valid in light of the greater growth forecasts presented in the Draft EIR because the
generation figure of 20,000 tons per day (tpd) provided in the Initial Study (p. 116) was rounded up from a
conservative calculation of 19,100 tpd."” The relatively small increase in growth projections would result in an
increase of about 700 tpd, which would still be less than the 20,000 tpd analyzed in the Initial Study. (The Draft
EIR analyzed wastewater and stormwater generation in the context of the potential for combined sewer
discharges and are based on the Draft EIR growth projections.) It is noted that adequate provision of services is
not the relevant standard for a physical impact under CEQA. The Initial Study evaluated utilities and service
systems and determined that the Plan would not result in the need for new or expanded facilities, the
construction of which could result in significant physical impacts on the environment, which is the question to
be answered under CEQA.

Public Services

The greater growth forecasts presented in the Draft EIR could incrementally increase demand for police,
fire/emergency medical services (EMS), parks, and school capacity, compared to that discussed in the Initial
Study. Since publication of the Initial Study, new police and fire/EMS facilities have opened in Mission Bay,
about 0.5 mile south of the Plan Area. The new Southern Police Station at Mission Bay serves the Plan Area,
while the new Fire Station 4 responds to certain calls within the Plan Area. As explained in more detail in
Response PS-2 in Section D.16, Initial Study Topics, the question to be answered under CEQA with respect to
public services is whether a project would necessitate the construction of new facilities that could cause
significant environmental impacts. The Initial Study determined that such a condition would not arise.

16 Office of the Mayor, “San Francisco Becomes First City in Nation Where All Residents Live Within a 10-Minute Walk to a Park,”
May 16, 2017, http://sfmayor.org/article/san-francisco-becomes-first-city-nation-where-all-residents-live-within-10-minute-walk-park,
accessed August 13, 2017.

17 Solid waste generation estimated by ESA on the basis of consolidated generation factors from CalRecycle, the City of San Diego,
and the CalEEMod air quality and greenhouse gas model. Generation factors conservatively assume diversion from landfill of
approximately 50 percent of discarded materials.
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However, should the Fire or Police departments (or another City agency) determine at some point that new
facilities are needed, any potential effects from construction of such facilities would be similar to those already
analyzed in the Draft EIR and the Initial Study in connection with growth anticipated under the Plan. Such
impacts could include, for instance, construction noise, effects on historical and archeological resources, air
quality impacts such as emissions of dust and other pollutants, and temporary street closures or other traffic
obstructions. That is, construction of a new fire station, police station, or other comparable government facility
would not result in new significant impacts not already analyzed; thus, the effects would already have been
addressed in the Draft EIR and the Initial Study. Accordingly, the slightly greater growth forecasts presented in
the Draft EIR, compared to those in the Initial Study, would not change the conclusion of the Initial Study, that
the Plan “would not increase the demand for police service or fire protection service such that new or physically
altered facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, would be required

in order to maintain acceptable levels of service” [emphasis added].

Concerning school facilities, based on recent growth in public school enrollment and forecasts for continued
growth, the San Francisco Unified School District is moving forward with plans for a new school in the Mission
Bay South Redevelopment Area. (Development of this school was assumed in the Mission Bay Supplemental
EIR of 1998.) Funding for this school could come, in part, from Proposition A school bonds passed by San
Francisco voters in November 2016. As with utilities and service systems, the relevant inquiry with respect to
public services is whether adverse physical impacts would result from construction of new facilities. To the
extent construction of this or any other new school that the San Francisco Unified School District determines is
needed to accommodate growing enrollment, the environmental effects of such facilities would be similar to
that of subsequent development projects, which are disclosed in the Initial Study and Draft EIR. Regarding
financial (socio-economic, as opposed to physical) effects, as with all development projects in San Francisco,
development in the Plan Area would be assessed a per-gross-square-foot school impact fee, as stated on Initial
Study p. 122. As stated on Initial Study p. 123, local jurisdictions are precluded under state law (Senate Bill 50)
from imposing school-enrollment-related mitigation beyond the school impact fees. The collection of these fees
fully mitigates any potential effects on schools associated with additional development resulting from Plan
implementation; therefore, the Initial Study’s less-than-significant conclusion remains valid.

Conclusion

The change in the growth projections between publication of the Initial Study and publication of the Draft EIR
does not result in any inadequacy in either document and does not set forth new significant information.
Therefore, the analyses in the Initial Study and the Draft EIR remain valid, and no revisions to the Initial Study
or the Draft EIR are required. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, recirculation of an EIR prior to
certification is required when new information is added that reveals a new significant environmental impact, a
substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified impact, a new alternative or mitigation measure
that would reduce the severity of impacts but is not adopted, or the draft EIR was fundamentally inadequate
and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. None of these is the case
here, as explained above and therefore neither the Initial Study nor the Draft EIR requires recirculation.

Other Comments

One commenter incorrectly asserts that “[tlhe Project Description must include a description of the
environmental setting of the Project.” CEQA does require discussion of a project’s setting, but not necessarily
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as part of the project description in an EIR or other CEQA document. This is evidenced by the fact that the
requirements for an EIR project description are discussed in CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, while a separate
section of the Guidelines, Section 15125, sets forth the requirement that an EIR include a description of the
project’s environmental setting. Guidelines Section 15125 does not require that the environmental setting
description be located in any particular place within the EIR. Thus, here the environmental setting is discussed
in the context of each environmental topic in Draft EIR Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures.

Another commenter states that the project description lacks certain details like the massing models used in the
shadow (and aesthetics and wind) analyses and the TAZ detail provided in the transportation analysis. These
features are not part of the project, but rather, are sets of reasonable assumptions that underlie the analysis in
the Draft EIR. As described above in the discussion of growth projections, the Plan is a regulatory program, not
a physical development project or set of development projects, and the Plan itself would not result in direct
physical changes. Therefore, a set of reasonable assumptions concerning the future physical development that
could be developed in the Plan Area was prepared, and these assumptions form the basis of the Draft EIR’s
analysis of physical environmental impacts. These assumptions, with respect to growth, are set forth in
Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, under the “Analysis Assumptions” and
“Growth Assumptions” sections, beginning on Draft EIR p. IV-4. The growth forecasts presented in the Draft
EIR for the Plan Area represent a summation of TAZ-level assumptions that must necessarily be employed in
their disaggregated form in the analysis of local transportation impacts. With respect to the development
massing assumptions employed in the aesthetics, wind, and shadow analyses, these are described in “Approach
to Analysis” in the “Overview” section to Draft EIR Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures, and are also appropriately described in those topical sections of the Draft EIR.

The same commenter also contends that the Draft EIR eliminated the mid-rise option favored by the previous
version of the Plan. As noted on Draft EIR p. II-3, the “mid-rise” height limit option was considered as the
Reduced Heights Alternative. Details regarding this alternative are discussed in Response AL-1, p. RTC-274,
and Response AL-3, p. RTC-292. Therefore, the mid-rise height alternative analyzed in the Initial Study is
included in the Draft EIR and decision makers may choose to adopt that alternative during its deliberations on
the Plan. The 2016 Plan includes a single height option that is neither the mid-rise option nor the high-rise option
from the 2013 Plan, but a combination based on public outreach and further Planning staff analysis and
consideration. The commenter’s preference for the mid-rise option does not affect the adequacy or accuracy of
the Draft EIR.

The commenter erroneously contends that the Plan would accept in-lieu and community benefits fees instead
of requiring new parks. As discussed on Draft EIR p. 1I-31, the Plan includes the creation of new open spaces in
the Plan Area, including a potential new park on the block bounded by Fourth, Fifth, Bryant, and Brannan
streets, linear open spaces, alley improvements, and privately owned public open spaces. Developer fees are
one portion of the anticipated funding source for the creation of new parks and open space. Parks and open
spaces are further discussed in Response RE-1, p. RTC-326. Moreover, this comment is not related to the
adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR.

Concerning residential displacement, as explained on Initial Study p. 87, a net physical loss of housing units is
unlikely because Planning Code Section 317 restricts demolition of existing housing and requires replacement
of residential structures lost through demolition. Potential displacement of affordable housing through
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gentrification—a socioeconomic impact and not a physical impact, and thus not within the purview of CEQA —
is discussed on Draft EIR p. V-7 under Section V.E.2, Socioeconomic Considerations under CEQA. There it is
noted that Plan Goal 2, Maintain the Diversity of Residents, seeks to address socioeconomic concerns related to
business and residential displacement. As described on Draft EIR p. II-13, Goal 2 includes objectives to maintain
existing housing stock and its affordability, ensure that at least 33 percent of new housing is affordable to lower-
income households, and support housing for other households that cannot afford market-rate housing and for
a diversity of household sizes. Goal 2 also includes objectives to provide support for needed services such as
schools, child care, and community services. Additional detail concerning programs relevant to these potential
socioeconomic effects is provided in the draft Central SoMa Plan and in its Implementation Program. As
explained on Draft EIR p. II-8, the description of the draft Plan in the project description “does not include a
comprehensive description of the entirety of the Central SoMa Plan and Implementation Strategy. Rather, the
description focuses on those policies and implementing mechanisms that have implications for environmental
review, because they could result in physical changes to the environment.” For further discussion regarding
socioeconomic issues and gentrification, see Response OC-1, p. RTC-248.

Comment PD-7: Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements

This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

I-Brennan.2
I-Nagy.1
I-Rosenberg.3

“I would also like to see Annie Street closed to cars again. It was nicer that way, and the only people impeded
were people who inexplicably chose to drive private vehicles into the heart of the city for office jobs that are on
top of BART and Muni. The sidewalks are crowded, and will get more crowded as the Transbay Terminal comes
into use, so more pedestrian spaces are an important priority for me and the many other D6 residents who don't
own cars or prefer to get around without them. Please do not sacrifice the pedestrian elements of the plan
when/if compromises need to be made about space allocations.” (Nicole Brennan, E-Comment, February 13, 2017
[I-Brennan.2])

“I've read the parts of the Draft EIR related to biking in Central SOMA as I often commute through it. I live in
Mission Bay and one of the fastest ways of getting to downtown is via the Third Street corridor. It's not clear
whether the bike lane proposed for the Third Street corridor is protected or not. I fear it is the latter. The success
of protected bike lanes on Fell St and San Jose Avenue (and soon to come to 7th/8th) show that is the only way
forward for bike lanes in heavily trafficked areas (like Third street).

“I think it is paramount for the safety of bicyclists that the cycletracks installed on Third and Fourth are protected
by parking or concrete barriers/planters.” (Tamas Nagy, E-Comment, December 18, 2016 [I-Nagy.1])
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“As for biking, I live on 5th Street and would like to see a class I dedicated bike lane there. On 4th Street, over
the bridge, I would like to see it closed to vehicular traffic and turned into a pedestrian/transit only bridge. This
would prevent the T line from being congested by cars, and greatly improve the T line reliability and speed.
Cars could go to the nearby 3rd Street bridge or on 8th Street. (Isaac Rosenberg, E-Comment, January 23, 2017
[I-Rosenberg.3])

Response PD-7

The first comment recommends closure of Annie Street to vehicles, as was implemented between 2014 and 2016.
As stated in Draft EIR Chapter II, Project Description, p. II-8, the Plan includes improvements to Annie Street
that would involve “an expanded mini-plaza at the intersection of Annie and Market streets to Stevenson Street,
a new pedestrian plaza closed to vehicular traffic between Mission Street and Ambrose Bierce Alley, and a
single-surface shared street along the remainder of Annie Street between the two plazas.”

The other comments request clarification about whether the bicycle lane proposed for the Third Street corridor
under the Plan would be protected (i.e., physically separated from traffic) or not, state that bike lanes in areas
of heavy traffic should be protected, and express an opinion that cycle tracks/bike lanes installed on Third and
Fourth streets should be protected by parking or concrete barriers or planters. As shown in the Draft EIR
(Figure II-11, Existing and Proposed Bicycle Lane Network, p. II-26), under Plan implementation, new protected
bicycle lanes along Third Street and part of Fourth Street (between Market and Harrison streets) are proposed
under the Plan; no protected bicycle lanes currently exist along these streets. As used and defined in the Draft
EIR, the term “cycle track” refers to a bike lane that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer
zone, offering safer cycling conditions, especially on streets with greater traffic volumes traveling at relatively
high speeds. An alternative and equivalent term for a cycle track is a “protected bicycle lane,” and this latter
term is preferred by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA).

Another comment requests a Class I bicycle lane (separated from traffic) on Fifth Street and that the Fourth
Street bridge across Mission Creek be limited to pedestrians and bicycles. As shown on Figure II-11, Existing
and Proposed Bicycle Lane Network, p. II-26, protected bicycle lanes are proposed on Fifth Street as part of the
2009 San Francisco Bicycle Plan and, thus, are not proposed under the Central SoMa Plan. No changes are
proposed for the operation of the Fourth Street bridge. Figures F-1 through F-34 in Draft EIR Appendix F
provide more detail regarding potential buffers and other protective features that would be installed along the
protected bicycle lanes. Detailed designs of the bicycle lanes and protected bicycle lanes proposed in the Plan
have yet to be completed by SFMTA and the Planning Department.

These comments address the merits of the Plan and not the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. As such, the
comments will be transmitted to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.

Comment PD-8: Request for Park on Second Street

This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

O-C5SN-1.5
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“The City should also consider creating a park at 350 Second Street. This property is currently a parking lot, and
provides a prime opportunity for the City to address the acknowledged need for more parks and open space in the
area. In the alternative, development on this parcel should be limited to no more than 130 feet since it is close to
neither BART nor Caltrain.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.5])

Response PD-8

The comment states that the City should consider creating a park in the location of a property currently used as a
parking lot, at 350 Second Street. The comment also states that, in the alternative, the maximum building height
allowed on this parcel should be 130 feet. As shown on Figure VI-1, Reduced Heights Alternative Height Districts
Map, p. VI-15, the block containing this parcel is shown with a maximum allowable building height of 130 feet.
The comments address the Plan and do not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. The comments will
be transmitted to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.

Comment PD-9: Revise Maximum Height Proposed for Parcels North of I-80
Freeway and East of Fourth Street

This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

O-One Vassar.1

“Page:  Comment:

“IlI-10 ~ Urban Design Element: Text provides that ‘In addition, several parcels north of the I-80 freeway and
east of Fourth Street would be zoned to a maximum of 300-feet.” This should be changed to 350 feet,
to be consistent with the proposed height increase map in Figure 11-7.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben,
Junius & Rose, One Vassar, LLC, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-One Vassar.1])

Response PD-9

The comment states that the height limit that could be implemented under the Plan for several parcels north of
the I-80 freeway and east of Fourth Street is incorrectly described in the text on Draft EIR p.III-10. The
commenter is correct. Accordingly, the second sentence in the last paragraph on Draft EIR p. III-10 is revised as
follows (deleted text is shown in strikethreugh; new text is double-underlined):

... In addition, several parcels north of the I-80 freeway and east of Fourth Street would be zoned to a
maximum of 300350 feet. ...

The Project Description (Chapter II) correctly describes proposed height limits of up to 350 feet north of Harrison
Street and east of Fourth Street. However, one of the Draft EIR shadow graphics —Figure IV.H-6, already revised
in Section B, Revisions to the Proposed Plan—has been corrected to properly reflect the 350-foot building height.
The corrected figure shows shadow from Plan Area development extending approximately 60 feet farther north
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and about 40 farther east into the southwestern-most portion of the POPOS at 303 Second Street on September 20
at 12 noon, compared to shadow depicted in the Draft EIR. As explained in Response SH-2 in Section D.11,
Shadow, effects on the 303 Second Street POPOS would be less than significant because this open space would
remain in sunshine during the lunchtime period throughout most of the year. Therefore, recirculation of the Draft
EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, is not required.

Comment PD-10: State Density Bonus Program

This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

O-SOMCAN-Cabande.7
O-VEC.10

“4. The Proposed Intensity of Development and Relaxing of Development Controls Have Not Been
Evaluated With Respect to State Density Bonus Laws in the DEIR

“In 2016, the City passed the ‘Density Done Right’ legislation allowing 100% affordable housing developments
to apply for a significant increase in height and number of units without any rezoning. Also during 2016,
legislation passed at the State level to enable developers throughout California to more easily take advantage of

State Density Bonus incentives.

“The DEIR references these laws on p. II-22 but only in reference to increased heights. It's unclear how the State
Density Bonus will or will not be applied to heights and to unit counts for market rate developments, especially
in light of Planning’s approval of the project at 333 12th Street, the first housing development in San Francisco
to be approved with applying the State Density Bonus. The DEIR also references the Density Bonus for
affordable housing projects on p. VI-2 but says that the increased number of units has not been considered for
the DEIR. The DEIR is incomplete if it does not completely study the impacts of increased heights and increased
number of units for both affordable and market rate housing.

