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Should you have any questions about this letter or require. further information, please call Janine
Abemathy at (510) 622-5487.
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STATE CLEARING SF~80-5.56 Sincerely,
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Ms. Joan A. Kugler ' '
San Francisco Planning Department : QW” &l/ _ ~ TIMOTHY : ngLfE |
1660 Mission Street, Ste. 500 ‘\ g District Branc e
San Francisco, CA 94103 4Y IGR/CEQA
Dear Ms. Kugler: -. ) 6

Rincon Hill Plan: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)

Thank you for continuing to include the California Department of Transportation (Department) in the
environmental review for the above— referenced project. We have reviewed the DEIR and offer the
following comments: :

Page S-7: The potential conflict between the legislated 15 foot setback on the north side of Folsom
Street and the Folsom Street off-ramp (currently under construction) must be studied in further detail
when development commences on the Rincon Hill Plan.

" Pages S-10, para. 2 and 62, para. 4: Although the City and County of San Francisco advocates that the
State—owned parcel to the east of the Fremont Street off-ramp should be turned into a future park, this
lot is not now and may never be an excess parcel. Further, the developer of the Bridgeview building has
the right of first refusal should the lot ever become an excess parcel. : : .

Page 133, Pedestrian and Bicycle Conditions: No mention is made of the City and County of San
Francisco’s attempts to install a fiture bicyele path off the western span of the San Francisco-Oakland
Bay Bridge (SFOBB) onto Rincon Hill. While the project is not programmed nor funded at this time,
mention of this project should be made in the DEIR. :

Although the project does not appear to directly affect any eligible parts of the SFOBB, the document
should acknowledge that the SFOBB and its west approach ramps, which have been listed on the
National Register of Historic Places, are partially within the project area.

Any work or traffic control within the State right—of-way (ROW) will require an encroachment permit
from the Department. To apply for an encroachment permit, submit a completed encroachment permit
application, environmental documentation and five (5) sets of plans (in metric units) that clearly
indicate State ROW to the following address:



"adrian praetzellis”
<adrian.praetzellis@so

To: <joan.kugler@sfgov.org>
cc: :
noma.edu> Subject: Rincon Hill Plan DEIR

12/12/04 11:53 AM

SONOMA STATE UNIVERSITY
Department of Anthropology
Rohnert Park, CA 94928

13 December 2004
RE: Rincon Hill Plan DEIR

Dear Ms Kugler,

My comments concern the Rincon Hill DEIR. 1 am an archaeologist whose San Francisco research is cited in the
document. Dividing the Plan area into three mitigation zones is a good way to insure that the appropriate level of
research is conducted. The mitigation measures are in keeping with good professional practice and important
resources will be preserved if the Plan's requirements are carried out.

However, the correct application the process is critical to its success. The preparers correctly note that the
archaeological studies that exist for the Plan area vary greatly in scope, depth, and sophistication. Most were
designed to address the specific impacts of particularundertakings, such as seismically retrofitting freeway support
columns. These impact zones were tightly defined and the recommendations that emerged from the archaeologists'
work concerned only these limited locations. In many cases, archaeological testing (or ground-truthing) was not
recommended because the impact area had little potential to disturb a sensitive location. And yet if the impact areas
had been only a few feet to one side or the other testing would have been recommended. Many of the potential
archaeological resource types are small and highly localized; only highty focused research can determine whether

- potential resources may be affected by a particular undertaking. Where previous researchers recommended no
further work, those in the future must ensure that these recommeridations are applicable both to new impacts and to
previously unanticipated research orientations.

In summary, I believe the Plan takes a responsible approach to the resources. My only suggestion is to make a little
clearer why parcels were assigned to Archaeological Mitigation Zone 3 [AMZ-3] -- after reading the discussion on
p. 189-190 I was uncertain why particular blocks and half-blocks fell into this category. Perhaps a flat statement
could be inserted to the effect that each of these areas was assessed and individually determined to have been
disturbed to the point that there is little or no possibility that potentially important resources survive there.

Thanks again for the opportunity to participate in this important process.
Sincerely,

Adrian Praetzellis

ADRIAN PRAETZELLIS, Ph.D.
Professor of Anthropology

Director, Anthropological Studies Center
Sonoma State University ’

Rohnert Park, California

USA 54928

phone 707 664-2381
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LANNING DEFT
Joan A. Kugler ?
Environmental Coordinator
San Francisco Planning Department
1660 Mission Street, Suite 500
San Francisco, CA 94103

Subject: Rincon Hill Plan
Dear Ms. Kugler:

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (District) staff have received the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Rincon Hill Plan. We understand
that the Plan would update zoning and provide a comprehensive planning framework
for the Rincon Hill neighborhood, an area located between Downtown San Francisco,
the waterfront and the Bay Bridge. We are writing to express our support for the goals
of the Rincon Hill Plan and to provide comments on the DEIR.

Motor vehicles constitute the largest source of air pollution in the Bay Area;
therefore, the District has a strong interest in encouraging local plans and development
projects that reduce reliance on automobiles. We are in favor of appropriate infill
development that is of a moderate to high density, has a variety of land uses, is located
along transit corridors and encourages alternative modes of transportation. Such
projects are generally much less automobile-dependent and thereby generate less air
pollution than conventional sprawl development.

The Rincon Hill Plan has many air quality beneficial characteristics. The Plan
proposes the addition of much needed new mixed-income housing and commercial
space in an underutilized infill district near downtown San Francisco, an employment-
rich part of the region. By allowing people to live closer to their jobs, the Plan would
reduce the number and distance of work-related vehicle trips. The Plan would allow
for up to 3,900 new housing units at a density of 163 units per net acre within walking
distance of numerous transit facilities including MUNI, BART and the Transbay
Terminal. Future residents will be able to walk and bike to downtown jobs as well as
access many transit optiens and neighborhood setvices. Finally, the Plan provides for
good pedestrian and bicycle-oriented urban design, amenities that will contribute to an
overall reduction in automobile usage and improve air quality.

However, we have concerns that the DEIR has not fully addressed all potential
air quality impacts of the proposed Plan. While we support providing more housing
near jobs and transit, we urge the City to carefully consider the suitability of each site
for new residential development given nearby land uses. The DEIR indicates that
several parcels in Rincon Hill will be rezoned from commercial and industrial uses to
allow for residential uses, which could cause potential land use conflicts with nearby
existing industrial uses. In addition, Rincon Hill’s close proximity to the Bay Bridge
approach, a source of air pollution from motor vehicles, was not adequately addressed
in the Air Quality section of the DEIR. The siting of sensitive receptors adjacent to
existing sources of air pollution has the potential to lead to adverse air quality impacts.
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Joan A. Kugler -2- November 5, 2004

Not only can various industrial, commercial and roadway sources create potential odor, dust and
nuisance impacts, they can also expose sensitive receptors to criteria air pollutants and toxic air
contaminants (such as diesel particulate matter from diesel vehicles on the Bay Bridge). The Final
EIR (FEIR) should include an evaluation of whether the proposed Plan will create or exacerbate land
use conflicts that would result in adverse air quality impacts. If significant impacts are identified, the
FEIR should include mitigation measures, such as development guidelines that orient buildings away
from sources of air pollution or appropriate setback or buffer zones, to mitigate those impacts to 2
Jess-than-significant level. Restricting residential development within an appropriate distance of the
Bay Bridge can prevent adverse air quality impacts and protect the health of Rincon Hill residents.

If the City determines that the development sites identified in the Rincon Hill Plan are
appropriate for new housing and will niot create land use conflicts that could harm sensitive receptors,
we continue to encourage the City to do as much as possible to minimize other air quality impacts.
While the DEIR states that the Plan’s operational air quality impacts will be less-than-significant, we
encourage your agency to implement all feasible mitigation measures to further reduce those impacts.
We support and encourage the implementation of the measures listed on pages 225-226 of the DEIR.
These mitigation measures include strategies to reduce automobile use through ridesharing, transit,
shuttles, parking measures and bicycle/pedestrian measures. We encourage your agency to require
the implementation of such specific measures through the Plan as well as through future conditions
of project approval.

If you have any quéstions regarding these comments, please qbntact Suzanne Bourguignon,
Principal Environmental Planner, at (415) 749-5093.

Sincerely,

i P. Broadbent
Executive Officer/APCO

© JPB:SB

ce: BAAQMD Director Chris Daly
BAAQMD Director Jake McGoldrick
BAAQMD Director Gavin Newsom
Dan Dunnigan, SF Fire Department (Designated Deputy for Gavin Newsom)
David Alumbaugh, SF Planning Department
Adam Varat, SF Planning Department
Rhajiv Bhatia, SF Public Health Department

November 35, 2004
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San Francisco Planning Department GOLDEN AT B n{
1660 Mission Street, Suite 500
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re:  Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Rincon Hill Plan
Dear Ms. Kugler:

Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation District (District) has received the above
referenced document and offers the following comments as they pertain to District public transit
services in the Rincon Hill area.

General Comments

District supports the DEIR’s “Preferred Option” which aims to transform non-residential areas
into “dynamic mixed-use neighborhoods.” District also supports the principles of the San
Francisco City Charter “Transit First Policy” which encourages public transit to be “an
economically and environmentally sound alternative to transportation by individual automobiles”
and “the use of public rights of way by...public transit...to reduce traffic.” It is with the spirit of
these policies that the following comments are offered pertaining to Golden Gate Transit (GGT)
services in San Francisco.

GGT Bus Service in Rincon Hill

DEIR (page 123) does not adequately describe GGT in the Rincon Hill area. DEIR does state
“Regional transit service is provided in the proximity (emphasis added) to the (Rincon Hill) Plan
area.” GGT “24/7” bus service on Folsom Street is not mentioned. GGT bus services on
Fremont, Main, Howard, Beale, and Mission are not mentioned. DEIR should accurately
describe existing transit services in the Rincon Hill area.

Foisom Street

District appreciates efforts to reconfigure streets in the Rincon Hill area from vehicular
thoroughfares to streets that are more accessible and accommodating to pedestrians. However,
the DEIR (page 31) does not acknowledge that Folsom Street is the primary route used by all
GGT bus services in San Francisco. Efficient circulation by GGT buses on Folsom, particularly
during the weekday evening peak periods, is critical to providing schedule reliability, thereby
offering an attractive and efficient transportation alternative to and from San Francisco. District
is currently working with Department of Parking and Traffic (DPT) staff to identify a bus stop in
the vicinity of Folsom and Second Streets that efficiently serves its existing passenger base in
Rincon Hill while maintaining schedule reliability throughout its entire bus network.

Any reconfiguration of Folsom Street proposed by the Rincon Hill Plan and the DEIR should
acknowledge the presence and consider the needs of GGT customers in the Rincon Hill area.

1011 ANDERSEN DRIVE + SAN RAFAEL, CA 94901-5381 ¢ USA

eSHIGHWAY & TRANSPORTATION DISTRICT



Letter to Ms. Joan A. Kugler : ) : Page 2
November 5, 2004

Transit Improvements

DEIR states (page 32) “Additional long-term transit improvements (i.e., extension of existing
San Francisco Municipal Railway [MUNI] services to Rincon Hill) could be implemented
following completion of an areawide study of the entire South of Market area.” Will GGT
services be considered as part of thxs areawide study? Will District be consulted as part of this
effort?

Intersection Traffic Operation

DEIR references the San Francisco General Plan (page 122) describing Mission, Main, and
Beale as “Transit-Orientated Streets” and Folsom, Fremont, and Howard as “Major Arterials.”
GGT operates on all these streets.

DEIR acknowledges (page 131) that “increased congestion on streets within the Plan
area...could adversely affect the ability of transit operators — particularly Muni — to keep
schedules.” Are GGT services less susceptible to increased congestion on streets within the Plan
area than other public transit providers?

DEIR (page 122) also acknowledges additional traffic from the proposed Rincon Hill Plan and
proposed ‘changes in street configuration would result in significant impact at several
intersections in the study area. For the reasons previously indicated, District is concerned with
any degradation in schedule reliability for GGT transit service that is a direct result of a degraded
traffic level-of-service (i.e., LOS “E” to “F”). Such degradation will negatively impact GGT bus
service as an attractive transportation alternative to and from San Francisco. District encourages
the City and County of San Francisco to develop circulation strategies at the intersections of First
and -Market, Beale and Folsom, and Main and Folsom that will minimize delay to public transit
services that operate across these intersections.

Golden Gate Transit Capacity ‘

DEIR summary states (page S-15) in the Rincon Hill Plan area “tramsit lines generally have
available capamty dunng the weekday p.m. peak hour” and “the project would not result in a
significant transit impact.’

However, the section of the DEIR pértaining to “Transportation, Circulation and Parking” states
(page 130) “the project would generate up to approximately 530 net new p.m. peak-hour transit
trips...dispersed over nearby Muni lines and regional transit lines.” How much of this dispersion
is allocated to GGT bus services on Folsom Street? Are the existing GGT bus services and bus
stops adequate to meet this projected increase?

