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DATE:  September 4, 2019 

TO:  President Melgar and Members of the Planning Commission 

FROM:  Kei Zushi, Wade Wietgrefe, and Justin Greving, Environmental Planning 

RE:  3333 California Street Mixed Use Project (Case No. 2015‐014028ENV) 

Responses to Issues Raised in August 28, 2019 Letters Submitted by The 

Laurel Heights Improvement Association of San Francisco, Inc.   

    
After the Responses to Comments document (RTC) was published on August 22, 2019, the Laurel 

Heights  Improvement Association of  San Francisco,  Inc.  (LHIA)  submitted  two  additional  and 

late  comment  letters  regarding  the  3333  California  Street  Mixed‐Use  Project.  Under  CEQA 

Guidelines section 15207,  the department need not respond  to  late comments. Nevertheless,  the 

department provides the following information related to the late comments. 

 

Both  letters are dated August 28, 2019. In this memorandum, the department refers to the  letter 

containing ten identified issues with exhibits A through EE as “Letter 1.” “Letter 2” with exhibits 

A  through C5  clarifies,  supplements,  and modifies  the discussion  of  an  alternative  previously 

submitted by LHIA on January 8, 2019.  

 

Letter 1 raises some issues which are not related to CEQA or the certification of the EIR, and this 

memorandum does not respond to those issues.1 As noted more particularly below, many of the 

environmental  issues  in Letter  1 were previously  addressed  in  the EIR  or  in  the Responses  to 

Comments.  LHIA  has  not  presented  any  new  information  that would  alter  the  department’s 

conclusions  in  the EIR as explained  in more detail below. Where new environmental  issues are 

raised, LHIA’s comments are summarized with a brief response by the department. 

 

In this memorandum, the term “proposed project” refers to the revised project variant analyzed in 

the EIR and under consideration for approval on September 5, 2019, unless otherwise noted. 

 
Alternatives 
 

CEQA Guidelines  section  15126.6(a)  requires  that  lead  agencies  consider  a  reasonable  range of 

potentially feasible alternatives to the project that feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 

project while avoiding or substantially  lessening any of  the  identified significant  impacts of  the 

project. CEQA does not require that an EIR consider every conceivable alternative or permutation 

or combination of alternatives. As discussed in Response AL‐l on RTC pages 5.H.6 to 5.H.17, the 

3333  California  Street Mixed‐Use  Project  EIR  includes  a  reasonable  range  of  alternatives.  In 

addition  to  the  No  Project  Alternative,  the  EIR  presents  five  alternatives.  The  supplemental 

comment  letters  request  consideration  of  two  additional  alternatives,  and  the  Planning 

Department, Environmental Planning’s responses are below. 

                                                 

1 Specifically,  this memorandum does not address  issues  related  to  the proposed development agreement 

(Letter 1, item 4); application of the Residential Design Guidelines (Letter 1, item 7); or Planning Commission 

authorization regarding heights and setbacks (Letter 1, item 8). 



 2

1. In Letter  1,  item  1: LHIA presents  a new  alternative  called  the Community Preservation 

Lookalike Variant  (Lookalike Variant),  and  requests  consideration of  this  alternative by 

the Planning Commission. However, this alternative is considerably similar to Alternative 

E: Partial Preservation – Residential Alternative analyzed in the EIR. 

 

LHIA states that the Lookalike Variant would provide the same number of new residential units 

as the proposed project (744 units) and approximately 20,000 more gross square footage than the 

project. According to LHIA, the Lookalike Variant would be constructed in less than four years. 

LHIA  also  states  that  the  Lookalike  Variant  utilizes  approximately  90  percent  of  the  project 

sponsor’s proposed buildings, designs, and locations. As described, the Lookalike Variant would: 

1) convert the interior of the main building to residential use and retain the existing 1,500‐gross‐

squre‐foot (gsf) café, 11,500‐gsf childcare center, and 5,000‐gsf office space; and 2) construct three 

new  residential buildings  (Plaza A, Plaza B, and Walnut buildings) along California Street,  the 

new  Mayfair  building  near  the  intersection  of  Mayfair  Drive  and  Laurel  Street,  five  new 

townhomes along Laurel Street, and the new Euclid building along Euclid Avenue. The proposed 

Masonic Building  included  in  the proposed project would not be  constructed  in  the Lookalike 

Variant.  The Walnut  Building would  be  7‐stories‐tall  and  its  footprint would  be  expanded  to 

include a triangular area next to the SF Fire Credit Union, whereas the Walnut Building would be 

6‐stories‐tall in the proposed project. The Euclid Building would be 35,000 gsf smaller than what 

is proposed under the project, and  it would be configured differently  in that  it would  include a 

30‐foot  setback  from  Euclid Green  compared  to  the  project. Under  the  Lookalike Variant,  the 

childcare  facility would  be  located  in Center Building B  instead  of  in  the Walnut Building,  as 

proposed  in  the project, with an outdoor play area directly south of  the existing structure. The 

Lookalike Variant would not include retail uses.  

 

LHIA states  that  the Lookalike Variant would  include approximately  two  levels of parking  in a 

single  new underground parking  garage. LHIA  letter does  not  specify  the  number  of parking 

spaces that would be provided in the Lookalike Variant. The Lookalike Variant would include a 

new  first‐floor‐level,  15‐foot‐tall  (at  level one),  20‐foot‐wide Walnut passage, which would  run 

through  the  first  floor  of  the  main  building,  opening  up  into  a  35‐foot‐wide,  75‐foot‐long 

landscaped  center  court mid‐building  (approximately  at  35  feet  into  the building)  and  leading 

onto the Walnut Walk alongside Eckbo Terrace and onto Masonic Avenue. 