“The DEIR must also completely disclose to the public where developers are eligible to use either the State
Density Bonus Program, or the San Francisco ‘Density Done Right” program. The DEIR must clearly indicate on
maps where those sites are located, and must compare the new proposed zoning and its resulting intensity of
use with the potential intensity of use if developers take either the State or Local density bonus. The DEIR must
compare the relative impacts of these two scenarios on the environment. Without these analyses for each project
within the plan area, as well as the overall impacts, the DEIR is inadequate.” (Angelica Cabande, South of Market
Community Action Network, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-Cabande.7])

“The DEIR mentions that the Plan will address the housing needs by meeting ‘at least 33% of new housing to
very low, low and moderate income” (II-13) yet it fails to include analysis of State Density Bonus Program which
will allow for developments to increase heights without guaranteeing that additional affordable housing units
will be built on-site. For example, the 333 12th St. development by Panoramic Interests was the first to use State
Density Law without providing additional affordable units, settling to 13.5% instead of 18%, in accordance to
Prop C which was passed last year. Although this development was outside the proposed Central SOMA Plan,
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the decision by Planning Commission last December set a precedent to upcoming developments adjacent to this
area plan. In this proposed plan, how will the State Density Bonus Program effect construction of new residential
developments?” (Chris Durazo, Bill Sorro Housing Program Veterans Equity Center, Letter, February 13, 2017
[O-VEC.10])

Response PD-10

The comments state that it is unclear how the state density bonus program would be applied to heights and unit
counts for market-rate developments within the Plan Area and request clarification regarding how the state
density bonus law will affect construction of new residential development. Other comments state that the Draft
EIR must disclose to the public where developers are eligible to use either state density bonus law or the city’s
own affordable housing density program, that the Draft EIR must evaluate a Plan scenario that reflects the
potential intensity of use if developers use either the state or the local density bonus, and that use of the state
density bonus could result in fewer affordable units than would be required under other city laws and
regulations.®

The California state density bonus law, adopted in 1978, allows developers to select concessions from local
development standards if a certain percentage of affordable units are included in a project. As noted by one
commenter, in 2016, the state legislature approved modifications to the density bonus law (AB 2501) designed
to streamline local agency approval of projects seeking a state density bonus. In 2017, subsequent to publication
of the Draft EIR, the City approved amendments to its local housing density bonus program, codified in
Planning Code Section 206, Affordable Housing Bonus Programs. Section 206 incorporates, among other
programs, the 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program (Planning Code Section 206.4; approved in 2016
as Section 206.3), which allows for up to three additional stories of residential development for fully affordable
residential projects, as well as procedures for projects seeking approval of a state density bonus (Planning Code
Section 206.6). Both of these programs would be applicable to the Plan Area.’” However, it is unlikely that the
100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program would be widely used in the Plan Area. This is because, due to
cost considerations and other factors, 100 percent affordable housing development in San Francisco has virtually
always been limited to buildings 85 feet in height or less, and the height limit proposed on nearly every major
street in the Plan Area is at least 85 feet, meaning that there would be substantial construction cost penalty in
seeking additional permitted height.2

Planning staff estimates that the potential for additional residential construction by projects seeking a state
density bonus could result in approximately 575 additional housing units in the Plan Area. This estimate

18 One comment refers to a city-adopted program called “Density Done Right.” This comment actually appears to reference the
city’s 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program. “Density Done Right” was the name of an alternative to the housing
density program for largely market-rate residential projects that was approved by the Board of Supervisors in 2017.

19 Two other components of Section 206— the Housing Opportunities Mean Equity — San Francisco, or HOME-SF Program
(Section 206.3) and the analyzed state density bonus program (Section 206.5) —would not apply to the Plan Area, as they are
applicable only to use districts where residential density is regulated by lot size. In the Plan Area, residential density would be
regulated by building height and bulk controls, an approach generally known as “form-based zoning.”

2 Eight-five feet is approximately the maximum height that can be built without triggering “high rise” life-safety and structural
requirements under the Building Code. Although there are exceptions, cost is one of the factors that discourages high-rise
construction for 100 percent affordable housing projects in San Francisco, because concrete or steel construction used in taller
buildings is considerably more expensive on a per-unit basis than is wood framing.
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assumes that half of the new residential development projects anticipated in the Plan Area would provide on-
site affordable housing (a condition of seeking the state density bonus)?* and that the average state density bonus
would be 23 percent additional units beyond the base density permitted.?

In addition to the state density bonus, the Plan includes its own provision for a height bonus of 25 feet “on sites
where such flexibility in height would facilitate the provision of affordable housing and/or public open space
beyond what would otherwise be required by the Plan, as long as that additional height did not increase the overall
amount of development otherwise enabled by the Plan or cause new significant impacts related to wind and
shadow” (Draft EIR p. II-23). However, as discussed in Response PD-2, this provision is likely to be available to a
limited number of sites that are large enough to dedicate a portion of the site for affordable housing or public open
space. Planning staff estimates that implementation of this provision could result in an addition of approximately
300 units of affordable housing on sites that otherwise would have been commercial only. Together, therefore, the
two programs discussed above could add approximately 875 dwelling units to the Plan Area.

However, the Draft EIR growth forecasts, discussed above in Response PD-6, resulted in the Draft EIR analyzing
about 15 percent more housing units, or about 1,260 more units, than the Planning Department currently
estimates would actually be developed under the proposed Plan. These high estimates ensure that the EIR is
conservative in its assumptions of the potential environmental impacts of the Plan.? The EIR studies the
addition of 14,500 units by 2040 with the Central SoMa Plan implementation whereas the Central SoMa Plan
projects the addition of 13,240 units by 2040 with Plan implementation, inclusive of the approximately 875 units
that could result from the two bonus programs described above. As such, the growth assumptions used in the
Draft EIR remain adequate to describe forecasted residential development in the Plan Area should the state
density bonus and the Plan’s own height bonus program be used as now anticipated.

As stated previously, the growth assumptions in the Draft EIR (which includes both the currently proposed
Plan Area as well as the area of the 2013 draft Plan) are derived from overall citywide growth assumptions
developed by the Planning Department based on the regional planning effort underlying Plan Bay Area. Plan
Bay Area growth allocations for the city can be accommodated under existing height and bulk controls; thus
existing zoning is not currently a constraint on growth or determinant of the overall amount of housing growth
expected citywide by 2040. Moreover, the availability of a density or height bonus in this location in and of itself
does not change the overall demand for housing citywide or regionally. Given that, it is assumed that increased
residential development in the Plan Area due to the use of the state density bonus and/or the Plan’s own height
bonus would lead to a concomitant decrease in residential development elsewhere in San Francisco. That is,
while the Plan seeks to concentrate and focus a greater percentage of San Francisco’s growth in the Plan Area,
adoption of the Plan in and of itself would not alter the overall growth forecast under Plan Bay Area to occur in

21 This assumption is based on recent precedent for buildings 85 feet tall and higher, which reflects the allowed and proposed
height limits for most of Central SoMa.

22 The 23 percent additional density is reflective of the formula in California Government Code Sections 65915-65918, coupled with
the requirements of Planning Code Section 415. This 23 percent average is not reflective of the maximum bonus that could be
available per project (which is 35 percent), but is the most likely average bonus for projects meeting or modestly exceeding the
applicable local inclusionary requirements. Based on evidence to date, it is unlikely that all eligible projects could or would seek
and justify the maximum 35 percent bonus.

2 Steve Wertheim, San Francisco Planning Department, “Central SoMa Plan — Clarification of Housing Numbers” memorandum
to Board of Supervisors Land Use and Transportation Committee (Supervisors Farrell, Peskin, and Tang) and Supervisor Kim
December 7, 2017.
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San Francisco.?* Moreover, the state density bonus is as likely to be used in projects outside the Plan Area as
within the Plan Area. Assuming that demand is independent of supply, the use of the density bonus at one
location to develop a certain number of added residential units would reduce demand for a comparable number
of units elsewhere. There is no way to predict which locations, whether within or outside the Plan Area, would
be developed with benefit of the state density bonus, and attempting to do so would be speculative. Barring
such speculation, one could assume that every eligible residential development site would employ the state
density bonus. However, this approach would be likely to considerably overstate the number of residential units
that would be developed. In reality, the state density bonus, as well as the Plan’s own height bonus provision,
would be applied on a case-by-case and site-by-site basis and will have to be evaluated as such for any site-
specific effects, such as shadow or wind impacts. Therefore, at a programmatic level, the Draft EIR adequately
analyzes growth that could occur pursuant to both the state density bonus program and the Plan’s own height
bonus provision, and the resulting effects such as transportation, air quality, traffic noise, and water demand
and combined sewer flows. Regarding other effects, such as aesthetics and wind or shadow impacts, which are
site-specific, it would be speculative to analyze potential future height and/or density on any given site when it
cannot be known on which specific sites any such density or height bonus might be sought in the future.
Subsequent development projects in the Plan Area would undergo project-level CEQA review, as applicable, to
determine whether or not they would result in significant environmental effects not disclosed in the Draft EIR
as a result of any additional height increases or bulk modifications permitted under the state density bonus law.
The Plan’s height bonus provision requires a finding that a project that takes advantage of this bonus must
demonstrate that it would not result in significant wind or shadow impacts. Furthermore, such projects would
meet the requirements of SB 743, which states that aesthetics and parking shall not be considered in determining
if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects under CEQA.

As addressed in Response PD-6, these comments seek a level of precision in the growth projections used for the
Draft EIR that is neither feasible nor required under CEQA. The growth projections assumed in the Draft EIR
support the Planning Department’s good faith effort to disclose the physical environmental impacts that could
result under the proposed Plan and, thus, satisfy the requirements of CEQA. Nowhere in the Central SoMa Plan
EIR is it stated or implied that the projections were intended as a cap or limit to growth within the area that
would be subject to the Central SoMa Plan. The growth projections were based upon the best estimates available
at the time the Central SoMa Draft EIR was prepared. The comments do not demonstrate that the conclusions
in the Draft EIR concerning the effects of growth under the proposed Plan on the physical environment are not
supported by substantial evidence in the record.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the Plan is programmatic in nature, and the CEQA analysis of Plan
implementation (with the exception of the street network changes and open space improvements) is likewise
programmatic in nature. It would be speculative to specifically identify which sites a project sponsor may choose
to develop additional density on beyond the height limits proposed in the Plan (and, therefore, it is not possible
to provide a map of the sites in the Draft EIR), but in accordance with state or local regulations, as well as
programs that allow for a density bonus. CEQA does not require analysis of speculative impacts (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15145).

2t When allocating anticipated future regional growth that is assigned through the regional planning process to San Francisco, the
Planning Department, as part of a forecasting exercise for a plan area such as Central SoMa, maintains cumulative totals
consistent with the regional plan, inclusive of whatever proposed zoning changes are being analyzed.
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Concerning the comment that potential use of the state density bonus could result in fewer affordable units than
the City would otherwise require, affordability is not a physical impact, per se; therefore, whether a unit is a
market-rate unit or an affordable unit is not relevant under CEQA. Nevertheless, it is noted that use of these bonus
programs would not conflict with the Plan’s goal of ensuring that 33 percent of new housing units would be
affordable to low- and moderate-income households. This is because the City requires that “bonus units” pay the
inclusionary housing fee at a rate of 33 percent for ownership units and 30 percent for rental units.

This response also addresses the commenter’s request for an explanation of how the state density bonus applies
to the Central SoMa Plan Area. Therefore, because it is no longer correct, the text below on Draft EIR p. II-22 has
been deleted (deleted text is shown as strikethrough):

... some existing lower height limits would be increased to as much as 85 feet. Hisnoted-thatthe Plan’s

7

Likewise, in Draft EIR Chapter VI, Alternatives, footnote 420 on p. VI-2 has been deleted (deleted text is shown
as strikethrough):

In addition, the following header and subsequent text regarding the State Density Bonus has been added for
clarification on p. IV-10 in the “Overview” section of Draft EIR Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures (new text is double-underlined):

State Density Bonus
The California state density bonus law, adopted in 1978, allows developers to select concessions from

local development standards if a certain percentage of affordable units are included in a project. In 2017,
subsequent to publication of the Draft EIR, the City approved amendments to its local housing density

bonus program, codified in Planning Code Section 206, Affordable Housing Bonus Programs.
Section 206 incorporates, among other programs, the 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program
(Planning Code Section 206.4; approved in 2016 as Section 206.3), which allows for up to three
additional stories of residential development for fully affordable residential projects, as well as
procedures for projects seeking approval of a state density bonus (Planning Code Section 206.6). Both
of these programs would be applicable to the Plan Area.?

The growth assumptions in the Draft EIR (which includes both the currently proposed Plan Area as
well as the area of the 2013 draft Plan) are derived from overall citywide growth assumptions developed
by the Planning Department based on the regional planning effort underlying Plan Bay Area. Plan Bay
Area growth allocations for the city can be accommodated under existing height and bulk controls; thus
existing zoning is not currently a constraint on growth or determinant of the overall amount of housing

% Two other components of Section 206 —the Housing Opportunities Mean Equity — San Francisco, or HOME-SFE Program
(Section 206.3) and the analyzed state density bonus program (Section 206.5) —would not apply to the Plan Area, as they are
applicable only to use districts where residential density is regulated by lot size. In the Plan Area, residential density would be
regulated by building height and bulk controls, an approach generally known as “form-based zoning.”
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growth expected citywide by 2040. Given that, it is assumed that increased residential development in
the Plan Area due to the use of the state density bonus and/or the Plan’s own height bonus would lead
to a concomitant decrease in residential development elsewhere in San Francisco. That is, while the Plan
seeks to concentrate and focus a greater percentage of San Francisco’s growth in the Plan Area, adoption
of the Plan in and of itself would not alter the overall growth forecast under Plan Bay Area to occur in
San Francisco.?¢ Therefore, the Draft EIR adequately analyzes growth that could occur pursuant to both
the state density bonus program and the Plan’s own height bonus provision, and the resulting effects
such as transportation, air quality, traffic noise, and water demand and combined sewer flows.
Regarding other effects, such as aesthetics and wind or shadow impacts, which are site-specific, it would
be speculative to analyze potential future height and/or density on any given site when it cannot be

known on which specific sites any such density or height bonus might be sought in the future.

Subsequent development projects in the Plan Area would undergo project-level CEQA review, as

applicable, to determine whether or not they would result in significant environmental effects not
disclosed in the Draft EIR as a result of any additional height increases or bulk modifications permitted

under the state density bonus law.

Comment PD-11: Street Network Changes

This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

A-SFMTA.1

“Page S-1. Fourth Paragraph. On the fourth line, there is a reference to "specific designs" under analysis, however
each corridor is going through a development/ design process. At this point only basic design concepts have
been included for the environmental.” (Charles Rivasplata, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Letter,
February 10, 2017 [A-SFMTA.1])

Response PD-11

The comments state that the street network changes that would be implemented under the Plan are incorrectly
described in the text on Draft EIR p. S-1, which states that the EIR analysis addresses specific designs for several
streets. The use of the word “specific” in this sentence is not intended to connote a detailed level of engineering
or design; the commenter is correct that only conceptual designs have been drafted for these street
improvements. Regardless, the level of design presented in the Draft EIR for the street improvements is
sufficient for a project-level environmental review, which does not require highly detailed design or engineering
drawings. As discussed in the Draft EIR (starting on p. S-4), the analysis contains both analysis at a “program-
level” pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 for adoption and implementation of the Plan and “project-
level” environmental review for street network changes and open space improvements. Therefore, revisions to

the Draft EIR to address the comment are not required.

2 When allocating anticipated future regional growth that is assigned through the regional planning process to San Francisco, the
Planning Department, as part of a forecasting exercise for a plan area such as Central SoMa, maintains cumulative totals
consistent with the regional plan, inclusive of whatever proposed zoning changes are being analyzed.
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Comment PD-12: Tower Separation Policy

This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

0O-B505.1

“Our office represents B505 Industries, LLC with respect to their proposed project located at 505 Brannan Street.
In December 2015, the Planning Commission approved an 85-foot-tall, office building at the site, consistent with
the existing MOU zoning district. The project is under construction and now the project sponsor is pursuing
entitlement of a "Phase II" addition to the project which would result in a 240 foot tall office tower, consistent
with the zoning and height limitations for this site being analyzed in the Draft Environmental Impact Report
("DEIR") for the Central So Ma Plan as well as the 2013 draft of the Central So Ma Plan. The purpose of this letter
to provide some brief comments on the DEIR.

