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VIA HAND DELIVERY AND E-MAIL

President Norman Yee

and Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Re: 1052 - 1060 Folsom Street and 190-194 Russ Street
File No. 190093 (Appeal of CEQA Community Plan Evaluation)
Hearing Date: April 9. 2019

Dear President Norman Yee and Members of the Board of Supervisors:

We represent Golden Properties LLC, the project Applicant (“Applicant”) for the proposed
development located at 1052 — 1060 Folsom Street and 190-194 Russ Street (“Site”). The
Applicant is proposing to demolish all of the buildings on site and construct a new seven-story
mixed-use building containing 63 residential units ("Project"). The Planning Department lawfully
issued a Community Plan Evaluation (“CPE”) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality
Act (“CEQA”) for the proposed Project on December 11, 2018. On December 20, 2018, the
Planning Commission (“Commission”) considered and approved the Project, and on January 22,
2019, the South of Market Community Action Network (“SOMCAN” or “Appellant”) filed an
appeal of the CPE to the Board of Supervisors ("Board").!

For this Project, two separate shadow impact analyses are required -- one under CEQA and one
under Planning Code section 295. Under CEQA, an environmental review document is an
informational document to inform governmental decision-makers and the public about potential
significant environmental effects of projects. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15002(a)(1).) Under

SOMCAN has also appealed to the Board the Conditional Use Authorization issued for the Project. We have
submitted a separate letter to the Board opposing that appeal.

DUANE MORRIS LLP

SPEAR TOWER, ONE MARKET PLAZA, SUITE 2200 PHONE: +1 415 957 3000 FAX: +1 415957 3001
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-1127
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Planning Code Section 295, analysis of the Project’s shadow impact allows a balancing of the
Project’s shadow impact against the benefits of the Project. Appellant’s complaints about the
Project’s shadow impact was and is directed at the Commission’s finding that the Project will not
have significant impact on the Park or its users under Planning Code Section 295. In this case,
and as discussed in more detail below, the Project’s shadow impact is insignificant under both
CEQA and the Planning Code.

The Project’s environmental impacts were properly evaluated through an Initial Study and the
issuance of the CPE. The Planning Department (“Department™) has submitted a response to the
issues raised in SOMCAN’s appeal letter, which discusses the CEQA review undertaken for the
Project and the broader and detailed review provided in the Environmental Impact Report for the
Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area, within which the Project Site is located.

Based on a detailed analysis and evaluation of SOMCAN?’s claims, the Department recommends
that the Board uphold the lawful CPE determination and deny the appeal. For the reasons
discussed below, we agree with the staff’s analysis, and request that the Board reject the appeal
and uphold the CPE determination.

PROJECT SITE AND PROPOSED PROJECT

The Site is located on the northwest corner of Folsom and Russ Streets between Sixth and Seventh
Streets. The Site consists of three lots totaling 11,500 sq. ft. that are located in two zoning districts
within the Eastern Neighborhood Plan. Two lots are in the SOMA Neighborhood Commercial
Transit District ("SoMa NCT"), and one lot is located in the South of Market Residential Enclave
District (“RED”) with an overlay of the SoMa Youth and Family Special Use District.

The Site is improved with five buildings ranging from one to two stories high that include four
rent-controlled two-bedroom residential units, ground floor retail, other commercial uses, and a
surface parking lot. The surrounding neighborhood is developed with buildings ranging from one
to four stories whose uses include multi-story apartment buildings, mixed use residential/retail
buildings, and commercial use buildings. The Victoria Manalo Draves Park (the “Park™) is located
across Folsom Street from the Site. Other open spaces within the vicinity of the Site include the
Gene Friend Recreation Center, which is one block away on Folsom Street between 6™ and Harriet
Streets, and the outdoor play area of the Bessie Carmichael Elementary School which is adjacent
to the Park.

The Project would demolish the five existing buildings on the Site, merge the three lots into one,
and construct a new seven-story, 64’-6” tall, 58,663 gross square feet (“gsf”) mixed use building
with 63 residential units, 2,822 gsf of retail space, a garage with 17 off-street parking spaces
(including one car share parking space, one handicapped parking space, and 15 spaces in car
stackers), 63 Class I bicycle parking spaces, and 10 Class II bicycle parking spaces between the
street trees on Folsom and Russ Streets (subject to MTA approval). Of the 63 residential units, 44
will be new market-rate residential units to be added to the City’s housing inventory, 15 (25%)
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will be affordable units (one more than required by the Planning Code) and 4 units will be
rent-controlled, replacing the 4 demolished rent-controlled units. Of the 15 affordable housing
units, ten units will be affordable to the low income households with income not exceeding 50%
of area median income (AMI), 2 units to moderate income households with income not exceeding
80% of AMI, and 3 units to middle class households with income not exceed 100% of AMI. See
Exhibit 1 for copies of the existing and proposed site plan, floor plans, elevations, sections,
photomontages, photographs and other graphics.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEEDINGS

Approximately three years ago, on June 3, 2016, the Applicant submitted an Environmental
Evaluation Application (“EEA”) for the Project. The original EEA was based on a 65" high,
54,154 gsf mixed use building with 46 residential units and 3,302 sq. ft. of retail uses with a
maximum allowable building envelope. As a result of comments related to the proposed design
of the Project by the Department, the Applicant engaged a new architect who redesigned the
Project, which reduced the massing fronting on Folsom and Russ Streets and increased the number
of units from 46 to 63. On August 7, 2017, the Project Sponsor submitted an amended EEA and
entitlement applications for the revised proposed project. On December 11, 2018, the Department
issued a CPE for the proposed Project under CEQA. On January 22, 2019, SOMCAN filed an
appeal of the CPE to the Board.?

THE ISSUANCE OF THE CPE IS MANDATED BY CEQA SECTION 21083.3

The Site is located within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area for which a Program EIR was
prepared and certified in 2008 (“PEIR”). Appellant does not dispute that the Project is consistent
with the development densities, community plan or general plan policies under the Site’s NCT and
RED zoning, as established by the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan.

After review of the submitted environmental review application, the Department found that the
Project was eligible for streamlined review pursuant to CEQA Section 21083.3 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15183, and issued a CPE Certificate of Determination for the Project. These
provisions of CEQA mandate the issuance of a CPE for projects that are consistent with the
development density established by existing zoning, community plan or general plan policies for
which an EIR was certified. Therefore, the City’s environmental review under CEQA is limited
to any potential impacts peculiar to the Project or Site that were not disclosed in the PEIR.

2 The Appellant also appealed to the Board the Planning Commission’s approvals of the CU and Section 317
applications and appealed the Commission's approval of the LPA to the Board of Appeals. It has been the
practice of the Board to schedule and consolidate the hearings for the appeals of the CPE and the CU
Authorization during the same public hearing. The Board of Supervisors has no jurisdiction over the LPA
appeal, which will be considered by the Board of Appeals on May 15, 2019. Once issued, the Zoning
Administrator's decision on the variance application will be appealable to the Board of Appeals.
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CEQA also specifically provides that the City cannot require further environmental review unless
necessary to examine whether there are project-specific impacts peculiar to the project or its site
that were not disclosed as significant impacts in the prior EIR. In this instance, the PEIR concluded
that new shadow impacts of then unknown development on the Park to be significant and
unavoidable for all three alternatives studied in the PEIR, and for the No-Project Alternative.
Specifically, and relevant here, the PEIR found that the shadow impact on the Park would be
significant and unavoidable. See Exhibit 2 (PEIR Shadow Impact Section), pages 397-98.

As mentioned before, approval of the Project required two different analyses of the Project’s
shadow impacts. On December 20, 2018, after duly noticed public hearings, both the Recreation
and Park Commission in the morning and the Planning Commission in the afternoon considered
public testimony and the administrative record before them, and determined that the Project would
not have significant impact on the Park under CEQA and under Section 295 of the Planning Code.

ISSUES RAISED BY APPELLANT

The Appellant argues that the CPE should not have been issued because the analysis of the new
shadow cast by the Project on the Park is legally insufficient. To support the appeal, the Appellant
claims that:

1. The massing in the plans used for the evaluation of the shadow impacts is “questionable”
or "uncertain" because the plans do not conform to code requirements; and

2, The Project description and the shadow analysis in the CPE are legally inadequate.

THE CPE IS LEGALLY ADEQUATE AND SUPPORTED BY EVIDENCE IN THE
RECORD.

The Department undertook a complete evaluation of the Project’s potential and specific impacts,
which included review and analysis of all required topics in an initial study and various technical
studies prepared under the City’s direction. These studies included an historic resource evaluation
and a shadow impact study, prepared by PreVision Design.*

The Department concluded, based on substantial evidence in the record (including the factual
information provided in the Shadow Study) that there were no impacts peculiar to the Project or
the Project Site that were not disclosed in the PEIR. Therefore, the City cannot require any
further CEQA review, and the Department complied with the mandates of CEQA in issuing the

Both Commissions found the Project beneficial to the City’s goals of adding new market rate and low income
housing, and not to have a significant new shadow impact on the Park. The Planning Commission also
approved the CU, the Section 317 and the LPA applications by a vote of 4-3.

4 A copy of the Shadow Study is attached hereto as Exhibit 3.
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CPE for the Project. The facts regarding the Project’s specific shadow impacts will be more fully
discussed below.

1. The Shadow Study is based on submitted plans that are more than sufficient to prepare
an accurate shadow study.

The Appellant does not cite any violation of any code section in support of the contention that the
plans are insufficient, nor does the Appellant provide any evidence that the dimensions used are
insufficient for preparation of the Shadow Study. Contrary to Appellant's bald and unfounded
allegation, the shadow analysis was based on a set of plans that includes all of the Project’s building
envelope dimensions. As with any project, as it proceeds through the entitlement process, design
revisions are made to the original submitted plans based on a request(s) and/or input from the
Department staff. In this case, the Shadow Study was revised to reflect the Project's massing
before the Commission, which is slightly smaller than the original proposal. There is no evidence
provided that any refinement to be building's exterior facade design would render the analysis or
conclusions regarding the Project’s shadow on the Park to be misleading or inadequate. Moreover,
the Commission's Conditions of Approval relating to the Project design do not alter the Project
massing. See Planning Commission Motion 20361 attached to Appellant's Appeal Statement of
the Conditional Use Authorization for the Project. See also Exhibit 1, Sheets A-0.12, A-0.13, A-
0.14, A-4.1, A-4.2, A-4.3.

2. Substantial evidence supports the CPE's conclusion that the Project's new shadow on
the Park is insignificant.

As noted above, the Department concluded, based on the information provided in the Shadow
Study, that there were no shadow impacts peculiar to the Project that were not disclosed in the
PEIR. As stated in the Shadow Study, the existing annual shading on the Park is 7.41%. With the
Project, the new annual shading would be 7.79%, and when including cumulative projects, the new
shading would be 7.87%. This equals an increase in the annual shadow load on the Park of only
.38%, or .46%, with cumulative projects included.

The Shadow Study concluded that no new shadow will be cast by the Project between October 18
and February 18. In addition, only the northeast quadrant of the Park would be affected by the
Project’s new shadow, which would first enter the Park no earlier than 5:15 and no later than
6:00 pm. On March 1, the new shadow would first enter the Park at 5:15 pm; and on April 5, the
new shadow would begin at 5:45 p.m. From around early May until mid-August, the new shadow
would not enter the Park until 6:00 pm.

The “worst shadow day” (the day of maximum shading from the Project) would be June 21, the
longest day of the year. On this day new shadow would be cast on the Park for approximately 1
hour and 36 minutes. New shadow reaches the northern edge of the park at 6:00 p.m., at 6:15 p.m.
two very slender finger like shadows would reach the edge of the basketball court, one at center
court and the other near the free throw line, at 6:30 p.m. the new shadow would cover
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approximately 35% of the northwest corner of the basketball court. At 6:45 p.m. new shadow
would extend over almost the entire northeastern half of the basketball court, and a small portion
of the entry path. At 7:00 p.m. the new shadow will extend to both sides of the entry path. At
7:15 p.m. the new shadow would cover the northern half of the basketball court, the northern tip
of the children's playground, the entrance path, and would reach the top of the oval grass area.

On the worst shadow day, the largest new shadow would occur at 7:36 p.m., and equal 18.24% of
the total Park area. The remainder of the Park, including the vast majority of the children's
area, the community garden, picnic areas and ball field would not be impacted by any new
shadow from the Project.

The Shadow Study also included a qualitative analysis of the impact of the new shadow on Park
users. PreVision conducted visual surveys of park usage during both a weekend and weekday in
May 2018. The surveys found that usage was higher during weekday midday and afternoon time
periods, as well as during the weekend mornings and midday times. Therefore, even on the “worst
shadow day,” the Project’s new shadow would not affect a substantial number of users.

The Shadow Study also noted that the portions of the Park that could be more sensitive to the
addition of new shadow, including half the basketball court, a small portion of the play area and
seven fixed benches, would receive new shadow only in the late afternoon and evenings, when
significantly lower numbers of users were observed relative to peak usage at midday. Observations
showed that overall there was no clear pattern of diminished use in areas with or without existing
shadows.

For all of the reasons expressed above, the Department correctly concluded, based on substantial
evidence, that the Project’s shadow impacts would be insignificant.

3. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR did analyze the shadow impacts on the Park.

The Appellant also alleges that the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR did not analyze shadow impacts
governed by Proposition K upon the Park. This claim is demonstrably false. The PEIR included
a lengthy discussion of potential new shadow impacts. The PEIR shadow impact analysis included
a discussion of Planning Code Section 295 and the Sunlight Ordinance enacted pursuant to
Proposition K. (See Exhibit 2, p. 381.) The impact analysis specifically discussed how an increase
in height by future buildings under the Preferred Option of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Areas
would result in potential unavoidable and significant shadow impacts on the Park (See Exhibit 2,
p. 397-98.).

The PEIR did discuss and analyze shadow impacts on the Park and noted that per Section 295, a
project specific analysis would be required. In this case, the Project's new shadows, either
individually or cumulatively were found to be insignificant by both the Recreation and Park
Commission and the Planning Commission. Even if the Project's new shadows were found to be
significant and unavoidable, that finding would still have been consistent with the PEIR's
conclusion adopted by this Board. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15183, the shadow analysis
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was properly undertaken and, based on substantial evidence, the Department determined that the
Project’s shadow impact on the Park to be insignificant prior to issuing the CPE. Therefore, the
Project's shadow impact is consistent with the PEIR's conclusion.

CONCLUSION

All the claims raised by the Appellant are not supported by any evidence, and therefore without
merit. CEQA Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 mandate the issuance of
a CPE for this Project and the City’s environmental review under CEQA is limited to any
potential impacts peculiar to the Project or Site that were not disclosed in the PEIR. Thus, the CPE
issued by the Planning Department and relied upon by the Planning Commission in approving the
Project was and is legally adequate and supported by substantial evidence in the record.

We urge this Board to uphold CPE.

Very truly yours

WE MORRIS LLP
i

William M., Fleishhacker
Attachments: Exhibits 1 - 3.

cc: Supervisor Vallie Brown
Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer
Supervisor Matt Haney
Supervisor Rafael Mandelman
Supervisor Gordon Mar
Supervisor Aaron Peskin
Supervisor Hillary Ronen
Supervisor Ahasha Safai
Supervisor Catherine Stefani
Supervisor Shamann Walton
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Alisa Somera, Deputy Clerk
John Rahaim, (Director. Planning Department)
Lisa Gibson (Planning Department Environmental Review)
Rich Sucre (Project Planner)
Christopher Espiritu (Environmental Review Planner)
Sue Hestor (via e-mail and U.S. Mail)
Paul Jantorno
Reza Khoshnevisan (Project Architect)
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TABLE OF EXHIBITS
Exhibit 1 Existing and Proposed Site Plan, Floor Plans, Elevations, Sections. Photomontages
Photographs and other graphics.

Exhibit 2 Eastern Neighborhoods Program EIR, Chapter IV, Section I (Shadow).