DEIR states transit capacity is projected to increase by about “4 percent to the North Bay” at the
regional screenline at the Golden Gate Bridge by 2020. How was this projected capacity increase
determined? District currently has no plans to expand transit service to the North Bay from San
Francisco. If project and city planners foresee a need for greater transit capacity to Marin and
Sonoma counties, this should be communicated to the District.

DEIR states “projected ridership is expected to approach capacity for the individual operators.”
Is GGT expected to approach capacity and if so, by how much? What are the projected ridership

Letter to Ms. Joan A. Kugler Page 3
November 5, 2004

forecasts at the Golden Gate Bridge regional screenline?

Transbay Redevelopment Area

DEIR (page 45) describes this proposed project. Nevertheless, DEIR does not mention the
proposed storage facility for GGT buses on the block bound by Stillman, 379, Perry, and 4"
Streets. DEIR should acknowledge this significant feature of this regional transit project,

District staff appreciates the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for this project. Please call
Maurice Palumbo, Principal Planner, at (415) 257-4431 if you have questions.

P

Very truly yours,

Alan KT Zahradnik
Planning Director

c: Susan C. Chiaroni, Deputy General Manager, Bus Division
Maurice Palumbo, Principal Planner
Jack Fleck, San Francisco Department of Parking and Traffic

Maria Lombardo, San Francisco County Transportation Authority
H/P/G/MP/RinconHill.1 14.doc



LANDMARKS PRESERVATION ADVISORY BOARD

1660 MISSION STREET, 5TH FLOOR, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103-2414
TEL. (415) 558-6345 » FAX. (415) 558-6409

s

November 23, 2004

Mr. Paul Maltzer

Environmental Review Office

San Francisco Planning Department
1660 Mission Street, Suite 500

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Maltzer:

At a public hearing on November 3, 2004 the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board
(Board) considered the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) titled Rincon Hill Plan,
dated September 25, 2004. The Board received public testimony and discussed the
adequacy of the DEIR, arriving at the comments listed below.

1. The information contained in the Historical Resources section (p. 186) is outdated
and inadequate to present an accurate description of historical resources in the area
covered by the Rincon Hill Plan. Testimony indicated that much of the information is
twenty years old and has not been updated or supplemented for this report.

2. In addition, the Historical Resources section fails to provide adequate historical
context for understanding the discussion of individual resources. In particular, the
section does not take into account the important events of the 1934 Waterfront and
General Strikes that took place in the Plan area, thus failing to provide important
context for interpreting the subsequent construction of several maritime union halls in
the area. It is also likely that historical archeoclogical resources related to the 1934
strikes may be encountered during site preparation and project excavations.

3. The proposed partial mitigations for potential loss of Historic Architectural Resources
(p. 231) should include publicly accessible interpretive displays, historic walking
tours, and other more project specific responses.

4. The discussion of significant environmental effects on historical resources that
cannot be avoided if the proposed projects are implemented, (p. 233) should include
an examination of the effects on remaining recognized historical resources. For
example, the impact of much larger new buildings in close proximity to the Sailors
Union of the Pacific building, which was designed to command the crest of Rincon
Hill. ’

5. Finally, the Board expresses its highest preference for the No Project Alternative (p.
236), and a preference for the Preservation Alternative (p. 236) over the Preferred
Option.

Mr. Paul Maltzer
November 23, 2004
Page Two

The Board appreciates the opportunity to participate in review of this important
environmental document: It also wishes to emphasize the general inadequacy of the
discussion of Historical Resources, which should be greatly strengthened for a plan with
such far reaching importance to the City.

Sincerely,
Tim Kelley Presi@g/

Landmark$ Preservation Advisory Board

NALPAB\Rincon Hill Plan comment letter.doc



.Gavin Newsom, Mdyor
Mitchell H. Katz, M.D.,
Director of Health .

Rdijiv Bhatia, MD, MPH,
Director

November 2004

Paul Maltzer, Environmental Review Officer -
" Joan Kugler, Environmental Coordinator '

San Francisco Planning Department

1660 Mission Street, Suite 500
“San Francsisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Kugler:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Rincon Hill Area Plan Draft Environmental
Impact Assessment. This comment suggests additional analyses that would assist decision-
makers assess the consistency between the Rincon Hill Plan and local and state environmental
goals. These suggestions are also consistent with the comments of several Planning
Commissioners who requested additional analysis of the jobs-housing linkage.

The Rincon Hill Area Plan proposes over 5500 new units of housing, over 65,000 square feet of
retail and office space in close proximity to local and regional transit and the Central Business
District along with new open space, and stréet, sidewalk and lighting improvements. Meeting
San Francisco housing needs by increasing the densnty and concentration of residential uses
near San Franmsco s downtown business district is both socially and environmentally beneficial.
However, the analysls in the DEIR suggests the proposed Housing may not meet the needs
gither of current San Francisco working households or of future working households expected
due to employment growth. The plan thus may be inconsistent with State, Regional, and local
long range envnronmental"plannlng goals which aim to limit transportation, air quality, and
greenhouse gas impacts by reducing automobile use. The plan may also potentially
disproportionately-increase transportation burdens on moderate-mcome and:low-income
households whose members work in San Francisco. The additional environmental analysis
listed-below would provide information with which to assess potential long-term environmental
consequences of Rincon Hill Plan. A rationale for these analyses is provided as an attachment

. tothis letter.

Suggested Additional Environmental Analyses

1. Conduct an analysis of the plan’s future impacts on job’s housing balance by
examining plan consistency with future housing needs with regards to quantity, size,
- affordability, and public infrastructure needs. The following reports provide both a
rationale and sample methods for this analysis:
» Jobs-Housing Nexus Analysis. Prepared for the City of San Francisco.
Keyser-Marston Associates; 1997.
» The New Economy and Jobs/Housing Balance in Southern California.
Southern California Association of Governments. 2001.
o The Air Quality Land Use Connection. California Air Resources Board. 1997
e California General Plan Guidelines. Sacramento: Office of Planning and
Research; 2003
» Jobs-Housing Balance. APA Planning Advisory Series 516. Chicago:
American Planning Association; 2003,
1390 Market Street, Suite 210 San Francisco. CA 94102
Phone 252-3800, Fax 252-3875

2. Analyze whether the Rincon Hill Plan will be consistent in two key.assumptions used
in regional growth, transportation, and air quality planning: (a) Low income
households will have low automobile ownership and low automobile use; (b) the
majority of San Francisco employees will reside in San Francisco. Environmental
impacts due to plan incompatibility with these two assumptions should be analyzed.

3. Analyze the housing needs resulting from employment created by the project under
alternative development scenarios. In this analysis, disaggregate housing needs
and housing production by income and housing size.

4. Analyze how plan housing production under alternative development Scenarios
achieves housing needs in the Regional Housing Needs Determination. In this.
analysis, disaggregate housing needs and housing production by income and
housing size.

5. Analyze of the long term impacts on regional vehicle miles traveled of alternative
development scenarios. This analysis can use outputs from the regional travel
model.

6. Analyze how the plan may affect the transportation needs of low-income, moderate-
income, and high-income employees.

7. Re-analyze the expected demand for public schools based on metropolitan area
demographics and the 2000 US Census. Adequacy of infrastructure can be gauged
against either established or proposed service standards, or where service
standards do not exist, average levels of services currently provided in established

. neighborhoods.

8. Analyze the feasibility of reducing area and regional transportation demand through
the following transportatlon demand reduction strategies: (a) unbundling parking
from residential uses'; (b) establishing maximum parking densities at a level less
than citywide average household vehicle ownership rates.

9. Analyze the feasibility of implementing controls, design criteria, or financing

strategiés to decrease housing costs in the plan area. Planning for high rise

development in the Transbay Area may provide relevant information.

. Analyze the feasibility of requiiring Inclusionary Housing Program housing production
within the Plan Area or within adjacent areas as a means to reduce transportation
impacts.

1

o

Thank you for your consideration of these suggestions.

Sincerely,

Rajiv Bhatia

[N David Alumbaugh, Department of City Planning
Jack Broadbent, Bay Area Air Quality Management District
Juliet Ellis, Urban Habitat Program
Andrew Michael, Bay Area Council
James Coriess, Metropolitan Transportation Commission

* Unbundling residential parking reduces vehicle miles traveled approximately 8-15%. Litman. T. Safe Travels:
Evaluating mobility management strategies. Victoria: Victoria Transportation Policy Institute; 2004.



Rationale for additional environmental analysis
Jobs-housing imbalance increases vehicle use and its environmental and health costs

Automobile use.causes significant environmental and health problems.

« The annual healthi costs from air pollution include 50-70 million days with restricted
activity, 220,000 to 46,000 cases.of chronic respiratory illness, and 40,000 premature
deaths. ' .

« - Transportation is responsible for 59% of California's greenhouse gas emissions.’
Carbon emissions from transportation are projected to grow by 47% between the years
1996-2020. ) )

» For people aged 1-40, traffic crashes are the single greatest cause of disability and
death. In 2002, San Francisco had over 5000 injuries involving motor vehicles many of
which occurred in the Southeastern Neighbortioods. A 10% reduction in vehicle mileage
provides a 10-14% reduction in crashes.

» Non-motorized alternatives to automobile transport such as walking and bicycling can
prevent stress, obesity, diabetes, and heart disease. 5

Total vehicle miles of travel (VMT) have doubled in the U.S. since 1970.%. The MTC expects
VMT to grow by 50% in the Bay Area Region from 1998 to 2005 despite significant )
transportaticm'investments.7 The San Francisco County Transportation Plan also expects car
use to increase despite significant transit investments, in part, due to the increased age and
wealth of the population. ' '

‘The linkage bvetween jobs and.housing is a signiﬁdant prediétor of transportation demand.
Local, regional, and; state policies, including California-Assembly Bill 857, the San Francisco's

Air Quality Elemient and Climate Change Action Plan, the Bay Area Regional Air Quality Plan',
and the California General Plan Guidélines,' and-the 2003 Governor's Environmental Goals
and Policy_'Rea'port12 aim for improving. the jobs—housing balance in order to mitigate adverse
environmental effects. ) )

Achieving a jobs-housing balance requires meeting needs for housing for new
employment both with regards to number and quality ' ’

To improve the linkage of jobs to housing, new housing must be sufficient in quantity, adequate
in size, and affordable to area emaployees and must have accessible public infrastructure such’
as schools, libraries, and parks. ** - Mixed income housing and local hiring are two recognized
strategies towards a jobs/housing balance.* Mixed-income housing production also reduces

z Frumkin, Howard. Urban Sprawl and Public Health. Public Health Reports. 2002, 117: 201-217.
California Air Resources Board, 2003. : ’ .
- 3 Litman T. Op Cit. ]
. gg%iozr:)e‘z;il)evelopment and Physical Activity: Issues and Strategies for Promoting Heaith Equity. Policy Link 2002.
: San Franc!sco Bay.Crossings Study. Metropolitan Transportation Commission 2002.
. San Francico Transportation Plan. San Francisco: San Francisco County Transportation Authority; 2004.
10Callfornla Assembly aill 857. 2002.
“ BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. 1999. .
“ California General Plan Guidelines, Sacramento: Office of Planning and Research; 2003.
° Governor's Envlyonment_al Goals and Policy Report. Sacramento: Office of Planning and Research, 2003.
“ California Planning-Roundtable 1998
2003 State of California General Plan Guidelines

the.concentration of low-income households in high-poverty areas, preventing environmental
and social costs of economic segregation.

According to the Bay Area Alliance for Sustainable Communities, San Francisco has severe

unmet needs for housing.™ In 2000, San Francisco had 634,430 jobs and 329,700 households.
About one-half of San Francisco employees currently commute from outside of the city.
Employment projections indicate that the working population of San Francisco will grow
substantially in the next several decades.

San Francisco faces a particular shortage of housing for low-income residents and moderate
income households. Currently, less than one-quarter of San Francisco region homes are
affordable to median income families. in San Francisco, only 7.3% of households currently earn
enough to afford the median sale price of housing.” In addition, the fair market rent for a two-
bedroom apartment is $1,904 which is affordable only to those who make 90% of the average
family’s median income of $86,100."

Exacerbating this situation, the gap between the minimum wage and the minimum hourly wage
required to afford adequate housing has increased. In 2003, over 35,000 low income renters
pay more than 50% of their income in rent. Even individuals earning modest wages, such as
public1 aservice employees and those in the construction trades cannot afford to live where they
work.