“We are pleased to see that the DEIR studied the full buildout of a 240 foot tall project at the site. Specifically,
both the wind and shadow studies assumed a 240 foot tall project, with the understanding that each individual
project would need to perform project-specific wind and shadow studies (among others) to confirm they do not
cause a significant and unavoidable impact in order to justify the issuance of a Community Plan Exemption to
cover environmental review.

“Despite the lack of identified environmental issues to date (and the provision for further study in the future to
confirm), Planning Department staff’s most recent Central SoMa Plan draft calls for a 130 foot height limit at the
site. The reasoning behind this is the proposed tower separation limitation in the Plan, which would limit new
160+ foot towers within 115 feet of other 160+ foot towers. Since a residential tower has been proposed at 620 Fourth
Street adjacent to 505 Brannan Street, the proposed tower separation rule could put these two projects in conflict.

“The Plan has several primary goals, including maximizing space for jobs in one of the last remaining areas of
the City that can accept high-density office development - which is directly fulfilled by the Phase II project at
505 Brannan Street. The Plan includes many different policies, some of which conflict with each other.
Ultimately, the City’s primary planning body, the Planning Commission, should be the arbiter of these
competing goals, and the Planning Commission can really only consider these factors once a project (or projects)
are before them.

“We do not think the tower separation rule is necessary to include in the Plan nor do we think it is appropriate
to restrict the height limit at 505 Brannan Street to avoid a tower separation conflict. Based on the height limits
proposed in the Plan, 505 Brannan Street and 620 Fourth Street is the only situation where this rule would
potentially apply to two separate projects and project sponsors. Because of this, it is appropriate to allow for the
Planning Commission to consider this issue when the actual proposed projects are before them, so they can
understand what is actually being proposed and can make a decision on this unique situation. We should not
take discretion away from the Planning Commission to weigh the competing policies, environmental concerns,
and designs of the future projects and make a decision considering all of those factors. The Planning Commission
should be given the opportunity to make the decision as to whether and how much these two towers must be
separated once the actual projects are being considered by it.

March 2018 RTC-85 Central SoMa Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E Responses to Comments



D. Comments and Responses

“If the height limit is reduced, there is no justification for reducing it below 160 feet, above which the tower
separation rule would apply. As such, the height limit for the site should be no shorter than 160 feet.

“Finally, eliminating the Planning Commission’s discretion in favor of one project over another does not allow
for flexibility in achieving the Plan’s goals considering the uncertainty in the private development industry.
Every project is subject to market forces as well as the unique circumstances of a project sponsor, and essentially
choosing one project over another right now, before the projects are even prepared for approval, eliminates the
ability of the Planning Commission to adjust based on evolving conditions.

“We recognize that the tower separation issue is one that the Planning Commission will consider separate from
the adequacy of the Plan’s DEIR. We felt it important to make clear that the DEIR does allow for the Phase II
project at 505 Brannan Street, and that the Commission has the ability to determine whether and how to apply
the tower separation rule at Plan adoption. Thank you.” (John Kevlin, Reuben, Junius & Rose, B505 Industries, LLC,
Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-B505.1])

Response PD-12

The comment addresses a project proposed for 505 Brannan Street, a site located within the Plan Area. This
project comprises an addition to an existing office building that would result in a 240-foot-tall office tower. The
comment states that the Draft EIR studied the full buildout of this project as proposed by the sponsor and that
a potential conflict between this project and another residential tower proposed at 620 Fourth Street adjacent to
the project site could occur, because of the Plan’s proposed tower separation limit. The comments also include
a statement that the tower separation rule is not necessary to include in the Plan, and that it would be
appropriate for the Planning Commission to instead consider the issue of potential conflict when reviewing
proposed plans for these two projects, to allow for flexibility in achieving the Plan’s goals.

The comment addresses the merits of the Plan and does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR.
As noted by the commenter, the tower separation limit, which is included both in the Plan and in the proposed
zoning controls (Planning Code amendments) released in February 2018,%” will be considered separately from
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. While the Plan does include a tower separation implementation measure, which
would be carried out by the proposed February 2018 Planning Code amendments (applicable to buildings
greater than 160 feet in height), this would not be a new zoning feature to San Francisco. The existing Planning
Code also requires separation between towers in all areas of the city where building heights are permitted above
approximately 130 feet. These areas include the Downtown (C-3) Use Districts (Planning Code Section 132.1);
Rincon Hill, including the Folsom and Main Residential/Commercial Special Use District (Planning Code
Sections 270(e) and 249.1); the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District (Planning Code
Section 270(f)); Executive Park (Planning Code Section 263.27); Treasure Island (Planning Code Section 249.52);
and the Fifth and Mission Special Use District, site of the approved 5M project (Planning Code Section 249.74).

It is noted that, since publication of the Draft EIR, the Planning Department has made minor revisions to the Plan’s
proposed height and bulk map for the Plan Area, including for the 505 Brannan Street site. Under the February
2018 proposed zoning controls, the permitted height of this site would be 250 feet. This is the same height that was

% Central SoMa Plan Initiation Packet; Case No. 2011.1356 MTZU. February 15, 2018,
http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2011.1356 MTZU.pdf, accessed March 16, 2018.
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analyzed in the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR Figure II-7, p. II-19), but is greater than the 130-foot height limit proposed
in the August 2016 Draft Plan. While the Draft EIR analyzed a 250-foot height across the entirety of the site at the
southwest corner of Fourth and Brannan streets, the Draft EIR analyzed a single tower, on the portion of the site
closest to the corner of Fourth and Brannan streets, in acknowledgement of the proposed tower setback controls.
The site to which the Plan’s proposed 250-foot height limit would apply encompasses three separate lots that are
under multiple ownership. As of the publication date of this Responses to Comments document, there are
development proposals on file for two separate towers on this site, one of which is on the site at 505 Brannan Street,
which is the subject of this comment, while the other is the proposed project at 620 Fourth Street. As noted by the
commenter, the proposed tower separation requirement would preclude both projects from being developed.
However, in recognition of the fact that either tower alone would be in compliance with the Plan, Planning
Department staff “has decided that instead of presuming the preferred location of the tower through the Plan the
decision will be deferred to the entitlement process.”2 Accordingly, both projects’ proposed locations are proposed
for a height limit of 250 feet. No revision of the Draft EIR proposed height and bulk map (Figure II-7) is required
because, as noted on Draft EIR page II-7, the Draft EIR analyzed height limits for several parcels that are “higher
than those proposed in the 2016 draft Central SoMa Plan.”

The comments regarding the proposed tower separation requirement will be transmitted to City decision
makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.

Comment PD-13: Proposed Changes to 330 Townsend and 636—-648 Fourth Streets

This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

I-Rosenberg.2

“[F]or specific projects, I would like to see Planning let 330 Townsend proceed as all residential, and not have
to dedicate space for a mid-block alley, which would remove badly needed housing units. In addition, I would
like to see an upzone for the 636-648 4th Street site to 350 feet, to add more housing to the area. (Isaac Rosenberg,
E-Comment, January 23, 2017 [I-Rosenberg.2])

Response PD-13

The comment states the commenter’s opinion about future development on two sites in the Plan Area to
potentially allow for more housing. The comment addresses the merits of the Plan, and does not address the
adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. The comment will be transmitted to City decision makers for

consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.

28 Exhibit V.5, “Summary of Revisions — Zoning Map,” contained within Central SoMa Plan Initiation Packet (see footnote 27).
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D.2 Plans and Policies

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Draft EIR Chapter III, Plans and
Policies. These include topics related to:

e Comment PP-1: 598 Brannan Street Project Description

e Comment PP-2: Plan Bay Area Housing Goals

e Comment PP-3: East SoMa Area Plan at Risk

e Comment PP-4: General Plan Consistency

e Comment PP-5: History of Prior Planning Efforts

e Comment PP-6: Office Uses in Central SoMa

e Comment PP-7: One Vassar Project

e Comment PP-8: Provide Page Reference When Other Area Plans Referenced
e Comment PP-9: Western SoMa Mixed Use Office (WMUOQ) Zoning District

Comment PP-1: 598 Brannan Street Project Description

This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

O-Tishman.3

“Page:  Comment:

“III-20  The first paragraph on this page identifies 598 Brannan Project as a ‘700,000 square-foot building.’
This should be revised to reflect the project's description, submitted in connection with the current
environmental evaluation application. The 598 Brannan Project is anticipated to contain
approximately 984,429 square feet of office.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Tishman
Speyer, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-Tishman.3])

Response PP-1

The comment states that the size of the 598 Brannan Street project described in the Draft EIR is inaccurate. The
description of this project is presented in the context of the City’s annual limit on approval of office development
(Draft EIR Chapter III, Plans and Policies, p.IlI-20). This description is based on the “Office Development
Annual Limitation (Annual Limit) Program” document dated July 22, 2016, which shows the 598 Brannan Street
project as including 700,456 square feet of office space. That total was based on this proposed project’s office
space allocation application (pursuant to Planning Code Section 321) filed in July 2013. Prior to publication of
the Draft EIR, the project sponsor submitted an application for a shadow analysis (pursuant to Planning Code
Section 295), showing 984,400 square feet of office space, to the Planning Department, but did not revise the
Section 321 application. Because the Draft EIR was based on the information submitted in the Section 321
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application, the revised information was not included in the Draft EIR. Since publication of the Draft EIR, a
revised Section 321 application for the 598 Brannan Street project has been submitted, showing 922,291 square
feet of office space, and the “Office Development Annual Limitation (Annual Limit) Program” document dated
January 12, 2018, has been updated to reflect the revised application.

As the Draft EIR does not analyze individual development projects, changes to the 598 Brannan Street project
description would not affect the impact analyses for any of the topics discussed in the Draft EIR, because the
larger project on this site would be accommodated within the overall growth forecast in the Plan Area, which is
analyzed in the Draft EIR. See Response PD-6 for a discussion regarding the growth projections analyzed in the
Draft EIR. Site-specific impacts of individual projects would be evaluated during subsequent project review, as
applicable, as described on Draft EIR pp. I-6 to I-9, and are not considered here because the Draft EIR analyzes
impacts of the proposed Central SoMa Plan and associated rezoning. However, to clarify the description of the
598 Brannan Street project in Draft EIR Chapter IlI, Plans and Policies, based on the revised Section 321
application, and to ensure consistency with the description of the project as presented in Draft EIR Chapter IV,
Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, p. IV-8, the following text in the first paragraph on
Draft EIR p. III-20 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethreugh; new text is double-underlined;
note that other changes are included, which are discussed in Response PP-7 on p. RTC-103):

Of the other three-seven projects, twe-three are in the Plan Area and are undergoing environmental

review: 2.03 million square feet of office space at 610-698 Brannan Street (the Flower Mart site; Case
No. 2017-000663); a proposed 706:800-1.2 million-square-foot building-inthe-Central SoMaPlan-Area
development containing aggroxunately_ 9225300 square feet of office use at 598 Brannan Street (Case
No. 2012.0640E);-and-a ) d
633—Felsefr1§tfeet—€Gase—Ne—29-l-4—1-963) and a mlxed—use gro]ect mcludmg 421 !000 square feet of net new
office space at 400 Second Street (One Vassar Street; Case No. 2012.1384). The feurth-other proposals

would create some 1.8 million square feet of office space at the former Pier 70 shipyard; convert 119,600
square feet of PDR space in the San Francisco Armory at 1800 Mission Street to office use; develop
approximately 289,000 square feet of office space at 542-550 Howard Street; and develop about

84,500 square feet of office space, along with PDR space, at 552 Berry Street/1 De Haro Street. (Although
the Pier 70 project received several approvals in 2017, office allocations at that site will be granted on an
incremental basis as development proceeds.)

This proposed change to the Draft EIR does not present significant new information with respect to the proposed

Plan, would not result in any new significant environmental impacts or present new feasible alternatives or
mitigation measures, and would not result in a substantial increase in the severity of a significant impact
identified in the Draft EIR. Therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5, is not required.

Comment PP-2: Plan Bay Area Housing Goals

This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

I-Hestor-1.9
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“II-4 discusses housing goals in regional plans. Do these goal numbers include San Francisco
providing/building housing for reverse commuters from Silicon Valley - Santa Clara and San Mateo county?
There has been an explosion of reverse commuters renting or buying San Francisco housing because inadequate
housing is being provided on the Peninsula for the expansion of commercial space. Unlike San Francisco - which
for over 30 years has required commercial developers to fund housing construction because the PUBLIC pushed
Planning to impose housing and transit fees - San Mateo and Santa Clara have chosen to let commercial developers
off the hook.” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, February 13, 2017 [I-Hestor-1.9])

Response PP-2

The comment requests clarification regarding the housing goal numbers identified in regional plans. As
described on Draft EIR p. IlI-13, “Plan Bay Area is driven by the need to meet the growth forecasts identified for
the region in a Sustainable Communities Strategy, prepared by the Association of Bay Area Governments
[ABAG] and Metropolitan Transportation Commission. Plan Bay Area sets out a plan to meet most of the region’s
growth in Priority Development Areas,? (or PDAs), as identified by local governments.” Therefore, Plan Bay
Area considers the need for growth in various PDAs, including within San Mateo and Santa Clara counties.

The criteria outlined regarding 2040 housing projections in the Plan Bay Area state that:

The Plan Bay Area housing distribution is guided by the policy direction of the ABAG Executive Board,
which voted in July 2011 to support equitable and sustainable development by “maximizing the
regional transit network and reducing GHG emissions by providing convenient access to employment
for people of all incomes.” This was accomplished by distributing total housing growth numbers to
(1) job-rich cities that have PDAs or additional areas that are PDA-like; (2) areas connected to the
existing transit infrastructure; and (3) areas that lack sufficient affordable housing to accommodate low-
income commuters. The housing distribution directs growth to locations where the transit system can
be utilized more efficiently, where workers can be better connected to jobs, and where residents can
access high-quality services. Substantial housing production is expected on the Peninsula and in the
South Bay, where eight of the top 15 cities expected to experience the most housing growth are located.
Two-thirds of the region’s overall housing production is directed to these 15 cities, leaving the
remaining jurisdictions (more than 90) in the region to absorb only limited growth. This development
pattern preserves the character of more than 95 percent of the region by focusing growth on less than
5 percent of the land.*

Plan Bay Area does not mandate changes to local zoning; therefore, the degree to which Plan Bay Area achieves
its land use goals is up to local jurisdictions. However, the housing projections for San Francisco include people
commuting to and from various parts of the Bay Area. This is consistent with Plan Bay Area’s growth forecasts,
which project a concentration of Bay Area growth in both population and employment in the region’s three
largest cities: San Francisco, Oakland, and San Jose. As the comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy
of the Draft EIR, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required.

¥ Priority Development Areas, commonly known as PDAs, are areas within existing communities that local city or county
governments have identified and approved for future growth. These areas typically are accessible by one or more transit services;
and they are often located near established job centers, shopping districts and other services.

% Association of Bay Area Governments, Plan Bay Area: Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy for
the San Francisco Bay Area 2013-2040, July 18, 2013, http://files.mtc.ca.gov/pdf/Plan_Bay_AreaFINAL/O-Introduction.pdf, accessed
May 30, 2017.
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Comment PP-3: East SoMa Area Plan at Risk

This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

I-Hestor-2.1

“One is I think you're risking the Eastern Neighbors Area Plan exemptions because you've adopted this Eastern
Neighborhood's Plan based on the EIR, and you're cutting away and changing the zoning of it. We've already
had the 5M; we've had Western SoMa. This one I don't think leaves intact the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan in
the EIR.” (Sue C. Hestor, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [I-Hestor-2.1])

Response PP-3

This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR and, therefore, does not require any
revisions to the Draft EIR. The comment expresses an opinion about CEQA environmental review procedures
and appears to suggest that, by adopting the Central SoMa Plan in parts of what is now the East SoMa Area
Plan (which is within the boundaries of the larger Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area), the Plan would somehow
render inadequate further reliance on the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans EIR for support of
Community Plan Evaluations in subsequent CEQA review. Community Plan Evaluations are mandated
pursuant to CEQA Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 for projects that are consistent with the
development density in an applicable area plan. The Central SoMa Plan would rezone a portion of the Western
SoMa Area Plan and a portion of the East SoMa Area Plan (Draft EIR Figure III-1, Area Plans in and near the
Central SoMa Plan Area, p. III-3). The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plan EIR evaluated the East
SoMa Area Plan along with the Mission, Central Waterfront, and Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plans. If the
Central SoMa Plan is adopted, subsequent development projects in the Plan Area that are consistent with the
development density provided for in the Central SoMa Plan would be eligible for the Community Plan
Evaluation process (CEQA Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183). This would not affect the
eligibility of projects for the Community Plan Evaluation process within the remaining Eastern Neighborhoods,
including the portions of East SoMa and Western SoMa, provided projects meet the following criteria:

1. Are consistent with the development density in the applicable plan and

2. Donot result in significant effects not previously identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods Program EIR,
including effects peculiar to the project or the project site, off-site or cumulative effects, or effects arising
from new information.