 

The Lookalike Variant is considerably similar to Alternative E: Partial Preservation – Residential 

Alternative  analyzed  in  the  EIR.  See  Exhibit  A  attached,  which  provides  the  site  plans  for  

Alternative E and the LHIA Lookalike Variant for comparison. Specifically, the Lookalike Variant 

and Alternative E would: 1) modify the existing main building by removing the south wing and 

the  northern  extension  of  the  east  wing  and  convert  it  to  residential  use;  2)  construct  three 

buildings along California Street; 3) reduce the size of Euclid building by removing the south side 

of  the building  (reduction of approximately 35,000 gross square  feet compared  to  the proposed 

project)  to  retain  the  landscape  features  located  at  the  southeast  portion  of  the  site;  and  4) 

construct  the  five  Laurel Duplexes,  similar  to  the  proposed  project  and Alternative  E, which 

would  construct  seven  duplexes  on  Laurel  Street.  Two  fewer  duplexes would  enable  a  larger 

Euclid  Green  under  the  Lookalike  Variant.  As  stated,  the  Masonic  Building  would  not  be 

constructed under either Alternative E or the Lookalike Variant. 
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The Lookalike Variant would not  reduce  the historic  resource  impact  to  a  less‐than‐significant 

level; like Alternative E, the Lookalike Variant would be a partial preservation alternative. Similar 

to Alternative E, the Lookalike Variant would not fully conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s 

Standards, and it would materially impair the physical characteristics of the historic resource that 

justify  the  resource’s  inclusion  in  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources.  Similar  to 

Alternative E, the Lookalike Variant would alter the existing office building and result in loss of 

the historic  landscaped open space on  the project site.  In addition, similar  to Alternative E,  the 

Lookalike Variant would alter the most prominent views of the project site from the east on Pine 

Street  and  from  the  south  on  Masonic  Avenue.  The  minor  modifications  proposed  in  the 

Lookalike Variant,  such  as  the  removal of  two Laurel Duplexes  closest  to Euclid Green or  the 

additional  size  added  to  the Walnut  building, would  not make  it  considerably  different  from 

Alternative E. 

 

As  discussed  on  EIR  pp.  6.148‐6.151,  the  EIR  concludes  that Alternative  E would  reduce  the 

magnitude of  the historic resources  impact compared to the proposed project or project variant, 

but not to a less‐than‐significant level. This is because Alternative E would, on balance, materially 

alter  the physical  characteristics of  the project  site  that  convey  its historic  significance. For  the 

reasons  above,  the  Lookalike  Variant  would  reduce  but  not  eliminate  the  significant  and 

unavoidable historic resource impact. 

 

Further, the Lookalike Variant would not achieve some of the key project objectives. First, due to 

the  size and  location of  the uses presented  in  the Lookalike Variant,  the alternative would not 

satisfy the primary objectives of the proposed project or project variant to create a “high quality, 

walkable, mixed‐use community within the project site that connects with and complements the 

existing neighborhood commercial uses.” The Lookalike Variant would contain only a very small 

amount of non‐residential uses, and those uses would be “hidden” within the main building and 

not be visible from the nearby streets. Unlike the Lookalike Variant, Alternative E would meet this 

objective by providing  a mix of uses  (except  for  the office use)  similar  to  that of  the proposed 

project, and would provide retail uses along California Street, where they would be accessible to 

the general public and visually connected to the retail uses on California Street on either side of 

the  project  site.  In  addition,  the  Lookalike Variant would  only  partially meet  the  objective  of 

opening and connecting  the site  to  the surrounding community by extending  the neighborhood 

urban pattern because it would not provide a north‐south connection similar to Walnut Walk as 

proposed under  the proposed project, which  is a  fully open connection. With only a 15‐foot‐tall 

and 20‐foot‐wide opening at level one (15 feet high), the main building would still create a visual 

barrier  in  the north‐south direction. Finally, unlike  the proposed project,  the Lookalike Variant 

would not help turn Masonic Avenue into a neighborhood street, as opposed to an arterial street, 

because the Lookalike Variant would not construct the Masonic building which would contribute 

to the creation of neighborhood‐friendly space by providing stoops for residential units along its 

building frontage. 

 

Thus, the Lookalike Variant is not considerably different from Alternative E included in the EIR 

and would not eliminate the project’s significant and unavoidable historic resource impact. 
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2. In  Letter  1,  item  1:  LHIA  requests  the  Commission  consider  a  variant  to  alternatives 

previously  submitted  on  January  8,  2019,  the Community  Full  Preservation Alternative 

Variant  2  (Community  Variant  2).  However,  this  alternative  is  considerably  similar  o 

Alternative D: Partial Preservation – Office Alternative analyzed in the EIR, except for the 

proposed use in the main office building. 

 

LHIA states  that  the Community Variant 2 would provide  the same number of new residential 

units as  the project  (744 units) and would be  constructed  in  less  than  four years. According  to 

LHIA, the Community Variant 2 would: 1) convert the interior of the main building to residential 

use and  retain  the existing 1,500‐gsf café, 11,500‐gsf childcare center, and 5,000‐gsf office space; 

and 2) construct  three new  residential buildings  (California Front, California Back, and Walnut 

buildings)  along  California  Street,  the  new Mayfair  building  near  the  intersection  of Mayfair 

Drive and Laurel Street,  five new  townhomes along Laurel Street, and  the new Euclid building 

along Euclid Avenue. The proposed Masonic Building  included  in  the proposed project would 

not be  constructed  in  the Community Variant  2. The Community Variant  2 would not  include 

retail uses.  

 

The  Community  Variant  2  would  include  an  approximately  two‐level,  underground  parking 

garage  along  California  Street  and  a  total  of  approximately  558  on‐site  parking  spaces.  The 

Community Variant  2 would  include  a new  first‐floor‐level,  15‐foot‐tall  (at  level  one),  20‐foot‐

wide Walnut passage, which would run through the first floor of the main building, opening up 

into a 35‐foot‐wide, 75‐foot‐long landscaped center court mid‐building (approximately at 35 feet 

into the building) and leading onto the Walnut Walk alongside Eckbo Terrace and onto Masonic 

Avenue. 

 

The Community Variant  2  is  physically  similar  to Alternative D:  Partial  Preservation  – Office 

Alternative  that  is  analyzed  in  the  EIR  to  address  the  proposed  project’s  significant  historic 

resource  impacts. See Exhibit B  attached, which  compares  the  site plans  for Alternative D  and 

Community Variant 2. Specifically, like Alternative D, the Community Variant 2 would: 1) modify 

the existing building by demolishing the northerly extension of the east wing and adding a one‐

story addition; and 2) allow for the construction of buildings along California Street including a 

larger Walnut  building  (larger  than  under  the  proposed  project  or Alternative D),  a Mayfair 

building, and five Laurel Duplexes along Laurel Street. Community Variant 2 would not include 

construction of  a Masonic building. Unlike Alternative D which would  retain office use  in  the 

existing  office  building,  the  Community  Variant  2  would  convert  the  remaining  building  to 

residential  use.  However,  the  massing  and  footprint  of  the  structures  on  site  under  the 

Community Variant 2 would be physically similar to those under Alternative D. 