. According to the State Department of Housing and Community Development, there is a regional

need for 230,743 new housing units in the nine Bay Area counties from 1999—2006. Of that
amount, at_‘least 58 percent, or 133,164 units, are needed for moderate, low and very low-

. income.hotiseholds. San Francisco's Regional Housing Needs Determination (RHND)

estimates that San Francisco's housing production requirement is 20,372 units during this
period. The-San Francisco Planning Départment has reported that over the past decade
production of very-low, low-, and moderate-income housing has fallen significantly short of
requirements.’”

Most of the new jobs projected in the regional economy wiil be in the service and retail sectors,
with incomes insufficiént to afford market-value property. A recent California survey confirms
that many regional worker households are already moving great distances from workplaces in
order to afford homes.

The Rincon. Hill Plan and San Francisco Housing Needs

The housing analysis in the Rincon Hill Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
suggests that most of the approximately 5500 housing units produced through plan
implementation will not meet the needs of typical San Francisco employees and residents. For
example, the DEIR states that the listing prices for basic market rate units are $625,000 which
requires household incomes of $157,000 (p 136). Furthermore, the DEIR concludes that

15 State of the Bay Area: A Regional Report, Bay Area Alliance for Sustainable Communities (January 2003).

8 gan Francisco Planning Department. Update of the Housing Element of the General Plan. (Accessed at:
http:llwww,ci.sf.ca.us/plannlng/citywide/c1_housing_element.htm)

7 National Low Income Housing Coalition Out of Reach 2003: America's Housing Wage Climbs. {Accessed at:
http:/fwww.nlihc.orgloor2003/)

6 Governor’ Environmental Goals and Policy Report. Office of Planning and Research 2003

18 San Francisco General Plan Housing Element 2004

2 gpecial Survey-on Californian’s and their Housing. San Francisco: Public Policy Institute of California; 2004



- fourteen out of fifteen of the fastest growing categories of employment do not offer salaries
. sufficient for two income earners to afford a one-bedroom unit (p 136)The DEIR also cites a

survey that finds that current residents living in the plan area are predominantly professional
couples, “empty nesters,” and retirees. with many units purchased as second homes (p. 135)

A significant number. of new units of housing affordable to moderate income households would

be produced as part of the implementation. of the Rincon Hill Plan and San Francisco's

Residential Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program. This program aims both to increase the
supply of affordable housing and support greater economic and ethnic integratiors. However,
the inclusionary housing program allows a project developer to produce affordable housing

. units outside the project development. The DEIR anticipates developers will exercise their
_ option to build low income housing required by San Francisco's inclusionary housing program in
“areas with low housing production costs.” This suggests that new housing production

affordable to the workforce will occur exist further away. from the jobs in downtown.

The Pian also projects 65,000 square feet of retail uses serving the new residential community.
While some fraction of new jobs might be filled by unemployed San Francisco residents, new’ B
employment in retail and housing related city services may increase demand for workforce
housing. = .

The lack o,f piahnih_g for public school facilities, either in the plan area or in an adjacent creates
another potential cbstacle to jobs—housing linkage. Parents appreciate having a neighborhood

. elemeritary school at a safe walking distance from a residence as commuting to school results

in increased demands onparents, the loss of sleep, exposure to vehicle pollution, and lost
opportunity for exercise. .Schools, including child care centers, also serve as important centers

" for community.. Many familiés with children: may, avoid living in a neighborhood without close

access to s¢hools.

While plan.implementation would generate school impact fees, the plan does not include a site
for.a.futiire school (§ither within the area or nearby). The closest efementary school to Rincon
Hill is the: Besse Carmichael Schoot on Harrison Street. This school is fully enrolled and, in
general, the demand for publiic schools in this district is greater than available supply. Notably,
the DEIR estimates future public school needs based not on the metropolitan area
demographics but on the demographics of the current residents of Census Tract 179,01. This

- ‘approach significantly underestimates the potential number of children living in the area. Young

professional couples, who are described as a significant popuiation in the area, may have

* children.

Population and Environmental impacts

Given the expected long term growth in employment and population in San Francisco, the
following demographic changes appear plausible as a result of the quality of housing production
in the Rincon Hill Plan. :

1.. A greater proportion of higher income households employed and residing in San
Francisco Higher income worker households currently renting will.have greater
opportunities for home ownership in San Francisco; some higher income worker
households residing elsewhere in the region will relocate to 8an Francisco; and a
greater proportion of new higher-income employees moving into the region will reside in
San Francisco..

2. A greater proportion of higher income non-worker households residing in San
Francisco High income “empty nesters” and second-home owners will have greater
opportunity for home ownership in San Francisco.

3. A smaller proportion of moderate-income and low-income households employed
and residing in San Francisco Moderate-income worker households currently renting
will not Have sufficient opportunities for home ownership in San Francisco. :

4. A smaller overall proportion of households employed in San Francisco and
residing in San Francisco. Few households employed in new jobs will have
opportunities to live in San Francisco; and fewer families will children wil! find acceptable
housing opportunities in San Francisco. :

The cumulative effect of the above demographic changes can have impacts on transportation.
The cumulative and combined environmental impacts of the following potential effects should
" be analyzed.

1. Higher income households remaining in or relocating to San Francisco would
reduce transportation demand. Higher income households have higher rates of
vehicle ownership and automobile use. Retaining higher income households who remain
in San Francisco are likely to have fower vehicle use relative to a situation where they
reside outside the city.

2. Increased proportion of low-income and moderate-income households will live
further from jobs increasing vehicle trips and distances. People in lower income
households take fewer vehicle trips and more {ransit trips than people in higher income -
households. This relationship is an established parameter in regional travel demand
models. Planning that involves demographic changes that locate or displace lower-
income households further from job and transit centers would be likely to increase
vehicle ownership, vehicle trip frequency, and vehicle trip distances relative.to a
scenario where lower-income people can reside closer to job centers.

3." Increased proportion of total San Francisco employees residing outside of the
City will increase vehicle trips and distances. New housing would not meet the
needs, with regards to costs, for most new employees expected to be working in San
Francisco. '
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DEPARTHENT OF PARKING & TRAFFIC

Traffic Engineering Bivision
City and County of San Francisco

GAVIN NEWSOM, MAYOR

BOND M. YEE, ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

The San Francisco Municipal Railway Service Planning staff have the following
comments regarding the Rincon Hill Plan draft EIR and Transportation Study.

With the recent amendment and adoption of the Transportation Impact Development Fee
(TIDF), much of the new transportation demand generated by the development of this
area will be fiscally and formally mitigated. We would still encourage the adoption of
any TSM incentives that would ease traffic congestion and transit impacts.

The implementation of the “Living Streets” roadway configuration discussed on Page 31
of the EIR calls for the establishment of two-way traffic operations on Main/Beale/Spear
‘between Folsom and Bryant to improve the pedestrian environment; but, it must also
provide for the efficient operation of transit. The roadway scheme should be studied to
determine impacts on the over-all street grid in this area. We are especially concerned
that the proposed increase in population and decrease in street widths may significantly
delay transit to the point where operation may not be feasible. Have any considerations
been given to the installation of transit lanes or other measures in vital corridors?

We have often discussed the expansion of service along the Main/Beale/Fremont
corridors into the South of Market. The EIR has suggested that extending the 1-
California and 41-Union to Folsom may improve linkages from Rincon Hill to the.
downtown. However, as noted in the EIR on Page:32, no funding has been identified to
implement these changes or to augment the 10-Townsend or 12-Folsom as suggested.

Muni staff would need to continue to review specific projects as they are proposed in the

area to determine if they have significant impacts on the day-to-day operations of the
transit system.

Ce:  IDL, SP Chron

MEMORANDUM

TO: Joan A. Kugler, AICP
Planning Department

FROM: Jerty Robbins C(L

ty =
THROUGH: Jack Lucero Fleck ~/L
Acting Deputy Director and City Traffic Engineer

SUBJECT: Comments on Rincon Hill Plan Draft EIR

DATE: November 9, 2004

We have reviewed the reports entitled “Rincon Hill Plan Draft Environmental impact
Report” dated September 25, 2004; “Rincon Hili Mixed Use District Transportation Study
Final Report” by Wilbur Smith Associates dated December 8, 2003; and the memorandum
“Supplemental Transportation Analysis for Rincon Hill Plan DEIS” by Wilbur Smith
Associates dated September 20, 2004, and have the following comments.

We have several major concerns with these documents regarding their failure to address
the significant impacts of the Rincon Hill Plan's proposal to convert Main, Beale and Spear
Streets to two-way streets and to narrow them to one eleven-foot travel lane in each
direction in order to provide 32’ foot-wide sidewalks. Significant impacts of narrowing
these streets include:

« Severely increasing delays for vanpools and carpools accessing the Bay Bridge;
and

o Narrowing the roadway to a point where bicycles and motor vehicies will not be able
to comfortably share the road.

We have repeatedly made these comments to Planning Department staff both orafly and
in writing, and are very concerned that these impacts and issues are not addressed in the
draft EIR or the Transportation Study. The proposals to narrow Main, Beale and Spear
Streets and convert them to two-way operation should not proceed until these issues have
been resolved.
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Detailed Comments on EIR

Page S-6, last paragraph, second sentence: Narrowing the eastbound lane of Harrison
Street east of Fremont Street would make it very difficult for large trucks taking the
Harrison Street exit from the Bay Bridge to make a right turn onto eastbound Harrison
Street.

Page S-16, 4% paragraph: The proposal to oliminate off-street freight loading
requirements violates Policy 40.1 of the Transportation Element of the General Plan,
which states: “Provide off-street facilities for freight loading and service vehicles on the
site of new buildings sufficient to meet the demands generated by the intended uses.”

Page 5, Figure 1, and all other maps in the EIR: The maps incorrectly show Spear Street
connecting to The Embarcadero. Spear Street is a cul-de-sac south of Harrison Street
that does not connect to The Embarcadero. Also, all the maps show Beale Street
connecting Folsom and Bryant Streets. At pointed out on page 127, Beale Street has
been closed underneath the Bay Bridge for more then three years.

Page 122, footnote 58: The footnote reads: “As a result, Beale Street is c'urrehtly a two-
way street south of Fremont.” Beale and Fremont Streets are parailel.

Page 123, second paragraph: The Essex Street on-ramp to the Bay Bridge is not included
in the discussion of study area freeway ramps. The carpool restrictions on Bryant Street
and on the Sterling Street on-ramp to the Bay Bridge are also not described.

Page 127, 3" paragraph: The report does not mention that Beale Street served as the
primary vanpool and carpool access between downtown San Francisco and the Bay
Bridge prior to September 2001. Without this access, vanpools and carpools must use
eastbound Folsom Street, southbound Main Street and westbound Bryant Street to reach
the carpool lane to the Bay Bridge. Vanpoois and carpools are thus mixed into the
queues of general traffic approaching the Bay Bridge on Folsom and Main Streets during
the PM peak period. Converting Folsom Street to two-way between Beale and Main
Streats and reducing Main Street to just one southbound lane, as proposed in the Rincon .
Hill Plan, will significantly impact the travel time for vanpools and carpools traveling to the
East Bay. By making vanpooling and carpooling less attractive, the proposed street
narrowing conflicts with Policy 2.5 of the Transportation Element of the General Plan:
“provide incentives for the use of transit, carpools, vanpools, walking and bicycling and
reduce the need for new or expanded automobile parking facilities.” Additionally, the
Transit First policy states: “Public transit, including taxis and vanpools, is an
economically and environmentally sound alternative to transportation by individual
autormobiles. Within San Francisco, travel by public transit, by bicycle and on foot must
be an attractive alternative to travel by private automobile.”

Pagg 127, 4" paragraph: The report does not address the problem of gueuing of traffic
destined for the Bay Bridge. Existing queues on First Street typically extend to Market
Street on congested evenings, impacting transit service and traffic congestion on cross
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sireets, DPT currently provides traffic control officers at these intersections at
considerable expense to the city several evenings per week. How will the proposed
narrowing of Main, Beale and Spear Streets impact the length and frequency of these
queues on southbound First Street-Battery Street and The Embarcadero?

Page 131, 4" paragraph, Parking: Have any post-occupancy studies of vehicle ownership
patterns in recently constructed high-rise residential buildings in the study area been
conducted? What does the 2000 census show about the average number of vehicles per
household in this area? Do most of the residents of these buildings work in downtown San
Francisco, or do many of them commute outside the area? The EIR does not address the
project's impacts on on-street parking, which is already an issue among area residents.
Should available curb space be reserved for short-tarm parking, despite requests from
residents for a Residential Permit Parking area that would not have nearly enough parking
spaces to satisfy the projected residential parking demand?

Page 132, bottom paragraph, loading: Has any analysis of loading demand been
conducted that supports the proposal to abandon off-street freight loading requirements?
While the text acknowledges that this would increase double-parking, it does not evaluate
the combined impacts of increased double-parking and converting Spear, Main and Beale
Street to one lane in each direction. With one lane of traffic in each direction, a single
double-parked truck wouid stop traffic in that direction. Multiple double-parked trucks
could stop traffic in both directions.