The fact that the Central SoMa Plan would supersede portions of both the East SoMa and Western SoMa Area
Plans would have no bearing on future applicability of the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR to the remaining
portions of East SoMa (or the other areas analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR), so long as the analysis
for a subsequent development project identifies no new or substantially more-severe impacts than were
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR.
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Additionally, as discussed on RTC p. 7, it is possible that a portion of the Plan Area could be designated a
Housing Sustainability District. If that were to occur, eligible projects would undergo a ministerial approval
process and, therefore, would not be subject to environmental review. However, eligible projects would be
required to incorporate applicable mitigation measures from this EIR.

Comment PP-4: General Plan Consistency

This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

O-CSN-1.12
O-CSN-1.52

“VI. THE PROJECT IS FATALLY INCONSISTENT WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND OTHER
APPLICABLE PLANNING DOCUMENTS.

“The DEIR incorrectly concludes that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and other applicable
planning documents. In fact, the proposed Plan is plainly inconsistent with these planning documents, resulting
in significant adverse environmental impacts.

“The City must treat its analysis of conflicts with the General Plan seriously and land use decisions must be
consistent with the plan. (CEQA Guidelines, App. G, Evaluation of Environmental Impacts, Item 6; Guidelines
§ 15125(d); Gov. Code §65860(a)) The General Plan is intended to be the ‘constitution for all future
developments,” a ‘charter for future development,” that embodies ‘fundamental land use decisions that guide
the future growth and development of cities and counties.” (Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural EI Dorado County
v. Board of Supervisors of El Dorado County (1998) 62 Cal. App.4th 1334, 1335; Lesher Communications, Inc. v. City of
Walnut Creek (1990) 52 Cal.3d 531,54; City of Santa Ana v. City of Garden Grove (1979) 100 Cal. App.3d 521,532) The
‘propriety of virtually any local decision affecting land use and development depends upon consistency with
applicable general plan and its elements.” (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors of County of Santa Barbara
(1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 570) The consistency doctrine has been described as the ‘linchpin of California’s land use
and development laws; it is the principal which infuses the concept of planned growth with the force of law.”
Corona-Norco Unified School District v. City of Corona (1993) 17 Cal. App.4th 985, 994.

“A project's impacts may be deemed significant if they are greater than those deemed acceptable in a general
plan or other applicable planning documents. (Gentry v. City of Murrieta (1995) 36 Cal.App.4th 1359, 1416). A
significant impact on land use and planning would occur if the project would ‘[c]onflict with any applicable
land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to
the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding
or mitigating an environmental effect.” (CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, § IX(b))

“According to the CEQA Guidelines, ‘environmental effects” include direct and indirect impacts to land use and
planning. Where the plan or policy was adopted to avoid negative environmental effects, conflicts with the plan
or policy constitutes a significant negative impact. (Oro Fino Gold Mining Corp. v. Co. of el Dorado (1990) 225
Cal.App.3d 872, 881-882; see also Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County of Orange (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 777,
783-4; County of El Dorado v. Dept. of Transp. (2005) 133 Cal. App.4th 1376; CEQA Guidelines, App. G., § IX(b)).
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Thus, under CEQA, a project results in a significant effect on the environment if the project is inconsistent with
an applicable land use plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating one or more
of these environmental effects.

“The DEIR fails to conduct a complete and forthright consistency analysis with the General Plan and other
applicable planning documents. The DEIR must be revised to analyze inconsistencies identify appropriate
mitigations or set the foundation for a finding of overriding considerations.

“The Plan is inconsistent with Policy 3.5 of the General Plan, which states, ‘Ensure that growth will not outpace
improvements to transit of the circulation system.” (DEIR P. III-9). The DEIR admits that the Plan would ‘result
in substantial delays to a number of MUNI routes serving the area,” (DEIR, p. IV.D-49), and ‘Development under
the Plan ... would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that would not be accommodated by local
transit capacity, and would cause a substantial increase in delays resulting in adverse impacts on local and
regional transit routes.” (DEIR, p. IV.D- 43). This impact to transit is not only a significant impact under CEQA,
it is prohibited by the General Plan. The DEIR’s conclusion that the Plan does not conflict with this General Plan
Policy is arbitrary and capricious.

“The Plan is inconsistent with the Urban Design Element of the General Plan, which states:

Policy 3.5: Relate the height of buildings to important attributes of the city pattern and to the height and
character of existing development; and

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

“(DEIR p. I1I-10). The Plan allows buildings of 350 feet or more in an area that the City admits is a mid-rise
neighborhood. As noted in the Central Corridor Plan, such tall buildings are inconsistent with the mid-rise
character of the neighborhood. The City stated in the Central Corridor Plan, at page 32, ‘The predominant
character of SoMa as a mid-rise district should be retained, and the presence of high-rises reduced by limiting
their distribution and bulk.” Having made these statements in the Central Corridor Plan, the City cannot not
simply ignore them. The court in the case Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33
Cal.App.4th 144 rejected a county’s argument that a revised initial study prepared by the county which
contradicted the findings of the first initial study had not ‘relegated the first initial study to oblivion.” Id. at 154.
The court stated, “We analogize such an untenable position to the unringing of a bell. The first initial study is
part of the record. The fact that a revised initial study was later prepared does not make the first initial study
any less a record entry nor does it diminish its significance, particularly when the revised study does not
conclude that the project would not be growth inducing but instead simply proceeds on the assumption that
evaluation of future housing can be deferred until such housing is proposed.” (Id. at 154 (emphasis added)). The
City cannot conclude that a project may have significant impacts and then, when such admission is no longer
convenient, simply change its conclusion to better suit its needs. The City conclusion of ‘no inconsistencies” with
the General Plan (DEIR, p. I1I-10) are refuted by its own statements in the Central Corridor Plan.

“The Plan is inconsistent with the Recreation and Open Space Element of the General Plan, Policy 1.9: Preserve
sunlight in public open spaces. (DEIR, p. IlI-11). The DEIR admits that the Plan will create new shadow on
several parks under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department, including South Park, Victoria
Manalo Draves Park and Gene Friend Recreation Center, as well as several public open spaces. (DEIR, p. III-11).
For example the DEIR admits that the Plan will create new shadows on the only Rec & Park property in the Plan
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area, South Park, and ‘could increase shadow on portions of South Park during early morning and late afternoon
hours from the spring equinox to the fall equinox (March through September). (DEIR, p. IV.H-35). In other
words, the Plan will cast shadows on South Park for half of the year! Similarly, the DEIR admits that the Plan
will cast shadows on the heavily used privately owned public open space (POPOS) located at 303 Second Street
from noon ‘through much of the afternoon,” and shading up to one-third of the POPOS. (DEIR p. IV.H-38). Given
these admissions, the DEIR’s finding that the Plan is somehow consistent with the General Plan Policy to
‘preserve sunlight in public open spaces’ is arbitrary and capricious and lacks substantial evidence. Casting
additional shadows for half of the year simply cannot be considered consistent with the policy of “preserving
sunlight in public open spaces.’

“The Plan is also inconsistent with the General Plan Objective 9: Reduce transportation-related noise, and Policy
11.1, Discourage new uses in areas in which the noise level exceeds the noise compatibility guidelines for that
use. (DEIR p. [1I-12). The DEIR admits that ‘Development under the Plan, including the proposed street network
changes, would generate noise that would result in exposure of persons to noise in excess of standards in the
San Francisco General Plan or Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Code), and would result in a substantial
permanent increase in ambient noise above existing levels.” (DEIR, p.S-71). Thus, the Plan will increase
transportation-related noise and place new uses in areas that exceed noise guidelines, in direct violation of the
General Plan. The DEIR’s conclusion of General Plan consistency is therefore arbitrary and capricious.

“The Plan is plainly inconsistent with the Western SoMa Plan, yet the DEIR inexplicably concludes that the Plan
would ‘not be demonstrably inconsistent with the Western SoMa Plan.” (DEIR, p. II-8). Most obviously, the
Western SoMa Plan Policy 1.2.4 is to ‘Prohibit housing outside of designated Residential Enclave Districts (RED)
south of Harrison Street.” (DEIR, p. III-6). The Plan is flatly inconsistent with this Policy, thereby resulting in a
significant environmental impact that is not addressed in the DEIR. ‘A revised DEIR is required to acknowledge,
address and mitigate these plan inconsistencies.”” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter,
February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.12])

“6. The Project is Inconsistent with the General Plan and Other Applicable Planning Documents

“The DEIR must include a complete and forthright analysis of the Projects consistency with the General Plan
and other applicable planning documents, ordinances and regulations. Inconsistencies between the Project and
the General Plan or other applicable planning documents that were enacted to protect the environment may
constitute significant impacts in themselves and can also be evidence of other significant impacts that must be
analyzed in the DEIR. In addition, where a Project is inconsistent with the General Plan it may not be lawfully

adopted or approved.

“In this case, after discussing only some of the applicable plans, the DEIR incorrectly concludes across the board
that the Project will not substantially conflict with any of the plans, policies or other provisions discussed, noting
that the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors would review the Plan for consistency with the General
Plan and consider possible amendments to achieve conformity. See DEIR Chapter III and page III-1.

“Some examples of the Project’s glaring inconsistency with the General Plan include, but are not limited to, the

following:
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Plan Provision

Inconsistency

Urban Design Element, General
Plan:

Policy 3.5: Relate the height of
building to important attributes of
the city pattern and to the height
and character of existing
development; and

Policy 3.6: Relate the bulk of
buildings to the prevailing scale of
development to avoid an
overwhelming or dominating
appearance in new construction.
DEIR at page I1I-10

The DEIR incorrectly concludes the Project would not conflict with
the objectives and policies of the Urban Design Element.

There is a clear inconsistency between the Project and the Urban
Design Element. The Project (Plan) allows building of 350 feet or
more in a neighborhood that is currently mid-rise and planned to
remain mid-rise in the Central Corridor Plan. According to the
Central Corridor Plan, ‘[t]he predominant character of Soma as a
mid-rise district should be retained, and the presence of high-rises
reduced by limiting their distribution and bulk.” Central Soma Plan
at page 32. Holding up this policy direction in the Central Soma Plan
are numerous reasons mid-rises rather than high rises are a better fit
for the neighborhood and would result in fewer significant impacts.
The DEIR’s assertion the Project would not be inconsistent with the
General Plan (DEIR at page III-10) is undermined by the statements
and facts in the Central Corridor Plan and its supporting documents.

Recreation and Open Space Element

Policy 1.9: Preserve sunlight in
pubic open spaces. DEIR at page
ITI-I1.

The DEIR incorrectly concludes the project will not conflict with this
policy.

There is a clear inconsistency between the Project and this Policy as
documented by the DEIR section on Shadows. Specifically, the DEIR
states that the Project will create new shadow on several parks in the
area. DEIR at page III-1I; see also discussion of Shadow section in
this letter). In addition, the DEIR Figures show significant new
shadows on public streets and POPOS. DEIR pages IV.H-35,
IV.H-38, Figures in Section IV.H of the DEIR. Based on evidence in
the DEIR, the DEIR incorrectly concludes the Project will no conflict
with this Policy.

Western SOMA Plan

Policy 1.2.4: Prohibit housing
outside of designated Residential
Enclave Districts (RED) south of
Harrison Street.” DEIR at page III-6

As well as other provisions of the
Western SOMA Plan

The DEIR incorrectly concludes that the Project would not be
demonstrably inconsistent with the Western Soma Plan. DEIR at
page III-8. The Project is clearly inconsistent with this policy and
therefore clearly inconsistent.

Eastern SOMA Plan

The DEIR incorrectly states that the Project would not be
demonstrably inconsistent with the East Soma Plan in part because
the applicable parcels in the Plan would be incorporated into the
Central Soma Plan.

The Project’s preference for employment (non-residential) uses is in
stark contrast to the objectives (1.2 and 1.2) of the Eastern Soma Plan.
Moreover, the Project’s proposed substantial growth in employment
without a commensurate plan for housing will put significant
pressure on the East Soma Plan for additional housing growth not
anticipated by the Plan.
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“A revised DEIR must include expanded and forthright analysis of the Projects potential inconsistencies with
all applicable plans including voter approved propositions, San Francisco’s Urban Design Guidelines and the
newly adopted TDM Ordinance. Where an inconsistency with a Plan or policy would result in an environmental
impact (e.g., shadows, public services, housing demand), those impacts must be analyzed in the appropriate
sections of the revised DEIR in a manner consistent with the policy analysis.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa
Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.52])

Response PP-4

The comments include the following;:

e A statement that the Draft EIR is not consistent with the General Plan and other applicable planning
documents.

e A request that the Draft EIR conduct a consistency analysis with the General Plan and other applicable
planning documents, and identify inconsistencies and appropriate mitigation measures or set the
foundation for a finding of overriding considerations.

e A statement that the Plan is inconsistent with specific elements of the General Plan including Air Quality
Element Policy 3.5, the Urban Design Element, the Recreation and Open Space Element, Environmental
Protection Element Objective 9, and the Western SoMa Plan.

e A statement that the Plan is inconsistent with East SoMa Area Plan Objective 1.2.

Consistency with the General Plan

CEQA does not require an analysis of a proposed project’s consistency with all plans or policies, but requires an
EIR to “discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans, specific plans,
and regional plans” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d)). This consideration of plan inconsistency is part of the
discussion of the project’s environmental setting, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d). For purposes
of compliance with CEQA, Draft EIR Chapter III, Plans and Policies, describes inconsistencies between the Plan
and applicable plans and policies. As noted on Draft EIR p. IV.A-8, a conflict between a proposed project and a
General Plan policy does not necessarily indicate a significant effect on the environment under CEQA. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15382 defines a significant effect on the environment as “a substantial or potentially adverse
change in the physical conditions within the area affected by the project, including land, air, water, minerals,
flora fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance.” Therefore, for a project to result in
a significant impact under CEQA with respect to a conflict with the General Plan or other policies adopted for
the purpose of mitigating an environmental effect, the project must be inconsistent or otherwise conflict with a
plan or policy adopted for the purpose of mitigating an environmental effect and result in a physical

environmental effect.

Potential inconsistencies with General Plan policies are discussed further below, under “Consistency of the
Proposed Plan with Existing Plans and Policies.” However, CEQA does require analysis of a project’s physical
environmental impacts. Among these physical impacts are those that could result from a conflict with a plan or
policy “adopted for the purpose of mitigating an environmental effect,” which is one of the significance criteria
in Draft EIR Section IV.A, Land Use and Land Use Planning. Inconsistencies resulting in physical effects on the
environment are discussed in Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures with
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mitigation measures identified, where possible. Draft EIR Section IV.A, Land Use and Land Use Planning,
explicitly identifies a significant unavoidable physical environmental impact (Impact LU-2) with respect to the
San Francisco General Plan Environmental Protection Element, in that the Plan, including the proposed street
network changes, would result in increased traffic noise beyond the applicable threshold. Therefore, the Draft
EIR found the conflict with General Plan Policy 9.6 would also be significant and unavoidable. The Draft EIR
also discusses plans and policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating environmental effects in
other sections of Chapter IV, including Sections IV.E, Noise; IV.F, Air Quality; IV.G, Wind; IV.H, Shadow; and
IV.I, Hydrology. Additionally, plans and policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
environmental effects are discussed in the Initial Study in Sections D.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions; D.13,
Biological Resources; D.15, Hydrology and Water Quality; and D.16, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

Consistency of the Proposed Plan with Existing Plans and Policies

The determination of whether a project is consistent with a specific plan or policy can be subjective and is best
made with a broad understanding of the often-competing policy objectives in a planning document. Policy
consistency determinations are ultimately made by the City’s local decision-making body (i.e.,, Planning
Commission, Board of Supervisors, and other City commissions or departments). Decision makers determine
whether the project would be, on balance, consistent with the General Plan. This consideration occurs
independent of the environmental review process. As discussed above, policy conflicts are considered
significant pursuant to CEQA only when the conflict would result in a significant, adverse physical
environmental impact. Potential conflicts with applicable policies are identified in the Draft EIR, to the extent
that these impacts result in physical environmental effects.