 

As  discussed  on  EIR  pp.  6.113‐6.115,  the  EIR  concludes  that Alternative D would  reduce  the 

magnitude of  the historic  resource  impact compared  to  the proposed project or project variant, 

but  not  to  a  less‐than‐significant  level. While  Alternative  D  would  retain most  of  the  office 

building’s  character‐defining  features,  it would demolish  elements of  the historic  landscape on 

the northern  and western  areas of  the  site  as well  as portions of  the brick perimeter wall  and 

integrated planters along California and Laurel Streets. Prominent views of the site from east on 

Pine Street  and  from  the  south on Masonic  and Presidio avenues would be preserved, but  the 
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view  through  the  project  site  from  Laurel  Street  would  be  altered  with  new  development. 

Therefore, Alternative D would,  on  balance, materially  alter  the physical  characteristics  of  the 

project  site  that  convey  its  historic  and  architectural  significance  and  is  considered  a  partial 

preservation alternative.   

 

Similar  to  Alternative  D,  the  Community  Variant  2  would  not  reduce  the  project  or  project 

variant’s  historic  resources  impacts  to  a  less‐than‐significant  level  for  several  reasons.  Like 

Alternative D, the Community Variant 2 would minimally alter the existing office building, but it 

would result in loss of elements of the historic landscape on the project site that convey its historic 

and architectural significance and that  justify its inclusion in the California Register. In addition, 

similar to Alternative D, the Community Variant 2 would alter one prominent view of the project 

site  from  the west on Laurel Street, while maintaining  two other views,  from  the  east on Pine 

Street  and  from  the  south  on  Masonic  Avenue.  Given  the  physical  similarities  between 

Alternative D and the Community Variant 2, the impacts to historic architectural resources from 

the Community Variant 2 would be  the same and as stated  in  the EIR on p. 6.115. The historic 

resource impact, although reduced, would remain significant and unavoidable.  

 

Further, the Community Variant 2 would not achieve some of the key project objectives. First, due 

to the size and location of the uses presented in the Community Variant 2, the alternative would 

not  satisfy  the  primary  objectives  of  the  proposed  project  or  project  variant  to  create  a  “high 

quality,  walkable,  mixed‐use  community  within  the  project  site  that  connects  with  and 

complements  the  existing neighborhood  commercial uses.” Alternative D would partially meet 

this  objective  by  redeveloping  the  project  site  to  a  lesser  degree  than  the  proposed  project. 

Similarly, Community Variant 2 would contain only a very small amount of non‐residential uses, 

and those uses would be “hidden” within the main building and not be visible from the nearby 

streets. In addition, the Community Variant 2 would only partially meet the objective of opening 

and  connecting  the  site  to  the  surrounding  community  by  extending  the  neighborhood  urban 

pattern,  because  it  would  not  provide  a  north‐south  connection  similar  to Walnut Walk  as 

proposed under  the proposed project, which  is a  fully open connection. With only a 15‐foot‐tall 

and 20‐foot‐wide opening at level one (15 feet high), the Community Variant 2 would continue to 

create  a  visual  barrier  in  the  north‐south  direction.  Alternative  D  would  partially  meet  this 

objective because  it would provide only Mayfair Walk and not Walnut Walk, which  is an open, 

north‐south connection on  the project site. Finally, unlike  the proposed project,  the Community 

Variant  2 would  not  help  turn Masonic Avenue  into  a  neighborhood  street,  as  opposed  to  an 

arterial street, because the Community Variant 2 would not construct the Masonic building which 

would  contribute  to  the  creation  of  neighborhood‐friendly  space  by  providing  stoops  for 

residential units along its building frontage. 

 

Thus, the Community Variant 2 is not considerably different from Alternative D included in the 

EIR and would not eliminate the significant and unavoidable historic resource impact. 
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3. In  Letter  1,  item  3,  LHIA  states  the  EIR  is  inadequate  because  it  does  not  include  an 

alternative with 744 units.  

 

As  discussed  on  pages  5.H.54  through  5.H.67  of  the  Responses  to  Comments  document,  the 

department  has determined  that  the LHIA’s Community  Full Preservation Alternative Variant 

(referred  to as  the LHIA Variant  in  the EIR) submitted on  January 8, 2019  is not required  to be 

included as an alternative in the EIR for several reasons. First, the LHIA Variant is considerably 

similar to Alternative C in the EIR in that the LHIA Variant would avoid the proposed project’s 

significant impacts on the historic architectural character of the existing office building and loss of 

prominent  primary  views  of  character‐defining  features  of  the  site  from  Presidio  Avenue, 

Masonic Avenue, and Pine Street that would occur with the proposed project. Second, the LHIA 

Variant would  not  attain  several  of  the  objectives  of  the  proposed  project,  including  that  the 

project proposes to create a mixed‐use development that encourages walkability and convenience 

by providing  a  substantial mix of uses. Finally,  licensed  architects  at  the department of public 

works,  bureau  of  architecture,  determined  that  the  LHIA Variant  could  not  be  constructed  as 

described  in  the  LHIA’s  January  8,  2019  letter.  The  public works’  analysis  concluded  that  the 

LHIA Variant  could  provide  only  up  to  approximately  576  residential  units,  and  323  parking 

spaces without additional excavation.  In addition,  the LHIA Variant would not be able  to meet 

the  unit  mix  requirements  in  the  Planning  Code  section  207.7.  Therefore,  the  department 

determined that the LHIA Variant is considerably similar to Alternative C. In addition, the public 

works  review  and  analysis  further  support not  including  the  alternative  as  an EIR  alternative, 

although it is discussed in the RTC. 

 

With Letter 2, the LHIA has supplemented and clarified information regarding the LHIA Variant. 

This  information does not  alter  the  overall  conclusion  the department  reached  as discussed  in 

more detail in item 4 below. 