Exhibit 3 Shadow Study dated October 30, 2018.
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PROJECT NAME

SCOPE OF WORK DRAWING INDEX: PROJECT DATA
1052-1060 Folsom Street
PROPOSED ONE NEW CONSTRUCTION SEVEN-STORY MIXED USE BUILDING WITH 63 CONDO UNITS A0S COVER SHEET e vATION PLANNING DATA SAN FRANCISCO, CA
& THREE COMMERCIAL SPACES. ﬁ'gi é%'g'&gﬁ 885\1\ ?eFE)i\\CDEl AIEI;FR%F;AMAHON ADDRESS: 1052-1060 FOLSOM STREET
0. LOT AREA: 11,500  S'F.
o2 UNIT DESIGNATION DIAGRAN BLOCK/LOT: 37317021,023,087
A-05 VICINITY MAP HEIGHT LIMIT: 65-X
MOSS &0 MID-BLOGK OPEN SPAGE DIAGRAM BUILDING HEIGHT: 646"
A-0.8 SITE PHOTOS ZONING: NCT/RED
A010 SITE PHOTOS
N STREET ViEwW REAR YARD OPEN SPACE
= a A-0.13 STREET VIEW REQUIRED: 2,875 S.F. (25 % OF LOT AREA: 11,500 S.F. x 0.25)
S o A0.14 STREET VIEW PROVIDED: 631(NCT)+ 1,789(RED) = 2,420 SF. (21 % OF LOT AREA) / ) -
“ = A-0.15 MATERIAL BOARD |
2 2 A2 PROPOSED STEPLAN DWELLING UNIT USABLE OPEN SPACE I~
A2 (E) DEMO FLOOR PLANS & ELEVATIONS REQUIRED: SEE SHEET A-0.3 )
\ Y (£) DEMO FLOOR PLANS & ELEVATIONS PROVIDED: 8,828 SF. TOTAL (SEE RESIDENTIAL UNIT MATRIX) SN SN
FIRE HYDRANT SUBJECT PARCEL) A-3.1 FIRST FLOOR PLAN
RUsS w2 scowroon PARKING SUMMARY
A-3.4 FOURTH FLOOR PLAN OFF STREET PARKING 17 (1 ADA & 16 (STACKER))
ASSESSOR'S MAP A35 FIFTH FLOOR PLAN CLASS | BICYCLE PARKING / RESIDENTIAL UNIT: 63 BICYCLE PARKING SIA CONSULTING CORPORATION
e SEVENTT P D08 PLAN CLASS Il BICYCLE PARKING / 20 RESIDENTIAL UNITS: 4 @ RUSS SIDEWALK SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103
A-38 ROOF PLAN CLASS Il BICYCLE PARKING FOR 2 COMMERCIAL UNITS: 2+4 @ FOLSOM SIDEWALK . (415) 849 1285
A-4.1 FRONT ELEVATION WWW.SIACONSULT.COM
Ve REAR & LEFT ELEVATIONS BMR & RENT CONTROL UNITS
A-5.1 SECTION A-A RENT CONTROL REPLACEMENT 4 UNITS
A5.2 STREETSCAPE & SIDEWALK SECTION 25% BMR UNITS ON-SITE ((63-4) x 0.25) 15 UNITS
MARKET RATE 44 UNITS
BUILDING CODE SUMMARY
# OF STORIES 7 STORIES Cover Sheet
CONSTRUCTION TYPE TYPE "|-A"
OCCUPANCY GROUP M, R-2, S-2
APPLICABLE CODES

2016 CALIFORNIA CODES EDITIONS W/ SAN FRANCISCO AMENDMENTS

These documents are property of SIA CONSULTING
and are not to be produced changed or copied
without the expressed written consent of SIA
CONSULTING ENGINEERS.

ISSUES / REVISIONS
RESIDENTIAL UNIT COUNT o
UNIT TYPE
FLOOR LEVEL
STUDIO 1-BEDROOM 2-BEDROOM TOTAL
1ST FLOOR 2 1 0 3
2ND FLOOR 0 1 6 7
3RD FLOOR 0 4 7 11
DRAWN AA
4TH FLOOR 0 4 7 11
CHECKED RK.
5TH FLOOR 0 4 7 11
6TH FLOOR 0 5 6 11 DATE 12/26/2016
/THFLOOR 1 4 4 9 REVISED DATE  03/15/2019
TOTAL 3 23 37 63 JOB NO. 16-1727
SHEET NO.

A-0.1
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FLOOR AREA DATA BREAKDOWN (GSF)

LEVEL |COMMERCIAL | RESIDENTIAL | CIRCULATION %F;?L’?TGYE GARAGE | BIKEPARKING |  OTHER TOTAL
ISTFLOOR | 2121+SF. | 1420+SF. | 1762+SF. | 939+SF. | 3582+#SF. | 800+SF. 10,624 % S F.
INDFLOOR | 701+SF. | 5209+SF. | 847+SF. 6,757 +SF.
3RD FLOOR 7816+SF. | 837+SF. 8,653 +SF.
4TH FLOOR 7816+SF. | 837+SF. 8,653 +SF.
5TH FLOOR 7816+SF. | 837+SF. 8,653 +SF.
6TH FLOOR 7605+SF. | 833+SF 8,438 S F.
7TH FLOOR 6,048+SF. | 837+SF. 6,385 +S F.

TOTAL 2,822 +S.F. 43,730 xS.F. 6,790 xS.F.| 939xS.F. | 3,582xS.F. | 800xS/F. - 58,663 £S.F.

FIRST LEVEL MATRIX
FLOOR LEVEL GROSS FLOOR AREA # BICYCLE iy
FIRST FLOOR 10,624 + SF. 63 2121 +SF.
TOTAL # OF COMMERCAIL UNIT 3
RESIDENTIAL UNIT MATRIX
FLOOR LEVEL # OF EACH TYPE 4 OF UNIT PRIVAT(I)EPEN SPAC?(I)EMMON
1STFLOOR STUDIO x 2/ 1-BEDROOM x 1 3 123 SF. 0SF.
IND FLOOR 1-BEDROOM x 1 / 2-BEDROOM 6 7 0SF. 2420 SF *
3RD FLOOR 1-BEDROOM x 4 / 2-BEDROOM x 7 11 53 SF. 0S.F.
4TH FLOOR 1-BEDROOM x 4 / 2-BEDROOM x 7 1 53 SF. 0SF.
5TH FLOOR 1-BEDROOM x 4 / 2-BEDROOM x 7 11 53 SF. 0SF.
6TH FLOOR 1-BEDROOM x 5 / 2-BEDROOM x 6 11 116 S.F.+131 SF.* 0SF.
7TH FLOOR STUDIO x 1/ 1-BEDROOM x 4 / 2-BEDROOM x 4 9 397 S.F. +1,131 S.F X 0S.F.
ROOF COMMON ROOF DECK 0 0SF. 4351 SF.*
TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS STUDIO x 3/ 1-BEDROOM x 23 / 2-BEDROOM x 37 63 UNITS | 2057SF 6.771SF.
TOTAL OPEN SPACE * QUALIFYING OPEN SPACE
8,828 S.F. PROVIDED TOTAL: 8,033 SF.

PROJECT NAME

1052-1060 Folsom Street
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

h-
H—("

consulting

SIA CONSULTING CORPORATION
1256 HOWARD STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103

T: (415) 741.1292

F: (415) 849.1252
WWW.SIACONSULT.COM

SHEET TITLE

Project Data &
Information

These documents are property of SIA CONSULTING
and are not to be produced changed or copied
without the expressed written consent of SIA
CONSULTING ENGINEERS.

ISSUES / REVISIONS

NO. DATE DESCRIPTION

DRAWN AA

CHECKED R.K.

DATE 12/26/2016

REVISED DATE 03/15/2019

JOB NO. 16-1727

SHEET NO.

A-0.2
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
PROJECT NAME
ONING ] 1052-1060 Folsom Street
RED SAN FRANCISCO, CA
NCT ]
A 7 7 4 7
| ﬁm V.o /)
: mase Nl 7
?\é | % w{/ 39-2" b . 7
: 191" 140" 26'-:5?0-0“ - 39-11" il /i 7. -
2 > 8 ( >
‘ 20-0 - consulting
=R RE RESZ)R YAR
& = F%R LOT 023 y
. . T S SIA CONSULTING CORPORATION
(E) Site Plan Zoning Breakdown (N) Site Plan Zoning Breakdown AN P
1/32" =1'-0" 1/32" = 1'-0" T: (415) 741.1292
1] F: (415) 849.1252
250" é I WWW.SIACONSULT.COM
SHEET TITLE
LOT 021 LOT 08
- 1@ REQ. RZI%/E YARD !
e 101" FOR LOT 021 %
= [ ] 170-172 RUSS ST. . . .
) Zoning District
s 3 .
-d 2 e g C
44T By e Diagram &
It \} SR VP L S0 AP =~y -1 = PP LU B P N Open Space Table
(6) STREETTREE Y STREETTREE Pl\;g‘]r?h (E)STREETRTBE; . STREI(EN:TREETTREE (6) STREETTRES (B STREETHENT (N STREET TREE
(N) Site Plan Zoning Breakdown 1~ ., ™
@ 1/16"= 10"
. - , AN
1st Floor Zoning Breakdown 2nd Floor Zoning Breakdown
132" =1-0° 1132 = 10" Residential Open Space Designation Matrix: Zoning Controls Table:
. . i Private/ . .
Unit Level|  Unit # ot | aove® | Area Prov. | Location Sl Zoning | RED |SOMANCT
- 101 RED/B0 | C | 80srunt |openSpscel g <§ Height 65-X 65-X
102/3 NCTHM00 | C | 100skinit |open Space g %3 RearVard | g Lo | 25%
ooy | 201120677 RED/B0 | C | 80srut |ogansosce] & RearYardProv.| +1789sF | 631 sr
::i econ . . ese documents are prope O
; 202/3/4/5 NCTA00 | C | 100sent |open Space| & e Use | Min25 | el EleTe e
2nd F|r Q L. CONSULTING ENGINEERS.
=4 Thirg 301/310/11 RED/80 C 80sE /unit Open Space 4 S Dweling Density - - ISSUES / REVISIONS
ir L5 o o
30213/4/5/6/7/8/9 | NCTA00 | C | 100sesnt |open Space] 2| & 3 Openspace | Lo ibivate | 80sefPrivate | no pate pescrrerion
=l >
e [401410/11 RED/B0 | C | 80srwit | Roof 8 & 8 ke None Required
our ke
402/3/4/5/6/7/8/9| NCT/100 C 100sFunit | Roof ol T
. . |l O O
3rd-5th Floors Zoning Breakdown 6th Floor Zoning Breakdown 501/510/11 RED/80 C 80srut | Roof NI — _
132" = 10" 132" = 10" Fifth Unit/Zoning Matrix:
502/3/4/5/6/7/8/9| NCT/100 | C | 100sFunt | Roof .
. L L Zoning -SOMA NCT
601 RED/60 P 131sr. | Unit 601 &5 DB ¥ Of Units 9 11
| O — DRAWN AA
S|Xth 610/11 RED/SO C 80s.F.junit Roof 8 CL% # Units W/ Private 1 9
o < Open Space
602/3/4/5/6/7/8/9 NCT/1 OO C 1008.F./unit Roof 8 # Units W/ Common 18 49 CHECKED RK.
© Open S
f‘:E 701/708/9 RED/80 C 80s . unit Roof c% Req p;:)enpa:sace 60x1=60sF. 80x2=160s*. DATE 12/26/2016
5 - - ' 80x18=1,440sF. | 100x42=4,200sF.
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IV. Environmental Setting and Impacts

. Shadow

This section describes shadow effects on publicly accessible areas, including public parks,
publicly-accessible private open spaces, and sidewalks.

Environmental Setting

Existing Parks and Open Space

There are 24 parks within the boundaries of the Eastern Neighborhoods project area (see

Figure 20 in Section IV.H, Parks, Recreation, and Open Space, p. 366). Nineteen parks are under
the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. One public open space is
owned by the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and maintained by the Tenants and Owners
Development Corporation, the Alice Street Community Gardens (on Lapu Lapu Street between
Folsom, Harrison, Third and Fourth Streets), a public open space for seniors that includes garden
plots and benches.

Three public open spaces in the study area are under the jurisdiction of the Port of San Francisco:
South Beach Park, located along San Francisco Bay north of AT&T Park; Warm Water Cove, at
the foot of 24th Street in the Central Waterfront; and Tulare Park, an open space area along the
north side of Islais Creek between Third and Illinois Streets. Finally, one small open space is
owned by the Municipal Transportation Authority (Muni), in front of Muni’s Woods Division bus
yard in the Central Waterfront.

Two Recreation and Park Department parks are outside of but near the project area, including
Precita Park one block south of César Chavez Street in the Mission, and the Howard and Langton
Mini Park one block east of East SoMa. Additionally within East SoMa, are a number of small,
privately-owned, publicly accessible open spaces that were established in conjunction with recent
housing developments in the South Beach area. These open spaces are located along the
Embarcadero at Beale, Delancey (First), and Townsend streets.

Planned Parks

The 2005 Annual Update to the Recreation and Park Department’s Capital Plan lists two sites
within the project area for potential future acquisition and park development.183 Both are located
within the Central Waterfront neighborhood.

o The I. M. Scott School site, a vacant former school building and grounds located at
1060 Tennessee Street near 22nd Street, has been identified in the Draft Central Waterfront
Plan as a potential recreational facility. The Recreation and Park Department has contacted
the San Francisco Unified School District to explore the possibility of transferring or using
a portion of the property for playgrounds and other recreational uses.

183These proposals would be subject to a separate CEQA process and are not part of the Eastern Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area Plans project.
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. The Recreation and Park Department is pursuing the transfer of a 0.44-acre parcel located
at Third Street and 20th Street (the former location of Bayview Police Station). The
property would be transferred from the San Francisco Police Department, which has
identified it as surplus property. The property would temporarily be used as office space
and long-term as a recreational facility.

Regulatory Setting

The San Francisco Planning Code regulates shadow impacts on parks and other publicly
accessible spaces. The Code’s height and bulk districts establish maximum building heights
throughout the city. The Planning Code also contains specific provisions to ensure sunlight in
public parks, and to ensure sunlight on sidewalks in the greater Downtown area, including part of
East SoMa. These specific sections of the Planning Code are discussed in detail in Section IV.B,
Plans and Policies, and summarized briefly here.

Planning Code Section 295, the Sunlight Ordinance, generally prohibits buildings greater than

40 feet tall that would shade City parks (under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park
Department), except during early morning and late afternoon hours, if the shadow would
adversely affect use of the park, unless the Planning Commission determines that the effect would
be insignificant. In practice, therefore, Section 295 acts as a kind of overlay that further limits
heights and/or shapes of certain buildings around protected parks: the Section 295 limit is in
addition to the height limits in the Height and Bulk districts. Privately-owned open spaces and
those under the jurisdiction of other entities, such as the Redevelopment Agency, are not subject
to Section 295.

Planning Code Section 147, applicable to C-3 (downtown) use districts and in South of Market
mixed-use districts where heights greater than 40 feet are permitted (RSD, SLR, SL1I, and SSO),
requires that new buildings and additions greater than 50 feet tall be shaped to minimize shadow
on public plazas or other publicly accessible open spaces, subject to design considerations and
without unduly restricting development potential. Section 147 applies to the following locations
within the project area:

. A portion of one block in East SoMa located between Folsom, Harrison, Third, and
Hawthorne streets, designated C-3-S.

. Much of the area between Harrison, Townsend, First and Fourth streets in East SoMa,
zoned SLI or SSO.

. The majority of the area in blocks between Fourth, Seventh, Market and Harrison streets in
East SoMa, zoned RSD or SLR.

° In Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, a few properties located between Bryant, Brannan,
Seventh and 10th streets, zoned SLI.
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Impact Analysis

Significance Criteria

Implementation of the proposed project would have a significant shadow impact if it were to:

. Create new shadow in a manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or
other public areas.

In addition, shadow effects would be significant if they would affect, in an adverse manner, the
use of any park or open space under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department, or
significantly detract from the usability of other existing publicly accessible open space, or alter
temperature so as to substantially affect public areas, or change the climate either in the
community or region.

Shadow Effects on Existing Parks and Open Spaces

This analysis focuses on changes to building height limits that are part of the proposed rezoning
project, and how such changes could affect shading on parks and other publicly accessible spaces.

Figures 22 through 28 indicate proposed changes to height districts in each neighborhood, by
rezoning option. Immediately surrounding nine of the parks within the project area, and both of
the Recreation and Park Department parks located near but outside of the project area, there
would be either no change in height limits or decreases in the building height limit under all three
rezoning options. Height limits on some or all sides of another 15 parks (12 under Recreation and
Park Department jurisdiction) within the project area would increase. Most of the increases would
be slight: five feet. Near a few parks, height limit increases of 15 feet are proposed, and near one
recreation center in East SoMa, increases of 25 and 45 feet are proposed.