The commenter states that the Plan is inconsistent with General Plan Objective 9 regarding transportation-
related noise. Draft EIR Section IV.A, Land Use and Land Use Planning, specifically identifies a conflict with
General Plan Policy 9.6 related to traffic noise as a significant and unavoidable CEQA impact resulting from the
Plan. This conclusion is based on the analysis in Draft EIR Section IV.E, Noise and Vibration, which identifies a
significant and unavoidable impact related to traffic noise, a physical effect. The Draft EIR also identifies
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a, Transportation Demand Management for New Development Projects, to reduce
the severity of this impact, but even with mitigation, the impact of traffic noise resulting from the proposed Plan
would be significant and unavoidable. Thus, the Draft EIR identifies this policy conflict that is based on a
physical environmental effect as a significant and unavoidable impact of the Plan.

Consistency with the General Plan Air Quality Element

The commenter correctly notes that a significant and unavoidable transit impact is identified in the Draft EIR.
The commenter claims this conflicts with General Plan Air Quality Element Policy 3.5, “Ensure that growth will
not outpace improvements to transit of the circulation system.” However, three mitigation measures (Mitigation
Measures M-TR-3a, Transit Enhancements; M-TR-3b, Boarding Improvements; and M-TR-3c, Signalization and
Intersection Restriping at Townsend/Fifth Streets®') are proposed in the Draft EIR to reduce local and regional
transit impacts associated with implementation of the Plan. These physical environmental impacts are disclosed
in Draft EIR Section IV.D, Transportation and Circulation, pp. IV.D-35 through IV.D-109. Potential air quality

31 M-TR-3d, Implement Tow-away Transit-only Lanes on Fifth Street was removed as a mitigation measure from the Central SoMa
Plan EIR as it conflicts with an approved project on Fifth Street that was included in the 2009 Bike Plan.
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effects are disclosed in Draft EIR Section IV.F, Air Quality, which concludes that because the Plan would be
consistent with regional air quality plans, it would not violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially
to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard. Therefore, Plan effects on air quality would be less than significant. However, subsequent
individual development projects could exceed project-specific thresholds for criteria air pollutants, which would
result in a significant and unavoidable air quality impact, notwithstanding implementation of Mitigation
Measures M-NO-1a, Transportation Demand Management for Development Projects; M-AQ-3a, Education for
Residential and Commercial Tenants Concerning Low-VOC Consumer Products; M-AQ-3b, Reduce
Operational Emissions; and M-AQ-5a, Best Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators and Fire Pumps.
Additionally, Plan Area development would result in operational emissions of fine particulate matter (PMa2s)
and toxic air contaminants that would result in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations, also a significant and unavoidable air quality impact, despite implementation of Mitigation
Measures M-NO-1a, Transportation Demand Management for New Development Projects; M-AQ-5a, Best
Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators and Fire Pumps; M-AQ-5b, Siting Uses that Emit Particulate
Matter (PM25), Diesel Particulate Matter, or Other Toxic Air Contaminants; and M-AQ-5d, Land Use Buffers
around Active Loading Docks.

Consistency with the General Plan Urban Design Element

The commenter references the April 2013 draft of the Plan, which identifies Central SoMa as a mid-rise district
and recommends that the presence of high-rises be reduced by limiting their distribution and bulk. This
recommendation is reflected in Policies 8.3.3 and 8.3.4 of the Central SoMa Plan, which require buildings where
the height exceeds the street width to step back at the upper stories and limits their location to important
intersection nodes, respectively. However, the commenter mischaracterizes the discussion in the Plan of Central
SoMa being a mid-rise district and prescribing the distribution and bulk of towers as the Plan contradicting
itself, and suggests that this contradiction demonstrates the Plan’s inconsistency with the Urban Design
Element. The Plan notes that Central SoMa is a predominantly mid-rise district, and as such, tall buildings
should be subject to distribution and bulk restrictions to ensure they would not adversely affect the mid-rise
character of the Plan Area. In other words, the Plan prescribes the distribution and bulk of towers in order to
preserve the overall mid-rise character of the district. The commenter also states that the Plan conflicts with
Urban Design Element Policy 3.5 (relate the height of buildings to important attributes of the city pattern and to
the height and character of existing development) and Policy 3.6 (relate the bulk of buildings to the prevailing
scale of development to avoid an overwhelming or dominating appearance in new construction) and, therefore,
conflicts with the Urban Design Element. Draft EIR p. III-10 notes that, “while development in this area would
not necessarily relate to the important attributes of the city pattern, it would function to reduce the visual
prominence of the elevated freeway.” Also, as described in more detail in Section IV.B, Aesthetics, the Plan
would not adversely affect public views. As such, the Draft EIR concludes that aesthetic impacts would be less
than significant. The commenter has not provided any additional information or evidence to support their claim
that the Plan would conflict with a plan or policy adopted for the purpose of mitigating an environmental effect
by resulting in physical environmental aesthetic impacts under CEQA.
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Consistency with the General Plan Recreation and Open Space Element

The commenter also states that the Plan is inconsistent with the Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE) of the
General Plan because Plan development would cast shadow on South Park and various privately owned public
open spaces (POPOS), in particular the one at 303 Second Street. As noted on Draft EIR p. IV.H-35, all new shadow
on South Park would be of very limited extent, and new shadow on 303 Second Street would depend on the height
and massing of the building projecting its shadow toward the POPOS. The shadow analysis for the Plan was
conducted at the programmatic level and considered maximum building envelopes. As stated on Draft EIR p. IV-7,
with respect to the physical model used to assess wind and shadow effects of the Plan, “The three-dimensional
model does not incorporate fine-grained architectural detailing for each parcel. Instead the model consists largely
of simple extrusions of blocks and lots in the Plan Area to represent a buildout condition that reflects base height
limits of up to 85 feet. Where heights would be permitted above the 85-foot-limit, building features such as reduced
floorplates and upper-level setbacks were incorporated into the model in a manner to reflect Planning Code
requirements pertaining to building bulk and mass.” The Draft EIR explains that the shadow analysis is therefore
conservative, given that subsequent development may be constrained by factors such as Planning Code
requirements that require a minimum distance of separation between towers, which is proposed in the Plan Area
at 115 feet for towers greater than 160 feet in height, with exceptions allowing a separation of as little as 85 feet
under certain conditions. For buildings between 85 feet and 160 feet in height, the Plan calls for Planning Code
“skyplane” controls that would require a reduction in the apparent mass of a building when viewed from the
sidewalk across the street. Both the tower separation requirement and the skyplane controls would result in some
lesser degree of overall building massing than was included in the three-dimensional model relied upon for the
shadow analysis. Therefore, the Draft EIR’s shadow analysis represents a worst-case assessment of physical
impacts and still concludes that the Plan would result in less-than-significant shadow effects. Subsequent
development projects in the Plan Area that are consistent with the Central SoMa development density would
undergo project-level CEQA review to determine whether or not they would result in significant environmental
effects not disclosed in this EIR (Draft EIR p. IV.H-38). Project approvals for subsequent development projects
would also be required to be consistent with the General Plan, on balance, and that decision would occur separate

from the project-level CEQA review conducted for the project.

Consistency with the Western SoMa Area Plan

With regard to the Western SoMa Area Plan, a conflict with respect to existing zoning designations that prohibit
housing and proposed zoning designations that would allow housing would not necessarily result in physical
impacts on the environment, as discussed on Draft EIR pp. IlI-6 through III-8. Furthermore, such zoning designations
were not expressly adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. As stated on Draft EIR
p-1II-1, “The Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors would review the Plan for consistency with the
objectives, policies and principles of the General Plan and consider possible amendments proposed to achieve Plan
conformity with the General Plan.” The Central SoMa legislative amendments will include amendments to the
Western SoMa Plan to achieve internal consistency with the General Plan, and the decision makers will determine
whether or not the Plan is consistent with the General Plan and its subsequent policies.

With regard to the comment that the Plan would conflict with Objective 1.2, Maximize Housing Development
Potential in Keeping with Neighborhood Character of the East SoMa Area Plan, see Response LU-4, p. RTC-112.
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Overall, for reasons discussed herein, these comments do not require revisions to the Draft EIR. As such, these
comments will be transmitted to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the proposed Plan.

Comment PP-5: History of Prior Planning Efforts

This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

I-Hestor-1.6

“There have been a series of prior planning and actions south of Market covering the same area of the Central
So Ma Plan. The Project Description ‘Plan Vision’ text in II omits mentioning AND fails to show them on a
map. Please include in THIS EIR a description of each of the plans (and one intervening implementation). What
was goal of the rezoning or plan? Effective date? MAP of resulting heights and zoning classifications. Each
planning process occurred with several years of public involvement. Provide approximate start and end dates
of each public planning process. And date of adoption of plan/rezoning. Figure 11-1 should be used as model
to show area.

Downtown Plan - changed zoning south of Market from industrial and light industrial

Subsequent rezoning of south of Market - staffed by Susana Montana and Paul Lord (several year process
fine-tuned South of Market to allow PDR and artist uses in former industrial warehouses, provide space
for non profits serving residents and support existing, mostly low-income and family, housing)

Late 90s explosion of commercial live/work projects. 5000 total units in industrial areas, over 1000 units in
Central SoMa Plan area. Over 5 years of project approvals - bridge between Subsequent rezoning above
and decision to commence Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan. NO AFFORDABLE HOUSING
BECAUSE LIVE-WORK NOT HOUSING - Commercial use REQUIRED. 1:1 parking. NSRs which
limited occupancy and use -required commercial tenancy and annual business registration. No attempt
made to build out residential neighborhoods.

Eastern Neighborhoods Plan - Please show boundaries map East SoMa and West So Ma on map.

Western SoMa Plan - Please show boundaries on map.” (Sue C. Hestor, Letter, February 13, 2017 [I-Hestor-1.6])

Response PP-5

The comment indicates that the Draft EIR does not present or discuss previous planning actions in the Plan
Area. The consistency of the Central SoMa Plan with other plans in the area including the East SoMa Area Plan,
the Western SoMa Area Plan, and the Downtown Plan is considered in Chapter III, Plans and Policies. A
description of each Plan, as well as a brief description of the approval process, is provided in the chapter.
Figure IlI-1, Area Plans In and Near the Central SoMa Plan Area, p. IlI-3, also shows the boundaries of each of
the plans located in the Eastern Neighborhoods and other area plan boundaries. Additional information
requested by the commenter regarding prior planning processes is not related to the adequacy and accuracy of
the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR; therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required.
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Comment PP-6: Office Uses in Central SoMa

This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

O-SOMCAN-Cabande.11
O-VEC.9

“8. The Impacts of New Office Space and Lack of Local Hiring Requirements are Not Properly Presented or
Studied in the DEIR

“The DEIR is inadequate on the grounds that it does not incorporate all the City's policies with respect to office
space development controls. Page 111-19 of the DEIR details the City's pipeline of office developments with
respect to Planning Code Section 321, which caps large office construction at 950,000 square feet per year. The
way that this section 111.C.2 is presented is unclear since there is additional office space development that is not
subject to this cap because the cap only applies to ‘large office.” Furthermore, this section of the DEIR fails to
incorporate the voter approved Proposition O passed in November of 2016, which significantly increased the
large office cap to include an increased amount of office space at the Shipyard. The Plan is focused on
constructing a massive amount of new office space and essentially makes SoMa a second Financial District (this
is true for all the Project Alternatives as well). The DEIR's lack of clarity on how it will comply with Prop M
requirements, especially in light of the passage of Proposition O, is a critical flaw.

“Given the intensity of new high-end office space that is being proposed, the fact that ‘local hiring and training
goals’ are still in the section of the DEIR called ‘Areas of Controversy and Issues to be Resolved’ (p. 5-79) is not
only offensive to the community, but is potentially very damaging environmentally. With this approach,
Planning is saying that new jobs in SoMa will be for people who are not current residents which indicates an in-
migration of new people. Planning is also saying that current residents of SoMa will have to move somewhere
else to find work. What are the environmental impacts of all this forced migration? This is not analyzed in the
DEIR. Also, as new, more affluent people move into SoMa displacing current residents who live and work in
SoMa, how much farther will those displaced workers have to travel and what is the resulting environmental
impact? Again this is not analyzed in the DEIR.” (Angelica Cabande, South of Market Community Action Network,
Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-SOMCAN-Cabande.11])

“Moreover, the DEIR fails to address the total amount of square footage of office developments within this plan
and whether this is in accordance of Prop M aka Office Development Annual Limit. Although the DEIR briefly
addresses the Prop M limitation, we request that the Planning staff addresses how Plan Bay Area affects the
current city's legislation in place.” (Chris Durazo, Bill Sorro Housing Program Veterans Equity Center, Letter,
February 13, 2017 [O-VEC.9])

Response PP-6

The comments contend that the Draft EIR does not clearly state what office developments are subject to Planning
Code Section 321, that Propositions M and O are not appropriately considered, that new jobs will not be
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available for current SoMa residents, and that the displacement of residents is not adequately analyzed. The
comments also request Planning staff to address how Plan Bay Area affects the City's current legislation.

Compliance with Proposition M, passed in November 1986, is governed by Planning Code Section 321. Office
developments exempt from Planning Code Section 321 are identified on Draft EIR p. III-19 as buildings smaller
than 25,000 square feet. These controls apply to individual projects and not area planning efforts. It is possible
that Proposition M and Planning Code Section 321 could limit the overall amount of office space developed over
the horizon year for the Plan (2040). However, the Draft EIR assumes that projected office space would be
developed during the Plan horizon year to provide a worst-case assessment of the physical environmental
impacts of the Plan. An individual project’s compliance with Proposition M would be assessed at the time the
project is proposed. With regard to the comment requesting staff to address how Plan Bay Area affects the City's
current legislation, presumably related to the office allocation limits, Plan Bay Area does not mandate changes
to local zoning; therefore, the degree to which Plan Bay Area achieves its land use goals is up to local jurisdictions.

Proposition O passed in November 2016 and exempts new office space at Candlestick Point and most of the
former Navy shipyard at Hunters Point from the City’s annual 950,000-square-foot limit for office space. Office
space approved in these areas would not count toward the City’s annual 950,000-square-foot limit governed by
Planning Code Section 321. Therefore, Proposition O does not apply to the Central SoMa Plan. However, the
Candlestick Point and Hunters Point development program is included in the cumulative assumptions for traffic
modeling and subsequent technical topics dependent on traffic in the Central SoMa Plan Draft EIR. As such,
physical impacts on the environment associated with this development have been accounted for and disclosed
in the Central SoMa Plan Draft EIR.

The comments also assert that new jobs in Central SoMa would be created for people who are not current
residents and suggest the displacement of current residents and employees would result in additional
environmental impacts not disclosed in the Draft EIR. However, the creation of new office, retail, commercial,
and production, distribution, and repair jobs anticipated under the proposed Plan in Central SoMa could
actually result in more job opportunities for existing residents. Socioeconomic effects are generally beyond the
scope of the CEQA environmental review process unless a link can be established between anticipated
socioeconomic effects of a proposed action and adverse physical environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15131(a), CEQA Section 21082.2). There is no evidence showing that new residential development under
the proposed Plan would cause displacement of existing residents or result in significant adverse environmental
effects, such as an increase in regional per capita vehicle miles traveled. See Response OC-1, p. RTC-248, for
additional discussion of secondary impacts resulting from the Plan’s rezoning.