 

As  discussed  in  items  1  and  2  above,  even  if  it were  possible  for  the  Lookalike Variant  and 

Community Variant  2  to  include  744  residential units, neither  one  of  these  alternatives would 

reduce  the project’s  significant historic  resource  impacts  to  a  less‐than‐significant  level. This  is 

because  these alternatives would alter  the existing on‐site structure and  landscape  in a manner 

that would  impair  the  property’s  ability  to  convey  its  historic  significance  as  a Mid‐Century 

Modern corporate campus, similar to Alternatives D and E.  

 

CEQA does not require  that an EIR analyze an alternative  that would provide exactly  the same 

number  of  units  as  the  project,  and  does  not  require  that  an  EIR  analyze  every  conceivable 

alternative.  The  EIR  analyzed  six  alternatives  including  the  No  Project  alternative.  The 

alternatives  studied  in  the EIR were developed  to  reduce or avoid  significant and unavoidable 

impacts of the project, particularly the project’s historic resource impact, while achieving most of 

the basic project objectives. Thus, the EIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives, is adequate, 

and  is  not  required  to  analyze  an  alternative  that would  provide  744  residential  units  under 

CEQA. 
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San Francisco Public Works Analysis 
 

4. In  Letter  2,  LHIA  clarifies,  supplements,  and  modifies  its  discussion  of  the  LHIA 

Alternative  and  its  variant  submitted  January  8,  2019.  However,  the  supplemental 

information does not alter the department’s determination that these community‐proposed 

alternatives are considerably similar to Alternative C in the EIR. In addition, Public Works’ 

analysis finds these alternatives are not physically feasible.   

 

As discussed  in Response AL‐2 on Responses  to Comments  (RTC) pages  5.H.54  to  5.H.69,  the 

department reviewed and considered the LHIA Alternative and its variant. Most attachments to 

supplemental  Letter  2  consist  of  information  previously  submitted  by  LHIA  and  already 

considered  and  analyzed  by  San  Francisco  Public Works  as  part  of  the  RTC  analysis.  New 

information provided  in  the August 28, 2019  letters  includes Exhibit F  to Letter 1, Preservation 

Alternative  –  Feasibility  Evaluation  prepared  by  TreanorHL  and  dated  August  20,  2019  and 

Exhibit 4  to Letter 2, Calculation of Residential Square Footage. Public Works has preliminarily 

reviewed the supplemental information and determined that it does not alter the prior conclusion 

summarized  in  Response  AL‐2  in  the  RTC.  In  addition,  Public  Works  offers  the  following 

comments.2 

 

a) The  passageway  proposed  to  be  constructed  through  the  existing main  building may 

require stairs and an elevator due to an existing two‐story grade difference from the north 

side of the building to the terrace. If this passageway were located further east, then the 

one‐story grade difference would still require stairs and an elevator. 

 

b) The Feasibility Evaluation  (Exhibit F  to Letter 1)  shows  that  the existing main building 

incudes 362,300 gross square feet and 253,610 net square feet at 70‐percent efficiency. As 

discussed in the August 15, 2019 Public Works letter, the existing office building includes 

458,259 gross square feet. After subtracting areas for parking, the auditorium, childcare, 

café and elevator shafts,  there  is 271,154 usable square  feet  for residential use, which  is 

the amount that the efficiency percentage should have applied to and not 362,300. Rather 

than using an efficiency factor, Public Works analyzed the CAD3 files for more accurate 

estimates and subtracted 91,090 square feet for corridors and all areas more than 50 feet 

from windows, resulting in 180,064 square feet for residential units based on analysis of 

the  CAD  files  for  the  building.  At  798  square  foot  average  unit  size  per  community 

alternative, there would be 226 units. 

 

c) In calculating  the unit breakdown  in  the existing main building, TreanorHL appears  to 

have  used  only  square  footage  available  in  the  building without  accounting  for  unit 

                                                 

2 San Francisco Public Works, Email from Vito Vanoni, AIA, Senior Architect & Technical Manager, to Kei Zushi, 

San Francisco Planning Department, Comments on TreanorHL’s August 20, 2019 Preservation Alternatives  ‐ 

Feasibility Evaluation, September 4, 2019. 
3 CAD stands for computer‐aided design and refers to software used in art and architecture and engineering 

and manufacturing to assist in precision drawing. 
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configuration.  The  depth  of  the  building  is  an  important  factor  in  the  analysis  that 

TreanorHL did not appear to consider. Due to the 144‐foot depth of the main portion of 

the building, an overwhelming majority of units would be too narrow for 1‐bedroom, 2‐

bedroom or 3‐bedroom units; most units would be studios or junior 1‐bedrooms. 

 

d) Adding two lightwells at all floors in the existing main building may not be feasible due 

to conflicts with existing structural shear elements. The western  light court proposed by 

LHIA  in  the main building may not be possible because  the area appears  to have shear 

walls  at  all  four  sides on  all  floor  levels. The  eastern  light  court proposed  in  the main 

building may  be  possible  only  at  top  two  floors  because  there  appear  to  be  structural 

shear elements on all four sides at the lower levels.  

 

e) Richard  Frisbie  states  in Exhibit O  to Letter  1  that  two  adjacent  flats  in  the California 

Front  and  Back  buildings  would  share  one  elevator,  one  mechanical  shaft,  and  one 

common stairway. The 6 California Back buildings less than 55 feet deep would still have 

efficiencies  less than 50% which may not be feasible. In addition, there would still be 14 

elevators and 14 stairs extending into parking which reduces the efficiency of the single‐

story parking. 

 

f) In calculating the number of residential units that can be provided in the California Front 

and  Back  buildings, TreanorHL  uses  85‐percent  efficiency. The  85‐percent  efficiency  is 

unrealistic because it may account for horizontal circulation but it would not account for 

the  thickness of  exterior walls,  stairways,  elevators,  elevator  control  rooms, mechanical 

shafts,  corridors,  trash  rooms,  and  ground  floor  entry  lobbies, which  under  industry 

standards should not be included in calculating the usable residential space. 