In some instances, existing development near publicly accessible parks and open space is not as
tall as the current height limit would allow. The rezoning project itself would not directly lead to
an increase in the height of, or the shadows cast by, existing buildings. However, in areas where
the proposed rezoning would allow for changes to permitted land uses, additions to existing
buildings and redevelopment of parcels may be more likely to occur, as the incentive for
development would potentially be greater due to the additional permitted heights. New buildings
could be constructed up to the applicable height limit, unless restrictions were imposed by
Section 295 or other applicable controls under the Planning Code.

To assess the potential new shading attributable to increased height limits, the following shadow
study assumes a “worst-case” shadow scenario that would be caused by full build-out under
existing height limits—the No-Project Alternative—and compares those “worst-case” shadows to
the corresponding “worst-case” shadows that would be cast under each of the proposed rezoning
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I. Shadow

options. Although the study does not directly consider whether or not the existing building
heights differ from the existing height limits and therefore does not measure the actual existing
shadowing of public open spaces, the subsequent analysis and conclusions draw on the study
findings to capture the incremental effect that could result from the newly permitted heights that
would be allowed with implementation of each of the three proposed rezoning options.

Parks Where No Increase to Surrounding Height Limits is Proposed

The following parks are surrounded by parcels and blocks in which the existing height limits
would remain the same or decrease under all three of the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning
options. The majority of these parks are also located in residential neighborhoods where the use
regulations are not expected to substantively change, so the project would not likely to result in
any development pressure on properties not currently built to the maximum height.

South Beach Park (East SoMa)

Mission Center (Mission)

Jose Coronado Playground (Mission)

Parque Ninos Unidos (Mission)

Juri Commons (Mission)

Garfield Square (Mission)

McKinley Square (Showplace Square/Potrero Hill)

Potrero Hill Recreation Center (Showplace Square/Potrero Hill)
Tulare Park (Central Waterfront)

Because no changes to the height limits surrounding these parks and open spaces are proposed,
none of the rezoning options are expected to result in increases in the extent or duration of daily
shadow cast on them. Additionally, no changes to existing height limits are proposed surrounding
the non-Recreation and Park Department open spaces along the Embarcadero in East SoMa, and
thus these spaces would not be adversely affected by the project.

Some of the above parks could be shaded by development pursuant to existing height limits (i.e.,
under the No-Project scenario). Those in the Mission District would have the greatest potential
for new shadow under existing height limits, as many of these parks are relatively small and some
are nestled within city blocks. In particular, Juri Commons, located on a former railroad right-of-
way that cuts through the block bounded by 25th, 26th, Guerrero, and Valencia Streets, is a
narrow open space. Although taller buildings than those that exist could be constructed within the
current 40-foot height limit, the effect on Juri Commons would be limited because the narrowness
of the space means existing buildings already cast substantial shadows except at midday.
Moreover, this park is heavily landscaped, with several mature trees that also cast shade.

Both Jose Coronado Playground and Parke Nifios Unidos are located at the south end of city
blocks, meaning that each has a buffer from buildings to the south in the form of a 64-foot-wide
street right-of-way. Each has two- and three-story buildings to the south, east, and west, and there
is limited potential for new shadow if one or more of these properties were to be redeveloped at
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greater height. The existing 40-foot height limit and the surrounding streets would minimize the
potential new shadow that could fall on either of these parks.

Mission Center is primarily an indoor facility. While it has an outdoor soccer field, this field is
within the interior of the block, surrounding by rear yards of existing dwellings, and thus there is
very limited potential for new shadow on this open space.

No substantial new shading of Garfield Square is likely because the property immediately to the
south (Bernal Dwellings) has recently been rebuilt by the San Francisco Housing Authority.
Existing parcels to the east, southeast, and west—primarily developed with multi-family
housing—could cause new shadow, although the exiting height limit of 40 feet and the width of
surrounding streets would limit new shadow. Potential effects would be greatest along the
western edge of the park, where Treat Avenue is 60 feet wide, compared to Harrison Street’s
82.5-foot width along the east side of the park.

The People’s Plan, a project variant for the Mission District described in Chapter 111, Project
Description (see p. 17), would have similar effects to those described above because its height
proposals are similar to those under each of the three rezoning options, A, B, and C. Another
variant, the MCEJJ plan (see p. 18), does not propose specific height limits, and thus cannot be
evaluated as to shadow effects.

Little new shadow is likely on Potrero Hill Recreation Center, because it sits atop a hill and
parcels to the south and east (Housing Authority property) slope down from the park. Parcels
containing existing single-family dwellings west of the park could be redeveloped to greater
heights in some instances, but the existing 40-foot height limits and the width of Arkansas Street
would restrict the amount of new shadow that could fall on the park.

Likewise, little new shadow is possible on McKinley Square, atop the western edge of Potrero
Hill, with the U.S. 101 freeway downslope to the south and west. As with Potrero Hill Recreation
Center, parcels to the east of McKinley Square could, if redeveloped to the 40-foot height limit,
incrementally increase shadow on the park, but the existing 40-foot height limits and the width of
Vermont Street would restrict the amount of new shadow

No new shadow would be expected on the Redevelopment Agency’s South Beach Park because
this park is immediately northeast of AT&T Park and east of the 14-story One Embarcadero
South residential building.

No new shadow would be expected on Tulare Park, as it sits on the north bank of Islais Creek, at
the southern boundary of the project area, and no new buildings of sufficient height are likely to
be constructed across the creek, within the Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhood.
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In summary, it is unlikely that the No-Project Alternative would result in significant shadow
impacts on the above parks as a result of construction to existing height limits.

Parks Where an Increase to Surrounding Height Limits is Proposed

For the 15 parks around which height limit increases are proposed, potential shading attributable
to the proposed project was studied by comparing the shadows that would be cast at build-out
under existing height limits (i.e., the No-Project Alternative) to those that would be cast at build-
out under each of the three rezoning options. The tallest buildings that could be constructed under
existing and proposed height limits on all properties directly adjacent to or across a street from
each park was modeled using an architectural drawing and three-dimensional modeling software.
Height was measured as specified in the San Francisco Planning Code and no building setbacks
were modeled. Topographic data was incorporated in the model to account for differences in
elevation. Shadow impacts were analyzed for the period from one hour after sunrise to one hour
before sunset—the period regulated by the Sunlight Ordinance—for winter and summer: in
December on the winter solstice, when the sun is at its lowest and the shadows are at their
longest, and in June on the summer solstice, when the sun is at its highest and shadows are at
their shortest. Shadows on any other day of the year would be within the range of shadows
present during the solstices.

Two parks, Victoria Manalo Draves Park (East SoMa) and Esprit Park (Central Waterfront), are
near elevated roadways. The existing elevated structures may cast shadows on the parks, but they
are not part of, or affected by, the proposed project and are not included in the shadow analysis.
The location and height of these elevated freeway structures would not change as a result of the
proposed rezoning project.

Tables 56 and 57, pp. 393 and 395, detail the potential shadow impacts at these times and
seasonal points for each of the proposed rezoning options and for the No-Project scenario. For
each park, they show the percentage of the park’s area that would be in shadow at the opening
and closing “Prop K minutes,” one hour after sunrise and before sunset. They also indicate when
shadows would recede and the park would be in full sun. All times stated for June are in daylight
savings time while those in December are standard time.

The following subsections describe the potential shadow impacts on each park and open space in
the study area where surrounding height limits are proposed to increase.

Twelve of the 15 parks are under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department and
therefore subject to Planning Code Section 295. All future development greater than 40 feet in
height would be subject to the Section 295 review process and the potential shadow impacts
would be evaluated based on the guidelines of that code section. In addition, future proposals for
development would undergo site-specific environmental review including individual evaluation
of shadowing impacts to public parks and open spaces. As the Planning Commission could not
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® TABLE 56
POTENTIAL SHADOW ON PARKS AT BUILDOUT ON ADJACENT PROPERTIES--SUMMER SOLSTICE (JUNE 21), 5:48 AM TO 7:35 PM PDT
Existing Height Limits (No-Project Alternative) Option A Height Limits Option B Height Limits Option C Height Limits
Percent Shadow Percent Percent | Shadow Percent Percent | Shadow Percent Percent of | Shadow Percent
of park in | recedes; of park in of park in | recedes; of park in of park in | recedes; of park in park in recedes; of park in
shadow, park in Shadow shadow, shadow, parkin | Shadow | shadow, shadow, parkin | Shadow | shadow, shadow, park in Shadow | shadow,
Park Name Neighborhood 6:48 AM full sun resumes 7:35PM | Notes 6:48 AM | full sun | resumes | 7:35PM | Notes 6:48 AM | full sun | resumes | 7:35PM | Notes 6:48 AM full sun | resumes | 7:35 PM | Notes
Victoria Manalo East SoMa 75 9:10 AM 5:30 PM 30 75 9:10 AM | 5:30 PM 30 Same height limits as Option A. 75 9:10 AM/ | 2:40 PM/ 85 A small shadow covering
Draves Park 10:30 AM | 5:30 PM less than 5% of the park
area persists on the far NE
corner until 10:30 AM. A
small shadow (less than 5%
of park area) cast by
adjacent buildings on
Folsom Street is present
starting at 2:40 PM. A
shadow cast by buildings
across Folsom street begins
to fall along the western
edge of the park at 5:30 PM.
SoMa Recreation | East SoMa 60 7:55 AM 2:15/ 80 Shadows begin to be cast at the 75 9:10 AM 2:15/ 80 Same height limits as Option A. 75 9:10 AM | 2:15 PM/ 80
Center 5:45 PM north edge of the park at 2:15 5:45 PM 3:15 PM/
PM and along the west edge of 5:45 PM
the park at 5:45 PM.
Alice Street East SoMa 100 2:00PM | 2:30PM/ 100 100 2:00 PM 2:30/ 100 Same height limits as Option A. Same height limits as Option A.
Community 3:30 PM 3:15 PM
Gardens
South Park East SoMa 75 9:30 AM 4:30 PM 100 Shadows recede from the long 85 10:30 4:30 PM 100 Shadows recede from the Same height limits as Option A. 85 10:30 AM | 4:30 PM 100 Shadows recede from the
southeastern edge at 9:30 AM, AM long southeastern edge at long southeastern edge at
but don't recede from the far 8:30 AM, but don't recede 8:30 AM, but don't recede
eastern end of the park until from the far eastern end of from the far eastern end of
10:30 AM. the park until 10:30 AM. the park until 10:30 AM.
KidPower Park Mission 100 - --- 100 The park is in full shade from 100 4:25 PM | 4:45PM 100 The park is in full shadow 100 4:25 PM | 4:45PM 100 Same morning pattern as Same height limits as Option A.
the first Prop K minute until until 9:45 AM, same as under "existing" (No-Project) and
9:45 AM, when the western the existing (No-Project) "Options A and C" scenario,
edge begins to receive sun. At height limit. At solar noon, with the park in full shade
solar noon (1:12 PM), 80% of 10% of the park is shaded. until 9:45 AM. Approximately
the park is in sun, but the The park remains mostly 10% of park in shade at solar
southern edge remains shaded sunny throughout the noon. Afternoon pattern
by building on the adjacent afternoon. Shadow recedes same as Options A and C.
parcel to the south. Much of the from the southern edge at
park remains in sun through the 4:25 PM, but begins to hit the
afternoon, through shadows western edge at 4:45 PM. the
cast by buildings across Hoff park is in full shadow from
Street begin to hit the western 7:00 PM until the last Prop K
edge at 4:15 PM. Shadow minute.
increases until it covers the
whole park at 6:45 PM.
Franklin Square | Mission 45 9:15 AM 5:45 PM 40 60 9:15AM | 5:30 PM 50 50 8:55 AM | 6:00 PM 40 Same height limits as Option A.
Mission Mission 80 1:00 PM 4:15 PM 75 80 1:00 PM | 4:15PM 80 Same height limits as Option A. Same height limits as Option A.
Playground
Alioto Mini Park | Mission 100 9:35 AM 1:15 PM 100 The park is in full shade starting 100 9:35AM | 1:15PM 100 Park in full shade from 5:15 100 9:35AM | 1:15PM 100 Park in full shade from 5:15 Same height limits as Option A.
at 6:00 PM until last Prop K PM until last Prop K minute. PM until the last Prop K
minute. minute.
24th & York Mini | Mission 100 1:05 PM 1:15 PM 100 The park is in full shade from 100 1:05PM | 1:15PM 100 The park is in full shade until Same height limits as Option A. Same height limits as Option A.
Park the first Prop K minute until 9:30 AM, when sunny areas
approximately 9:15 AM, when begin to appear. It is in full
sunny areas begin to appear. It sun only at solar noon (1:12
is in full sun only at solar noon PM), then the western edge
(1:12 p.m.), then the western becomes progressively
edge begins to be shaded until it shaded until it is in full
is in full shadow again from 4:30 shadow again from 4:30 PM
PM until the last Prop K minute. until the last Prop K minute.
James Rolph Jr. | Mission 5 7:05 AM 1:15 PM 65 5 7:05 AM | 1:15 PM 65 Same height limits as Option A. Same height limits as Option A.
Playground

Case No. 2004.0160E

393
203091

Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans



IV. Environmental Setting and Impacts

I. Shadow

TABLE 56 (Continued)
POTENTIAL SHADOW ON PARKS AT BUILDOUT ON ADJACENT PROPERTIES--SUMMER SOLSTICE (JUNE 21), 5:48 AM TO 7:35 PM PDT

Existing Height Limits (No-Project Alternative)

Option A Height Limits

Option B Height Limits Option C Height Limits

Percent Shadow Percent Percent | Shadow Percent Percent | Shadow Percent Percent of | Shadow Percent
of park in | recedes; of park in of park in | recedes; of park in of park in | recedes; of park in park in recedes; of park in
shadow, park in Shadow | shadow, shadow, | parkin | Shadow | shadow, shadow, | parkin | Shadow | shadow, shadow, park in Shadow | shadow,

Park Name Neighborhood 6:48 AM full sun resumes 7:35 PM | Notes 6:48 AM | full sun | resumes | 7:35PM | Notes 6:48 AM | full sun | resumes | 7:35PM 6:48 AM full sun | resumes | 7:35 PM
Potrero Del Sol Showplace Sq./ 50 8:30 AM/ -/ 25 Small shadows persist 50 8:30 AM/ -/ 30
Park Potrero --- 6:30 PM throughout the entire day on - 6:00 PM
either the southern or northern
edges of the park, because
there are parcels directly
adjacent to the park. However,
the majority of the park is in full
sun from 8:30 AM until 6:30 PM.
Jackson Showplace Sq./ 25 8:15 AM 6:15 PM 25 A small shadow covering
Playground Potrero less than 2% of the park
would persist until 8:30 AM at
the northeast corner. Another
small shadow covering less
than 2% would be present at
the northwestern corner at
approximately 5:50 PM, 20
minutes before the whole
western edge begins to be
shaded.
Esprit Park Central 80 8:45 AM 5:30 PM 90 5:00 PM
Waterfront
Warm Water Central 2 9:45 AM/ 75 A narrow shadow begins to fall 2 9:45 AM/ 90 A narrow shadow begins to
Cove Waterfront 2:15 PM on the park's southern edge at 1:55 PM fall on the park's southern
9:45 AM and on the western edge at 9:45 AM and on the
edge at 2:15 PM. western edge at 1:55 PM.
Wood Yard Central 0 - 0 0 0
Mini-Park Waterfront
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POTENTIAL SHADOW ON PARKS AT BUILDOUT ON ADJACENT PROPERTIES--WINTER SOLSTICE (DECEMBER 21), 8:22 AM TO 3:54 PM PST

I. Shadow

Existing Height Limits (No-Project Alternative)