The turning radii needs of trucks and buses are not addressed. Would trucks be able to
make the right turns to and from the narrowed Spear, Main or Beale streets?

Page 133, last paragraph: The EIR does not address the impact of single eleven-foot wide
traffic lanes on Spear, Main and Beale Street on bicycle circulation and safety. ' Bicycles
cannot comfortably share eleven-foot wide lanes with motorized traftic. Bicyclists riding
too close to parked vehicles run the risk of being “doored” when car doors are opened
across the path of oncoming bicycles. While traffic on these streets may be slow moving
during the congested PM peak perlod, traffic is likely to travel at or above the speed limit at
other times, making it difficult for bicycles to share an 11-foot wide lane with motorized
traffic. DPT insists that these streets have sufficient width to accommodate bicycles
safely.

Page 223, first bullet: The EIR should acknowledge that all six of the intersections
negatively impacted by the conversion of Spear, Main and Beale Streets to two-way
operation have transit service. Therefore, the congested conditions would also negatively
transit travel times. . :

Comments on Supplemental Transportation Analysis

This report does not address the impacts of the proposed narrowing and conversion 10
two-way operation of Spear, Main and Beale Streets on transit, carpools or vanpools. It
does not address turning radii concerns of narrowed streets. It does not address the
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11/08/04 TUE 14:17 FAX 415 554 2352 DPT TRAFFIC ENGINEERING

impact of diverting traffic destined for the Bay Bridge to First Street or The Embarcadero,
or the impact of increasing the length and frequency of queues on those sireets.

cc: - Dean Macris, Director of Planning
Amit Ghosh
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J]A Transbay Joint Powers Authority

201 Mission Street » Suite 1960 » San Froncisco, CA o 94105-1858

Mario Ayerdi, Executive Diractor

December 10, 2004

Joan Kugler

Environmental Coordinator
San Francisco Planning Dept.
1660 Mission Street, Ste. 500
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Rincon Hill Plan DRAFT EIR Comments
Dear Ms. Kugier:

The Transbay Joint Powers Authority (TJPA) would like to thank you for the opportunity to
comment on Rincon Hill Plan Draft Environmental impact Report.

As you are aware, the TJPA has been working diligently to advance the plans and
implementation of the new San Francisco Transbay Terminal. The Transbay Terminal/Caltrain
Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project (Transbay Project) Final Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report was signed by the Federal Transit Administration on
March 12, 2004, and certified by the three co-lead agencies on April 22, 2004, The Transbay
Terminal will provide a multi-modal facility designed to serve numerous bus passenger service
providers as well as regional commuter rail and California High-Speed Rail.

As part of the Transbay Project, the TJPA plans to construct a below-grade tunnel and associated
supporting systems within the public right-of-way on Main Street, from Howard to south of the
intersection of Harrison and Main. The tunnel will contain railroad tracks and will be constructed
using cut and cover technigues involving deep excavations along Main Street.

Consequently, the TJPA requests that the Rincon Hill Plan and associated amendments to the
Planning Code include provisions for coordination of design and construction of future
improvements along Main Street with the Transbay Project. Such coordination should extend to
improvements within the public right of way including utilities, streets, sidewalks and landscaping
as well as adjacent development projects, especially high-rise buildings and underground
structures. Such coordination will be essential to insuring compatibility between the Transbay
Project and development in this part of the Rincon Hill area.

Please do not hesitate to contract me should you have any questions or concerns,
Sincerely,
23 /'e’c/ —
. Maria Ayerdi
(OQ ' Executive Director

cc: files
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NMorig Ayerdi, Ereutive Diredor

December 10, 2004

Joan Kugler
Environmental Coordinator
San Francisco Planning Dept.
1660 Mission Street, Ste. 500
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Rincon Kill Plan DRAFT EIR Comments
Dear Ms. Kugler:

The Transbay Joint Powers Authority (TJPA) would like to thank you for the opportunity to
comment on Rincon Mill Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report.

"As You are aware, the TJPA has been working diligently to advarce the plans and

implementation of the new San Francisco Transbay Terminal. The Transbay Terminal/Caltrain

As part of the Transbay Project, the TJPA plans to construct a below-grade tunnel and associated
supporting systems within the publfic right-of-way on Main Street, from Howard to south of the
intersection of Harrison and Main. The tunnel will contain raiiroad tracks and will be constructed
using cut and cover techniques involving deep excavations along Main Straet.

Consequently, the TJPA requests that the Rincon Hill Plan and associated amendments to the
Planning Code include provisions for coordination of design and construction of futyre ’

improverments within the public right of way including utilities, streets, sidewalks and landscaping
as well as adjacent development projects, especially high-rise buildings and underground
structures. Such coordination will be essential to insuring compatibility batween the Transbay
Project and development in this part of the Rincon Hill area,

Please do net hesitate to contract me should you bave any questions or concerns.

Sinceraty,

4] G 'L"CVX —

Maria Ayerdi
Executive Director

ce: files
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December 8, 2004

President: Shelley Bradford Bell

Vice-President: Sue Lee

Commissioners: Michael J, Antonini; Rev. Dmght S. Alexander;
Christina Olague; Kevin Hughes; William L. Lee

San Francisco City Planning Commission

1660 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

By Hand Deliv:

Re:  Comments on Rincon Hill Draft Environmental Impact Report
Case No. 2000.1081E

Dear President Bell and Commissioners:

We reprcsent the Archdiocese of San Francisco, owner of 399 Fremont Street, one of the
“pipeline projects” on Rincon Hill. At the Public Hearing on the DEIR held November 29, both
public comments and comments from the Commissioners were consistent and clear on a number

of points:

e The “Preferred Alternative” does not maximize housing production and
must be revised to attain that objective. In line with that objective, project
alternatives which are impractical or less likely to be built should be de-
emphasized;

¢ Significant limits upon the Commission’s historic discretionary authority
are unacceptable; '

e Tower separations down to 50 ft. should be studied to facilitate housing
production and maintain planning flexibility;

¢ “Pipeline projects” such as 399 Fremont must be allowed to proceed and
staff must redress the de facto moratorium which has occurred; and

o The housing types supported by the DEIR should be appropriate in light of
the housing/jobs nexus in San Francisco and available economic
information of affordability and need (e.g. ‘“‘workforce” housing).

Backeround and Specific Request Regarding the 399 Fremont Project

The 399 Fremont project was submitted to the Planning Department on February 20,

. 2003, (Case No. 2003.0169E) prior to the release of the Rincon Hill Plan, November 2003 -

Revised September 2004. Publication of the draft EIR for 399 Fremont Residential Project has
been “on hold” since February 2004 pursuant to staff’s determination to impose a quasi-
moratorium if and until a new Rincon Hill Plan is adopted. As the Planning Commission has
now vigorously gone on record as supporting the processing of “pipeline projects”, and 399
Fremont has been in the review process for almost two years, we respectfully requcst that this
project be grandfathered from the pending Rincon Hill Plan. We also ask that, in line with your
November 29 comments, you instruct staff to immediately expedite the processing of the 399

. Fremont project so this much needed housing can be built.

Further Comments on the Rincon Hill DEIR

We respectfully urge that 399 Fremont Street be excluded from the Rincon Hill Plan and be
allowed to proceed. However, we offer the following comment on the Draft EIR for the proposed
Rincon Hill Plan. For the reasons set forth below, we encourage you to dlrect staff to make the
following changes in the EIR:

1. Planning Commission Discretion: As noted, the DEIR must evaluate development
potential that assumes the Commission’s continued exercise of its traditional
discretionary authority in all respects over development proposals, particularly with
respect to tower separation and bulk controls.

2. Development Assumptions: List each specific development site, the development
assumptions and projected housing development for each site under each option. Have at
least one EIR Alternative that “Optimizes Housing Production.”

3. Standard Comparative Configurations: Do not assume different tower configurations
under different options unless equivalency is clearly not feasible. If different tower
configurations are assumned, and different densities assigned among alternatives, then
those differences need to be explained.

4. “No Project Alternative”; Revise the “No Project Alternative” to evaluate reasonably
foreseeable development that respects the Commission’s historic discretionary authority
particularly with respect to tower separation and bulk controls.

5. Evaluate the Risks of Supertowers
a. Provide an economic analysis of the proposed controls on the feasibility of projects,

market risks, and housing affordability, particularly in light of the Jobs/housmg
nexus and the needs of the SOMA community;



b. Evaluate the seismic, public safety/security and cisltural resource impacts
associated with construction of a 550-foot-tall “supertower” adjacent to the Bay
Bridge; ’
6. 150 and 82.5-Options with Tower Sepafatibn Exceptions

a  Correct the view studies to accurately show the 150 and 82.5-Options (i.e.,
eliminate the extra towers and additional tower height).

b.. Correct the analysis of the 150 and 82.5-Options to reflect the fact that towers bmay
be built at both 375 Fremont and 399 Fremont; :

¢. Remove references to 375 Fremont Street as a historic resource;

7, 82.5-Foot Preferred Option: Treat the 82.5-Option as the Preferred Option in order to
fully evaluate the maximum housing production alternative. Include the concept that

there could be exceptions to the 82.5 tower separation, with tower separations of 50 feet,

similar to Avalon Towers. Include the concept that building bulk exceptions would also
be possible, similar to existing Rincon Hill Zoning and past Planning Commission
actions., :

8. “Existing Controls” Option; Rename the “Existing Controls Option” (amending
existing zoning to eliminate Planning Commission discretion) the “No Discretion
Rezoning Option,” or drop this alternative from the DEIR.

9. “Existing Controls with 550 Foot Height Overlay Option: This Option would keep
Existing Rincon Hill SUD Zoning Controls, including provisions for tower separation
and building bulk exceptions, coupled with a 550 Foot Hejght District Overlay over all
existing Rincon Hill Height District designations. The criterion for exceeding existing
heights would be a minimum parcel size of 18,000 square feet, with added building
height subject to Conditional Use Anthorization by the Planning Commission. This
Option would assume 400 foot tall buildings on all development parcels that are 18,000

“square feet in area or larger, including up to 550 foot tall towers at locations deemed
appropriate by Planning Department staff. In this regard, we point out that Planning staff
had initially recommended that sponsors of the 375 and 399 Fremont Street projects
combine their sites and develop a single 400-foot tall tower. In our opinion, such a single
tower with 450 housing units and 1:1 parking should be analyzed under the “Housing
Optimization” alternative. Examination of the 550 Foot Height Overlay Option would
provide decision makers with sufficient information to evaluate the impacts of all the
varjous proposals put forward by planning staff, property owners, the community and
project developers. Examination of this Option would provide decision makers, the
Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors and Mayor optimal flexibility in evaluating
and fashioning new zoning controls for Rincon Hill. Examination of this Option would
also likely result in and reflect a “Housing Optimization™ alternative. Guidelines for
defining this altemative would include tower set-backs from property lines of 41.25 feet

and tower spacing in the range of 50 to 82 feet, consistent with already built projects such
as Avalon Towers on Beale Street and the Metropolitan towers on First Street.

A. THE DEIR FAILS TO PROVIDE AN ACCURATE PROJECTION OF
HOUSING PRODUCTION UNDER THE VARIOUS OPTIONS

The DEIR inflates the housing production potential of the 115-Option and underreports the
housing production of the 82.5-Option. Using corrected figures, former Planning Director Lu
Blazej has calculated the 115-Option would eliminate 36% of all potential new housing on
Rincon Hill, not 22% as suggested in the DER.'

1. Development Assumptions Are Not Clarified: The DEIR offers conclusions about
potential housing development without specifying which development sites are being
evaluated and the development assumptions for each site. For example, the DEIR might
assume the demolition of every building on every non-supertower site and the replacement
of each building with a new 85-foot residential project, but it is difficult to assess this in
the absence of clear data. The DEIR must identify on a site-by-site basis the development

assumptions for each development parcel under each alternative analyzed.

2 Different Towers Are Compared to Each Other: The DEIR inflates housing production
under the 115-Option and underreports the number of housing units that can be created
under the 82.5-Option by using different tower configurations for its calculations. For
example, the DEIR assumes that 45 Lansing could accommodate 320 units under the
“preferred Option,” but only 275 units under the 82.5-Option. The same tower
configurations should be used for all options unless equivalency is clearly not feasible, and

such departure from equivalency niust be explained.

3. The DEIR Incorrectly Excludes Potential Residential Development at both 375 and
399 Fremont Under the 82.5-Option. The DEIR assumes that the Planning Commission
will forego all discretionary authority under any version of the Rincon Hill Plan, and on
that basis incorrectly asserts that tower development at both the 375 Fremont and 399
Fremont sites is not possible under the 82.5-Option, i.. that only one tower can be built on
these sites while maintaining the 82.5-foot separation.” This is not correct. As shown in
the attached diagram, residential towers are possible on both sites while maintaining an
82.5-foot tower sepa.ration.l The EIR must evaluate the Commission’s continued exercise
of its discretionary powers, including evaluating the potential for both residential projects

at 375 and 399 Folsom Street.