 

The clarification and supplemental information provided in the August 28, 2019 letters regarding 

the  number  of  elevators  and  stairs  in  the  California  Front  and  Back  buildings  in  the  LHIA 

Alternative would increase the available space for residential units and for parking spaces in the 
underground garage, but not such  that  the number of units or parking spaces provided would 

vary substantially from the Public Works’ conclusion  in  its August 15, 2019 letter. Public Works 

found that the largest shortfall in LHIA Alternative’s estimated number of units would be within 

the  existing main building due primarily  to portions of  the  first  and  second  floor being below 

grade  and  thus  unable  to  accommodate  residential  units. With  respect  to  LHIA’s  assertions 

regarding efficiency metrics used, Public Works’ use of 70‐  to 74‐percent efficiency  is based on 

industry standards, and the sources of the expertise cited in Exhibit O to Letter 1 are unclear. For 

these reasons, the Public Works’ analysis constitutes substantial evidence to support a conclusion 

that  the LHIA Alternative  and  its variant  are not physically  feasible,  and  the August  28,  2019 

commenter letters do not change this conclusion.4 

 

 

                                                 
4 San Francisco Public Works, Email from Vito Vanoni, AIA, Senior Architect & Technical Manager, to Kei Zushi, 

San Francisco Planning Department, Comments on TreanorHL’s August 20, 2019 Preservation Alternatives  ‐ 

Feasibility Evaluation, September 4, 2019. 
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Transportation, Air Quality, and Noise 
 
5. Letter  1,  item  2: The EIR  adequately  analyzes  the physical  environmental  effects  of  the 

proposed project  including  transportation, air quality, and noise  impacts associated with 

flexible  retail  use  under  CEQA.  The  EIR  analysis  covers  the  zoning  provisions  in  the 

Special Use District  (SUD),  including  the  allowable  flexible  retail  and  social  service  or 

philanthropic facility uses. 

 

Transportation  

The EIR assesses the impacts from a range of uses. The commenter does not provide any evidence 

that  flexible  retail  and  social  service  or  philanthropic  facilities  uses would  likely  result  in  an 

increase in vehicle trips than the proposed uses described in the EIR.  

 

When discussing  retail  uses  for projects  generally,  including  the proposed project,  at  the  time 

environmental review begins the project sponsor typically does not know all future retail tenants 

who would  occupy  the  proposed  buildings.  Therefore,  the  department  provides  different  trip 

generation  rates  for  different  types  of  retail  to  capture  the  potential  impacts  of  projects.  This 

approach  yields  conservative  (more  impactful)  trip  generation  rates.  The  rates  are  based  on 

empirical data collection.  

 

The draft EIR analyzed 54,117  square  feet of  retail  for  the proposed project, consisting of  three 

different  types:  retail,  sit‐down  restaurant, and composite  restaurant. Table 1  shows  the  size of 

retail and associated rates and person trips used in the draft EIR. 

 

Table 1 

Retail Type  Size 

(square feet) 

Person Trip 

Generation Rate per 

1,000 square feet 

Total Person Trips 

Retail  40,004  150  6,000 

Sit‐down restaurant  4,287  200  857 

Composite restaurant  9,826  600  5,896 

TOTAL  54,117  n/a  12,753 

Source: Draft EIR, Appendix D, Travel Demand Memorandum, Tables 4 and 5   

 

The  rates  are  per  1,000  square  feet  of  space.  They  are  not  calculated  based  on  the  number  of 

businesses within  the  space as  suggested by  the  commenter. As a  space becomes  larger,  it  can 

accommodate  more  employees  and  visitors.  Therefore,  a  1,000‐square‐foot  space  with  one 

business would be estimated to have the same number of person trips as a 1,000‐square‐foot space 

with two businesses, like in a flexible retail use setting.     

 

Second, no substantial evidence exists that a social service or philanthropic community use would 

generate more  trips  per  square  feet  than  the  retail  types  listed  in  the EIR. The  planning  code 
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defines this type of use as an “Institutional Community Use providing assistance of a charitable or 

public  service  nature,  and  not  of  a  profit‐making  or  commercial  nature.”  The  planning  code 

defines  an  Institutional Community Use  as  a  “subcategory  of  Institutional Uses  that  includes 

Child Care Facility, Community Facility, Private Community Facility, Job Training, Philanthropic 

Administrative Services, Religious Institution, Social Service or Philanthropic Facility, and Public 

Facility.” Table 2 lists the person trip generation rates that the department used in environmental 

review documents for types of uses within this category. All rates are well below the lowest retail 

person trip generation rates shown in Table 1. 

 

Table 2 

Retail Type  Person Trip 

Generation Rate per 

1,000 square feet 

Source 

Child Care Facility  67  3333  California  Draft  EIR,  Appendix  D,  Travel 

Demand  Memorandum,  Table  4  for  Daycare 

Center  

Community Facility  23  Potrero Hope SF EIR, Appendix 4.7A, Table 3‐15 

Religious Institution  34  950 Gough Street TIS, Table 106 

 

Lastly, the project sponsor seeks approval for approximately 35,000 square feet or approximately 

19,000 square  feet  less  than  that studied  in  the draft EIR. Thus, even  if  flexible retail and social 

service or philanthropic community uses would have a higher trip generation rate than the retail 

types  listed  in  the EIR, which  is  speculative,  the  total person  trips generated  from  these  retail 

types would not be higher than the person trip amounts studied in the EIR.7  

 

All other transportation‐related comments are summaries of prior comments and are addressed in 

the Responses to Comments document. 

 

Noise and Air Quality  

The estimated trip generation informs the analysis of a project’s operational air quality and noise 

impacts. As discussed  above,  the  transportation  impact  analysis  for  the proposed project used 

appropriate  transportation  generation  rates.  Thus,  the  EIR  adequately  analyzes  the  project’s 

operational impacts with respect to noise and air quality.  

                                                 
5  CDM  Smith,  Potrero  HOPE  Transportation  Study,  Draft  #4,  Case  No.  2010.0515!,  October  11,  2012, 

http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Potrero%20Hill%20FEIR%20‐%20Appendix%204.7.pdf,  accessed  September  4, 

2019. 
6 CHS Consulting Group, Transportation Impact Study – Final Report for 950 Gough Street Project, Prepared 

for City and County of San Francisco Planning Department, Case No. 2012.0506!, April 25, 2014. 
7 The  remaining  35,000  square  feet of  retail would need  an  average generation  rate of approximately 364 

person trips per 1,000 square feet to exceed the total number of retail person trips studied in the EIR. This is 

over 2 times the general retail rate. 35,000 square feet/12,753 person trips = 364 person trips per 1,000 square 

feet.  
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Other CEQA Issues 
 
6. Letter 1, item 5: The comment states the EIR failed to describe the project’s inconsistency 

with  San  Francisco  General  Plan  as  to  preservation  of  historical  resources  and 

neighborhood character. 