Option A Height Limits

Option B Height Limits

Option C Height Limits

Percent Shadow Percent Percent | Shadow Percent Percent | Shadow Percent Percent of | Shadow Percent
of park in | recedes; of park in of park in | recedes; of park in of park in | recedes; of park in parkin recedes; of park in
shadow, park in Shadow shadow, shadow, park in Shadow | shadow, shadow, park in Shadow | shadow, shadow, park in Shadow | shadow,
Park Name Neighborhood 8:22 AM full sun. resumes 3:54 PM | Notes 8:22 AM | full sun. | resumes | 3:54 PM | Notes 8:22 AM | full sun. | resumes | 3:54 PM | Notes 8:22 AM full sun. | resumes | 3:54 PM | Notes
Victoria Manalo East SoMa 0 NA 11:15 AM 95 The model indicates that 0 8:15 AM 11:15 95 Same height limit as Option A. 0 8:15 AM 11:15 95
Draves Park shadow recedes from the park AM AM
at 8:15 AM, prior to the first
Prop K minute. This is due to
the orientation of the park and
the direction of shadow at this
time (from the southeast). There
may be shadow cast by the I-80
freeway, but this was not
modeled because it would not
be a project-related impact. The
freeway height is assumed to be
stable.
SoMa Recreation | East SoMa 40 10:30 AM | 11:45 AM 100 80 11:45 11:45 100 Same height limit as Option A. 80 - 100
Center AM AM
Alice Street East SoMa 100 NA NA 85 Some portion of the park 100 NA NA 85 Same height limit as Option A. Same height limit as Option A.
Community experiences shadow throughout
Gardens the day at the winter solstice.
South Park East SoMa 95 12:40 PM | 3:30 PM 10 Shadows would recede from 95 12:40/ 3:30 15 Shadows would recede from Same height limit as Option A. 95 12:40/ 3:30 15 Shadows would recede
/3:30 PM long southeastern edge at 12:40 3:30 long southeastern edge at 3:30 from long southeastern
PM, though small shadow 12:40 PM, though small edge at 12:40 PM, though
representing less than 5% of shadow representing less small shadow representing
park area would persist at far than 5% of park area would less than 5% of park area
western end until 3:30 PM. persist at far western end would persist at far western
until 3:30 PM. end until 3:30 PM.
KidPower Park Mission 100 - --- 100 The park remains in full shade 100 100 Sunny areas begin to appear 100 --- 100 Sunny areas begin to appear Same height limit as Option B.
until a few minutes before 12:00 on the park's western edge on the park's western edge
PM, when sun begins to hit part around 9:30 AM. At solar around 9:30 AM. At solar
of the western side. No more noon, the southern 2/3rds of noon, the southern 2/3rds of
than 1/3 of the park is ever in the park is in shadow. Extent the park is in shadow. Extent
sun during the afternoon. The of afternoon shadow is of afternoon shadow is great
park is in full shade again from greater than under existing than under existing (No-
3:15 PM until the last Prop K (No-Project) height limits. Project) height limits. The
minute. The park is in full shade park is in full shade again
again from 3:30 PM until last from 3:30 PM until the last
Prop K minute. Prop K minute.
Franklin Square | Mission 75 --- - 70 A shadow persists along the 75 --- 60 A shadow persists along the 65 9:45 AM/ -/ 60 A shadow persists along the Same height limit as Option A.
southern edge of the park often southern edge of the park 2:15PM southern edge of the park,
occupying up to 25% of the park often occupying up to 255 of often occupying up to 25% of
area, throughout the entire day. the park area, throughout the the park area, throughout the
Times shown are for eastern entire day. Times shown are entire day. Times shown are
and western park edges. for eastern and western park for eastern and western park
edges. edges.
Mission Mission 95 - --- 100 A shadow occupying 95 --- 100 Same height limit as Option A. Same height limit as Option A.
Playground approximately 20% of the park
area persists along its southern
edge even at solar noon.
Alioto Mini Park | Mission 100 100 The southern 40% of the park is 100 100 100 100 Same height limit as Option A.
shaded at solar noon by
buildings across 20th Street.
24th & York Mini | Mission 100 --- - 100 The park is in full shade at the 100 - 100 The park is in full shade at Same height limit as Option A. Same height limit as Option A.

Park

first Prop K minute. Sunny
patches begin to appear
between 9 and 10 AM.
Approximately 2/3rds of the park
is in sun at the solar noon
(12:08 PM), while the southern
edge remains shaded by
buildings across 24th Street.
The park is in full shade from
2:45 PM until the last Prop K
minute.

the first Prop K minute.
Sunny patches begin to
appear between 9 and 10
AM. Approximately 2/3rds of
the park is in sun at the solar
noon (12:08 PM), while the
southern edge remains
shaded by buildings across
24th Street. The park is in ful
shade from 2:45 PM until the
last Prop K minute.
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TABLE 57 (Continued)
POTENTIAL SHADOW ON PARKS AT BUILDOUT ON ADJACENT PROPERTIES--WINTER SOLSTICE (DECEMBER 21), 8:22 AM TO 3:54 PM PST

Existing Height Limits (No-Project alternative) Option A Height Limits Option B Height Limits Option C Height Limits
Percent Shadow Percent Percent | Shadow Percent Percent | Shadow Percent Percent of | Shadow Percent
of park in | recedes; of park in of park in | recedes; of park in of park in | recedes; of park in park in recedes; of park in
shadow, park in Shadow | shadow, shadow, | parkin | Shadow | shadow, shadow, | parkin | Shadow | shadow, shadow, parkin | Shadow | shadow,
Park Name Neighborhood 8:22 AM full sun. resumes | 3:54 PM | Notes 8:22 AM | full sun. | resumes | 3:54 PM | Notes 8:22 AM | full sun. | resumes | 3:54 PM 8:22 AM full sun. | resumes | 3:54 PM
James Rolph Jr. | Mission 15 8:45AM | 12:15PM 70 15 8:45 AM 12:15 70
Playground PM
Jackson Showplace 35 9:15 AM/-- | ---/2:45 40 A small shadow persists along 9:15 AM/ A small shadow persists
Playground Sq./Potrero - PM the southern edge of the park 2:45 PM along the southern edge of
throughout the entire day. The the park throughout the
times shown for disappearance entire day. The times shown
and assumption of shadow are for disappearance and
for the eastern and western assumption of shadow are
edges. for the eastern and western
edges.
Potrero Del Sol Showplace 50 --- - 10 Some shadow is present during A small shadow persists
Park Sq./Potrero all times of the day, but never along the southern edge of
exceeds more than 25% of the the park throughout the
park area after 9:00 AM. entire day. The times shown
for disappearance and
assumption of shadow are
for the eastern and western
edges.
Esprit Park Central 55 9:30AM/ | ---/2:20 80 The southern edge of Esprit 50 9:20 AM/ -/ 80
Waterfront --- PM Park remains in shadow during - 2:00 PM
the entire day. The time shown
for disappearance and
resumption of shadow are for
the eastern and western edges.
Warm Water Central 35 9:15 AM/ - 90 35 100
Cove Waterfront
Wood Yard Central 25 9:30AM/ | 2:40 PM 25 Existing shadow includes that 20 9:20 AM | 2:20 PM 35 Decreased height limit to
Mini-Park Waterfront cast by existing Woods Yard east reduces morning

administration building, on the
same parcel as the mini-park.

shadow; reverse is true in the
afternoon.
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approve a project determined to have significant shadow impacts per Section 295,
implementation of the project is not expected to result in significant shadow impacts.

East SoMa

Victoria Manalo Draves Park

Victoria Manalo Draves Park is the Recreation and Park Department’s newest park, located on
the block between Folsom, Harrison, Sixth, and Seventh Streets. Existing height limits
surrounding the park (under No-Project Alternative) are predominantly 40 feet, though one parcel
at the southern corner has a 50-foot height limit. This park is to the east of the newly constructed
Bessie Carmichael Elementary School/Filipino Education Center. The southeast side of the park
fronts Harrison Street along the study area boundary. Just south of Harrison Street is the elevated
1-80 skyway. While building height limits south of Harrison Street are established at 30 feet, no
buildings are expected to be constructed in these blocks because of the existing elevated freeway.
Furthermore, any height change in this area south of the park would not be an impact of the
project, since Harrison Street forms the southern boundary of East SoMa at this location.
Therefore, structures south of Harrison were not included in the shadow model.

Under Options A and B, height limits would not change, except that the height limit on one parcel
near the southern corner of the park would increase from 50 to 55 feet. Under Option C, in
addition to this five-foot height increase at the southern corner, the height limits on both sides of
Folsom Street would rise from 40 to 85 feet.

The shading that would occur under a build-out scenario up to the proposed height limit under
Options A and B is nearly identical to that under the existing height limit. The five-foot height
limit increase at the southern corner would not create a discernable increase in shadow on the
park.

In a build-out scenario under Option C, in which height limits would increase to as much as

85 feet along Folsom Street, additional shadow would be evident at the summer solstice. While
under the existing height limit (the No-Project Alternative), the period of full sun would begin at
9:10 a.m., under Option C a shadow would persist on the northeast corner of the park until 10:30
a.m. and would occupy less than five percent of the park’s area. In addition, a small shadow
(again covering less than five percent of the park) cast by buildings along Folsom Street would
fall on the park’s northwest corner from approximately 2:45 p.m. until 5:30 p.m., when the whole
western edge of the park would begin to be shaded. At the winter solstice, modeled shadows
under Option C would be unchanged from the future No-Project scenario.

All future development in East SoMa would be subject to the Section 295 review process and the
potential shadow impacts would be evaluated based on the guidelines of that code section. Future
development in the area surrounding Victoria Manalo Draves Park would also be subject to
Section 147 review and site-specific environmental analysis. The presence of the elevated
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freeway to the southeast and the new elementary school to the southwest and the fact that the
Planning Commission could not approve a project determined to have significant shadow impacts
on properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission per Section 295
would limit potential new shadow impacts, compared to what could otherwise occur. However, it
cannot be stated with certainty that compliance with Section 295 would always mitigate any
potential significant effects under CEQA.184 Moreover, sites to the northeast and southeast of the
park are occupied by single-story buildings and could be redeveloped with taller (40-foot)
buildings without triggering Section 295. Therefore, under both existing height limits (the No-
Project Alternative) and with implementation of the project, there could potentially be significant
shadow impacts on Victoria Manalo Draves Park. As noted in the following tables, under existing
height limits, up to 95 percent of the park could be shaded at the last Section 295 minute in winter
and up to 75 percent of the park could be shaded at the first Section 295 minute in summer with
full buildout in accordance with existing height limits. Potential impacts from future proposed
development would be evaluated on a project-specific basis, and shadow effects could be limited
through design of individual projects that takes into consideration shading effects on nearby
parks. However, because the potential existing for new shadow, possibly in substantial amounts
depending on subsequent individual proposal(s) that may be put forth, and because the feasibility
of complete mitigation for potential new shadow impacts of currently unknown development
proposals cannot be determined at this time, it cannot be concluded that this impact would be less
than significant, and therefore the impact on this park is judged to be significant and unavoidable
for all three rezoning options and for the No-Project Alternative.

South of Market Recreation Center/Eugene Friend Recreation Center

The South of Market Recreation Center fronts on Sixth, Folsom and Harriet Streets. A large
proportion of the property is occupied by a building housing the recreation center along

Sixth Street, while the southern and western edges of the property are landscaped open space. All
of the surrounding properties currently have 40-foot height limits, except for one parcel across
Harriet Street that has a height limit of 50 feet.

Under Options A and B, height limits on the northeast side of Sixth Street, across the street from
the recreation center, would increase from 40 feet to 85 feet. On the southwest side of

Sixth Street, the height limit would increase from 40 feet to 65 feet. For a set of parcels across
Harriett Street from the park property, the height limit would decrease by five feet from 40 to
35 feet. Across Folsom Street from the recreation center, the height limit would increase from
40 feet to 65 feet.

1841 practice, when a project is consistent with Section 295 and when the Planning Commission determines that
project shadow would not adversely affect use of the park, or determines that the effect would be “insignificant” in
the context of Section 295. the Planning Department normally finds potential physical effects of shading to be less
than significant under CEQA. However, it is theoretically possible for different conclusions to be reached under the
two sets of criteria for Section 295 and CEQA review. Also, as discussed herein, projects not subject to
Section 295—either because they are 40 feet tall or less or because they affect non-Recreation and Park Department
open space—could potentially have significant shadow effects under CEQA, apart from Section 295.
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Under Option C, the height limit increases along Sixth Street would be the same as those under
Options A and B. However, the height limit increases along both sides of Folsom Street east of
Sixth Street, as well as the south side of Folsom Street across from this park, would be more
extensive, rising from 40 feet to 85 feet.

At the summer solstice under build-out at existing height limits (the No-Project Alternative), the
property would be approximately 60 percent shaded at the first Prop K minute (6:48 a.m.) by
buildings located across Sixth Street. The shadow would fall largely on the eastern part of the
property occupied by the indoor recreation center. The property would then be in full sun starting
at around 7:55 a.m. Some shadow would begin to be cast along the northern edge by buildings on
the adjacent property to the north around 2:15 p.m., and along the western edge by buildings
across Harriet Street at around 5:45 p.m. By the last Prop K minute (7:35 p.m.), approximately 80
percent of the property would be in shadow. At the winter solstice, shadow would be cast on the
southern end of the park from buildings across Folsom Street in the morning, from the first Prop
K minute (8:22 a.m.) until 10:30 a.m. The property would remain in full sun until about 11:45
a.m., when shadows begin to be cast along the western edge, gradually increasing until the
property is in full shade around 3:40 p.m.

At build-out under Options A and B, shadows would be more extensive and persist longer during
the morning than existing (No-Project) conditions. Shadows cast by buildings across Folsom
Street would cover approximately 80 percent of the park property at the first Prop K minute at the
summer solstice (6:48 a.m.) and persist until 9:10 a.m., compared to 7:55 a.m. under the future
No-Project (existing build-out) scenario. At the winter solstice, the park would also experience
more extensive and persistent morning shadows, with approximately 80 percent of the park in
shadow cast by buildings to the south across Folsom Street at the first Prop K minute (8:22 a.m.),
compared to 40 percent at existing heights. Shadows would persist along the southern edge of the
park until approximately 11:45 a.m., compared to 10:30 a.m. under the No-Project Alternative, with
existing height limits. Shadows cast in the afternoon would not vary from the future No-Project
scenario, since height limits on the western side of the park would not increase.

Under Option C, summer morning shadows on the park would be very similar to those under
Options A and B, covering approximately 80 percent of the park at the first Prop K minute and
persisting until 9:10 a.m. The difference would occur in the afternoon, when taller buildings
along Folsom Street would cast a small shadow covering less than five percent of the property
between 3:15 and 5:45 p.m. In the late morning and early afternoon, 85-foot buildings on
Folsom Street would continually cast some form of shadow on the southern and western parts of
the property.

All future development in East SoMa would be subject to the Section 295 review process and the
potential shadow impacts would be evaluated based on the guidelines of that code section. Future
development in the area surrounding the South of Market Recreation Center would also be
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subject to Section 147 review and site-specific environmental analysis. The fact that the Planning
Commission could not approve a project determined to have significant shadow impacts on
properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission per Section 295 would
limit potential new shadow impacts, compared to what could otherwise occur. However, it cannot
be stated with certainty that compliance with Section 295 would always mitigate any potential
significant effects under CEQA. Moreover, sites surrounding the southern end of the recreation
center are occupied by one- two- and three-story structures and could be redeveloped with taller
(40-foot) buildings without triggering Section 295. Therefore, under both existing height limits
(the No-Project Alternative) and with implementation of the project, there could potentially be
significant shadow impacts on the South of Market Recreation Center. As noted in the preceding
tables, under existing height limits, up to 100 percent of the park could be shaded at the last
Section 295 minute in winter and up to 80 percent of the park could be shaded at the last

Section 295 minute in summer with full buildout in accordance with existing height limits.
Potential impacts from future proposed development would be evaluated on a project-specific
basis, and shadow effects could be limited through design of individual projects that takes into
consideration shading effects on nearby parks. However, because the potential existing for new
shadow, possibly in substantial amounts depending on subsequent individual proposal(s) that may
be put forth, and because the feasibility of complete mitigation for potential new shadow impacts
of currently unknown development proposals cannot be determined at this time, it cannot be
concluded that this impact would be less than significant, and therefore the impact on this park is
judged to be significant and unavoidable for all three rezoning options and for the No-Project
Alternative.

Alice Street Community Gardens (San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
jurisdiction)

Alice Street Community Gardens is currently surrounded by parcels with height limits of 130 feet
on three sides, and a height limit of 80 feet on its southern edge. The park is directly adjacent to
existing buildings on three sides, and to a narrow local street (Lapu Lapu Street) on one side.

Under Options A, B, and C, height limits that were previously 80 feet would increase by five feet
to 85 feet, while the 130-foot height limit on the northern side would remain the same. Sites
immediately east and west of the park would decrease to 85 feet.