Comment PP-7: One Vassar Project

This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

O-One Vassar.2
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“Page: = Comment:

“III-20  The discussion of anticipated Section 321 office allocations on this page should include the One Vassar
projects' anticipated 421,000 gsf allocation, as reflected in the application filed with the Planning
Department in April 2016.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, One Vassar, LLC, Letter,
February 13, 2017 [O-One Vassar.2])

Response PP-7

The comment requests that the One Vassar project be included in the list of Section 321 office allocation square
footage-restricted buildings in the Draft EIR. The list presented in the Draft EIR came from the “Office
Development Annual Limitation (Annual Limit) Program Update,” dated July 22, 2016, which did not include
the One Vassar (400 Second Street) project. However, based on revisions to the list since July 22, 2016, as well as
revisions to the 598 Brannan Street project addressed on p. RTC-88 under Response PP-1, Draft EIR pp. I1I-19
and III-20 are revised as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethreugh; new text is double-underlined):

As ofJuly22-2016 January 12, 2018, the Planning Department inventory of office space showed less
thanhalf-a-millien(abeut444,000)-approximately 2.1 million square feet of space available for large
projects (those 50,000 square feet and larger), with an additional $:881.02 million square feet available
for smaller projects (25,000 to 49,999 square feet).” Another 875,000 square feet is added to the large
project pool and another 75,000 square feet is added to the small project pool each October (the start of
the Section 321 year). The 2012-2013 Section 321 year was the most active in the history of the office
allocation program, with 3.6 million square feet of large projects approved (no small projects were
approved); the Salesforce (formerly Transbay) Tower at 101 First Street at Mission Street represented
38 percent of this total, at 1.37 million square feet. This building is currently under construction. After a
lull in 2013-2014, another 2.2 million square feet of office projects was approved in the 2014-2015
Section 321 year, including “Park Tower” (250 Howard Street) in Zone 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment
Area (767,000 square feet; groundbreaking occurred in October 2015) and 633,500 square feet of office
space in the 5M Project at Fifth and Mission Streets._Another 1.23 million square feet was allocated in

the 2015-2016 Section 321 year, with 86 percent of that going to the 50 First Street (“Oceanwide Center”)

project. Only 90,000 square feet was allocated in the 20162017 approval period, to one large project—

expansion of a building at 633 Folsom Street. As of January 2018, no office allocations had been granted
in the 2017-2018 Section 321 vear.

As ofJualy—2016_January 2018, the Planning Department reported fewr—eight large projects with
applications pending for allocation of office space totaling 3365.92 million square feet. One project, the

proposed conversion of the San Francisco Design Center building at 2 Henry Adams Street from
showrooms to office space (246,000 square feet; Case No. 2013.1593), was effectively denied in July 2014
when the Board of Supervisors Land Use Committee tabled a resolution designating the building a City
Landmark, an action that was required to allow the office conversion. This action essentially reduced
the 3365.92 million square feet of pending space as of Nevember2015—January 2018 to
916,0005.68 million square feet.

Of the other three-seven projects, twe-three are in the Plan Area and are undergoing environmental
review: 2.03 million square feet of office space at 610-698 Brannan Street (the Flower Mart site; Case

No. 2017-000663); a proposed 700:8801.2 million-square-foot buildinginthe Central SoMaPlan-Area

development containing aggrommatelg 9225300 square feet of office use at 598 Brannan Street (Case
No. 2012.0640E);-and-a 89

633—F9159m§treet—é€ase—Ne—2@-l—4—1—963} and a mlxed—use gro]ect mcludlng 4215000 square feet of ofﬁc
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space at 400 Second Street (One Vassar Street; Case No. 2012.1384). The feurth-other proposals would
create some 1.8 million square feet of office space at the former Pier 70 shipyard; convert 119,600 square
feet of PDR space in the San Francisco Armory at 1800 Mission Street to office use; develop
approximately 289,000 square feet of office space at 542-550 Howard Street; and develop about
84,500 square feet of office space, along with PDR space, at 552 Berry Street/1 De Haro Street. (Although
the Pier 70 project received several approvals in 2017, office allocations at that site will be granted on an
incremental basis as development proceeds.)

The large building inventory reached a maximum of just over 5.1 million square feet available at the
start of the 2012-13 allocation period in October 2012. As ofJaly—2046_January 2018, the Planning
Department has environmental or other applications on file for some 6:93.79 million square feet of office
space in addition to the 5.92 million square feet of pending office space. The applications on file
combined with the pending office space totals more than 9.7 million square feet, which is considerably
more than the 444;6602.1 million square feet available. The largest projects on file include

18-milliensquarefeet)—a mixed-use project at Seawall Lot 337 (the San Francisco Giants” “Mission
Rock” project on Port of San Francisco Land; approximately 1.3 million square feet), which has received

certain approvals but as of January 2018 has not submitted application for allocation of office space;

redevelopment of the former Potrero Power Plant site, including approximately 590,000 square feet of

office space; and three projects in the Plan Area: an approximately 907,000 square-foot office project at
725-735 Harrison and Fourth Street,-alse-withinthe Plan-Axrea 823,500 square feet of office space on the
site of the San Francisco Tennis Club at Fifth and Brannan Streets, and addition of about 169,000 square
feet of office space to a recently constructed building at 505 Brannan Street. There are applications on
file for 3-85.4 million square feet of office space in sever-nine separate projects within the Central SoMa
Plan Area, including twe-three small (less than 50,000 square-foot) projects._It is noted that, with

approval of Proposition O in November 2016, office development at Candlestick Point and the former
Hunters Point Shipyard is not subject to the annual limit on office development contained in Planning
Code Section 321. This could allow for earlier approval of projects elsewhere in the City, including in
the Plan Area, given that the Planning Commission had voted in 2010 to give priority in office
allocations to projects in the Candlestick Point-Hunters Point project area over other office projects,
except for the Salesforce Tower and projects in Mission Bay South.

Footnote:

5 San Francisco Planning Department, “Office Development Annual Limitation (Annual Limit) Program Update,” July
22,2016 January 12, 2018. Allocations in square feet of gross floor area, as defined in Planning Code Section 102.9,
http:/lzasfplan.sfplanning.org/ ANLM/Office_Allocation_Stats.pdf, accessed-Oetober24,2046 January 26, 2018.

These proposed changes to the Draft EIR do not present significant new information with respect to the
proposed Plan, would not result in any new significant environmental impacts or present new feasible
alternatives or mitigation measures, and would not result in a substantial increase in the severity of a significant
impact identified in the Draft EIR. Therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5, is not required.
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Comment PP-8: Provide Page Reference When Other Area Plans Referenced

This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

I-Hestor-1.7

“Where Central SoMa EIR refers to Eastern Neighborhoods or Western So Ma Plan, please cite to specific page
of that Area Plan so others can find and review. e.g. II-3 para 2 of Background refers to pending development
of Central Subway related to THIS Central SoMa Area Plan and EIR. Provide reference to page in Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan. Similar in Western SoMa Plan which occurred after EN had already been adopted.” (Sue
C. Hestor, Letter, February 13, 2017 [I-Hestor-1.7])

Response PP-8

The comment requests that page numbers in the East SoMa Plan and Western SoMa Plan be included in the text
where these plans are referenced. Draft EIR Section II.A.2, Background, p. II-3, is intended to provide context
for the development of the Central SoMa Plan Area based on prior planning processes. The Draft EIR does not
specifically reference the East SoMa Plan nor Western SoMa Plan; therefore, no revisions are required.

Comment PP-9: Western SoMa Mixed Use Office (WMUO) Zoning District

This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

I-Ferro, A.2

“The zoning for the Central So Ma Plan bounded by Second, Townsend, Sixth and Bryant Streets is proposed to
be reclassified as MUO (Mixed-Use District), which allows housing, except for the lots adjacent to the proposed
mixed use development on the Flower Market site which would be reclassified to WMUO that does not allow
housing. See section 845.20. The location of the lots proposed to be zoned WMUO are close to the Central
Subway currently under construction. These lots are within two blocks of Muni Line #8 (Bayshore), within 1 1/2
to two blocks from Muni Line #10 (Townsend) and Muni Line #19 (Polk), within one-half block of the east bound
and one block from the west bound Muni Lines #27 (Bryant) and #47 (Van Ness).! City's planning policy
encourages new housing in locations with easy access to multiple transit lines, the change to WMUO contradicts
that policy.”

Footnote:

! When the Central Subway is completed, [no further text provided in the commenter’s footnote]

(Angelo Ferro, Letter, January 26, 2017 [I-Ferro, A.2])
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Response PP-9

The comment states that the rezoning of existing Service, Arts, and Light Industrial (SALI) parcels to WMUO is
not consistent with the City’s planning policy to encourage housing in locations with easy access to multiple
transit lines. The parcels to which the commenter is referring currently do not allow residential uses; therefore,
the fact that residential uses would not be permitted under the proposed zoning is no different from the existing
condition. The rezoning of most of the area to the south and east of these parcels in the Central SoMa Plan to
include residential uses would promote new housing in proximity to multiple transit lines, which is consistent
with City planning policy.
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D.3 Overview

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in the “Overview” section of Draft EIR
Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. These include topics related to:

e Comment OV-1: Description of Subsequent Development Projects

Comment OV-1: Description of Subsequent Development Projects

This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

O-CSPO.11
O-One Vassar.3
O-Tishman.4

“Page: = Comment:
“IV-9 Subsequent Development Projects. The project address labeled ‘31 Bryant” should be corrected to ‘531
Bryant'.

The project description for this development should be revised to reflect that it would demolish the
two existing buildings at the site, but has proposed two possible options: either (1) complete removal
of these structures or (2) potential retention of the existing building facade along Bryant Street.”
(Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Various Central SoMa Property Owners, Letter, February 13,
2017 [O-CSPO.11])

“Page:  Comment:

“IV-9 The 400 Second Street project description should be amended to better reflect the full scope of the
One Vassar project, as provided in the current environmental application. The project would merge
multiple parcels on the south side of Harrison Street, retain one of the existing buildings (645
Harrison), demolish the remaining four structures, and construct two new buildings and an addition
above the existing 645 Harrison structure. The project anticipates construction of two towers reaching
heights of approximately 350, and an additional building reaching a height of approximately 200 feet.
The project will result in the creation of a midblock passage way connection Harrison and Perry
Streets, improvement of the existing Vassar Place, and a new connection from Second Street to Vassar
Place and Perry Street. The project would create approximately 380 dwelling units, 500 hotel rooms,
and 535,000 gross square feet of office use.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, One Vassar,
LLC, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-One Vassar.3])

“Page:  Comment:
“IV-8 Subsequent Development Projects.

The 598 Brannan Project description should be amended to reflect development of 984,429 square feet
of office, and 75,075 square feet of ground floor commercial area (Retail / PDR), and 104,800 square
feet of residential (approximately 100 dwelling units). The proposed park area should be amended to
approximately 43,000 square feet.
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The 655 Fourth Project should be amended to reflect development of two towers extending to a height
of approximately 400 feet with below-grade parking.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose,
Tishman Speyer, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-Tishman.4])

Response OV-1

These comments identify specific updates or clarifications to project descriptions listed on Draft EIR p. IV-§,
under “Subsequent Development Projects.” The purpose of this Draft EIR section is to inform the public of
specific development proposals within the Plan Area that are contingent upon the proposed Plan’s rezoning. As
stated on this page, “The EIR analyzes the Plan at a “program’ level of analysis pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15168. ... this EIR does not analyze the specific environmental impacts of these [subsequent
development] projects. These projects would be subject to their own environmental evaluation ...” The
following text edits are made to the Draft EIR to clarify particular aspects of these projects, including information
from an updated application for the 598 Brannan Street project filed subsequent to the receipt of comments
(deleted text is shown in strikethrough; new text is double-underlined):

e 598 Brannan Street: The proposed development would consist of four new buildings containing
approximately 984,400922,300 square feet of office, 61,34075,000 square feet of—retail ground-floor
commercial area (Retail/PDR), and $084;86088,000 square feet of residential (approximately 38690 dwelling
units). Existing buildings to be demolished include the four existing one-and two-story commercial,
industrial, and warehouse buildings and associated surface parking lots. The proposed project would also
include a new approximately 33,80038,000-square-foot park at the center of the project site.

e 400 Second Street: tact would - demo i istine one Tdin

eeﬂstP&et—th-reeﬂew—bm-ldmg& The Erogosed Ero]ect Would merge multlgle Earcels on the south 51de of
Harrison Street, retain one of the existing buildings (645 Harrison Street), demolish the remaining four
structures, and construct two new buildings and an addition above the existing 645 Harrison Street
structure. The project anticipates construction of two towers reaching heights of approximately 350 feet
and an additional building reaching a height of approximately 200 feet. The proposed project would

result in the creation of a midblock passageway connection between Harrison and Perry streets,

improvement of the existing Vassar Place, and a new connection from Second Street to Vassar Place and

Perry Street. The proposed project would create approximately 380 dwelling units, 500 hotel rooms, and
535,000 gross square feet of office use, of which 421,000 square feet would be net new office space.

e 531 Bryant Street: The proposed project would-retain-the-existingfacade-and-constructanewsbestory

building_demolish the two existing buildings on the site, and proposes two possible options: either
(1) complete removal of these structures or (2) potential retention of the existing building facade along

Bryant Street.

These proposed changes to the Draft EIR do not present significant new information with respect to the
proposed Plan, would not result in any new significant environmental impacts or present new feasible
alternatives or mitigation measures, and would not result in a substantial increase in the severity of a significant
impact identified in the Draft EIR. Therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5, is not required.
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D.4 Land Use and Land Use Planning

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Draft EIR Chapter IV, Environmental
Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, in the “Land Use and Land Use Planning” section. These include

topics related to:
e Comment LU-1: Revise Plan Area Boundary Description
e Comment LU-2: Update Regarding Adoption of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program
e Comment LU-3: Plan Would Disrupt/Divide Neighborhood
e Comment LU-4: Address Impacts on Neighborhood Character

e Comment LU-5: Add a Mitigation Measure to Require a Notice of Special Restriction (NSR) for Market-
Rate/Office Development to Protect Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) and Entertainment
Uses

Comment LU-1: Revise Plan Area Boundary Description

This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

O-CSPO.12

“Page:  Comment:

“IV.A-1 Plan Area Boundaries and Location. The DEIR describes the Plan area boundary as having its
northernmost point at Stevenson and Mission Streets. This description should be revised to
incorporate the properties within the Plan area extending to Stevenson and 6th Streets.” (Melinda A.
Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Various Central SoMa Property Owners, Letter, February 13, 2017
[O-CSPO.12])

Response LU-1

The comment accurately identifies that the Plan Area boundary is incorrectly described in the text on Draft EIR
p.- IV.A-1. Accordingly, the second sentence of the second paragraph on Draft EIR p. IV.A-1 is revised as follows
(deleted text is shown in strikethrousgh; new text is double-underlined):

... Its boundaries extend from Second Street on the east to Sixth Street on the west, from Townsend
Street on the south, and along an irregular northern border that generally jogs along Folsom, Howard,
and Stevenson Streets to its northernmost point at Stevenson and Missien-Sixth Streets. ...

It is noted that the northernmost point of the Plan Area is correctly described in Draft EIR Chapter II, Project
Description, on p. II-6.
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Comment LU-2: Update Regarding Adoption of Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Program

This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

O-CSPO.13

“Page: =~ Comment:

“IV.A-12 Other Regulations, Bullet #2. This bullet should be updated to reflect adoption of the TDM Program
in 2017.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Various Central SoMa Property Owners, Letter,
February 13, 2017 [O-CSPO.13])

Response LU-2

The comment states that the reference to the City’s TDM Program should be updated to reflect adoption of this
program by the Board of Supervisors. The City’s TDM Program was adopted on February 7, 2017, and became
effective on March 19, 2017, subsequent to publication of the Draft EIR on December 14, 2016. Therefore, the
following revisions are made to the Draft EIR (deleted text is shown in strike-threugh; new text is double-
underlined):

On p. IV.A-12, the second bullet is revised as follows:

e  Planning Code provisions concerning off-street parking and loading and-assumingthey-are-enacted
by—theBoard—of Supervisers—in—2016 transportation demand management, as discussed in

Section IV.D, Transportation and Circulation.

On p. IV.D-23, the last bullet is revised as follows:

e Encourage Sustainable Travel. This component of the Transportation Sustainability Program would
help manage demand on the transportation network through a Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Program, making sure new developments are designed to make it easier for
new residents, tenants, employees, and visitors to get around by sustainable travel modes such as
transit, walking, and biking. Each measure that would be included in the TDM program is intended
to reduce VMT traveled from new development. Resolution No. 19628 of intent to initiate the
Planning Code amendments was approved by the Planning Commission on August 4, 2016;-and-the

Planning Code-amendmentshave beenforwarded-+te, On February 7, 2017, the Board of Supervisors

approved Ordinance No. 34-17, which the Mayor signed on February 17, 2017, adopting the TDM
Program. The TDM Program became effective on March 19, 2017ferlegislative approval.

On p. IV-D .40, the last two sentences are revised as follows:

. As noted above on February 7, 2017 the—ELaﬁmﬂg—De}aa%tmeﬂt—ls—ebmreﬂﬂ-pr&rsumg—aa—efd-maﬂee

v—the Board of Superv1sors Egroved

Ordmance No 34- 17E adogtmg a c1t¥_W1de TDM Program Therefore, development projects within the
Plan Area would be subject to the requirements of the TDM Program.
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On p. IV-D.107, the last two sentences of the first partial paragraph are revised as follows:

. Asnoted in sectlon ”Regulatory Framework” above on February_ 7, 2017E t—he—lll-arﬂﬂmg—Depa%t-mem

of Supervisors_approved Ordmance No 34-17, adopting a citywide TDM Program Therefore,
development projects within the Plan Area would be subject to the requirements of the TDM Program.