 

An EIR  is  required  to discuss  inconsistencies between  the project  and  applicable general plan, 

specific plan, and regional plans. The project or variant’s potential inconsistencies are described in 

Chapter 3 of the EIR, starting on page 3.1. 

 

7. Letter 1, item 6: The Planning Department correctly applied the Secretary of the Interior’s 

Standards to the project under CEQA.  

 

The  comment  states  that  the  department  failed  to  appropriately  apply  Planning Department’s 

Bulletin No. 21 and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards to the project during project design. 

The comment  is  incorrect. The department determined  the project site  is a historic resource and 

conducted CEQA as required given the historic resource determination. Department preservation 

staff  directed  that  an  analysis  of  project  impacts  to  historic  resources  should  be  evaluated, 

determined that there would be a significant an unavoidable  impact, and oversaw development 

and analysis of full and partial preservation alternatives which were fully disclosed in the EIR. 

 

8. Letter  1,  item  9:  The  EIR  adequately  analyzes  the  project’s  impacts  with  respect  to 

greenhouse gas emissions under CEQA. 

 

The  EIR  adequately  analyzes  the  project’s  impacts with  respect  to  greenhouse  gas  emissions 

under CEQA as provided in the initial study attached as Exhibit B to the EIR. The City’s use of a 

qualitative threshold for greenhouse gas analysis for CEQA is supported by substantial evidence 

and was upheld Mission Bay Alliance  v. Office  of Community  Investment &  Infrastructure  (2016)  6 

Cal.App.5th 150. Certification of a project as an Environmental Leadership Development Project 

(or an AB 900 project) pursuant to Chapter 6.5 of CEQA requires that the project not result in net 

new greenhouse gas emissions. The state has determined that this requirement will be met for this 

project.8  The  greenhouse  gas  emissions  analysis  pursuant  to AB  900  certification  is  a  separate 

analysis from that conducted for CEQA. The comments in the August 28, 2019 letter do not raise 

different  issues  from  those  addressed  in Responses GHG‐1 Methodology, GHG‐2 Accuracy  of 

GHG Calculations, or GHG‐3 General GHG Concerns on pages 5.J.7 to 5.J.43.  

 

9. Letter  1,  item  10:  The  EIR  accurately  analyzes  the  project’s  and  project  variant’s 

inconsistencies with current zoning controls. 

 

The EIR analyzes the physical environmental effects of the project and/or its variant. To the extent 

that  the project or variant  is  inconsistent with current zoning controls,  those  inconsistencies are 

                                                 
8  On  January  30,  2019,  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  (CARB)  issued  Executive  Order  G‐18‐101 

determining that the proposed project or project variant would not result in any net additional GHGs with 

payment of offsets for purposes of certification under AB 900. 
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identified  in Chapter 3 of the EIR, and public comments received on that chapter are address in 

the RTC on pages 5.C.1 to 5.C.27.  

 

Other Issues 
 
The EIR analyzes the physical environmental effects of the project and/or its variant in compliance 

with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. The construction 

phasing  and  duration  were  accounted  for  in  background  technical  reports  prepared  for  the 

environmental review of this project.  

Conclusion 
 

As stated above under CEQA Guidelines section 15207, the department need not respond to late 

comments on an EIR. Nevertheless,  the department  responded  to  the comments  submitted one 

week ago. Based on the above information, the letters submitted by LHIA on August 28, 2019 do 

not  raise  any  issues  that  have  not  been  analyzed  in  the  Final  EIR,  nor  would  they  require 

consideration of additional alternatives to the project.  

 

 
 



 

Exhibit A: Comparison of Alternative E and LHIA Lookalike Variant 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Alternative E: Partial Preservation – Residential Alternative  LHIA Lookalike Variant 
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Exhibit B: Comparison of Alternative D and LHIA Variant 2 
 

 

 Alternative D: Partial Preservation – Office Alternative  LHIA Variant 2 
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Shadow Analysis Excerpt from 2015-014028ENV Initial Study 
for 3333 California Street Mixed Use Project   
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conditions on the proposed Euclid Green would not be substantially affected by the proposed 
development. 

Impact C-WS-1: The proposed project or project variant, in combination with past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project site vicinity, would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative wind impacts. (Less than Significant) 

As discussed above under Impact WS-1, wind impacts of the proposed project or project variant 
are not expected to exceed the city’s wind hazard criterion at any location. Wind from past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects within the project vicinity (see Section B, Project 
Setting, and Figure 36, pp. 94-99) has no potential to combine with wind impacts of the proposed 
project or project variant to result in a significant cumulative wind impact on public areas due to 
these projects’ scale, distance from the project site, and/or the nature of the foreseeable project 
(e.g., transportation improvement projects that would have no impact related to wind under CEQA). 
Accordingly, no significant cumulative wind impact is anticipated to which the proposed project 
or project variant, and the other identified cumulative projects in the vicinity could contribute. No 
mitigation is necessary. This topic will not be discussed in the EIR. 

Impact WS-2: The proposed project or project variant would not create new shadow in a 
manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. (Less 
than Significant) 

This subsection discusses the shadow impacts of the proposed project and project variant on 
outdoor recreation facilities and other public areas in the vicinity of the project site. 

Approach to Analysis 

The threshold for determining the significance of shadow impacts under CEQA is whether the 
proposed project or project variant would create new shadow in a manner that substantially affects 
the use and enjoyment of outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. The analysis of shadow 
impacts takes into account usage of the open space; time of day and year of project shadow; 
physical layout and facilities affected; the intensity, size, shape, and location of the shadow; and 
the proportion of open space affected.  

To evaluate the impact of the proposed project or project variant on outdoor public areas, a shadow 
modeling study was completed using a 3D computer model of the proposed project and project 
variant, existing and proposed parks, and the existing urban environment to simulate levels of 
shading from one hour after sunrise through one hour before sunset on four representative times of 
year: the winter solstice (when sun is the lowest in the sky and shadows are the longest at any given 
time of day), the spring/fall equinox (shadow on spring equinox behaves identically to that on the 
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fall equinox), and the summer solstice (the longest day of the year, when the sun is highest in the 
sky and shadows are the shortest at any given time of day).132  

For the layout of the proposed new and adaptively reused buildings, see Figure 3 (proposed project) 
and Figure 32 (project variant), pp. 5 and 83. For elevations and views of the proposed new 
development see Figures 4 through 21 on pp. 18-20, 25-31, 34, 37, 38, 40, 43, 45, 47, and 49 for 
the proposed project and Figure 33, p. 84, for the project variant (Walnut Building only).  