! Mr. Blazej has calculated that while the 82.5-Option could create 3060 new units, the 115-Option could create just
2110 new units (950 fewer units than the 82.5-Option and 1190 fewer housing units than could be built under
existing zoning). A copy of Mr. Blazej’s “EIR Alternative Comparison” is attached hereto as Appendix A.

2DEIR S-4.

3 Please refer to Appendix B for diagram showing that tower development is possible at both 375 Fremont and 399
Fremont while maintaining 82'-6™ of separation between towers,



B. THE DESCRIPTION OF THE “NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE”
IS INCORRECT.
~ Under CEQA, an EIR is required to analyze a “No Project Alternative.” In describing
the No Project Alternative, an EIR must evaluate “what would reasonably be expected to occur
in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved.” 3

Tn"order to demonstrate that the “No Project Alternative” could produce an unrealistically
low number of housing units compared to staff’s “Preferred Option”, the DEIR unreasonably and
erroneously assumes that the Planning Commission will never exercise its discretionary authority
to grant future exceptions to the 150-foot tower se:paration'requirer'nent.6 However, the existing
pattern of development shows that the Commission has routinely approved towers providing
82.5-feet of separation or less.” Thus, an 82.5-foot tower separation with exceptions is
reasonably foreseeable and strict enforcement of 150-foot tower spacing is not a reasonable
agsumption for DEIR purposes. :

According to Mr. Blazej and thie DEIR Table S-1 page S-30), the correct “No Project
Alternative” (existing controls with foreseeable exceptions) would produce 3300 units. By ‘
comparison, the staff's 115-foot tower separation plan would produce 2110 units — the loss of
1190 units, or the loss of even more units if construction of the four supertowers were not
feasible. : ’ :

C. THE DEIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY EVALUATE RISKS ASSOCIATED
WITH CONSTRUCTION OF SUPERTOWERS BY THE BAY BRIDGE

The proposed Rincon Hill Plan suggests that the City rely on three “Supertower” sites to
provide 65% of the new housing on Rincori Hill, including putting 34% of all future Rincon Hill
housing development into two towers, one 450-feet tall and the other 550-feet tall. The DEIR
fails to evaluate the physical risks associated with these supertowers, the impact of these
supertowers on the historic and architecturally significant Bay Bridge, and fails to assess the
likelihood that these towers will ever be built. )

a. The DEIR Fails to Evaluate the Seismic and Public Safety Hazards of Building
Supertowers Adjacent to the Bay Bridge.

4 CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(e)(1).

* CEQA Guidelines 15126.é(e)(2).

¢DEIR S-30; 234.

7 Please refer to Appendii( C for diagrams showing that (a) no existing or approved developments provide 150-foot

or 115-foot tower separation; and (b) all existing and approved developments provide for 82.5-foot separation or
less.

The DEIR completely fails to evaluate potential seismic risks associated with construction
of two skyscrapers, one 550-feet high and one 450-feet high, immediately adjacent to the
Bay Bridge. Boilerplate language in the initial study dismisses this issue with the assurance
that “potential damage to structures...would be ameliorated through the DBI requirement for
a geotechnical report and review of the building permit al:)plication."8 The permit review
process and compliance with Fire and Building Code provisions was similarly deemed
sufficient to eliminate potentially significant impacts on emergency response.”

Given the unique structural requirements of the supertowers, the reassurance of future
mitigation through compliance with the Building Code provides inadequate data upon which
to approve the plan. The risk of catastrophic collapse due to a terrorist attack or earthquake
and the potential impacts of such an event on the region’s emergency response and
transportation system should also be evaluated. As well, both CalTrans and the Department
of Homeland Security should be given an opportunity to comment on risks these towers pose
to the Bridge itself-

The costs associated with extraordinary structural work could have a significant impact on
the feasibility of the supertowers and the potential for the projects remaining unbuilt. The
cost of needed structural studies and structural reinforcement should be included in an
economic impact analysis, including the cost of putting all parking under ground as required
by the proposed Rincon Hill Plan, to assess the feasibility of these supertowers and the
potential for these projects to remain unbuilt, which would have a material impact on any
decision to exclude other, more feasible housing in Rincon Hill.

2. The DEIR Does Not Evaluate Potential Impacts to the Bay Bridge as an Architectural
and Historic Resource. :

The San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, listed on the National Register of
Historic Places, is one of the City’s most prominent visual features and is unquestionably an
architectural historic resource of significant local, regional and national importance. The .
existing 1985 Rincon Hill Plan specifically addressed the.importance of maintaining views of
the Bridge by calling for buildings to “clearly maintain and where possible reinforce, the
physical integrity of the Bridge’s main span as seen from a distanc_e.”lo Current zoning
recognizes the Bridge’s outstanding character by reducing height limits on adjacent
properties to provide a visual corridor.!! In contrast, the proposed plan would increase height
limits adjacent to the Bridge to allow development up to 550-feet in height.'? Such a

¢ DEIR Appendix A p. 26, Initial Study.

°1d. at 31.

19 San Francisco General Plan, Rincon Area Plan I1.3.10.

111d. at I1.3.11. Maximum heights adjacent to the Bridge are 84-feet.

“DEIR 11.



dramatic change clearly calls for an extensive analysis of impacts on the Bridge, yet the
DEIR fails to provide one.

D. THE DEIR INFLATES THE IMPACTS OF THE 82.5-OPTION.

1. The DEIR Inflates Height Impacts of the 82.5-Option by 20% for the 399 and 375 °
Fremont parcels. : :

Although none of the options presently under consideration would allow the
construction of a building taller than 250 feet at 375 and 399 Fremont, the DEIR evaluates
the impacts of a 300-foot tall building at 375 / 399 Fremont." The DEIR therefore
overstates shadow, view, and other visual quality impacts associated with 2 375 /399 -
Fremont Street tower by 50 feet — 20% more height than would be permitted — and
accordingly inflates the benefits of the Preferred Option.

2. The Photo Simulations Insert Additional Towers Into the View Studies for the 82.5-
Option. :

Although the 82.5-Option would allow the construction of only 8 towers, the
visual analysis presented in the DEIR for this option shows 10 towers, and then relies on that
inflated visual analysis to justify a conclusion that the 82.5-Option would have adverse
visual impacts.-

The visual analysis in the DEIR merges the impacts of both the 82.5-Option and
the “Extended Pipeline Option,” which was previously rejected. 15 In visual simulations,
“Extended Pipeline Only” buildings and their shadows blend with adjacent 82.5-Option

. buildings and impair the public’s ability to assess view impacts. The photo simulations
should be redrawn to accurately reflect development that would be allowed under the 82.5-
Option and to account for the shorter allowable height of the 375 and 399 Fremont buildings
under both the existing and the proposed rezoning (250 Zoning Map Height).

3. There is Insufficient Evidence to Support Staff’s Opinion Related to Sunlight to
Streets and Tower Spacing.

‘While the Department believes tower spacing and sunlight to streets are
. inadequate under the 82.5-Option, the DEIR establishes that visual quality impacts and
shadow impacts are insignificant.'® The pattern of existing and approved development on

13 DEIR 23. Please refer to Appendix D for map of preferred heights under both the Preferred Option and the 82.5-
Option. -

4 DEIR 18-20. Due to the erroneous assumption noted under no. 3 of this section, the DEIR asserts that only seven
towers could be built under the 82,5-Option. .

" V5 See visual simulations on DEIR 2-116 (view) and 163-171 (shadow).

'* DEIR S-30-31.

Rincon Hill further supports the conclusion that the Planning Comumission has considered an
82.5-foot tower separation requirement adequate to achieve urban design objectives and
sunlight access to streets.'” This analysis should clearly assume that sites are developed
either with towers or are developed with 85-foot tall residential podium structures that are
built to the property line. This DEIR should also include an analysis where all development
parcels on Rincon Hill are built to a height of 85 feet, so that the shadow contribution of
tower buildings on streets and sidewalks, if any, can be identified and evaluated.

E. THE PREFERRED OPTION IS NOT ENVIRONMENTALLY BETTER
THAN THE 82.5-OPTION

The principal significant difference between the various plans is the amount of housing
they will produce, not their effect on the physical environment. While the Options differ in the
extent to which they would encourage or discourage new housing, preserve views, and provide
light and air, the 115-foot tower separation alternative does call for the demolition of an historic
building and does not eliminate any significant impacts, although it does substantialty reduce
potential housing production. Despite the technical errors in the DEIR, it is nonetheless clear
that the Preferred Option is not environmentally better than the 82.5-Option, nor better than
staying with existing Rincon Hill SUD Zoning Controls, and produces fewer if any overriding
benefits. :

1. The Preferred Option Would Not Eliminate Any Significant Impacts.

As shown in the chart below, there are only marginal, insignificant differences
between the environmental impacts of each _option.ng Despite minor variations, no option
. reduces impacts present under another option to @ level of insignificance.

.Category 115- 82.5- 150- No
. Option | Option | Option | Project

New Housing 2110 3175 1986 3300
Land Use, Plans, & Policies LS LS LS LS
Visual Quality/Views . LS LS LS LS
Transportation SU SU SU SU
Population LS LS LS LS
Operational Air Quality LS LS LS . |LS
Shadow ] LS LS LS LS
Wind SM SM SM SM
Hazardous Materials SM SM SM SM

'7 Please refer to Appendix C for diagram showing that existing pattern of development generally provides for an
82.5-foot tower separation.

18 This chart is a simplified version of the one appearing on $-30 to S-33 of the DEIR and uses those abbreviation
(SU-Significant and Unmitigable Impact; SM-Significant Impact that may be mitigated to a less than significant

" Jevel; LS-Less than Significant Impact). The new housing figures have been adjusted to reflect Mr. Blazej's

corrections.



Historic Resources SU SU SU SU
Growth Inducement LS LS LS LS

To summarize, the principal significant difference between the various plans is the amount of
housing they will produce, not their effect on the physical environment. Every alternative
will create significant unmitigable impacts on transportation and historic resources. No
alternative will create significant unmitigable impacts in areas critical to achieving the plans
objectives: land use plans, visual quality, views, and shadows.

Thus, the Department’s Preferred-Option eliminates 36% of potential housing
units compared to the 82.5-Option or the “No Project Alternative with Exceptions”, but fails
to reduce the environmental impacts caused by more housing-rich alternatives to a level of
insignificance. In the midst of an unprecedented housing shortage and affordability crisis,
insignificant differences in urban design impacts simply do not justify such a dramatic
reduction of housing potential. Because the 82.5-Option, with tower separation and building
bulk exceptions, will achieve the objectives of the Rincon Hill Plan while making reasonable
provision for housing production, the Commission should designate it the Preferred
Alternative. :

F. THE DEIR SHOULD INCLUDE AN ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS

The Rincon Hill Plan aims to alleviate San Francisco’s housing shortage by creating a
dynamic mixed-use neighborhood with a full range of services and amenities. However, the
DEIR does not include an analysis of how the new controls will affect the feasibility of housing
construction and the cost of any housing that is actually built. This point has particular force in
relation to creation of needed workforce housing which is appropriate to prevailing occupational
categories in the area. Since housing production is one of the principal goals of the plan, the
DEIR should consider how key aspects of the plan will contribute to or detract from achieving

these goals.

1. The DEIR Fails to Consider the Impact of Height and Bulk Regulations on Housing
Construction and Affordability. ’

Most of Rincon Hill is presently zoned for buildings 250-feet high or less. In order to
achieve urban design objectives, the Preferred Option calls for increasing allowable heights
up to 550-feet and reducing the allowable bulk of buildings under 250-feet.” This proposal is
certain to increase housing costs and may hamper development in two ways. First, building
over 240-feet triggers a lengthy structural review process at the Department of Building
Tnspection and a number ¢f expensive changes to the building itself."® For a 1000 square-
foot unit, increased develo;)ment costs associated with these changes would be between
$10,000 - $15,000 dollars. 0 Second, reducing the allowable bulk of buildings under 250-feet

19 please refer to Appendix E for memorandum describing structural upgrades required for buildings over 240-feet
in height and costs associated therewith.

0yd.

means that relatively constant structural and building core costs will be allocated to smaller
usable residential floor area; the result is higher housing costs of as much as $29,000 per
unit.?! Because additional housing production and affordability are the primary goals of the
Rincon Hill Plan, a full study of the impact of the proposed zoning changes on housing costs
is clearly warranted.