On p. IV-E.22, the first full sentence of the first partial paragraph is revised as follows:

.. The TDM Program Standards and accompanying appendices are-expeetee-te-may be refined by_ the
Planmn&z Commission from time to time-as-planningfor-the propesed FOM-Ordinance-continues. ..

The same revision is made in the Table S-1 on p. S5-29.

On p. VI-10, footnote 422 is revised as follows:

422 Asnoted-in-Chapter - Projeet Deseription—the City-isantieipated-to-The Board of Supervisors, on
February 7, 2017, adopted an ordinance by-end-of2016-that weuld-mandates TDM Programs in many

new development projects.

On p. VI-55, footnote 432 is revised as follows:

42 As-neted-in-Chapter I Project Deseription—the-City-is—antieipated-The Board of Supervisors, on
February 7, 2017, adopted an ordinance by-end-of20146-that weuld-mandates TDM Programs in many

new development projects.

Comment LU-3: Plan Would Disrupt/Divide Neighborhood

This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

O-CSN-1.2

“However, the type of development outlined in the current Plan is quite likely to retard the current
transformation of this neighborhood. Rather than developing into high density residential and mixed use
neighborhood stretching from Mission Bay to downtown, the current plan proposes to cut the Central SoMa
neighborhood off from the neighborhoods to the south and essentially isolate it.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa
Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.2])

Response LU-3

The comment expresses an opinion that development pursuant to the Plan would “cut off” and isolate the Plan
Area from neighborhoods to the south.

The commenter provides no additional information or evidence of how development pursuant to the Plan
would “cut off” or “isolate” the Plan Area from areas to the south. As explained in Impact LU-1, Draft EIR
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p. IV.A-9, the Plan would not physically divide an established community. The Plan’s proposed zoning changes
may result in changes to land use patterns as subsequent development projects are implemented pursuant to
the Plan, but would not result in physical barriers to established communities either within or surrounding the
Plan Area. As identified in the Draft EIR p.IV.A-9, the proposed street network changes (including
improvements to mid-block alleys and mid-block crosswalks) could

... decrease existing physical barriers in the Plan Area by reducing the length of many of the Plan Area
block faces and thereby facilitating pedestrian movement through the neighborhoods. Furthermore, the
substitution of traffic lanes with transit-only lanes and bicycle lanes/cycle tracks, widening of sidewalks,
installation of mid-block crosswalks, and reopening of closed crosswalks would remove barriers to
circulation within the neighborhood, especially for non-automobile modes, which would be beneficial
for neighborhood connectivity.

As explained below in Response LU-4, the Draft EIR also concludes that the Plan would also have a less-than-
significant effect with respect to the visual character of the Plan Area.

Comment LU-4: Address Impacts on Neighborhood Character

This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

O-VEC.8

“Although the DEIR briefly addresses that the Central SOMA Plan will conflict with East SoMa Plan, it did not
resolve the proposed high-rise developments of the proposed area plan to mid-rise residential plan of Eastern
Neighborhood Plan, such transitions should be addressed in how will this affect the character of the

neighborhood.” (Chris Durazo, Bill Sorro Housing Program Veterans Equity Center, Letter, February 13, 2017
[O-VEC.8])

Response LU-4

The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to address effects on neighborhood character that could result from
development of high-rise buildings in and adjacent to the existing East SoMa Plan Area.

As stated on Draft EIR p. IV.A-8, “Potential effects regarding the character of the Plan Area and vicinity are
addressed in this EIR only to the degree that such effects relate to physical environmental changes. Such changes
are addressed in Section IV.B, Aesthetics, and Section IV.C, Cultural Resources. Other effects of the Plan in
relation to land use character are, in general, social or economic effects. Refer to Chapter V, Other CEQA
Considerations, for further information about how social and economic effects are addressed by CEQA.”

As shown in Draft EIR Figure III-1, Area Plans in and near the Central SoMa Plan Area, p. II-3, East SoMa is an
irregularly shaped area that generally extends south from Folsom Street and west from Fourth Street; East SoMa
also includes the area bounded generally by Mission, Fifth, Harrison, and Seventh streets, with a connecting
link between these two areas in the northern two-thirds of the block bounded by Folsom, Fourth, Harrison, and
Fifth streets. East SoMa includes portions of the proposed Central SoMa Plan Area and also extends east,
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southeast, and west of the Central SoMa area. As shown in Draft EIR Figure II-8, Generalized Height Limits,
Existing and Proposed Height and Bulk Districts, p. II-20, the Plan proposes only two locations of substantial
increases in height limits north of Harrison Street, except east of Third Street, which is already developed with
taller office and residential buildings. Conversely, the Plan would increase height limits to between 130 feet and
400 feet in the area generally bounded by Bryant, Third, Townsend, and Sixth streets and adjacent to the elevated
I-80 freeway east of Fourth Street.

With regard to aesthetic impacts, Impact AE-1, Draft EIR p.IV.B-33, concludes that the Plan would not
substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the Plan Area, identifying this impact as less than
significant. As stated on Draft EIR p. IV.B-34, “Although the diverse scale and mid-rise character of much of the
Plan Area would be retained, implementation of the Plan would result in changes both to the cityscape and on
ground level. Taller buildings in specific clusters would reinforce the existing street grid-oriented development
patterns and the locations of transit, but would concentrate visual changes at specific locations. At the ground
level, there would be a perceptible change in both pedestrian and vehicular activity, owing to the introduction
of higher-density development. However, while these changes would be noticeable, they would not necessarily

be considered adverse.”

Impact CP-1, Draft EIR p. IV.C-54, analyzes effects of the Central SoMa Plan on historic architectural resources
and states, “While the Plan includes a number of policies to protect historic resources, and neighborhood
character, which could protect individual resources or historic/conservation districts, one of the Plan’s primary
goals is to increase the capacity for jobs and housing (Goal 1). The Plan would accomplish this by increasing
height limits and replacing exi[s]ting zoning districts that restrict the capacity for office and residential
development with zoning that supports office and residential development. These policies could affect
individual historic resources and/or historic/conservation districts as discussed below.” The Draft EIR concludes
that implementation of the Plan could result in material impairment to both individual historical resources and
to historic districts, even with mitigation. Therefore, the Draft EIR concludes that development under the Plan

would result in significant and unavoidable impacts on historical resources.

The commenter has not provided any additional information or evidence of how the proposed changes in
zoning heights could result in physical environmental effects not already disclosed in the Draft EIR.

Comment LU-5: Add a Mitigation Measure to Require a Notice of Special
Restriction (NSR) for Market-Rate/ Office Development to Protect Production,
Distribution, and Repair (PDR) and Entertainment Uses

This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

I-Hestor-1.11
I-Hestor-2.7

“South of Market rezoning after Downtown Plan adoption had unexpected result in approval of over 5,000+
units of commercial live/work several years later in late 1990s in areas historically zoned for light industry. The
South of Market rezoning had made legal conversion or construction of new live/work. In reaction to community
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push back on what was perceived as upper end HOUSING, Planning took an important interim step. The
Commission/Department developed and imposed NSRs [Notices of Special Restrictions] on most live/work
units. Nearly all of the units and NSRs were in the Southeast Quadrant. The quadrant leader should have access
to and knowledge of the NSRs and how compliance has been monitored. Except for a very small area of the
South of Market, new housing required a Conditional Use. Because live/work was a PERMITTED commercial
use it did not require CU approval nor provide any affordable housing.

Over 1,000 of the total 5,000 live/work units were built in the Central SoMa Plan Area. Many had NSR conditions
which addressed concerns about new residents of commercial spaces coming into an light industrial area where
there were existing PDR and other uses which would have some conflicts with new live/work residents. NSRs
designed to head off conflicts.

Requested mitigation measure to notify of pre-existing mixed use nature of Central SoMa.

The Department should have in its files the language of the NSRs PLANNING imposed on live/work projects.

To expand uses and heights into areas that have uses and occupants that are PDR, industrial, services for low
and moderate income people, a mitigation measure to ensure protection of legal preexisting uses is needed.
Given experience with live/work NSRs, the NSRs need to be signed AND RECORDED by each succeeding
owner or resident of a new building - at a minimum market rate housing and commercial office. The
RECORDED NSR should advise signer that they are moving into an area that had been for decades has been
zoned for industrial use. That non-profit agencies had been owners and occupants of Central SoMa for decades
so that low income persons and nearby areas could be served. That THEY, residents of new market rate housing
and occupants of office buildings, are the interlopers. In my words, they should not bitch about others who have
already been operating legally in the area as a permitted use. Imposition of a mitigation measure that must be
signed AND RECORDED by successive condo owners, and required to be signed by office tenants, would allow
mixed uses to continue, along with long term residential tenancies by lower income people.

“I specifically refer to the language imposed on the project at 1000 Pennsylvania (AB 4224, Lot 42) which
acknowledges the presence of industrial uses in that industrially zoned area with an aim to protect the uses.
Language based on the following should be required:

The property owner and all successors in ownership of (office building, market rate housing, etc) shall
disclose in writing, and require a sighed AND RECORDED acknowledgment therefor[e] and, for
tenants, such disclosure shall be included in the signed lease agreement that:

(A) the project was built on property which was zoned (here need history of zoning back to
industrial zoning pre-downtown Plan, and what uses were permitted up to Central SoMa Plan zoning)
and that property, when approved for the subject project, was surrounded by a mixture of residential,
commercial (including nighttime entertainment) and industrial uses;

(B) that industrial use and the jobs they generate are important to San Francisco;

© that the nature of industrial use is often noisy, odorous, and operate at all hours of the day or
night, on all days of the year, and often locate in industrial areas;

(D) that activities permitted in an (M-1 Light Industrial Zoning District - modify) generate noise
from patrons and other entering and departing the area at all hours;
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(E) that surrounding industrial facilities may generate other circumstances and conditions that may
be considered by some people as offensive to market rate housing or office use;

(F) that there exist numerous nightclubs and restaurants in the nearby area.
“This mitigation measure requiring a signed RECORDED NSR - which is binding on all subsequent owners or

tenants - should be imposed on any market rate housing or office development in Central SoMa.” (Sue C. Hestor,
Letter, February 13, 2017 [I-Hestor-1.11])

“And I want a proposed mitigation for all offices and new market-rate housing, that do-not-bitch condition
because this is a former industrial area. There are services for low-income residents, and there are PDR uses.

“The Planning Commission imposed a do-not-bitch condition on the live-work projects so people that move
into these new housing units can’t complain about the people that were there now that are PDRs and residential
serving Mission.

“That is not a bad word; I understand it.” (Sue C. Hestor, Hearing Transcript, January 26, 2017 [I-Hestor-2.7])

Response LU-5

The comment recommends the addition of a mitigation measure that would require recording of a Notice of
Special Restrictions on the title of new market-rate residential and office projects in the Plan Area. The
commenter’s proposed Notice of Special Restriction would require new residents and office occupants to
acknowledge the potential disruptive influence of noise, odors, night lighting, and the like from existing
industrial, light industrial, and entertainment uses (such as nightclubs). The commenter cites the development
during the 1990s of live/work units in the South of Market (SoMa) neighborhood, including the Plan Area, and
the resulting conflicts between residents of these live/work units and pre-existing light industrial and
entertainment uses over issues such as noise, odors, and late-night/early morning activity.

The commenter’s request to add a mitigation measure requiring a Notice of Special Restriction on the title of
new market-rate residential and office projects in the Plan Area is not warranted because: (1) equivalent notice
would be required under the Administrative Code; (2) the EIR does not identify a significant land use impact
related to conflicts between new residential or hotel uses and existing PDR uses; and (3) requiring such notice
would not be an effective mitigation measure in any case because preventing complaints about land use conflicts
would not resolve the conflicts for the reasons discussed below.

The live/work units permitted in San Francisco in the 1990s were defined as commercial space, rather than
residential units. This led to a number of consequences, among them that live/work units were developed —and
functioned effectively as residences—in parts of SoMa that did not permit residential use, such as the
Service/Light Industrial (SLI) Use District, or permitted residential use only conditionally, such as the
Service/Secondary Office (SSO) Use District. Another consequence, and a direct result of live/work units being
considered commercial uses, was that live/work units developed in the 1990s were not required to be
constructed to comply with San Francisco Building Code standards for residential development. This, at least
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potentially, meant that live/work units could have been more susceptible to relatively high exterior noise levels
because these units did not have to meet interior noise standards that apply to residential development.3?

In 2002, the Board of Supervisors effectively prohibited further development of the type of live/work units
permitted throughout the 1990s through passage of Ordinance 56-02, which amended Planning Code
Section 233(a) to state that no live/work unit could be permitted except as an accessory use to, and integrated
with, “the working space of artists, artisans and other craftspersons.” Section 233 was again amended in
conjunction with adoption of the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning in 2008 (Ordinance 298-08), with the intent
of prohibiting new live/work units. In addition, most mixed-use districts approved in conjunction with adoption
of the Eastern Neighborhoods and Western SoMa plans—including RED, SPD, MUG, MUR, MUO, UMU,
WMUG, WMUO, SALI and RED-MX—expressly prohibit new live/work units, and such prohibitions would
extend to the Central SoMa Plan Area, where the applicable use districts would primarily comprise MUO,
WMUO, MUG, SALIL and SPD, along with small areas of NCT-SOMA and C-3-O.3® Accordingly, the
commenter’s concerns about potential noise-generated conflicts are not relevant with respect to new residential
development in the Plan Area. New residential development is subject to interior noise standards contained in
the California Building Code and requirements specific to the San Francisco Building Code, as described on
Draft EIR pp. IV.E-10 and IV.E-12. As explained on Draft EIR p.IV.E-18, potential effects from exterior noise
would be less than significant with respect to new development in the Plan Area as a result of compliance with
these standards, as well as noise standards applicable to non-residential noise-sensitive uses.

Some of the commenter’s concerns have previously been addressed through a number of actions taken by the
City. In 2015, the City enacted an ordinance (Ordinance 70-15) to reduce noise conflicts between Places of
Entertainment (e.g., nightclubs) and residential uses. As stated on Draft EIR p. IV.E-13, the ordinance:

... made amendments to the San Francisco Building Code, Administrative Code, Planning Code, and Police
Code that require attenuation of exterior noise for new residential structures and acoustical analysis; to
require a process of consultation between the Planning Department and the Entertainment Commission
regarding proposed residential uses within 300 feet of Places of Entertainment, including notifying a
potential residential project sponsor if there are nearby Places of Entertainment; to allow the
Entertainment Commission to conduct a hearing, attended by the residential project sponsor, on such a
project and to provide comments and recommendations to the Planning Department regarding the
project; to require the Planning Department to consider noise issues in reviewing the project; to preclude
a Place of Entertainment from being declared a public or private nuisance on the basis of noise for
residents of residential structures developed since 2005; and to require disclosure to residential renters
and buyers of potential noise and other inconveniences associated with nearby Places of Entertainment.
Additionally, the Entertainment Commission is authorized to impose noise conditions on a permit for
a Place of Entertainment, including noise limits “that are lower or higher than those set forth in
Article 29” of the Police Code.

Further revisions were made to the Administrative Code and Planning Code in 2017 to require the same
procedures with respect to new hotels and motels locating near Places of Entertainment.

%2 Another consequence, although not a physical impact on the environment, was that live/work units were not subject to school
impact fees assessed by the San Francisco Unified School District on new residential development.