Shadow from the proposed project would be ephemeral over the course of a day133 and year134 and 
would generally move from west to east in a clockwise sweep radiating from the project site. 
Figure 37: Extent of Net New Project Shadow Throughout the Day and Year illustrates areas that 
would be shaded at some point during the day over the course of the year. White unbuilt open areas, 
such as backyards, on this figure represent areas that would not be shaded by the proposed project 
at any time during the day (one hour after sunrise and one hour before sunset) due to shadow from 
existing structures, or represent areas that are outside of the maximum reach of project shadow. 
The darker areas on the figure would be frequently shaded by the proposed project while lighter 
areas would be less frequently shaded, and the lightest areas would be occasionally shaded.  

Recreation and Park Department Properties 

Planning Code section 295 generally prohibits new structures over 40 feet in height that would cast 
additional shadows on open space that is under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and 
Park Commission between one hour after sunrise and one hour before sunset, at any time of the 
year, unless that shadow would not result in a significant adverse effect on the use of the open 
space. 

  

                                                           
132 PreVision Design, Shadow Analysis Report for the Proposed 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project 

Per SF Planning Code Section 295 and CEQA Standard, November 3, 2017. 
133 Throughout a day, shadows of objects on the surface of the earth move in the opposite direction from 

the position of the sun in the sky (relative to the earth). Shadows are longest at sunrise and sunset when 
the sun is lowest in the sky and shortest at midday when the sun is highest in the sky. At sunrise, when 
the sun is in the eastern sky, shadows point westward. As the morning progresses, shadows sweep 
eastward while growing shorter as the sun appears to travel westward while rising in the sky. At midday 
shadows point northward and are at their shortest. From midday, shadow continues to sweep eastward 
while growing longer through the afternoon and into the early evening until sunset.  

134 Project shadow to the northwest of the project site represents shadow in the morning around the winter 
solstice. Project shadow to the north of the project site represents shadow around midday with the 
longest shadow around the winter solstice, and the shortest shadow around the summer solstice. Project 
shadow to the northeast of the project site represents project shadow in the late afternoon around the 
winter solstice. Project shadow to the west and east of the project site represent project shadow in the 
morning and early evening, respectively, at the spring and summer equinoxes. Project shadow to the 
southwest of the project site represent shadow in the early morning around the summer solstice. 
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Laurel Hill Playground is the nearest San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission property to 
the project site. It is a 1.42-acre (61,768-square-foot) urban park, located about 370 feet to the 
southwest of the project site along the south side of Euclid Avenue. The proposed project or project 
variant would not create any new shadow on this park at any time throughout the year. There are 
no other San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission properties that are within, or near, the 
potential reach of shadow under the proposed project or project variant. For these reasons, the 
proposed project or project variant would have a less-than-significant shadow impact on San 
Francisco Recreation and Park Commission property, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

In addition, there are no other public parks or open spaces owned by other city agencies that are 
within, or near, the potential reach of shadow under the proposed project or project variant. Thus, 
the proposed project or project variant would have a less-than-significant shadow impact on public 
parks or open spaces, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Nearby Streets and Sidewalks 

The proposed project or project variant would create new shadow on nearby streets and sidewalks 
at times of day and year when these areas would not already be shaded by existing buildings in the 
area.  

Around the winter solstice, during the early- and mid-morning hours the proposed project or project 
variant would shade Laurel Street to the west of the project site. During the early morning through 
late afternoon, the proposed project or project variant would shade California Street north of the 
project site. During the mid-afternoon until one hour before sunset, the proposed project or project 
variant would shade Presidio Avenue, Pine Street, and Euclid Avenue east of the project site. 

Around the spring and fall equinoxes, during the early-morning hours the proposed project or 
project variant would shade Laurel Street to the west of the project site and California Street north 
of the project site. By mid-morning through midday, project shadow would retreat to the east 
sidewalk of Laurel Street and the southern side of California Street. By late afternoon, shadow 
would retreat to the south sidewalk of California Street and would shade Presidio Avenue, Pine 
Street, and Euclid Avenue to the east of the project site until one hour before sunset. 

Around the summer solstice, during the early-morning hours, the proposed project or project variant 
would shade Laurel Street to the west of the project site and the south sidewalk of California Street 
north of the project site. By mid-morning through midday, project shadow would retreat to the east 
sidewalk of Laurel Street and would continue to shade the south sidewalk of California Street until 
late afternoon. By late afternoon project shadow would begin to shade Euclid Avenue, Pine Street, 
and Presidio Avenue east of the project site, advancing further eastward and southward until one 
hour before sunset. Under the project variant, the impact of shadow on nearby streets and sidewalls 
would be similar to that described for the proposed project except that, due to the increased height 
of the Walnut Building under the project variant, the potential reach of Walnut Building shadow 
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would be proportionately greater than that of the proposed project (67 feet tall, or 22 feet taller than 
the 45-foot-tall Walnut Building under the proposed project). At any time during the day or year, 
the potential reach of the Walnut Building’s shadow under the project variant would be about 
50 percent longer than that of the Walnut Building under the proposed project.  

Shadow from the proposed project or project variant on nearby sidewalks would be transitory in 
nature. Overall, the proposed project or project variant would not increase the amount of shadow 
on the sidewalks above levels that are common and generally expected in developed urban 
environments. For these reasons, the proposed project or project variant would have a less-than-
significant shadow impact on the use of streets and sidewalks in the project vicinity, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

Conclusion 

As discussed above, the proposed project or project variant would not create new shadow that 
substantially affects existing outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. This impact would 
be less than significant, and no mitigation is necessary. This topic will not be discussed in the EIR.  

Impacts of the proposed project’s or project variant’s shadow on existing open space currently open 
to the public, on proposed new common open space within the project site that would be open to 
the public, and on privately owned, privately accessible open spaces are discussed below for 
informational purposes.  