9. The DEIR Should Evaluate the Feasibility of Housing Construction on All Designated
Tower Sites.

Under both the Preferred and 82.5-Option, 67% and 82% respectively, of all housing
development would be on tower sites. However, there is little or no evaluation of the
likelihood that any of these developments would go forward given financing requirements,
site constraints, availability of parcels to developers, floor plate efficiency ratios or
unforeseen regulatory hurdles. For example, the Preferred Option envisions 37% of the new
housing in two massive towers adjacent to the Bay Bridge.2? Yet there is no guarantee that
the site is geologically suitable for a development of this magnitude, that investors would
finance it, or whether it would conflict with public safety concerns and the reliability /
availability of the region’s transportation system in the event of a disaster, either natural or
terrorist. Given the plan’s reliance on tower development to achieve its goals, the DEIR
should evaluate the feasibility of tower development on all key tower development

opportunity sites.

3. The DEIR Should Consider How Revised Parking, Open Space, and Exaction
Requirements Will Affect Housing Production and Costs.

In addition to the above, a sociceconomic impact analysis should also evaluate the costs and
benefits associated with the following aspects of the plan.

a: Parking. The Plan calls for (1) no more than 1 parking space to be provided per unit, 2)
110 more than 50% of all spaces provided to be independently accessible, (3) all parking
to be located below grade, and (4) a set-aside for car-sharing or site-based car rental

programs.

Depending on soil conditions, retaining walls and other site specifics, this proposal could
result in per unit costs as high as $78,000. Notwithstanding the fact that residences and
parking spaces would be-sold separately under the plan, most new residents would see the
bundled costs of purchasing the desired amenities, i.e. home and parking, increase
dramatically. Other proposals, such as screening parking behind residential portions of
the building, should be explored as a cost-effective means of reducing the negative
aesthetic affects of parking structures.

21 Based on estimate of reduced floor plate requirements at 375 Fremont Street.
2 DEIR 18..

10



In addition to driving costs, these parking requirements may make it more difficult to
build. Residential lenders typically require one parking space per unit. The proposed
mandate to provide no more than 50% independently accessible spaces may make
financing development on Rincon Hill more costly and time-consuming.

b. Open Space. The proposed open space more than doubles the amount of open space
required in comparable high-density residential districts.” On a 20,000 square-foot site
with 350-units, this would require 26,250 square feet of usable open space, an area 31%
Iarger than the site itself, Ifpublic parks and other new amenities are acquired and built
using the financing methods outlined in the Plan, new residential developments would
additionally pay a $10 per square foot fee to acquire new open spaces. Thus, the Plan
proposes that (1) new developments provide more open space than comparable high-
density properties, and (2) new Rincon Hill developments finance public open space and
other amenities for both themselves and previously approved projects. Depending on the
size of the units, the combined open space requirement and fees could add between
$10,000 and $20,000 to the price of each residence.

¢. Public Facilities Assessment District. The Plan seeks to impose new fees on residential
development to fund extensive street improvements, a new park, community center and
library to serve the entire Rmcon Hill neighborhood. The Plan estimates total costs of
roughly $10,000 per new unit. %

However, the Plan fails to establish the necessity and justification for the cost of all such
improvements. Many buildings provide similar amenities such as community rooms,
conference rooms for homeowner meetings, and exercise rooms. As well, the Plan

. inequitably imposes the costs of neighborhood-, city-, and region-serving improvements
solely on new developments, which will pay their fair share for improvements by
genérating more than $29 million annually in property tax revenue. A new, more
equitable funding mechanism should be explored and the necessity for improvements
justified.

‘G. THE “EXISTING CONTROLS OPTION” SHOULD BE RENAMED “NO
DISCRETION REZONING OPTION”

The entitled “Existing Controls Option” is misleading and should be renamed.”® Rather
than leaving existing controls in place, this option would amend the Planning Code to deprive the
Planning Commission of its discretion to grant exceptions from a 150-foot tower separation rule
and bulk controls when justified by public policy. This option should therefore be rename “No

2 The proposed residential open space requirement is 75 s.f. per dwelling unit. The comparable figure in the RC-4
District is 36 s.f. of private open space per unit with 2 33% higher amount for common open space.

* Rincon Hill Plan 72.

» DEIR 20.
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Discretion Rezoning Option” to more clearly inform the public of the nature of this alternative.
Renaming this alternative will also eliminate any confusion with the “No Project Altemnative.”

‘H. CONCLUSION.

As discussed above, the Rincon Hill EIR inadequately and inaccurately describes the
“Existing Controls Option,” the “No Project Alternative” and the 82.5-Option, and does not
allow an accurate assessment of potential housing production or impacts related to urban design,
view preservation, shadows and historic resources. Based on the foregoing, we respectfully
request that you direct staff to:

1. Planning Commission Discretion: The DEIR must evaluate the environmental impact
of the Planning Commission’s continued exercise of its standard discretionary authority
and how exercise of that discretionary authority could result in substantlally greater
housing development.

2. Development Assumptions: List each specific development site, the development
assumptions and project housing development for each site under each option, and
examine a new option that “Optimizes Housing Development.” An approach to achieve
this goal is to consider a 550 foot overlay height district for Rincon Hill, keeping
existing Rincon Hill SUD zoning and height controls in place as base zoning.

3. Standard Comparative Configurations: Do not assume different tower
configurations under different options unless equivalency is clearly not feasible and the
non-equivalency factors are explained.

4. “No Pl‘O]eCt Alternative”: Revise the “No Project Altematlve to evaluate reasonably
foreseeable development that respects the Commission’s discretionary authority and
history (i.e. towers sited 82.5-feet apart or closer and the granting of bulk exceptions).

5. Evaluate the Risks of Supertowers

a. Provide an economic analysis of the proposed controls on the feasibility of projects,
market risks, and housing affordability of very tall structures, structures over 240
feet in height and ranging to 550 feet in height.

b. - Evaluate the seismic, public safety and cultural resource impacts associated with
construction of a 450 and 550-foot-tall skyscraper adjacent to the historic Bay
Bridge;

12



6. 82.5-Option

a. Correct the view studies to accurately show the 82.5-Option (i.c., eliminate the
extra towers and additional tower height).

b. Correct the analysis of the 82.5-Option to reflect the fact that two 25-story towers
may be built, one at 375 Fremont and one tower at 399 Fremont;

¢ Remove references to 375 Fremont Street as an historic resource; ’
7. 82.5-Foot Preferred Option: Treat the 82.5-Option as the Preferred Option. in order to
fully evaluate the maximum housing production alternative, including the -

Commission’s continued discretionary authority over tower separation and bulk
controls; and

8. “Existing Controls” Option: Rename the “Existing Controls Option” (amending
existing zoning to eliminate Planning Commission discretion) the “No Discretion
Rezoning Option.”

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

D %iz@/@

Ww. Stephen' Wilson

Copy: Joan A. Kugler, Environmental Coordinator
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Rincon Hill - Residential Development Summary Comparison of EIR Alternatives
Date: 11/17/04 . Note:  Responsive to pages S-3 to S-5 of Rincon Hill Draft EIR

Correction of Unit Counts and Adjustment of Development Potentlal Under Existing Zoning Controls

. Correctad DEIR
Building DEIR Preferred  |82.5-Foot
Address/ Option . Tower
Assessor's Blk, [115 Sep.- - Separation

No. DU's [Helght [No. DU's

AB 3747
399 Fremont
375 Fremont

250

AB 3748
340-350 Fremont 340
390 Fremont

AB 3749
1st & Harrison
45 |ansing . . 320

AB 3764
Harrison-Essex

AB 3765
425 First #1 320
425 First #2 400

Preferred Option 1380
82.5 Foot Separation Option
Existing Controls - With Exceptions

Podium DU's 730 estimate
Total - This Chart 2110 3175

Total Units DEIR 2220 2845 1630 to 3300
Table S-1 {(page S-30) R

Note: This chart only assumes tower separation exceptions.
An addition of up to 10% more housing units are possible if bulk exceptions are also considered.
Number of Podium Units under each alternative is a rough estimate and should be verified by Planning Department staff.
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*The Summary Section of the September 25, 2004 Rincon Hil Plan Draft Environmental Impact
Report on page S-4 under the 82.5-foot Tower Separation Option notes that it is not possible GROUNDI
to bulld.the two proposed towers, 375 Fremont and 3992 Fremont, ard still retain an 82.5-foot ~ FLOOR.
tower separation from the existing Avdlon Towers nor from each other. In addition, on page 20 OPEN
of that report in the third paragraph it states "a single tower Is Identified on the east side of Fremonf SPACE
Street because two towers would not meet the 82 5-foot separation from another.” The drawing
above demonsirates that the +wo proposed towers, 375 Fremont and 399 Fremont, can be built
with the required separation set forth by the September 25, 2004 Rincon Hil Draft EIR.
The drawing shows that the two fowers could be built with the required separation of 82.5'
between each other and between their nelghborlng buildings; the existing Avalon Towers and the DIAGRAM | |

approved 325 Fremont broposed tower.
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NISHKIAN MENNINGER

CONSULTING AND STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS SINCE 1919

June 17, 2004

M. Theodore Brown
BROWNBREW LLC
1620 Montgomery Street, Suite 320
San Francisco, CA 94111 ’

Re: Structural Costs
High-rise Buildings

Dear Mr. B;own:

This letter will outlin:e some of the strui:tmil implications of increasing the height of a o
residential building from 240 feet 10480 feet. For the purposes of this discussion the following
assumptions are. appropriate; i

¢ The structure will be predominantly poured-in-place cancrete.

*  The typical floor.plan for the tower is on the order of 8,500 — 9,500 square feet.

»  The core area of the tower would need to increase as the height grows to account for
added elevators, increased duct size, etc. :

The most cost effective lateral load resist solution for this type of building would be a concrete
shear wall system. However current Code 1, 2 limits the height of this type of system 10 240
feet. If the structure is taller than 240 feet the Jateral system must be concrete special moment
resisting frames or concrete special moment resisting frames in combination with concrete shear
walls. The disadvantages of the concrete moment frames are higher cost, and the intrusive
nature of these large elements on the perimeter of the building. If the structure is in excess of

* 240 feer it.is still possible to design this structure using shear walls only in accordance with
Section 162993 of the 1997 Uniform Building Code. This portion of the code stmes that:
“Alternative lateral force procedures using rational analysis base on well-established principals
of mechanics may be used in lieu of those prescribed in these provisions.” This method
requires-an intensive amount of engineering and design by the Structural Engineer of Record 1o
prove their point to a board of peer reviewers. However, if is this method is employed and the
Engineer of Record is successful, then money and time can be saved at the completion of the
project.” Offsetting the potential savings are the additional costs for the alternative design from
the structural engiacer and the cost of the peer review panel and the time associated for the
process to take place. The peer review process should take herween six 1o nine months for
approval, which can oceur concurrently with other aspects of the design and approval process.

Mr, Theodore Brown

Re: Structural Cost — High-rise Buildings
June 17, 2004

Page 2

We have reviewed the design differences berween buildings under 240 feet and over 240 feet

and offer the following comparisons:

Below 240 feet

Code compliant (typically no special review required);

Materials will be “normal” strength-concrete;

Strengths on the order of 6 - 7,000 psi, normal strength deformed reinforcing;
Shear walls, would cansume approximately 3%, and the core would consumes
approximately 13% of the total footprint.

Above 240 feet

»  Design requires epproval of peer roview panel and special review of building
department;

« High strength concrete and reinforcing steel required for most of the concrete columns
and shear walls; ’

* Increased foundation system size and complexity;

¢ Added elevators, shafts and utility requirements;

* Shear walls would consume approximately 5% and the core would consume
approximalely | 7% of the total footprint;

+  The overall structure cost would increase approximately $10 - $15 per square foor;

»  Other building systems: HVAC, plumbing, electrical, curtain wall and window
washing would have an incremental increase in the square foot cost on the order of
15-20%.

We will forward sketches of typical footprints of the idealized floor plan for both the taller and
shorter building.

Please contact our office with any comments or questions.

Very truly yours;

LHNOS17.h/NM Gorena)

' ) " NISHKIAN MENNINGER
1095 Folsom Street, San Francisco, CA 94103 CONSULTING AKD STRUCTURAL KNGINEERS SINCE 391C
. ’ . -

Tel:1415) 541-8477 Fax:(415) 543.5071



RINCON HILL PLAN DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (COMMENTS)

Theodore Brown and Partners, Inc.

This document serves as comments to the September 25, 2004 Rincon Hill Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Report; Planning Department Case No. 2000.1081E.

This is not really a Rincor Hill Plan, but rather a Fremont and Harrison Street Plan that includes
approximately 1% blocks of development only. The rest of Rincon Hill is built out or already
approved for projects. This is really spot zoning.