3 RED = Residential Enclave; SPD = South Park; MUG = Mixed Use, General; MUR = Mixed Use, Residential; MUO = Mixed Use,
Office; UMU = Urban Mixed Use; WMUG = Western SoMa, Mixed Use, General, WMUO = Western SoMa, Mixed Use, Office;
SALI = Service/Arts/Light Industrial; and RED-MX = Residential Enclave Mixed Use.
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Regarding the provisions recommended by the commenter, Supervisor Kim has introduced language for
codification in the Administrative Code that would protect light industrial and other PDR uses from potentially
incompatible adjacent and nearby residential and hotel/motel development. Specifically, in existing
Service/Light Industrial (SLI) and Service/Arts/Light Industrial (SALI) Use Districts, the language would require
that sale or lease of a residential or hotel/motel project be accompanied by a “Disclosure of Neighboring PDR
Uses” that warns the buyer or lessee that such a nearby use “may subject you to inconveniences or discomfort
arising from or associated with their operations, which may include, but are not limited to: noise, odors, dust,
chemicals, smoke, operation of machinery, and loading and unloading operations, which may occur throughout
the day and night. One or more of these types of inconveniences may occur even if the PDR Use is operating in
conformance with existing laws and regulations and locally accepted customs and standards for operations of
such use.” Therefore, the buyer or lessor “should be prepared to accept such inconveniences or discomfort as
normal and a necessary aspect of living in a neighborhood with mixed PDR and residential Uses. A PDR Use
shall not be considered a public or private nuisance if it operates in compliance with the Municipal Code and
state and federal law, and with the terms of its permits.”3*

Concerning the 1000 Pennsylvania Street project (Case No. 1998.076E), it is noted that the mitigated negative
declaration did not identify significant impacts with respect to land use incompatibility, noise, odors, or lighting,
and no mitigation measures were required pursuant to CEQA for these impacts. (Mitigation measures were
identified to reduce generation of fugitive dust during construction, ensure the evaluation of and, if necessary,
proper handling of potentially contaminated soil, and avoid impacts on potential archeological resources.) The
disclosure requirement noted by the commenter was added as a condition of project approval by the Planning
Commission on June 17, 1999. The Planning Commission and/or Board of Supervisors, in their deliberations on
the proposed Plan, could choose to impose comparable notification requirements for development in the Plan
Area, but such a requirement is not mandated by CEQA.

3 The proposed Administrative Code language is subject to modification and approval by decision makers.
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D.5 Aesthetics

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Draft EIR Chapter IV, Environmental
Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, in the “Overview” section. These include topics related to:

e Comment AE-1: Address Maximum Building Heights
e Comment AE-2: Conclusion Regarding Aesthetics Impacts

e Comment AE-3: One Vassar Project

Comment AE-1: Address Maximum Building Heights

This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

O-CSPO.14
O-CSPO.15

“Page:  Comment:

“IV.B-33 Development Under the Plan. The discussion of maximum development heights in this section
should address draft Plan Implementation Measure 8.5.1.2.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius &
Rose, Various Central SoMa Property Owners, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSPO.14])

“Page:  Comment:

“1V.B-37 Impact AE-2 Discussion. The third paragraph in this section states that the Plan would allow for
approximately eight towers of between 200 and 400 feet in height on certain sites south of Bryant. The
range of potential sites allowing for development of 130 feet in height or greater should also be
considered in this section.” (Melinda A. Sarjapur, Reuben, Junius & Rose, Various Central SoMa Property
Ouwners, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSPO.15])

Response AE-1

The comments state that the analysis of aesthetics impacts should consider Plan Implementation
Measure 8.5.1.2, which would allow for an additional 25 feet of height on certain parcels. The comments also
state that the analysis should consider potential development of 130 feet in height or greater in addition to the
approximately eight towers of between 200 and 400 feet in height that would be permitted by the Plan on certain
sites south of Bryant Street.

As stated in Response PD-2, p. RTC-45, the Draft EIR Project Description on p. II-23 explains that an additional
25 feet of height would be allowed for certain subsequent development projects, under certain conditions, in
exchange for public benefits such as the provision of affordable housing and/or public open space beyond what
would otherwise be required by the Plan. The potential for the additional 25 feet in height is derived from the
Plan’s Implementation Strategy (Part II of the Plan). Specifically, Plan Part II Section A, Implementation Matrix,
includes Implementation Measure 8.5.1.2, which states, “An additional 25 feet of height may be permitted on
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sites where such flexibility in height would facilitate the provision of affordable housing and/or public parks
and recreational facilities beyond what would otherwise be required by the Plan, as long as that additional
height did not increase the overall amount of development otherwise enabled by the Plan or cause new

significant impacts related to wind and shadow.”

As explained in Response PD-2, it is unknown at this time which sites would seek the additional 25-foot height
increase in exchange for development of open space or affordable housing and, if so, where on the site(s) the
added height would occur. Moreover, an additional 25 feet in height (two office floors) would not be readily
apparent in the long-range visual simulations (Figures IV.B-13 to IV.B-16, pp. IV.B-20 to IV.B-23), would be
minimally apparent in the mid-range simulations (Figures IV.B-17 to IV.B-19, pp. IV.B-24 to IV.B-26), and would
not be visible at all in the short-range simulations (Figures IV.B-20 to IV.B-23, pp. IV.B-28 to IV.B-31). The
additional height also would not alter the Draft EIR’s conclusion that aesthetic impacts of the Plan would be less
than significant.®> As such, revisions to the Draft EIR to address this comment are not required.

Regarding the potential for height increases to heights of less than 200 feet, this is included in the analysis in the
Aesthetics section on Draft EIR p. IV.B-33, “In addition, increased height limits would also be allowed in the
area bounded by Bryant Street to the north, Fourth Street to the east, Townsend Street to the south, and Sixth
Street to the west from 85 feet (or lower) to up to 160 feet.” To clarify the proposed height limits north of Bryant
Street (as explained on p. II-7, the Draft EIR conservatively analyzes higher height limits than are shown in the
2016 draft Plan for several parcels), the sixth sentence of the first paragraph beneath the heading “Development
under the Plan” on Draft EIR p. IV.B-33 is revised as follows (new text is double-underlined):

... The Plan, as analyzed in this EIR, would also allow for towers between 200 and 350 feet in height on
the north and south sides of Harrison Street between Second and Third Streets_(interspersed on the
north side with a height limit of 130 feet and on the south side with height limits of 130 feet and 160 feet),
a tower of 240 feet at the southeast corner of Fourth and Harrison Streets, a tower of 200 feet in height
on the northeast corner of Third and Harrison Streets, a 180-foot tower at the northwest corner of Fourth
and Folsom Streets, and a 300-foot-tall tower on the southwest corner of Fifth and Howard Streets. ...

Comment AE-2: Conclusion Regarding Aesthetics Impacts

This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in
full below this list:

O-CSN-1.26

% The following information is provided for informational purposes only regarding the limits of aesthetics as a CEQA topic to be
analyzed in future projects. Pursuant to CEQA Section 21099, Modernization of Transportation Analysis for Transit-Oriented Infill
Projects, aesthetics and parking shall not be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant
environmental effects, provided the project meets all of the following three criteria:

a) The project is in a transit priority area;

b) The project is on an infill site; and

c) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center.
Most, if not all, subsequent development projects under the proposed plan would meet each of the above three criteria. Thus,
project-level CEQA review for such projects would not consider effects on aesthetics or parking.
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“C. The Plan will have Significant Adverse Visual Impacts that are not Disclosed or Analyzed in the DEIR.

“The Plan will have significant adverse visual impacts because it conflicts with height and bulk prevailing in
the area. As discussed above, the Plan is inconsistent with the Urban Design Element of the General Plan, which
states:

Policy 3.5: Relate the height of buildings to important attributes of the city pattern and to the height and
character of existing development; and

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

“(DEIR p. III-10). The Plan allows buildings of 350 feet or more in an area that the City admits is a mid-rise
neighborhood. This is not only inconsistent with the General Plan, but also with the Plan’s own Goal 8.3:
"Reinforce the character of Central SoMa as a mid-rise district with tangible “urban rooms.”” (DEIR, p. 1I-23).
The DEIR states, 'some observers could be more keenly aware of any increase in building height or overall
density, and these observers could find these changes substantially disruptive.” (DEIR, p. IV-B.32). The DEIR
states that the "Plan would seek to retain the character of the mid-rise district, limiting the presence of high-rises
to areas near transit stations,” (DEIR, p. IV.B-34), yet by allowing 350 [-foot-tall] buildings on Second and
Harrison, the Plan violates this principle.

“As noted in the Central Corridor Plan, such tall buildings are inconsistent with the mid-rise character of the
neighborhood. The City stated in the Central Corridor Plan, at page 32, "The predominant character of SoMa as
a mid-rise district should be retained, and the presence of high-rises reduced by limiting their distribution and
bulk.” The Central Corridor Plan also stated:

Given the amount of high-rise space recently enabled through the Transit Center District Plan and goals
to build on and complement the character of SoMa, this Plan does not envision high rise development
as a major component of the Central Corridor Plan. Rather, it promotes the kind of mid-rise
development that is more in line with SoMa’s current character and can also enable the large floorplate
work spaces that are in high demand, yet difficult to find and secure, in central City locations.

In general, the mid-rise heights set by the plan provide for the same, and in some cases even more,
density that would be provided with taller buildings. The large floor-plates possible on large
development sites, combined with heights ranging from 8 to 12 stories, enables a significant amount of
density. Conversely, the combination of necessary bulk limitations, tower separation requirements for
high rise buildings and the realities of designing elegant tall buildings that maximize light, air and views
to both tenants and the neighborhood, limits the amount of incremental additional development
possible with a tower prototype. For instance, on a 100,000 square foot site, a mid-rise building at
130 feet in height would yield more development space than two 200-foot towers constructed above an
85-foot base on the same site.

However, to enable the option for more high-rise buildings, the Plan does include a High Rise
Alternative, which amplifies height limits in certain areas, expanding opportunities for buildings taller
than 130 feet.

“Central Corridor Plan, p. 116. Having made these statements in the Central Corridor Plan, the City cannot not
simply ‘unring the bell.” Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 Cal.App.4th 144. The
DEIR’s conclusion that the Plan has no significant visual impacts is arbitrary and capricious and ignore the
conflicts with the General Plan. (DEIR, p. IV.B-33).
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“By allowing very tall buildings throughout the Plan area, the Plan conflicts with the Urban Design Element,
and creates a significant aesthetic impact on the neighborhood. This impact must be disclosed and mitigated in
a revised DEIR. The most obvious [way] to reduce this impact is for the City to adopt the Reduced Height (Mid-
Rise) alternatives.” (Richard Drury, Central SoMa Neighbors, S.F. Blu, Letter, February 13, 2017 [O-CSN-1.26])

Response AE-2

The commenter disagrees with the Draft EIR’s conclusions that aesthetic (visual) impacts of the Plan would be
less than significant. The commenter cites alleged inconsistencies with the General Plan Urban Design Element
and text from the 2013 draft Central Corridor Plan in support of his position.

Regarding the Urban Design Element, Draft EIR Chapter III, Plans and Policies, sets forth the same two policies
noted by the commenter but reaches a different conclusion:

The Plan proposes to intensify development along and proximate to the new Central Subway line,
currently under construction, including substantial increases in building heights at select locations—up to
a maximum of 400 feet. In addition, several parcels north of the I-80 freeway and east of Fourth Street
would be zoned to a maximum of 300 feet. While development in this area would not necessarily relate to
the important attributes of the city pattern, it would function to reduce the visual prominence of the
elevated freeway. As described in more detail in Section IV.B, Aesthetics, the Plan would not adversely
affect public views. Therefore, no inconsistencies have been identified and the Plan would not conflict
with the objectives and policies of the Urban Design Element. (Draft EIR p. II-10)

See Response PP-4, p. RTC-96, for additional information concerning General Plan consistency.

A policy conflict does not, in and of itself, indicate a significant impact under CEQA:

A conflict between a proposed project and a General Plan policy does not, in itself, indicate a significant
effect on the environment within the context of CEQA. Any physical environmental impacts that could
result from a conflict with General Plan policy(ies) are analyzed in this Draft EIR. In general, potential
conflicts with the General Plan are considered by the decision makers (in the case of a General Plan
amendment, the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) independently of the environmental
review process. In addition to considering inconsistencies that affect environmental issues, the decision
makers consider other potential inconsistencies with the General Plan as part of the decision to approve
or disapprove a proposed project. Any potential conflict not identified in this environmental document
would be considered in that context and would not alter the physical environmental effects of the Plan
and proposed street network changes and open space improvements that are analyzed in this EIR.
(Draft EIR, p. II-2)

The Draft EIR fully analyzes visual effects in Section IV.B, Aesthetics, and concludes that impacts would be less
than significant.

Furthermore, the comments conflate CEQA case law concerning two iterations of an initial study with Planning
Department policy deliberations by claiming that statements in the 2013 draft Central Corridor Plan are
somehow controlling on current policy. The 2013 draft Central Corridor Plan, which was the Planning
Department’s first draft of what is now the 2016 draft Central SoMa Plan, was not a CEQA document and did
not purport to analyze environmental impacts in accordance with CEQA. Therefore, it has no bearing on the
project’s environmental analysis under CEQA. As required by CEQA, the Draft EIR provides substantial
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evidence in the form of visual simulations and analysis for its conclusion that no significant aesthetic impact
would occur. The commenter has not demonstrated that the Draft EIR’s determination that the Plan would not

result in a significant aesthetic impact is not supported by substantial evidence in the record.

The commenter incorrectly claims that the 2016 draft Plan changes the Planning Department’s intent from
development of a primarily mid-rise neighborhood with limited high-rise development, and that the 2016 Plan
would “allow very tall buildings throughout the Plan area.” Height limits would remain 85 feet or less on all or
nearly all of eight blocks or partial blocks, and two-thirds or more of seven additional blocks, with height limits
greater than 85 feet occupying 50 percent or more on only four blocks or partial blocks (Draft EIR Figure II-8,
Generalized Height Limits, Existing and Proposed Height and Bulk Districts, p. II-20). In addition, the 2016 draft
Plan discusses maintaining the largely mid-rise character of the Plan Area under Objective 8.3, Reinforce the
Character of Central SoMa as a Mid-Rise District with Tangible “Urban Rooms,” which states:

One of the most common building forms is the ‘mid-rise” building of five to eight stories (65 to 85 feet),
characteristic of its industrial and warehouse legacy. These mid-rise buildings have proven to have great
longevity, because their large floors and high ceilings are attractive to a range of uses. ... In SoMa, these
mid-rise buildings create a comfortable ‘“urban room’ — which is when the perceived height of the
building is approximately equivalent to the width of the street. ... Currently, height limits on major
streets are too low to support mid-rise development. These height limits should be adjusted to enable
mid-rise development, except where there is an important civic asset that lower heights would benefit.
... Buildings in Central SoMa should be designed to be mindful of creating and preserving the urban
room. ... Buildings that exceed the height of the urban room will contribute to the neighborhood’s mid-
rise character if the predominance of their mass and height is not visible or dominant from the street.
Additionally, there should be sufficient light, air, and sense of openness between buildings. Therefore,
the City should require massing and design strategies that reduce the apparent mass of buildings above
a height of 85 feet and should require adequate spacing between towers. ... Limit the distribution and
bulk of new towers and focus them at important nodes. By efficiently using land, new towers (i.e.,
buildings taller than 160 feet in height) are helpful to fulfilling the Plan’s goal to increase the capacity
for jobs and housing (as discussed in Goal 1). However, as a mid-rise district, such towers should not
be permitted to dominate the landscape. To do so, the number of towers should be limited. Additionally,
these towers should be located at important nodes in the Plan Area, such as the intersection of the
Central Subway and Caltrain and the intersection of 5th and Brannan. (2016 Plan pp. 97-100)

Accordingly, Draft EIR p. IV.B-34 states that, “Taller buildings in specific clusters would reinforce the existing
street grid-oriented development patterns and the locations of transit, but would concentrate visual changes at
specific locations.” The Plan would not substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the Plan Area,
substantially damage scenic resources, adversely affect public views, or have a substantial adverse effect on
scenic vistas, and the aesthetic impacts would be less than significant. In addition, pursuant to CEQA
Section 21099, Modernization of Transportation Analysis for Transit-Oriented Infill Projects, aesthetics and
parking shall not be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental
effects, provided the project meets all of the following three criteria: the project is in a transit priority area; the
project is on an infill site; the project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center. Most, if not
all, subsequent development projects under the proposed Plan would meet each of the above three criteria.
Thus, project-level CEQA review for such projects would not consider effects on aesthetics or parking.

The commenter specifically contends that the 2016 Plan’s allowing 350-foot-tall buildings on Second and
Harrison streets is counter to the principle of permitting towers only near transit stations or other nodes and
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therefore would result in a significant aesthetic impact. As stated on Draft EIR p. IV.D-39, the entire Plan Area
meets the City’s Proximity to Transit Stations screening criterion for vehicle miles traveled meaning that the
entire Plan Area is within 0.5 mile of an existing rail stop or bus line with peak-period headway of 15 minutes
or less. Specifically, with respect to the intersection of Second and Harrison streets, this location is within 850 feet
(0.15 mile) of seven Muni bus lines (8, 8AX, 8BX, 10, 12, 25, 30, 45), 0.5 mile from the Montgomery Street
BART/Muni Metro station, and also 0.5 mile from the future Moscone Center station of the under-construction
Central Subway. Accordingly, tower development at this location would be “near transit stations.” Moreover,
development at this location would be part of a “consist