This is a small open space that directly abuts other properties on three sides, and the height limits
on these surrounding properties are 80 to 130 feet. Consequently, the garden would experience
some shadow throughout most of the day under both existing regulations (the No-Project
Alternative) and proposed rezoning options A, B, and C. At the first Prop K minute at the
summer solstice (6:48 a.m.), the entire park would be in shadow, and shadows would persist
along the garden’s northeast and southeast sides until 2:00 p.m. Shadows would begin to fall on
the garden’s northwest and southwest sides at 2:30 p.m. and 3:30 p.m., respectively. From 6:15
p.m. until the last Prop K minute (7:35 p.m.), the garden would be entirely in shadow. All parts of
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the garden would receive sun for at least a few hours per day in the summer. Despite the limited
duration of sunlight, the garden appears to be active and the plots occupied. At the winter solstice,
shadows would cover more than half of the garden at all times during the Prop K period (8:22
a.m. to 3:54 p.m.), and would move generally from the east to west sides.

The only difference that the proposed five-foot height limit increase on surrounding parcels
would make is that shadows would begin on the southwest edge of the gardens at 3:15 p.m.
instead of 3:30 p.m. as they would under the future No-Project scenario, with existing height
limits. Buildout under Options A, B, and C would leave the park entirely in shadow starting at
6:15 p.m. At the winter solstice, the shadow on the garden would be nearly identical to that under
the future No-Project scenario, with existing height limits.

As noted in the preceding tables, up to 100 percent of the park could be shaded at the last

Section 295 minute in winter and up to 100 percent of the park could be shaded at the first and
last Section 295 minutes in summer with full buildout in accordance with existing height limits.
As such, the garden would be in a great deal of shadow from existing buildings subject to the
existing height limit (No-Project Alternative). The 15-minute difference in the onset of shadow
along the garden’s southwest edge under rezoning options A, B, and C would not notably detract
from the usability of the garden when compared with the No-Project Alternative. However, the
garden is currently surrounded by surface parking as well as buildings between five and 10 stories
in height. These sites could be redeveloped with taller code-compliant buildings (80-130 foot)
under existing height limits. Therefore, under both the No-Project Alternative and with
implementation of the project, there could potentially be significant shadow impacts on the Alice
Street Community Gardens. Potential impacts from future proposed development would be
evaluated on a project-specific basis, and shadow effects could be limited through design of
individual projects that takes into consideration shading effects on nearby parks. However,
because the potential existing for new shadow, possibly in substantial amounts depending on
subsequent individual proposal(s) that may be put forth, and because the feasibility of complete
mitigation for potential new shadow impacts of currently unknown development proposals cannot
be determined at this time, it cannot be concluded that this impact would be less than significant,
and therefore the impact on this park is judged to be significant and unavoidable for all three
rezoning options and for the No-Project Alternative.

South Park

South Park is surrounded by parcels with 40-foot height limits on all sides, except for two parcels
with 55-foot limits that border the far southeast edge of the park.

Under all three options, height limits on the parcels directly adjacent to South Park would remain
the same. However, height limits on parcels within the same blocks fronting on Second and Third
Streets would increase from 40 to 55 and 65 feet, because these parcels would be designated
Neighborhood Commercial Transit, a higher-density mixed-use designation.
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The increase in height limits on Second Street could affect shadow patterns during the morning
hours. In the future No-Project scenario under existing height limits, 75 percent of the park would
be shaded at the first Prop K minute (6:48 a.m.), while under build-out with the proposed height
increase on Second Street, 85 percent of the park would be shaded at this time. Shadows would
recede from the park’s long southeastern edge at the same time under both existing (No-Project)
and proposed heights. However, with the proposed building height increase along Second Street,
shadows would recede from the far northeastern end of the park one hour later, at 10:30 a.m.
instead of 9:30 a.m.

In the evening hours, the only discernable difference in shadow patterns would occur between
3:30 p.m. and the last Prop K minute (3:54 p.m.), when shadows on the park’s southwestern end
would occupy approximately 15 percent of the total park area compared to 10 percent under the
future No-Project scenario with existing height limits.

All future development in East SoMa would be subject to the Section 295 review process and the
potential shadow impacts would be evaluated based on the guidelines of that code section. Future
development in the area surrounding South Park would also be subject site-specific
environmental analysis. The fact that the Planning Commission could not approve a project
determined to have significant shadow impacts on properties under the jurisdiction of the
Recreation and Park Commission per Section 295 would limit potential new shadow impacts,
compared to what could otherwise occur. However, it cannot be stated with certainty that
compliance with Section 295 would always mitigate any potential significant effects under
CEQA. Moreover, several sites surrounding the park are occupied by buildings lower than the
existing permitted height and could be redeveloped with taller (40-foot) buildings without
triggering Section 295. Therefore, under both existing height limits (the No-Project Alternative)
and with implementation of the project, there could potentially be significant shadow impacts on
South Park. As noted in the preceding tables, under existing height limits, up to 100 percent of
the park could be shaded at the last Section 295 minute in summer and up to 95 percent of the
park could be shaded at the first Section 295 minute in winter with full buildout in accordance
with existing height limits. Potential impacts from future proposed development would be
evaluated on a project-specific basis, and shadow effects could be limited through design of
individual projects that takes into consideration shading effects on nearby parks. However,
because the potential existing for new shadow and because the feasibility of complete mitigation
for potential new shadow impacts of currently unknown development proposals cannot be
determined at this time, it cannot be concluded that this impact would be less than significant, and
therefore the impact on this park is judged to be significant and unavoidable for all three rezoning
options and for the No-Project Alternative.
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Mission
KidPower Park

The recently completed KidPower Park (referred to during its planning phase as Hoff Street
Park), located on Hoff Street mid-block between 16th and 17th Streets, is surrounded by parcels
with varied height limits. Parcels adjacent to the park’s north side are currently designated with a
105-foot limit. Parcels adjacent to the south side of the park currently have an 80-foot height
limit. The block across Hoff Street to the west of the park is designated with a 50-foot height
limit.

Under the proposed rezoning project, most height limits around the park would decrease or
remain the same, while one area on the southeastern side of the park would increase by five feet.
Under all three options, height limits on the parcels immediately adjacent to the park’s north and
south sides would decrease from 105 and 80 feet, respectively, to 40 feet. Under Options A and
C, the parcels adjacent to the park’s east side (and fronting on Mission Street) would retain the
105-foot height existing height limit in the northern portion of the block, and increase from

80 feet to 85 feet in the southern portion. Under Option B, only the corner parcel at 16th Street
and Mission would remain at 105 feet, and the remainder of the parcels on Mission would
decrease to 85 feet. Under all three options, the height limit on the block across Hoff Street to the
west of the park would decrease from 50 to 40 feet.

The proposed project would result in a net decrease in the extent and duration of shadows on the
park compared to a future No-Project scenario at existing height limits.

Because this is a relatively small park surrounded by development directly abutting other parcels,
under the future No-Project scenario at existing height limits, it would receive some shadow at all
points of any day of the year. It would be in full shadow in the early morning and late evening
hours, but would experience variations of sunlight during the middle of the day. The variations
are therefore best described in terms of the onset of sun on the park and the sun patterns during
mid-day hours.

At the summer solstice under future No-Project conditions with existing height limits, the park
would be in full shade from the first Prop K minute until 9:45 a.m., when the western edge begins
to receive sun. At solar noon (1:12 p.m.), 80 percent of the park would be in sun, but the southern
edge would remain shaded by buildings on the adjacent parcels to the south. Much of the park
would remain in sun through the afternoon, though shadows cast by buildings across Hoff Street
would begin to hit the park’s western edge at 4:15 p.m. Shadow would increase until the whole
park would be in shade at 6:45 p.m.

Under Options A and C, the park would remain in full shadow until 9:45 a.m., as under the
existing height limit (No-Project scenario). However, at solar noon, 10 percent of the park area
would be shaded, and more than half of the park area would remain in sun through most of the
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afternoon. Shadow would recede completely from the southern edge at 4:45 p.m., then begin to
hit the park’s western edge at 4:45 p.m., one-half hour later than under the future No-Project
scenario, with existing height limits. The park would be in full shadow starting at 7:00 p.m.

The sun and shadow patterns under Option B would be almost identical to those under Options A
and C, and also would represent a net decrease in shadow compared to future No-Project
conditions at existing height limits.

The People’s Plan would have height limits similar around Kid Power Park to those of Option B,
and therefore would have similar shadow impacts. The MCEJJ plan does not propose specific
height limits, and thus cannot be evaluated as to shadow effects.

All future development in the Mission District would be subject to the Section 295 review
process and the potential shadow impacts would be evaluated based on the guidelines of that code
section. Future development in the area surrounding KidPower Park would also be subject site-
specific environmental analysis. The fact that the Planning Commission could not approve a
project determined to have significant shadow impacts on properties under the jurisdiction of the
Recreation and Park Commission per Section 295 would limit potential new shadow impacts,
compared to what could otherwise occur. However, it cannot be stated with certainty that
compliance with Section 295 would always mitigate any potential significant effects under
CEQA. Moreover, several sites surrounding the park are occupied by buildings lower than the
existing permitted height and could be redeveloped with taller (40-foot) buildings without
triggering Section 295. Therefore, under both existing height limits (the No-Project Alternative)
and with implementation of the project, there could potentially be significant shadow impacts on
KidPower Park. As noted in the preceding tables, under existing height limits, up to 100 percent
of the park could be shaded at the first and last Section 295 minutes in both summer and winter
with full buildout in accordance with existing height limits. Potential impacts from future
proposed development would be evaluated on a project-specific basis, and shadow effects could
be limited through design of individual projects that takes into consideration shading effects on
nearby parks. However, because the potential existing for new shadow, possibly in substantial
amounts depending on subsequent individual proposal(s) that may be put forth, and because the
feasibility of complete mitigation for potential new shadow impacts of currently unknown
development proposals cannot be determined at this time, it cannot be concluded that this impact
would be less than significant, and therefore the impact on this park is judged to be significant
and unavoidable for all three rezoning options and for the No-Project Alternative.

Franklin Square

Franklin Square fronts on four streets. To the north across 16th Street, the Potrero Shopping
Center has a 40-foot height limit. The front part of the shopping center is not currently built up
but rather is occupied by a parking lot serving the center. The Muni Metro facility across
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17th Street to the south has an 80-foot height limit. The blocks to the west and east of the park
currently have height limits of 50 and 65 feet.

Under Options A and C, height limits on three sides of the park would change to 65 feet, while
the height limit at the Potrero Shopping Center, north of the park, would increase to 85 feet and
one parcel on the corner of 16th and Bryant streets would increase to 55 feet. Under Option B, the
height limit for the Potrero Shopping Center would increase to 85 feet as in Option A, but the
height limit on surrounding blocks to the west, east and south would increase to 55 rather than 65
feet.

Because the proposed changes would result in some height increases and some decreases around
the park, the potential shadow impacts are mixed.

With the future No-Project Alternative under existing height limits, approximately 45 percent of
the park would be shaded at the first Prop K minute at the summer solstice. At build-out under
Options A and C, additional building height across 16th Street would cast a shadow on the
northern edge of the park, increasing the extent of the shadow at the first Prop K minute to
approximately 60 percent of the park area. Under Options A and C, the shadow would also begin
to be cast on the western edge of the park approximately 15 minutes earlier than it would under
future No-Project conditions at existing height limits, and occupy a greater proportion of the park
in the evening.

Under Option B, at the summer solstice, the period of full sunlight would begin approximately
15 minutes earlier and end approximately 15 minutes later. The shadow cast on the park at the
last Prop K minute would be of a greater extent than under the future No-Project scenario,
covering approximately 70 percent of the park area, compared to 40 percent.

The People’s Plan would have similar height limits around Franklin Square to the height limits
proposed in Options A and C, and therefore would have similar shadow impacts. The MCEJJ
plan does not propose specific height limits, and thus cannot be evaluated as to shadow effects.

All future development in the Mission would be subject to the Section 295 review process and the
potential shadow impacts would be evaluated based on the guidelines of that code section. Future
development in the area surrounding Franklin Square would also be subject site-specific
environmental analysis. The fact that the Planning Commission could not approve a project
determined to have significant shadow impacts on properties under the jurisdiction of the
Recreation and Park Commission per Section 295 would limit potential new shadow impacts,
compared to what could otherwise occur. However, it cannot be stated with certainty that
compliance with Section 295 would always mitigate any potential significant effects under
CEQA. Moreover, sites surrounding the park are occupied by surface parking or small buildings
between one and three stories and could be redeveloped with taller (40-foot) buildings without

Case No. 2004.0160E 405 Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans
203091



IV. Environmental Setting and Impacts

I. Shadow

triggering Section 295. Therefore, under both existing height limits (the No-Project Alternative)
and with implementation of the project, there could potentially be significant shadow impacts on
Franklin Square. As noted in the preceding tables, under existing height limits, up to 45 percent
of the park could be shaded at the first Section 295 minute in summer and up to 75 percent of the
park could be shaded at the first Section 295 minute in winter with full buildout in accordance
with existing height limits. Potential impacts from future proposed development would be
evaluated on a project-specific basis, and shadow effects could be limited through design of
individual projects that takes into consideration shading effects on nearby parks. However,
because the potential existing for new shadow, possibly in substantial amounts depending on
subsequent individual proposal(s) that may be put forth, and because the feasibility of complete
mitigation for potential new shadow impacts of currently unknown development proposals cannot
be determined at this time, it cannot be concluded that this impact would be less than significant,
and therefore the impact on this park is judged to be significant and unavoidable for all three
rezoning options and for the No-Project Alternative.

Mission Playground

Mission Playground is located in the middle of a predominantly residential block between
Valencia, Guerrero, 19th and 20th Streets, but fronts primarily on a small street called Linda
Street. Adjacent parcels and blocks on the north, south, and west sides of the park are all
designated with a 40-foot height limit, while the parcels fronting on Valencia Street on the east
side of the park are currently designated with a 50-foot height limit. Under all three rezoning
options, the height limit on Valencia Street would increase to 55 feet, while on all other sides of
the park, the existing height limit would remain unchanged.

If new buildings were constructed to meet the proposed five-foot height limit increase on the
park’s eastern side, the resulting shadows would cover approximately five percent more of the
park’s area at the first Prop K minute at both the summer and winter solstice. Afternoon shadow
patterns in both seasons that were modeled would be the same.

The People’s Plan would have similar height limits around Mission Playground to the height
limits proposed in the three rezoning options, and therefore would have similar shadow impacts.
The MCEJJ plan does not propose specific height limits, and thus cannot be evaluated as to
shadow effects.

All future development in the Mission District would be subject to the Section 295 review
process and the potential shadow impacts would be evaluated based on the guidelines of that code
section. Future development in the area surrounding Mission Playground would also be subject
site-specific environmental analysis. The fact that the Planning Commission could not approve a
project determined to have significant shadow impacts on properties under the jurisdiction of the
Recreation and Park Commission per Section 295 would limit potential new shadow impacts,
compared to what could otherwise occur. However, it cannot be stated with certainty that
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compliance with Section 295 would always mitigate any potential significant effects under
CEQA. Moreover, with the exception of the five-story building on the northwest corner of 20th
and Valencia Streets, sites surrounding the park are occupied by two- and three-story buildings
and could be redeveloped with taller (40-foot) buildings without triggering Section 295.
Therefore, under both existing height limits (the No-Project Alternative) and with implementation
of the project, there could potentially be significant shadow impacts on Mission Playground. As
noted in the preceding tables, under existing height limits, up to 100 percent of the park could be
shaded at the last Section 295 minute in winter and up to 80 percent of the park could be shaded
at the first Section 295 minute in summer with full buildout in accordance with existing height
limits. Potential impacts from future proposed development would be evaluated on a project-
specific basis, and shadow effects could be limited through design of individual projects that
takes into consideration shading effects on nearby parks. However, because the potential existing
for new shadow, possibly in substantial amounts depending on subsequent individual proposal(s)
that may be put forth, and because the feasibility of complete mitigation for potential new shadow
impacts of currently unknown development proposals cannot be determined at this time, it cannot
be concluded that this impact would be less than significant, and therefore the impact on this park
is judged to be significant and unavoidable for all three rezoning options and for the No-Project
Alternative.

Alioto Mini Park

The Alioto Mini Park is located at the corner of 20th and Capp Streets. Adjacent parcels and
surrounding blocks are all currently designated with 50-foot height limits.

Options A and C call for a five-foot height limit increase to 55 feet along both sides of 20th Street
as well as a 15-foot increase to 65 feet on the parcel abutting the mini park on the north and along
the Mission Street corridor half a block to the west of the mini park. Option B calls for the same
height limit increases in this immediate area, except that the height on the parcel abutting the mini
park on its north side would remain at 40 feet.