After review of the document it was found that the following information is incorrect:

Page 10

Page S-4

Page 20

Height Restriction

Figure 4 on page 10 of the Rincon Hill Plan Draft EIR (for a copy see diagram
10) shows the property at 375 Fremont Street bisected in the middle of the east-
west direction by the height restriction line. This illustration represents an
incorrect placement of the height restriction line. The correct placement of this
boundary is to the north of the 375 Fremont property. This line, when correctly
represented, would restrict 375 Fremont and 399 Fremont to a 250-foot height
limit under the September 25, 2004 Rincon Hill Plan Draft EIR. The correct
placement can be found in all the plans on file for the Rincon Hill area, including
the San Francisco Planning Code (for a copy see Diagram 8), which show the
height restriction line along the north side of the property of 375 Fremont.
Another file where this line can be found correctly placed is in the March 20,
2003 Rincon Hill Mixed Use District EIR Draf, Planning Department Case No.
2000.1081E, on the Proposed Height and Butk Districts in Figure 5 of this report
(for a copy see Diagram 9). It should also be pointed out thatin the March 20,
2003 draft of the EIR the height restrictions for both 375 Fremont and 399
Fremont were included in the 350-foot height restriction.

82.5-Foot Tower Separation Option

. “... 375 Fremont Street, a 300-foot residential tower with some 250 units or 399

Fremont Street, a 350-foot residential tower with about 300 units (although both
of these proposals are on file, they could not be built and retain the 82.5 foot
separation from the existing Avalon Towers residential building, nor from each
other)....” This information from the Draft EIR is not true and the attached plan
(see Diagram 1) shows a design that satisfies the 82.5-foot tower separation
criteria and allows for two towers, one at 375 Fremont and another at 399
Fremont, to exist on each site.

© «...; asingle tower is identified on the east side of Fremont Street near Harrison

Street because two towers would not meet the 82.5-foot separation from one
another; ....” The single tower mentioned in this Draft EIR statement is referring

Page 29

Page 26

Page 15

Page 22

to the approved tower at 325 Fremont Street. The Draft EIR is stating that
because of the approval of 325 Fremont Street, two towers could not be built on
the east side of Fremont Street and still comply with the 82.5-foot tower
separation option. This assumption is false (see Diagram 1). Two towers can be
built on the east side of Fremont and maintain an 82.5-foot separation.

Note: Diagram 7 shows that all existing high rise towers, except one property, on
Rincon Hill conform to the 82.5-foot tower separation.

Off-Street Loading

“There would be no minimum off-street loading requirement for any use.” The
Rincon Hill streets of Fremont and Harrison are designated in the Transportation
Element as major arterials. Given the importance of keeping traffic flowing
smoothly through Rincon Hill it is important that loading and unloading take
place off the street and not by double parking and blocking a lane of traffic.

Loss of Housing

Between the Preferred Option and the 82.5-Foot Option there is a loss of 645
units of housing, including 77 units of low-income housing. This is an area of
high-rise high-density housing. How can San Francisco afford to lose this much
housing on Rincon Hill?

Interior Block Open Space

The Preferred Option of 85-foot height limits for 375 Fremont Street and 399
Fremont Street (refer to Table 3 on page 26 of the Draft EIR) would allow the
buildings to cover 100% of the entire site. This plan (see Diagram 2) would
destroy a great opportunity to create an interior-block, open-space park between
Avalon Towers and these two projects (refer to Diagram 1). The planners have
failed to study the interior of the blocks and how their plans would affect the
relationship of the buildings to each other from inside the blocks (refer to
Diagram 3).

First and Harrison

The Rincon Hill Plan Draft EIR calls for a tower at the corner of First Street and
Harrison where the existing gas station is located (see Figure 7, Preferred Option,
on page 22 of the Draft EIR). What if the neighborhood loses this gas station?
Where will the people in this neighborhood get gas? Nowhere in the Draft EIR is
this loss covered. Perhaps we need a gas station at this location more than a
residential tower.



Page 25

Page 197

Note: Diagram 4 shows the only buildable high rise residential sites on Rincon

Hill that the Environmental Impact Report rezones. All other properties are built- -

out or have planning approval.
Residential Unit Mix

“The Draft Plan promotes housing that could accommodate families, both by
requiring that 40 percent of all residential units... be two-bedroom or larger
units....” The bedroom configuration should be based upon the real estate
market. Also, greater consideration should be given to one-bedroom-plius units or
other types of arrangements that would be more uiseful in promoting varied
household accommodations.

Historic Resource Evaluation

On page 197, Historical Resources Section under Other Evaluations, one planner
in the Planning Department has decided to disagree with the Historic Resource
EBvaluation Report by Patrick McGrew. CEQA has rigorous guidelines for
evaluating a historical resource and reviewing a checklist, which Mr. McGrew
used in preparing this comprehensive 35-page report.

His summary is as follows:

“Therefore, while 355 Fremont is listed in the 1976 Citywide
Architectural Survey, and has a San Francisco Heritage rating of
“C”, thus raising a question as to its status as a historic resource
under CEQA, the building itself has very limited individual merit
and its demolition would have minimal impact on the area. While
the intent of CEQA in regard to historic resources to assure that the
impacts of their demolition are evaluated; however, no information
has been discovered to indicate that 355 Fremont represents the
loss of an historic resource.”

After further review of the Rincon Hill Plan Draft EIR it was found that the following
requirements would generate very expensive residential construction costs for new construction:

kPage 11

450-Foot and 550-Foot Proposed Height Distrbicts

It allows one land owner with an existing height limit of 84 feet to be rezoned to a
height of over 500 feet (see figure 5, page 11 of the Draft EIR) and gives the
owner almost a monopoly for providing housing on Rincon Hill in two giant
towers — no exclusively residential towers of this height have ever been built in
San Francisco or the west coast, and only a couple of these residential only towers
exist even in New York City. There is no guarantee that these buildings would
ever be built and yet they provide for 830 units of the proposed residential in the °

Page S-4

Page 22

Page S-6

Preferred Option. Any structural engineer can tell you that going over the 240-
foot height changes the structural systems of 2 building and adds a cost, for
structural only, of $15 to $30 per square foot in San Francisco (refer to attached
Nishkian Menninger letter dated June 17, 2004). This housing would be very
expensive and would probably never even be built to these heights because of the
costs. This is an uneconomical plan.

This site is also surrounded by Highway 80, the on and off ramps to Highway 80,
and Harrison Street which leads to the site. Traffic, both pedestrian and vehicular,
would be a nightmare with 830 units built on this island. If a fire or an emergency
situation ever occurred in these towers, Harrison Street would be shut down and a
traffic disaster would develop in the streets leading to the Bay Bridge.

82.5-Foot Tower Separation Option

Projects that have been approved are at 300 Spear and 201 Folsom Street, each .

. with two towers — one at 350 feet high and one at 400 feet high. These towers are

82.5 feet apart, and the Draft EIR states they contain more than 1,500 housing
units. In checking with the Planning Department the 300 Spear project is
presently in redesign and will have 600+ units. It is most likely that the two
projects at 300 Spear and 201 Folsom will contain only 1,200 to 1,300 units
between the two, not the more than 1,500 residential units as listed on page S-4.

The 325 Fremont Street tower was approved almost 5 years ago with 50 units and
has proved to be financially unfeasible to build. The developers have filed plans
to increase the number of units to 70, but in all likelihood a project with 70 units
i a 200-foot high tower on a small 4,800-square-foot site would be extremely
difficult to finance and construct.

Fremont/ Harrison Tower

Figure 7 on page 22 in the Rincon Hill Plan Draft EIR shows the tower on the
corner of Fremont and Harrison at 400 feet high. This building would be difficult,
if not impossible to build, because of the site’s small width. To accommodate the
setback from the property line for windows, the building’s width must be reduced,
making this tower very expensive to build.

Parkin

“All parking would be required to be located below street grade....” Currently,
lenders for a high rise project require one parking space per unit. The
requirement to place parking below grade adds greatly to the cost of the
residential unit. Depending on soil conditions and retaining walls, this stipulation
could cost each residential unit owner as much as $75,000 (or $88 per square
foot) in construction costs for one parking space.
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Page 15

“For projects of more than 100 units, between two and five spaces must be made
available at no cost to car-sharing or site-based car rental programs.” The
additional cost of 2 to 5 spaces has to be passed on to the 88% non-low-income
unit owners. This requirement could add an estimated cost to each unit of $2,000
to $3,000 or approximately $3.50 per square foot.

Small Floor Plans

The small floor plan requirements, found in Table 1, Proposed Bulk Controls, of

the Rincon Hill Plan Draft EIR create floor plans that are less than 80% efficient.

This percentage is calculated by dividing the useable square footage into the gross
square footage. This inefficiency translates into an additional cost of
approximately $200,000 per tower floor for an additional construction cost that
would be an added premium per unit of $29.00 per square foot.

Usable Open Space

“Seventy-five square feet of usable open space would be required for every

_dwelling unit....” This means that on a 20,000 square foot site with 350 units, the

developer would have to provide 26,250 square feet of usable open space. This
area would be 31% larger than the developer’s site, making it very difficult to
achieve and very costly.

1t also states that, “....up to half may be off site publicly accessible space.” Does
this mean that the developer has to buy more site area somewhere else on Rincon
Hill in order to fulfill this requirement? If a developer increases height and
density of units, it would cost them in open space. This cost is difficult to
calculate, but it would probably be in the range of $1,000 to $4,000 per unit or
$1.18 to $4.71 per square foot per unit.

Public Open Space

The proposed public open space requirement listed in table 2 is “1 square foot per
50 gross square feet.” If this requirement were followed, a developer of a 350-
unit project at 350,000 gross square feet would have to provide 7,000 square feet
of “publicly accessible space.” When this number is added to the useable open
space scenario discussed in the above paragraph (26,250sf + 7,000sf = 33,250sf),
a total of 33,250 square feet would have to be provided. The developer in this
case would have to buy another site that is 60% larger than their existing site to
accommodate this requirement, adding an estimated cost of $10,000 to $20,000
per unit or $11.76 to $23.53 per square foot per unit.

Page S-5

Page S-7

Affordable Housing Requirement

“.,.at least 12 percent of on-site units are made affordable to households with
annual incomes at or below the area median....” The new Rincon Hill Plan Draft
EIR requires that a specified additional percentage of residential units be made
affordable to households with less than average income, based on economic
analysis of the economic value of the land in Rincon Hill. The 12% affordable
housing component adds a cost to the 88% other units of approximately $35 to
$45 per square foot per unit. -

Neighborhood Assessment District

“The Draft Plan proposes that the Sailors-Union of the Pacific building at the
northeast comer of First and Harrison Streets be rehabilitated for reuse, in part, as
a Community Center.” Funds would be provided by a neighborhood assessment
district under this requirement. How these funds will be allocated is not clear.
Will this be drawn from over the total Rincon Hill area or be from only the newly
developed properties at Fremont and Harrison?

Almost all housing projects these days have their own exercise rooms, conference

_rooms for homeowner or personal use, plus community rooms for the use of

residents’ activities. This proposed Community Center would duplicate what the
new housing would provide, and it would again add another cost to the projects.
For each new unit on Rincon Hill it would add an estimated additional cost of
$2,000 to $5,000 or $2.36 to $5.90 per square foot per unit.

We endorse the concept of public improvements in the Rincon Hill district, but
we believe that adding all these costs to just a few new units is not the appropriate
funding mechanism. The City should promote policies that encourage rather than
discourage new housing on Rincon Hill. The cost of the improvements should be
paid through bonding mechanisms that spread the cost of the improvements over
all taxpayers in San Francisco. The Plan anticipates 4,865 new residential units at
an average sales price of $550,000. This represents an additional $2,675,750,000
tax base generating $29 million in additional tax revenue.

Certainly, given the magnitude of this enhancement to the City’s tax base,
planners can develop a funding mechanism for public improvements that does not

impose additional burdens on the sponsors or purchasers of housing on Rincon
Hill.

All of the above items increase the price of the market rate housing by approximately $180.00
per square foot per unit or $162,000 per unit, and this amount does not include school taxes and
other City and Building Department fees.

It seems like the Plan does everything it can to create housing that will be extremely expensive to
build, buy and maintain. The Plan emphasizes very tall residential towers with small floor ‘



plates, all parking underground, and other very expensive open space and neighborhood

assessment add-ons. Much of this new housing will have to sell in the area of $1,000 per square °

foot because of these requirements. Even the 85-foot-tall housing is not inexpensive, because it
has to meet all the fire code requirements for a high rise and be concrete constructed. This plan
does not meet the goal of encouraging “a variety of housing needs, especially workforce
housing” (see page-2, Project Sponsor’s Objectives).

The planners have worked very hard to develop a good plan for the intersection area around

Fremont, Harrison and 1* Streets. They have come up with some interesting and good ideas, but -

have failed to understand the economies of construction and have failed to respect the current
property line boundaries. This is not an eminent domain assemblage of parcels.