Existing Open Space Currently Open to the Public  

At the perimeter of the project site there are two existing open green spaces to which UCSF 
currently grants public access. One is at the corner of Euclid Avenue and Laurel Street (proposed 
Euclid Green), extending eastward along Euclid Avenue. The other is located just north of the 
Masonic Avenue, Presidio Avenue, and Pine Street intersection (proposed Presidio Overlook and 
Pine Street Steps and Plaza). As stated above, these spaces are not formally designated parks or 
open spaces although they are used informally as open space by the neighborhood. As open spaces 
within the proposed project or project variant, they are not considered environmental resources that 
are part of the existing environment for the purposes of CEQA. As such, no shadow analysis is 
required for the purpose of CEQA, but a description of how conditions within these spaces would 
change with the proposed project or project variant is provided for informational purposes. 
Decision-makers may consider the usability and comfort of these spaces independent of the 
environmental review process under CEQA, as part of the decision to approve, modify, or 
disapprove the proposed project or project variant. 

Under the proposed project and project variant, the proposed Euclid Green would be developed as 
common open space that would be open to the public. Due to the location of this open space at the 
southern perimeter of the project site and south of the existing and proposed buildings, shadow on 
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this area under the proposed project or project variant would be similar to that of the existing open 
space at this location. The space would remain sunny, or mostly sunny, for most of the day 
throughout the year. Around the summer solstice (June 21) the proposed project or project variant 
would cast shadows on this open space in the early morning between 6:45 a.m. and 7 a.m. and again 
in the late afternoon beginning at about 5 p.m. Around the winter solstice (December 20) there 
would be no shadow from the proposed project or project variant but the hillside and existing 
residential building across Euclid Avenue shade this open space in the morning until about 11 a.m. 
and again in the afternoon beginning at about 3 p.m. Around the fall equinox (September 20) there 
would be no shadow from the proposed project or project variant but the existing residential 
buildings across Laurel Street would shade this open space in the early evening beginning at about 
6 p.m.  

The other existing open green space within the project site to which UCSF currently grants public 
access is just north of the Masonic Avenue, Presidio Avenue, and Pine Street intersection. Under 
the proposed project and project variant, this area would be reconfigured to become the publicly 
accessible Presidio Overlook and Pine Street Steps and Plaza. Due to the location of this open space 
at the eastern perimeter of the project site east of the existing and proposed buildings, shadow on 
this area under the proposed project or project variant would be similar overall to that of the existing 
open space at this location. It would remain sunny from mid-morning through mid-afternoon 
throughout the year.  

Proposed Common Open Space within the Project Site  

The proposed project or project variant includes construction of a network of proposed new 
common open spaces, walkways, and plazas within the project site in areas that are not now 
accessible the public, but would be with implementation of the proposed project or project variant. 
These proposed areas would be shaded mostly by proposed new buildings for much of the day and 
year. As open spaces that would be newly developed as part of the proposed project or project 
variant, they are not considered environmental resources that are part of the existing environment 
for the purposes of CEQA. Shadow on these spaces would not interfere with any existing 
recreational use or with any pre-existing expectations for sunlight on these future spaces. No 
discussion of the proposed project’s or project variant’s shadow impacts on its proposed common 
open spaces to be developed as part of the proposed project and project variant and to be available 
for public use is required under CEQA. However, the decision-makers may consider the usability 
and comfort of these spaces independent of the environmental review process under CEQA, as part 
of the decision to approve, modify, or disapprove the proposed project or project variant. 

Privately Owned, Privately Accessible Open Spaces 

Privately owned, privately accessible open spaces include back yards, courtyards, balconies, and 
roof decks of nearby buildings. A project would be considered to have a significant impact related 
to the topic of shadow if the project were to “create new shadow in a manner that substantially 
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affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas” (emphasis added). Privately owned, 
privately accessible open spaces are not considered public areas. Shadow on private open spaces 
and private property, in general, is a common and expected occurrence in a densely populated city 
such as San Francisco. The proposed project’s or project variant’s shadow on private open spaces 
is not considered a significant effect on the environment for the purposes of CEQA. However, the 
decision-makers may consider special concerns related to shadow, independent of the 
environmental review process under CEQA, as part of the decision to approve, modify, or 
disapprove the proposed project or project variant. 

The Jewish Community Center of San Francisco (JCCSF) expressed concern about the potential 
impact of project shadow on its roof deck and courtyard.135 Based on model testing the proposed 
project and project variant would at no time cast any net new shadow on the JCCSF’s roof deck 
and courtyard.136 

Impact C-WS-2: The proposed project or project variant, in combination with past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project site vicinity, would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative shadow impacts. (Less than Significant) 

As discussed above under Impact WS-2, shadow from the proposed project or project variant would 
not reach any offsite publicly accessible recreation facilities or open spaces (other than sidewalks). 
In addition, shadow from reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects within the project vicinity 
(see Section B, Project Setting, and Figure 36, pp. 94-99) has no potential to combine with shadow 
of the proposed project or project variant on offsite recreation facilities due to their distance from 
the project site and/or the nature of the foreseeable project (e.g., roadway work that would have no 
impact related to shadow on public open space or other public spaces under CEQA). Accordingly, 
no significant cumulative shadow impact would result from the cumulative scenario to which both 
the proposed project or project variant and the other identified cumulative project would contribute.  

For these reasons, the proposed project or project variant, in combination with past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would not result in a cumulative 
shadow impact, and no mitigation is necessary. This topic will not be discussed in the EIR. 

                                                           
135 Salgado, Craig, Chief Operating Officer, Jewish Community Center of San Francisco, letter to Julie 

Moore, San Francisco Planning Department, Response to Notice of Preparation for 3333 California 
Street Project, October 20, 2017, p. 2.  

136 Phillips, Adam, PreVision Design, email correspondence with Peter Alexander Mye, SWCA 
Environmental Consultants, November 2, 2017. 
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Attachment C 
 

Site Plan Comparison  
EIR Alternative C and LHIA Alternative and Variant 



*The LHIA Variant and LHIA Alternative have the same building footprints. Under 

the LHIA Variant, the height of the proposed Walnut Building is 67 feet (40 feet 

under the LHIA Alternative).  
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Alternative C: Full Preservation – Residential Alternative 

 

LHIA Alternative and Variant* 

 