Because it is a relatively small park surrounded by development, the Alioto Mini Park is typically
in full shadow in the early morning and late evening hours. The potential differences in shadow
patterns under the proposed increased height limits appear as earlier onset of full shading in the
afternoon. For example, at build-out under the future No-Project scenario, with existing height
limits, at the summer solstice, the park would be in full shadow beginning at 6:00 p.m. until the
last Prop K minute, while under Options A, B, and C, where building heights would increase 15
feet on the west of the park, it would be in full shadow starting at 5:15 p.m.

The proposed five-foot height limit increase on 20th Street is expected to have less of a potential
impact on shadow because the height limit increase would be small, and buildings are separated
from the park by the intervening street right-of-way. In fact, the noontime shading at the winter
solstice, which is influenced by buildings to the south, would not be discernibly different from the
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future No-Project scenario in the model, with existing height limits. Under both an existing and
proposed height limits, approximately 40 percent of the park would be shaded at solar noon.

The People’s Plan would have similar height limits around Alioto Mini Park to the height limits
proposed in Options A and C, and therefore would have similar shadow impacts. The MCEJJ
plan does not propose specific height limits, and thus cannot be evaluated as to shadow effects.

All future development in the Mission District would be subject to the Section 295 review
process and the potential shadow impacts would be evaluated based on the guidelines of that code
section. Future development in the area surrounding Alioto Mini Park would also be subject site-
specific environmental analysis. The fact that the Planning Commission could not approve a
project determined to have significant shadow impacts on properties under the jurisdiction of the
Recreation and Park Commission per Section 295 would limit potential new shadow impacts,
compared to what could otherwise occur. However, it cannot be stated with certainty that
compliance with Section 295 would always mitigate any potential significant effects under
CEQA. Moreover, sites to the west, south and southeast of the park are occupied by one to three
story structures and surface parking currently abuts the park to the north. These sites could be
redeveloped with taller (40-foot) buildings without triggering Section 295. Therefore, under both
existing height limits (the No-Project Alternative) and with implementation of the project, there
could potentially be significant shadow impacts on Alioto Mini Park. As noted in the preceding
tables, under existing height limits, up to 100 percent of the park could be shaded at the first and
last Section 295 minutes in both the winter and summer solstices with full buildout in accordance
with existing height limits. Potential impacts from future proposed development would be
evaluated on a project-specific basis, and shadow effects could be limited through design of
individual projects that takes into consideration shading effects on nearby parks. However,
because the potential existing for new shadow, possibly in substantial amounts depending on
subsequent individual proposal(s) that may be put forth, and because the feasibility of complete
mitigation for potential new shadow impacts of currently unknown development proposals cannot
be determined at this time, it cannot be concluded that this impact would be less than significant,
and therefore the impact on this park is judged to be significant and unavoidable for all three
rezoning options and for the No-Project Alternative.

24th and York Mini Park

24th and York Mini Park is a small park that fronts on 24th Street on its south side and is
surrounded by buildings on all other sides. Under all three rezoning options, the existing 40-foot
height limits would be retained on all of the residential parcels to the north of the park. The height
limit for parcels fronting along 24th Street itself would increase by 15 feet to 55 feet.

Because the park is small and directly abutted by other parcels on three sides, it would experience
significant shading throughout the day, both under the future No-Project Alternative, at existing
height limits, and with the proposed height limit increase along 24th Street. At build-out to the
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existing (No-Project) 40-foot height limit, the park would experience some shadow at all parts of
the day. For example, at the summer solstice, the park would be completely in shadow from the
first Prop K minute until 9:15 a.m., when sunny areas begin to appear. It would be in full sun for
only a few minutes around solar noon (1:12 p.m.). Then, the western edge of the park would
begin to be shaded until it again would be in full shadow from 4:30 p.m. until the last Prop K
minute. The only change in shadow under build-out with an increased height limit along 24th
Street would be the patches of sun that begin to appear about 15 minutes later during the morning
period.

The People’s Plan would have the same height limits around the 24th and York Mini Park as the
height limits proposed under the proposed rezoning options, and therefore would have similar
shadow impacts. The MCEJJ plan does not propose specific height limits, and thus cannot be
evaluated as to shadow effects.

All future development in the Mission would be subject to the Section 295 review process and the
potential shadow impacts would be evaluated based on the guidelines of that code section. Future
development in the area surrounding 24th and York Mini Park would also be subject site-specific
environmental analysis. The fact that the Planning Commission could not approve a project
determined to have significant shadow impacts on properties under the jurisdiction of the
Recreation and Park Commission per Section 295 would limit potential new shadow impacts,
compared to what could otherwise occur. However, it cannot be stated with certainty that
compliance with Section 295 would always mitigate any potential significant effects under
CEQA. Moreover, sites surrounding the park are occupied by buildings lower than the existing
permitted height and could be redeveloped with taller (40-foot) buildings without triggering
Section 295. Therefore, under both existing height limits (the No-Project Alternative) and with
implementation of the project, there could potentially be significant shadow impacts on 24th and
York Mini Park. As noted in the preceding tables, under existing height limits, up to 100 percent
of the park could be shaded at the first and last Section 295 minutes in both the winter and
summer solstices with full buildout in accordance with existing height limits. Potential impacts
from future proposed development would be evaluated on a project-specific basis, and shadow
effects could be limited through design of individual projects that takes into consideration
shading effects on nearby parks. However, because the potential existing for new shadow,
possibly in substantial amounts depending on subsequent individual proposal(s) that may be put
forth, and because the feasibility of complete mitigation for potential new shadow impacts of
currently unknown development proposals cannot be determined at this time, it cannot be
concluded that this impact would be less than significant, and therefore the impact on this park is
judged to be significant and unavoidable for all three rezoning options and for the No-Project
Alternative.
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James Rolph Jr. Playground

James Rolph Jr. Playground is in the southeastern corner of the Mission Neighborhood directly
across Potrero Avenue from Potrero del Sol Park. The surrounding blocks, including those
outside the project area across César Chavez to the south, currently have 40-foot height limits.
Under all three re-zoning options, the 40-foot height limits would be maintained, except for a
15-foot increase to 55 feet on the west side of Potrero Avenue adjacent to the north side of the
park.

This height increase on the northern edge of the park would not discernibly increase the extent or
duration of shadow on the park either at the summer or winter solstice during the period from one
hour after sunrise to one hour before sunset. This is because of the direction in relation to the park
of the parcels that would see an increased height limit.

The People’s Plan would have the same height limits around Rolph Playground as the height
limits proposed under the proposed rezoning options, and therefore would have similar shadow
impacts. The MCEJJ plan does not propose specific height limits, and thus cannot be evaluated as
to shadow effects.

All future development in the Mission would be subject to the Section 295 review process and the
potential shadow impacts would be evaluated based on the guidelines of that code section. Future
development in the area surrounding James Rolph Jr. Playground would also be subject site-
specific environmental analysis. The presence of the elevated roadway ramps to the southeast, the
generous street widths on the southern and eastern borders of the park and the fact that the
Planning Commission could not approve a project determined to have significant shadow impacts
on properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission per Section 295
would limit potential new shadow impacts, compared to what could otherwise occur. However, it
cannot be stated with certainty that compliance with Section 295 would always mitigate any
potential significant effects under CEQA. Moreover, sites to the east of the park are occupied by
one to two story buildings and could be redeveloped with taller (40-foot) buildings without
triggering Section 295. Therefore, under both existing height limits (the No-Project Alternative)
and with implementation of the project, there could potentially be significant shadow impacts on
James Rolph Jr. Playground. As noted in the preceding tables, under existing height limits, at the
last Section 295 minute, up to 65 percent of the park could be shaded summer and up to

70 percent in winter with full buildout in accordance with existing height limits. Potential impacts
from future proposed development would be evaluated on a project-specific basis, and shadow
effects could be limited through design of individual projects that takes into consideration
shading effects on nearby parks. However, because the potential existing for new shadow,
possibly in substantial amounts depending on subsequent individual proposal(s) that may be put
forth, and because the feasibility of complete mitigation for potential new shadow impacts of
currently unknown development proposals cannot be determined at this time, it cannot be
concluded that this impact would be less than significant, and therefore the impact on this park is
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judged to be significant and unavoidable for all three rezoning options and for the No-Project
Alternative.

Showplace Square/Potrero Hill

Potrero del Sol Park

Potrero del Sol Park is located directly across Potrero Avenue from the James Rolph Jr.
Playground. All the blocks surrounding the park currently have a maximum building height of
40 feet.

All three rezoning options would maintain the existing 40-foot building height limits on the
blocks surrounding Potrero del Sol Park, except on the opposite side of Potrero Avenue from the
park’s northwestern corner, where the height limit would increase to 55 feet.

At the summer solstice, the only difference in potential shadow cast with the increased height
limit would appear in the evening hours. Compared to the future No-Project scenario with
existing height limits, shadow would be cast on the western edge of the park beginning at 6:00
p.m. rather than at 6:30 p.m. and would cover approximately five percent more of the park area
by the last Prop K minute. At the winter solstice, some portion of the park would be shaded at all
points during the day by buildings on adjacent parcels on the park’s southern edge. Under the
rezoning options, at the last Prop K minute, approximately 15 percent of the park would be
shaded, compared with 10 percent of the park under the future No-Project scenario.

All future development in Showplace Square/Potrero Hill would be subject to the Section 295
review process and the potential shadow impacts would be evaluated based on the guidelines of
that code section. Future development in the area surrounding Potrero del Sol Park would also be
subject site-specific environmental analysis. The fact that the Planning Commission could not
approve a project determined to have significant shadow impacts on properties under the
jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission per Section 295 would limit potential new
shadow impacts, compared to what could otherwise occur. However, it cannot be stated with
certainty that compliance with Section 295 would always mitigate any potential significant effects
under CEQA. Moreover, several sites surrounding the park are occupied by buildings lower than
the existing permitted height and could be redeveloped with taller (40-foot) buildings without
triggering Section 295. Therefore, under both existing height limits (the No-Project Alternative)
and with implementation of the project, there could potentially be significant shadow impacts on
Potrero del Sol Park. As noted in the preceding tables, under existing height limits, up to

50 percent of the park could be shaded at the first Section 295 minute on the summer and winter
solstices with full buildout in accordance with existing height limits. Potential impacts from
future proposed development would be evaluated on a project-specific basis, and shadow effects
could be limited through design of individual projects that takes into consideration shading
effects on nearby parks. However, because the potential existing for new shadow, possibly in

Case No. 2004.0160E 411 Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans
203091



IV. Environmental Setting and Impacts

I. Shadow

substantial amounts depending on subsequent individual proposal(s) that may be put forth, and
because the feasibility of complete mitigation for potential new shadow impacts of currently
unknown development proposals cannot be determined at this time, it cannot be concluded that
this impact would be less than significant, and therefore the impact on this park is judged to be
significant and unavoidable for all three rezoning options and for the No-Project Alternative.

Jackson Playground

Jackson Playground fronts on four streets. Parcels across the street from all sides of the park
currently have height limits of 40 feet. In Options A and C, the height limits on surrounding
blocks would not change. Under Option B, the height limits for parcels fronting on 17th Street
would increase from 40 to 45 feet.

Under the No-Project Alternative, with the existing 40-foot height limit, the park would be in full
sun from 8:15 a.m. until 6:15 p.m. at the summer solstice. A shadow occupying approximately
25 percent of the park area would be present on the eastern side of the park at the first Prop K
minute and on the western side at the last Prop K minute.

Under Option B, the five-foot height increase along 17th Street could result in small changes in
the extent and duration of shadows cast. At the summer solstice, the park would still be in full sun
from 8:15 a.m. until 6:15 p.m., except that a small shadow constituting less than two percent of
the total park area would be present for 15 to 20 minutes after the start of and before the end of
this full sun period. At the last Prop K minute, 30 percent of the park would be in shadow,
compared to 25 percent under build-out under future No-Project conditions, at existing height
limits, from buildings across 17th Street that would cast shadows on the northern edge of the
park. No difference in shadow pattern or duration would be present at the winter solstice.

All future development in Showplace Square/Potrero Hill would be subject to the Section 295
review process and the potential shadow impacts would be evaluated based on the guidelines of
that code section. Future development in the area surrounding Jackson Playground would also be
subject site-specific environmental analysis. The fact that the Planning Commission could not
approve a project determined to have significant shadow impacts on properties under the
jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission per Section 295 would limit potential new
shadow impacts, compared to what could otherwise occur. However, it cannot be stated with
certainty that compliance with Section 295 would always mitigate any potential significant effects
under CEQA. With the exception of two four-story structures south of the park across Mariposa
Street, the park is currently surrounded by one- to three-story structures as well as surface parking
lots south, west and northwest of the park. These sites could be redeveloped with taller (40-foot)
buildings without triggering Section 295. Therefore, under both existing height limits (the No-
Project Alternative) and with implementation of the project, there could potentially be significant
shadow impacts on Jackson Playground. As noted in the preceding tables, under existing height
limits, up to 25 percent of the park could be shaded at the first and last Section 295 minutes in
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summer and up to 40 percent of the park could be shaded at the last Section 295 minute in winter
with full buildout in accordance with existing height limits. Potential impacts from future
proposed development would be evaluated on a project-specific basis, and shadow effects could
be limited through design of individual projects that takes into consideration shading effects on
nearby parks. However, because the potential existing for new shadow, possibly in substantial
amounts depending on subsequent individual proposal(s) that may be put forth, and because the
feasibility of complete mitigation for potential new shadow impacts of currently unknown
development proposals cannot be determined at this time, it cannot be concluded that this impact
would be less than significant, and therefore the impact on this park is judged to be significant
and unavoidable for all three rezoning options and for the No-Project Alternative.

Central Waterfront

Esprit Park

Esprit Park occupies the block between 19th, 20th, Minnesota and Indiana streets. 20th street has
an elevated ramp that connects the Central Waterfront to Potrero Hill over the freeway. The
elevated roadway has the potential to shade the park but would not be affected by the proposed
rezoning project.

Currently, Esprit Park is surrounded by parcels with 50-foot height limits. Options A, B, and C all
call for the height limits on parcels across 19th and Indiana streets from the park to increase by
five feet, to 55 feet. One parcel across 20th Street from the park would decrease by ten feet.

The proposed five-foot height limit increase would have a minor impact on the duration of
shadows on the park. Under the future No-Project scenario, with existing height limits, at the
summer solstice, shadows would cover approximately 80 percent of the park area at the first Prop
K minute (6:48 a.m.). The park would be in full sun from 8:30 a.m. until 5:30 p.m., when
shadows would begin to be cast along its western edge, increasing to cover 90 percent of the park
at the last Prop K minute (7:35 p.m.). With the five-foot height increase under Options A, B, and
C, the model indicates the same shadow coverage at the first and final Prop K minutes, but a
resumption of shadow on the western edge of the park at 5:00 p.m. rather than 5:30 p.m.
Similarly, at the winter solstice, buildings constructed to the increased height limit would not
discernibly increase shadow coverage at the beginning and end of the day, but would shorten the
period of full sun on the park by approximately 15 minutes.

All future development in Showplace Square/Potrero Hill would be subject to the Section 295
review process and the potential shadow impacts would be evaluated based on the guidelines of
that code section. Future development in the area surrounding Esprit Park would also be subject
site-specific environmental analysis. The presence of the elevated roadway to the south and the
fact that the Planning Commission could not approve a project determined to have significant
shadow impacts on properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission per
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Section 295 would limit potential new shadow impacts, compared to what could otherwise occur.
However, it cannot be stated with certainty that compliance with Section 295 would always
mitigate any potential significant effects under CEQA. Moreover, sites surrounding the park are
either empty or occupied by buildings lower than the existing permitted height and could be
redeveloped with taller (40-foot) buildings without triggering Section 295. Therefore, under both
existing height limits (the No-Project Alternative) and with implementation of the project, there
could potentially be significant shadow impacts on Esprit Park. As noted in the preceding tables,
under existing height limits, up to 80 percent of the park could be shaded at the last Section 295
minute in winter and up to 90 percent of the park could be shaded at the last Section 295 minute
in summer with full buildout in accordance with existing height limits. Potential impacts from
future proposed development would be evaluated on a project-specific basis, and shadow effects
could be limited through design of individual projects that takes into consideration shading
effects on nearby parks. However, because the potential existing for new shadow, possibly in
substantial amounts depending on subsequent individual proposal(s) that may be put forth, and
because the feasibility of complete mitigation for potential new shadow impacts of currently
unknown development proposals cannot be determined at this time, it cannot be concluded that
this impact would be less than significant, and therefore the impact on this park is judged to be
significant and unavoidable for all three rezoning options and for the No-Project Alternative.

Warm Water Cove (Port of San Francisco jurisdiction)

The eastern and northern sides of the Warm Water Cove abut the San Francisco Bay, and would
thus remain open. On the west and south sides of the park, adjacent parcels currently have a
40-foot height limit that would increase to 55 feet under all three rezoning options.

Under the future No-Project scenario with existing height limits, the park would not experience
any shadow during summer mornings until 9:45 a.m., when a narrow shadow would begin to fall
on the southern edge. The first shadows would begin to fall on the park’s western edge at 2:15
p.m., increasing gradually to cover approximately 75 percent of the park by the last Prop K
minute (7:35 p.m.). At the winter solstice, shadows would be cast on some portion of the park
throughout the day, and would occupy approximately 90 percent of its area at the last Prop K
minute (3:54 p.m.). However, the shoreline would remain in sun for much of the day, from
sunrise until approximately 3:00 p.m.

With the proposed 15-foot height limit increase, the duration and extent of afternoon shadow
would increase slightly, beginning along the park’s western edge on the summer solstice at

2:00 p.m. instead of 2:15 p.m. and increasing to cover 90 percent of the park at the last Prop K
minute. At the winter solstice, the extent of shadow would also increase somewhat in the evening,
from 90 percent to 100 percent of the park at the last Prop K minute. However, most of the
shoreline, where fishing activities occur, would remain in sun from sunrise until approximately
2:45 p.m.
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The proposed 15-foot increase in height limits on the park’s western and southern sides could
increase the extent and duration of daily shadow cast on the Warm Water Cove park, if the
adjacent parcels were redeveloped up to the proposed increased height limit. However, the
increase in shadow duration—fifteen additional minutes in the afternoon/evening period—and
extent—10 to 15 percent more of the park in the evening—would not have a significant adverse
impact on the use of the park.

As noted in the preceding tables, up to 75 percent of the park could be shaded at the last

Section 295 minute in summer and up to 90 percent of the park could be shaded at the last
Section 295 minutes in winter with full buildout in accordance with existing height limits (No-
Project Alternative). Under rezoning options A, B, and C, a substantial portion of the park, and all
of the shoreline, would remain in the sun for most of the day. However, aside from a few low
structures, sites immediately south and west of the park are currently undeveloped and could be
developed with taller code-compliant buildings (40 foot) under existing height limits. Therefore,
under both the No-Project Alternative and with implementation of the project, there could
potentially be significant shadow impacts on the Warm Water Cove. Potential impacts from
future proposed development would be evaluated on a project-specific basis, and shadow effects
could be limited through design of individual projects that takes into consideration shading
effects on nearby parks. However, because the potential existing for new shadow, possibly in
substantial amounts depending on subsequent individual proposal(s) that may be put forth, and
because the feasibility of complete mitigation for potential new shadow impacts of currently
unknown development proposals cannot be determined at this time, it cannot be concluded that
this impact would be less than significant, and therefore the impact on this park is judged to be
significant and unavoidable for all three rezoning options and for the No-Project Alternative.

Wood Yard Mini-Park (Municipal Transportation Authority jurisdiction)

Wood Yard Mini Park is a small park that fronts on 22nd Street on its north side, Minnesota
Street to its east and Indiana Street to its west. The park abuts a narrow surface parking lot on its
south side. Under all three rezoning options, the existing 50-foot height limits would be increase
by between 5 and 15 feet to the south and west and decrease by between 5 and 10 feet to the north
and east. Height limits for the parcels to the north across 22nd Street would decrease by 5 feet to
45 feet and by 10 feet to 40 feet on the northeast corner of 22™ and Indiana Streets. To the east
across Minnesota Street, height limits would decrease by 5 feet to 45 feet. West of the park,
across Indiana Street, height limits would increase by 15 feet to 65 feet. Height limits on the
parcels abutting the park to the south would increase by 5 feet to 55 feet.

Because the park is small and directly abutted by other parcels on the south side, it would
experience shading at the winter solstice both under the future No-Project Alternative, at existing
height limits, and with the proposed height limit changes. Under the No-Project Alternative, with
the existing 50-foot height limit, a shadow occupying approximately 25 percent of the park area
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would be present at the first and last Prop K minutes. The park would be in full sun from 9:30
a.m. to 2:40 p.m.

Height limit changes under Options A, B, and C could result in minor changes in the extent and
duration of shadows cast. At the first Prop K minute on the winter solstice, the 5 foot height limit
decrease east of the park would reduce the percent of the park area shaded by 5 percent to 20
percent. Though the shadow would recede 10 minutes earlier and resume 20 minutes earlier than
under future No-Project conditions, the park would still be in full sun for the majority of the day
(9:20 a.m. to 2:20 p.m.). Under build-out with height increases along Indiana Street, 35 percent of
the park would be in shadow at the last Prop K minute, compared to 25 percent under future No-
Project conditions. No difference in shadow pattern or duration would be present at the summer
solstice.

The proposed 15-foot increase in height limits on the park’s western side could increase the
duration and extent of daily shadow cast on the Wood Yard Mini Park, if the adjacent parcels
were redeveloped up to the proposed increased height limit. However, the increase in shadow
duration—210 additional minutes in the afternoon period—and extent—210 percent more of the
park in the evening at the winter solstice—would not have a significant adverse impact on the use
of the park. The park would remain in full sun for most of the day.

However, the site immediately to the south of the park is currently occupied by a surface parking
lot and could be redeveloped with taller code-compliant buildings (50 foot) under existing height
limits. Therefore, under both the No-Project Alternative and with implementation of the project,
there could potentially be significant shadow impacts on the Wood Yard Mini-Park. Potential
impacts from future proposed development would be evaluated on a project-specific basis, and
shadow effects could be limited through design of individual projects that takes into consideration
shading effects on nearby parks. However, because the potential existing for new shadow,
possibly in substantial amounts depending on subsequent individual proposal(s) that may be put
forth, and because the feasibility of complete mitigation for potential new shadow impacts of
currently unknown development proposals cannot be determined at this time, it cannot be
concluded that this impact would be less than significant, and therefore the impact on this park is
judged to be significant and unavoidable for all three rezoning options and for the No-Project
Alternative.

Shadow Impacts on Proposed Parks and Open Spaces

Two potential park sites within the project area have been identified in the Recreation and Park
Department’s Capital Plan. As these parks have not yet been constructed, potential shadow
impacts on them are not identified as significant. If and when these properties become public
parks, they would be subject to either Section 295 of the Planning Code if under the jurisdiction
of the Recreation and Park Department, or to other applicable controls under the Planning Code.
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Shadow Impacts on Sidewalks

Where the project would include increases to the maximum building height, the extent and
duration of shadows cast on public sidewalks could increase if and when individual properties are
redeveloped up to the new height limits. The effect likely would be most noticeable along longer
street corridors and where the proposed height limit increase would be greatest, such as along
Folsom, Howard, Fourth and Sixth streets in East SoMa. However, even in these locations, the
shadows that could be cast on sidewalks by buildings constructed up to the new height limits
would not be in excess of that which would be normal and expected in a highly urban area.
Furthermore, the policies set forth in the draft area plans for East SoMa, the Mission, and
Showplace Square/Potrero Hill encourage all future development to adhere to alleyway sunlight
access guidelines and to apply Streetscape Master Plan guidelines as proposed by the Planning
Department (see Appendix B).

Conclusion

The shadow effects of the project on public parks, publicly accessible open spaces, and public
sidewalks can be summarized as follows:

While project would increase height limits around 12 Recreation and Park Department parks
located within the project area, all potential increases in the extent or duration of shadow would
be somewhat ameliorated by the fact that all proposed development would be subject to site-
specific environmental review and any additions or new development over 40 feet in height to the
provisions of Planning Code Section 295. Under Section 295, the Planning Commission could not
approve a project determined to have significant shadow impacts on the use of a park property.

Three parks within the project area—the Alice Street Community Gardens in East SoMa and the
Warm Water Cove and Wood Yard Mini-Park in the Central Waterfront—are under the
jurisdiction of other agencies and hence not subject to Section 295 of the Planning Code.
However, the height limit around Alice Street Community Gardens is already up to 130 feet, and
the proposed five-foot height limit increase would not noticeably increase the duration of shadow
or detract from the use of the space. The extent and duration of shadows on Warm Water Cove
could increase with the proposed 15-foot height limit increase on the park’s western and southern
sides, but the park would still experience substantial sunlight throughout the day, particularly
along the shoreline, and its usability would not be significantly affected. Neither would the
increase in shadow duration and extent on Woods Yard Mini-Park have a significant adverse
impact on the use of the park as it would remain in full sun for most of the day.

The extent and duration of shadow on public sidewalks could increase along street corridors
where the project includes an increase in the maximum building height. However, this new
shadow would not be in excess of that which would be expected in a highly urban area.
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None of the potential increases in shadow would alter temperatures in such a way to substantially
affect public areas or change the climate in the community or region.

Nevertheless it cannot be stated with certainty that compliance with Section 295 would always
mitigate any potential significant effects under CEQA. Moreover, sites surrounding many of these
parks could be redeveloped with taller buildings without triggering Section 295. Therefore, under
both existing height limits (the No-Project Alternative) and with implementation of the project,
there could potentially be significant shadow impacts in the project area parks. It cannot be
concluded that this impact would be less than significant because of the potential existing for new
shadow, possibly in substantial amounts depending on subsequent individual proposal(s) that may
be put forth, and because the feasibility of complete mitigation for potential new shadow impacts
of currently unknown development proposals cannot be determined at this time. Therefore the
project impact with respect to shadow is judged to be significant and unavoidable for all three
rezoning options and for the No-Project Alternative.

Cumulative Impacts

Shadow impacts from development resulting from project implementation is not likely to create
cumulative impacts in conjunction with other potential development outside the project area,
because the proposed Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans would have jurisdiction
over all future development in the project area. Therefore, no development not subject to the
proposed rezoning and area plans is reasonably foreseeable.
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|. INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

This report describes the results of an analysis conducted by PreVision Design to
identify the shadow effects that would be-caused by the proposed construction of

a seven-story commercial/residential project at 1052 Folsom Street (“the proposed
project”)-on Victoria Manalo Draves Park, a public park protected under Section 295 of
the San Francisco Planning Code. The project sponsor is Golden Properties, LLC, and

the project architect is STA Consulting.

The analysis was conducted according to criteria described in (1) the February 3,

1989 memorandum titled “Proposition K — The Sunlight Ordinance” adopted by

the San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission (RPC) and the San Francisco
Planning Commission (“‘the 1989 Proposition K memorandum”), and (2) the July 2014
memorandum titled “Shadow Analysis Procedures and Scope Requirements” prepared

by the Planning Department.

This report includes a discussion of all criteria factored into the analysis: quantitative
and qualitative reporting of new shadow generated by the project (including graphical
detail of the location and extent of the project’s shading), and a discussion of what
modifications to the project would be required to eliminate all new shading on Victoria
Manalo-Draves Park. This report does not present opinions nor conclusions about
whether or not the shadow from the proposed project would or should be considered
significant/insignificant or acceptable/unacceptable. These determinations must be
made by the San Francisco Planning Commission with input and recommendations
from the RPC. m
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[l. PROPOSED PROJECT

The proposed project would be located on a 11,494 sf lot in the South of Market
(SOMA) neighborhood of San Francisco on Assessor’s Block 3731 / Lots 21, 23

& 87. The project site is located in two zoning districts, the SOMA Neighborhood
Commercial Transit District (SoMaNCT) and the South of Market Residential Enclave
District (RED). It is in a 65-X Height & Bulk District, the Youth and Family Special
Use District, and the Filipino Cultural Heritage District. Figure 1 shows the location of

the proposed project.

The area surrounding the proposed project site features several different zoning
designations in close proximity to one another, including SoMa NCT, RED, and
Mixed Use-General (MUG). Height-bulk designations also vary between 45-X to

85- X. Existing buildings in the immediate vicinity represent a mix of residential and

commercial uses and most are 2-4 stories in height.

The proposed project involves the demolition of four existing buildings located at
1052-1058 Folsom Street (two stories, with two residential units over ground floor
commercial), 1060 Folsom Street (one story commercial), 192-194 Russ Street (three

stories, with two residential units over ground floor storage), and 190 Russ Street (one
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story commercial) and the erection of a new seven-story, 64’-6” (79’-6” including
elevator/stair penthouse) mixed-use building. The first floor would include: 2,822-sf of
commercial spaces along Folsom and Russ Streets, a parking garage with 17 vehicle
parking spaces and 63 Class I and four Class II bicycle spaces for the residential units
as well as six Class II bicycle spaces for non-residential uses, a residential entry foyer
as well as entrances directly from the sidewalk to the three first floor residential units
at the north end of the project along Russ Street. Above the ground level, 60 additional
new residential units will be provided for a total of 63 units. The unit mix would
include three studios, 23 one-bedroom units, and 37 two-bedroom units. The project

would provide a total of 19 below market rate (BMR) units.

Figure 2 shows a rendering of the proposed project, Figure 3 shows the proposed project

site plan, and Figure 4 shows proposed building elevations. |
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FIGURE 4: Project Elevations
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Park Benches

[1l. AFFECTED PARKS AND OPEN SPACES

Victoria Manalo Draves Park

Victoria Manalo Draves Park is a public park under the jurisdiction of RPD. Itis a2.53
acre (109,997 sf) urban park located in the SOMA neighborhood of San Francisco on
Assessor’s Block 3754 / Lot 16. The park is bounded by Folsom Street to the northwest,
Harrison Street to the southeast, Columbia Square to the northeast, and Sherman Street
to the southwest. The park is enclosed by a 5-foot tall fence and locked at night. The
stated hours of operation for Victoria Manalo Draves Park are from sunrise to sunset,

365 days per year. Figure 5 shows a site plan of Victoria Manalo Draves Park.

The park contains landscaped areas, walkways and areas for active and passive uses.
Victoria Manalo Draves Park’s primary public entrance is located on the corner of
Folsom Street and Columbia Square. The entry diagonally bisects the northeast area
of the park and is flanked on either side by grassy areas. The walkway branches off
towards the center of the park, paths lead to the basketball court, a community garden,
and 2 children’s play areas to the south of the community garden with a variety of play
structures. The northern play area is designed for younger children while the southern

area has larger play equipment for older kids. To the east is an oval-shaped mounded
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FIGURE 5: Victoria Manalo Draves Park

grassy area which is ringed by fixed benches on the north/east/south sides. The walk
continues to south/southeast along a walled playground and terminates in an east-west
running transverse walkway which borders the ball field. This walkway connects a
restroom structure and secondary public entrance at Sherman Street at the western edge
to a third public entrance from Columbia Square to the east. South of the walkway are
fixed picnic tables and the ball field.

Other Parks and Open Spaces

The proposed project would not cast new shadows on the Gene Friend Recreation
Center nor any other public parks, privately owned public open spaces, nor the outdoor

play area of the Bessie Carmichael Elementary School (SFUSD). m
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[V. SECTION 295 EVALUATION CRITERIA

Proposed buildings that would be more than 40 feet tall and that could cause new
shadow in parks under the control of the RPD are subject to review under Section 295
of the San Francisco Planning Code. Section 295 requires the Planning Commission
to deny building permits for projects that would have adverse shadow impacts on these

parks, unless the impacts are found to be insignificant'.

Following the direction provided by Section 295, an adverse impact is defined as

the addition of new shadow from any development over 40 feet in height at any time
throughout the year at times between one hour after sunrise through one hour before
sunset, unless the Planning Commission, with input from the general manager of the
RPD and the Recreation and Park Commission, determines that the impact would be
insignificant. (In this report, the term “Section 295 cutoff times” refers to one hour after
sunrise and one hour before sunset, and “Section 295 start time” refers to one hour after

sunrise.)

Quantitative Evaluation Criteria

To guide the RPC and the Planning Commission in determining what levels of

new shading may be permissible, the 1989 Proposition K memorandum establishes
potentially acceptable new shadow level limits for parks and recreations centers under
the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department. Certain parks have specifically
assigned potentially permissible limits, while most other parks are covered by generic
standards tied to park size and the existing amount of annual shading that currently
falls on the park. These limits are tied to the additional new square-foot-hours of
shadow expressed as a percentage of the theoretical annual available sunlight (TAAS)

for each park over a period of one year as shown below in Table 6.

PARK SIZE CURRENT ANNUAL POTENTIALLY PERMISSIBLE
SHADING PERCENTAGE | SHADING INCREASE

Parks smaller than 2 acres 20% or less no standard established
20% or more 0.0% (no increase)

Parks larger than 2 acres 20% or less 1.0%
20%-40% 0.1%
40% or more no standard established

TABLE 6: Potentially Permissible Shading Increases

1 Project-generated shadow is also often evaluated as part of environmental review under the Cal-
ifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), however the threshold for significance under CEQA
is different than under Section 295. Under CEQA, the new shadow would need to be shown to

“substantially affect outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas”.
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Victoria Manalo Draves Park is 2.53 acre (109,997 sf) and as such, it is considered a
large park under the 1989 Proposition K memorandum. As it is currently shaded 7.41%
of the year, a maximum potentially permissible shading increase of 1.0% has been

suggested by the 1989 Proposition K memorandum.

Qualitative Evaluation Criteria

The 1989 Proposition K memorandum establishes qualitative evaluation criteria

for parks based on existing shadow profiles, important times of the day, important
seasons in the year, size and duration of new shadows, and the service of public good
by buildings that would cast new shadows. In particular, in order to be considered
insignificant, new shadows must not adversely affect existing patterns of use in the park
when evaluated by factors such as the value of sunlight and shadow characteristics (size,

duration, and location). ®

V. ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

Quantitative Analysis

The shadow analysis completed by PreVision Design for the 1052 Folsom Street project
used a 3D computer model of the proposed project, the park, and the surrounding urban
environment to simulate and calculate both existing amounts of shading and levels of
new shading (if any) that would be present with the addition of the proposed project
during times protected under Section 295 which include one hour after sunrise through
one hour before sunset. The analysis was conducted using solar angles from 1989 as
established at the time of Proposition K’s passage and reflect a “solar year”, defined

per city standards as June 21st through December 20th. The sun angles during the
other side of the calendar year, (December 21st through June 20th), mirrors the “solar
year” sun angles. Since the angles are mirrored, an analysis of the other half year is
not conducted and instead a multiplier is used extrapolate the “solar year” results into
full year results. To calculate levels of shading throughout the “solar year”, snapshot
analyses are performed at 15-minute intervals between Section 295 cutoff times every
seven days throughout the “solar year”. The difference between the current levels

of shading and the levels of shading that would be present with the addition of the
proposed project yields the total increase of project generated shadow, measured in
annual square-foot-hours (sth) of shadow. This increase is also taken as a percentage of
the theoretically available annual sunlight (TAAS) for the park, which represents the
amount of sun that would fall on the park throughout the year if there were no shading

present at any time, to determine whether the new shadows created by the proposed
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project would fall within or outside potentially permissible limits of increased shading
for the park as established by the 1989 Memorandum. The findings of this quantitative

analysis are discussed in Section VI.

Qualitative Analysis

To evaluate whether and how new shading might affect existing patterns of park use,
PreVision Design conducted six site visits to the park to observe park use(s). Two site
visits were performed in the morning, two at midday, and two late in the day, all within
Section 295 cutoff times, with one set of visits on a weekday and one on a weekend.

The findings of this qualitative analysis are discussed in Section VII.

Cumulative Shadow Analysis

This report also considers shadows that would be cast by other future projects in the
vicinity of the proposed project that are both considered by the Planning Department to
be “reasonably foreseeable” and would also potentially shade the parks or open spaces
affected by the proposed project. Projects with net new shadow that would be cast on
or near Victoria Manalo Draves Park are included in this report in order to determine
the cumulative shadow that would be cast from these projects combined with the

proposed project. The cumulative condition projects considered by this study include?:

CUMULATIVE PROJECT ADDRESS PROJECT HEIGHT DATE OF DESIGN DATA
280 7th Street Approx 65 4/7/2016

363 6th Street Approx 85 4/15/2017

345 6th Street Approx 80’ 4/15/2017

988 Harrison Street Approx 84’ 8/31/2015

999 Folsom Street Approx 85 4/15/2017

980 Folsom Street Approx 100’ 4/15/2017

850 Bryant Street (Hall of Justice) Approx 95 10/28/2014

40 Cleveland Street Approx 40’ 4/11/2016

1075-1089 Folsom Street Approx 65° 3/15/2017

TABLE 7: Cumulative Condition Projects

2 Several projects in the vicinity of the Victoria Manalo Draves park on the cumulative projects
list prepared by San Francisco Planning (as of May 2018) have not been included as part of this
study as their net new shadows would fall well short of the park. Proposed projects at 280 7th
Street, 363 6th Street, 345 6th Street, 988 Harrison Street, 999 Folsom Street and 980 Folsom
Street will also not cast net new shadow the park due to the presence of intervening buildings,

however due to their proximity they have been included in the study for reference.
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The impact of the included projects listed is discussed quantitatively and displayed
graphically in the shadow diagrams in Exhibits B through D The findings of the

cumulative shadow analysis are discussed as part of Section VI. B

VI. QUANTITATIVE SHADOW MODELING FINDINGS

Table 8 summarizes the existing condition data and quantitative shadow impacts of the
proposed project on the park. The full quantitative calculations for shading conditions

on the park on all 27 analysis dates are included as Exhibit E.

Existing Conditions

The park is a 2.53 acre (109,997 sf) public open space which currently experiences
30,345,597 annual square-foot-hours (sth) of shadow. Based on a theoretical annual
available sunlight (TAAS) of 409,342,836 sfh, the park is currently shaded 7.41% of
the year. Existing shadows are cast by buildings surrounding the park on all 4 sides,
with the southern and eastern sides of the park cast in shadow during morning hours,
few shadows throughout the midday hours, with increasing shadows entering the park’s

western and northern sides in the afternoon.

Increase in Shadow from Proposed Project

The proposed project would result in new shadows falling on the park, adding
approximately 1,569,594 net new annual sth of shadow and increasing sfh of shadow by

0.38% above current levels, resulting in a new annual total shading of 7.79%.

Timing and Location of New Shadows from Proposed Project

New shadows from the proposed project would occur between approximately February
23th and October 17th annually, would enter the park in the late afternoon between
approximately 5:15 and 6pm and be present though the remainder of the afternoon

and evening. New shadows would occur in the northeastern quarter of the park and at
various times cast new shadows on the park entry, the basketball court, the northern
children’s play area, lawn areas, and seven fixed benches. Exhibit A graphically
represents the aggregate shadow boundary of areas receiving new shading from the

proposed project throughout the year.

The days of maximum shading on the park due to the proposed project would occur on

June 21, when the proposed project would shade the northeastern quarter of the park
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THEORETICAL ANNUAL AVAILABLE SUNLIGHT (TAAS)

VICTORIA MANALO DRAVES PARK

Area of Victoria Manalo Draves Park 2.53 acres (109,997 sf)
Hours of annual available sunlight 3721.4 hrs
TAAS for Victoria Manalo Draves Park 409,342,836 sfh

EXISTING (CURRENT) LEVELS OF SHADOW

VICTORIA MANALO DRAVES PARK

Existing annual total shading on park (sfh)

30,345,597 sth

Existing shading as percentage of TAAS

7.41%

NEW SHADOW CAST BY THE PROPOSED 1052 FOLSOM STREET PROJECT

VICTORIA MANALO DRAVES PARK

Additional annual shading on Victoria Manalo Draves Park from Project

1,569,594 sth

Additional annual shading from Project as percentage of TAAS 0.38%
Combined total annual shading existing + Project (sfh) 31,915,191 sth
Combined total annual shading from existing + Project as percentage of TAAS 7.79%

Number of days when new shading from Project would occur

225-237 days annually

Dates when new shadow from Project would be cast on Victoria Manalo Draves Park

Between approx. Feb 23 - Oct 17

Annual range in duration of new Project shadow

Zero to up to 110 min

Range in area of new Project shadow (sf)

Zero to 20,064 sf

Average daily duration of new Project shadow (when present)

Approx. 72 min.

MAXIMUM NEW SHADING BY THE PROPOSED PROJECT

VICTORIA MANALO DRAVES PARK

Dates of maximum new shading from proposed Project (max sfh)

June 21

Total new shading on date(s) of maximum shading (sfh) 13,194.89 sth
Percentage new shadow on date(s) of maximum shading 0.94%
Date and duration of longest duration of new shading Up to 110 min on June 21

Date and time of largest area of new Project shadow

20,064 sf on June 21 at 7:36 PM

Percentage of Victoria Manalo Draves Park covered by largest new shadow

18.24%

NEW SHADOW CAST BY THE PROPOSED PROJECT + CUMULATIVE

VICTORIA MANALO DRAVES PARK

Additional annual shading from Project + Cumulative only (sfh)

1,883,149 sth

Additional annual shading from Project + Cumulative only as percentage of TAAS 0.46%
Combined total annual shading Existing + Project + Cumulative (sfh) 32,228,746 sth
Combined shading from Existing + Project + Cumulative as percentage of TAAS 7.87%

Number of days when new shading from Project + Cumulative would occur

365 days annually

Dates when new shading from Project + Cumulative would occur

Year-round

Annual range in duration of new Project +Cumulative shadow (duration variance +/- 7 min.)

Approx. 24 min to approx. 103 min

Range in area of Project + Cumulative new shadows (sf)

Zero to 20,975 sf

Average daily duration of new Project + Cumulative shadow (when present)

Approx. 71 min.

PROPOSED PROJECT + CUMULATIVE MAX SHADING DAY(S)

VICTORIA MANALO DRAVES PARK

Dates of maximum Project + Cumulative new shading (max sfh) June 21
Total new shading on date(s) of maximum shading (sfh) 13,358.82 sth
Percentage new shading on date(s) of maximum shading 0.95%

Date and duration of longest duration of new shading (duration variance +/- 7 min.)

Approx. 103 min on June 21

Date and time of largest area of new Cumulative shadow

20,975 sf on June 21 at 7:36 PM

Percentage of Victoria Manalo Draves Park covered by largest new shadow

19.07%

TABLE 8: Project quantitative shading breakdown for Victoria Manalo Draves Park
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starting between 5:46pm and 6pm and be present for between 96-110 minutes® within
Section 295 times. The duration of proposed project-generated new shadow would vary
throughout the year, with new shadow duration lasting between zero minutes up to a

possible maximum duration of 110 minutes.

Increase in Shadow under Cumulative Conditions

Proposed projects at 1075 Folsom Street, 40 Cleveland Street, and 850 Bryant Street
(Hall of Justice) would cast net new shadow on Victoria Manalo Draves Park and
combined with the proposed project would result in an increase of 1,883,149 sfh of
shadow on the park, compared to an increase of 1,569,594 sth from the proposed
project alone. This cumulative increase in sth would represent a cumulative annual
shading total of 7.87%, a cumulative increase of 0.46% over existing conditions. The
increase in shading relative to the project alone would be 0.08%. Table 8 additionally

includes a breakdown of shading for the cumulative condition shadow scenario. |

Vil. QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS

Observed Park Uses

Within the six 30-minute observation periods conducted by PreVision Design between
May 18 and May 20, 2018, the number of users in the park ranged from 4 to 68, with
uses that varied at different times of day and days of the week. Observed park uses
included children playing in the playground areas, eating lunch and resting on benches,
walking dogs, playing basketball or soccer, barbecuing, working in the community
garden and for a small portion of observed users, passing through the park. See Table 9

for an observation summary.

OBSERVATION TIME DATE OF VISIT USERS | TEMP - WEATHER

Weekday Morning 5/18/2018 9:30am 4 55° F — cloudy, light rain
Weekday Midday 5/21/2018 12:45pm 68 61° F — sunny

Weekday Afternoon 5/18/2018 5:50pm 31 58¢ F — partially sunny
Weekend Morning 5/19/2018 9:30am 39 59° F — sunny

Weekend Midday 5/19/2018 12:00pm 42 58° F — sunny

Weekend Afternoon 5/20/2018 5:20pm 4 59° F — partly cloudy

TABLE 9: Park Use Observations

3 Due to the fact shading data is captured at 15-minute intervals, the precise duration of project

shading is shown as range in possible maximum duration..
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Overall, observed usage was higher during the weekday midday and afternoon visits
as well as during the weekend morning and midday visits. The areas of highest use
at these times were children using the playground areas, with fewer users occupying
the other park features. On both morning visits and the weekday afternoon visit, one
user was observed working in the community garden area. The observed intensity of
use varied between the various observation times but could be characterized as low to
moderate given the park’s size. Observed peak use on May 21 corresponded to a ratio

of approximately 1,615 square feet of park area per user.

The Value of Sunlight

The portions of Victoria Manalo Draves Park that would likely be more sensitive

to the addition of new shadow would be those portions of the park that are: fixed in
location, where users remain rather than pass through, observed to be well used. Based
on the use observations performed, the basketball court, the children’s play area, the
park’s fixed benches, and the tables and seating areas would be considered as the most
sensitive areas per the criteria established above. Of these, approximately half of the
basketball court, a small portion of children’s play area, and seven fixed benches would
receive new shadow from the project at some point during the periods affected by net
new shadow, with potentially less sensitive areas such as the park entry, grassy areas,
and walkways also receiving new shadow. The park’s picnic benches, community
garden, ball field and southern children’s play area would receive no new shadow at
any time throughout the year. New project shadow would be present at times when
significantly lower numbers of weekend user were observed (relative to the number of
observed users at the midday hour), while during weekday afternoons approximately
half the number of park users were observed as compared to peak activity around
midday. If the proposed project were to be built, users in the affected areas could be
affected by the presence of new shadow, however no clear pattern of diminished use

of shaded features (vs. unshaded features) was observed over the course of the park

observation visits.

Shadow Characteristics

Throughout the year, new shadow due to the proposed project would occur in the
northeastern quarter of the park (see Exhibit A), with new shadow being present for
up to 110 minutes. On the date of maximum annual shading (June 21), the largest new
shadow would occur at 7:36pm and cover 20,064 sf, equal to 18.24% of the total park
area (existing shading at that time covers 30% of the park area). Maximum shading
would occur at a time (7:36pm) when both existing and project shadows would be

lengthening at an accelerated rate as compared to other times of day.
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FIGURE 10: Largest new shadow on Victoria Manalo Draves Park (7:36pm on 6/21)

Exhibits B through D graphically illustrate shading conditions at hourly intervals
throughout the day between the Section 295 cutoff times at the Summer Solstice/Day of
Maximum Shading (June 21), near the Vernal and Autumnal Equinoxes (March 20 and

September 22), and near the Winter Solstice (December 21).

Other Factors Affecting Sunlight

Per Planning Department direction, shadows cast by trees are considered
“impermanent” and were therefore not accounted for in the quantitative shading
analysis. However, on a practical basis, existing trees do contribute to the current
shading present in Victoria Manalo Draves Park, which shape the experience and
expectations of park users. The park is bounded by 13 large and densely foliated street
trees along Columbia Square, Sherman, and Harrison Streets and 7 young street trees
have also been planted in recent years along Folsom Street which would increasingly
capture some of the shading of the proposed project. Inside the park, other trees
separate the community garden from the basketball court and trees present beside

the benches surrounding the oval grassy mound currently shade a portion of three

northeastern park benches that would be shaded by the proposed project. |
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Vill. DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES

No New Shadow on Victoria Manalo Draves Park

The existing buildings on the project sites fronting onto Folsom Street all currently
cast existing shadows onto Victoria Manalo Draves Park in the afternoon; therefore,
any proposed project on those sites would be required to stay within the profile of
these existing buildings (2 stories) in order to cast no additional new shadows on the
park, while portions of the project along Russ Street further away from the park could

potentially be up to 40’ in height without generating new shadow.

To modify the project to eliminate all net new shadow would involve a reduction
in height to match the elevation profiles of the existing buildings, shortening the
project as proposed by approximately 25-40 and resulting in the likely elimination of

approximately 38 to 42 of the 63 proposed residential units.

It should also be noted that a lesser reduction in height of the project to 40’ would
exempt the project from the requirements of Section295 review, even though new

shadow would still be cast on Victoria Manalo Draves Park. |
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EXHIBIT A: AGGREGATE SHADOW DIAGRAM

A1 - Areas of new shading from project (full-year)

Diagram showing extents of all areas receiving new shadow
from the proposed project at some point during the year.
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EXHIBIT B: SHADOW DIAGRAMS ON SUMMER SOLSTICE
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