The analysis of the existing buildings, uses, property lines, and traffic needs to be realistic to
create an efficient plan that will move the probability of actual housing production forward. The
plan should maximize the housing potential in this area and not rely on very expensive abstract
urban design ideas. We need to encourage housing — not discourage it.

List of Diagrams

Diagram 1:
Diagram 2:

Diagram 3:

Diagram 4:
Diagram 5:
Diagram 6:
Diagram 7:

Diagram 8:

Diagram 9:

Diagram 10:

Interior Block Open Space; showing interior open space park and 82.5-foot tower
separation

Interior Block Open Space Diagram; showing 100% building coverage of site
under the “Preferred Option”

85-foot proposed height limit and 250-foot proposed height limit; showing three
dimensional view points for comparing the outcome of open space to the different
proposed height limits

Possible High Rise Sites; showing the only buildable high rise sites on Rincon
Hill )

150° Tower Separation; showing how every existing or approved high rise on
Rincon Hill violates the existing controls of the 150° tower separation

115’ Tower Separation; showing how every existing or approved high rise on
Rincon Hill violates the Preferred Option of the 115” tower separation

82.5° Tower Separation; showing that all existing high rise towers on Rincon Hill,
except one property, conform to the 82.5° tower separation

Height Restriction Line; a copy of the San Francisco Planning Department’s
height restriction plan showing the height restriction line on the north of the 375
Fremont property

Height Restriction Line; a copy of the March 20, 2003 Rincon Hill Mixed Use
District EIR Draft, Planning Department Case No. 2000.1081E, on the Proposed
Height and Bulk Districts, Figure 4, showing the height restriction line on the

north of the 375 Fremont property

Height Restriction Line; a copy of Figure 4 Existing Height and Bulk Districts of
the September 25, 2004 Rincon Hill Plan Draft EIR, Planning Department Case
No 2000.1081E, showing the height restriction line incorrectly placed bisecting
375 Fremont Street in the middle of the east-west direction



INTERIOR BLOCK OPEN SPACE: 85' PROPOSED HEIGHT LIMIT

DIAGRAM
et BEALE STREET
-
300 BEALE
‘_
1
14
- o
‘lﬂ |
o 0
‘_
0 Z
Z 85 MAXHT 0
Q 0
9 ¥
ZENO PLACE
O .
| e i
5 <
: . T
9
&S MAXHT ?Q?MMW
.
FREMONT STREET
. The Proposed Height District Map, Figure 5 on page 11 of the September 25, 2004 Rincon GROUND
Hill Plan DEIR is inaccurate because it shows a possible tower height of 250-feet for 375 FLOOR.
Fremont Street and 440-feet for 329 Fremont. : OPEN
) SPACE
The drawing above shows the correct proposed maximum heights of orly E5-feet based
on the height restrictions of the "Preferred Option" noted on pages 84 and €5 in the
Visual Qudlity Section of the DEIR.
Therefore. this drawing should serve as a replacement to Figure 5 for the "Preferred Option'”. DIAGRAM 2
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TOWER SEPARATION

FREMONT STREET

The Summary Section of the September 25, 2004 Rincon Hill Plan Draft Environmental Impact
Report on page ©-4 under the 82 5-foot Tower Separation Option notes that it is not possible
o build the two proposed Towers, 375 Fremont and 399 Fremont, and still retain an 825-foot
‘tower separation from the existing Avdlon Towers nor from each other. In addition, on page 20
of that report in the third paragraph it states "a single tower Is identified on the east side of Fremont SPACE
Street because two towers would not meet the 82 5-foot separation from another.” The drawing
above demonstirates that the two proposed towers, 375 Fremont and 399 Fremont, can be built
with the required separation set forth by the September 25, 2004 Rincon Hill Draft EIR.

The drawing shows that the two towers could be built with the required separation of 825

between each other and between their neighboring buidings; the existing Avdlon Towers and the
Armiemved AR Framant nronnaed tower.
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The diagram above shows that two towers built, one at 375 Fremont
and one at 399 Fremont, with an 82.5' tower separation would provide based on the the height restrictions of the "Preferred Option." The

a larger amount of ground level usable open space when compared amount of ground level usable open space available greatly decreases
to the proposed "Preferred Option.” due to the 100% site coverage.

The diagram above shows the proposed maximum heights of only 85'
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This 15 2 copy of the height restrictions for the Rincon Hill Area showing the properties 375 Fremont
and 399 Fremont 1n red and an arrow showing the correct placement of the height restriction line on
the north side of these properties, and not n the middle of these properties like it 15 shown in FREMONT
Figure 4 on page | O of the Rincon Hill Plan EIR.
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This 15 a copy of the September 25, 2004 Rincon

Hill Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report, Case
No. 2000.108 | E, Figure 4 Existing Height and
Bulk Districts. This plan shows the property at

375 Fremont Street, shown in red, bisected n the

middle of the east-west direction by the height
restriction line. This illustration represents an
mcorrect placement of the height restriction line.
its correct placement should be placed to the
north side of the 375 Fremont property.
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This 15 a copy of the March 20, 2002 Rincon Hill Mixed Use District EIR Draft, Flanning Department
Case No. 2000.108 | on the Proposed Height and Bulk Districts Figure 5, showing the heght
restriction Ine to the north of the 375 Fremont property as well as a 350-foot height restriction

for the properties 375 Fremont and 399 Fremont.
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y HOnorable-Shelléy Bradford-Bell

" President . . -
San Francisco Planning Commission |
1660 Mission Street, 5™ Fioor
San Francisco, California 94103 " -

'Re: * Rincon Hill Draft Environmental Impact Report
Case No. 2000.1081E "

Dear President Bradford-Bell: -

This office, along with Robert J. McCarthy, Esq., répresents Brownbrew LLC,
sponsor of a proposed residential project at 375 Fremont Street in Rincon
Hill. - . ’

The 375 Fremont project was submitted o the Planning Department in April
2002, prior to the drafting of the Rincon Hill Plan. ‘Publication of the draft EIR
for.375 Fremont has been-"“on hold” since February 2004 pursuant to staff's
determination to impose a quasi-moratorium if and until a new Rincon Hill

. Plan is adopted.” As the Planning Commission decided not to impase such a
moratorium, and 375 Fremont has been in the review process for more than
two years, we respectfully suggest that this project should be grandfathered
from the pending Rincon Hill Plan. If the Rincon Hill Plan is ever adopted
and if any housing is produced as a result of the plan, then that housing will
be in addition to the real housing that is ready to be constructed at 375
Fremont Street. ’ o :

While we respectfully urge that 375 Fremont Street be excluded from the
Rincon Hill Plan, we also offer the following comment on the Draft EIR for
the Plan. For the reasons set out fully below, we encourage you to direct
staff to make the following changes in the EIR:

};,:r,m

ph 415.391.4'100 gca@gcastrategies.com
fx 415.391.8882 www,.gcastrategies,com



1. .Plannin'g" Cd_mmissip'n Discretion: The' DEIR must evaluate the -
© = Commission's continued exercise of its standard discretionary ’

- authority.

2. ~Devélopment Assumptions: List each specific development site‘, '

“the development assumptions and project housing development for

“each site under.each option. - C . ‘

3. »Stan'dard’Comp'arative Configurations: Do not assume different
“fower configuratioris under different options unless equivaiency is
-clearly. not feasible.- ~ . g

4. “No-Project Alternative™: Revise the “No Project Alternative” to
evaluate reasonably foreseeable development that respects the

: Commission’s discrefionary authority and history (i.e. towers sited

© 82.5-feet apart). . ' ’

5. Evaluate the Risks of Supertowers ‘

'_a.‘ Provide anﬂeconomic'énalyéis of the proposed controls on the -

feasibility of projects, market risks, and housing affordability.
b.- Evaluate the seismic, publié safety and cultural resource

impacts associated with construction of a 550-feot-tal
_ skyscraper adjacent to the Bay Bridge; o

6. 8250ption © - ...

a. Correct the view studies to accurately. show the 82.5-Option o

(i.e., eliminate the extra towers and addition tower height).

b. Qorréct the analysis of the 82.5-Option to reflect the fact that
towers may be built at both 375 Fremont and 399 Fremont;

“¢.' Remove referen_ceé to 375 Fremont Street as a histori
resource; and ) .

7. 82.5-Foot Preferred Option: Treat the 82.5-Option as the Preferred

Option in order to fully evaluate the maximum hotsing production
alternative.

8. “Existing Controls” Option: Rename the iExisting Controls Optien” ‘
(amending existing zoning to efiminate Planning Commission
discretion) the “No Discretion Rezoning -Option.”

A. THE DEIR FAILS TO PROVIDE AN ACCURATE PRCJECTION OF
-HOUSING PRODUCTION UNDER THE VARIOUS OPTIONS.

The DEIR inflates the housing production potential-of the 115-Option and

" underreports the housing production of the 82.5-Option. Using corrected

figures, Former Planning Director Lu Blazej has calculated the 115-Option
would efiminate 30% of all potential housing on Rincon Hill, not 22% as

"~ .suggested in'the DEIR.

Sl Dejve'lopment' Assumptions »Are'No_'tvClariﬁed:- The DEIR offers

conclusions about potential housing development without specifying
which development sites are being evaluated and the development
assumptions for each site. For example, the DEIR might assume the

" demolition of every building on every non-supertower site and the
replacement of each:building with a new 85-foot residential project, but it
is difficult to-assess this in the absence-of clear data. : '

2. Different Towers Are Compared fo Each Other: The DEIR inflates
housing production under the 115-Option and underreports the number
of housing units that can be created under the 82.5-Option by using

- different tower configurations for its calculations. ‘For example, the DEIR
- assumes that 45 Lansing could accommodate 320 units under the
“Preferred Option,” but only 275 units under the 82:5-Option. The same
tower configurations should be used for ali options uniess equivalency is
clearly not feasible. B

‘. 3. The DEIR incorrectly EXcludeé Poteﬁtial Residential Development

at Both 375 and 399 Fremont Under the 82.5-Option.

The DEIR assumes that the Planning. Commission will retain no
discretionary authority under any version of the Rincon Hill Plan, and on
that basis incorrectly asserts that tower development at both the 375
Fremont and 399 Fremont sites is not possible under the 82.5-Option,
i.e. that only one tower can be built on these sites while maintaining the

' Mr. Blazej has calculated that while the 82.5-Option couild create 3170 new units, the 115-
“Option could create just 2220 new units (105 fewer units than could be built' under existing
zoning). A copy of Mr. Blazej's “EIR Alternative Comparison” is attached hereto as
Appendix A. : :



. B2.5-foot separ'a’tion.2 This is ndt Gorrect. A_é shoWn.in the attached

diagram, residential towers are possible on both sites while'maintaining -

82.5-foot separation if the Commission determines that the appropriate
measurement point is the midpoint of the building  or the-Commission
decides to grant an exception.® The EIR tmust evaluate the Commis-
sion’s continued exercise of its discretionary powers, including )

" -evaluating the potential for both residential projects at 375 and 399 -

)

Folsom Street.. * ’

.'B. THE.DESCRIPTION OF THE “NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE”
- . ISINCORRECT. o ‘

~Under CEQA, an EIR is required to analyze a “No Project Alternative.”* In -
" describing the No Project Alternative, an EIR must evaluate “what would
~ reasonably be expected to occur in the foresegable future if the project were

" not approved.”®

In order to determine that the “No Project Alternative” could produce an
_ unrealistically low number of housing units compared to staff's “Preferred .
Option’, the DEIR-unreasonably assumes that the Ptanning Commission will
- never exercise its discretionary authoritgl to grant future exceptions to the
150-foot tower separation requirement.”” However, the existing pattern of .
development shows that the Commission has routinely approved towers
providing-82.5-feet of separation or less.” Thus, an 82.5-foot tower

separation is reason_ably'foreseeable; strict enforcement of 150-foot tower
spacingis not. - .

.According' to Mr. Blazej, the correct No Projét;t Alternative (existing controls

with foreseeable exceptions) would produce 2255 units. By comparison, the
_staff's 115-foot tower separation plan.wouid produce 2220 units — the loss of
* 105 units, or the loss of even more units if construction of the four )
supertowers is not feasible. - : :

*DER §4,

$ Please refer to Appendix B for diagram showing that tower developmert is possible at both
375 Fremont and 399 Fremont while maintaining 82'-6" of separation between towers.

* CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(e)}(1).
s CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(e)(2).
' DEIR §-30; 234.
7 Please refer to Appendix C for diagrams showing‘tﬁat (a) no existing of approved

developments provide 150-foot or 115-foot tower separation; and (b) all existing and
approved developments provide for 82.5-foot separation or less.

C. THE DEIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY EVALUATE RISKS
. ASSOCIATED WITH CONSTRUCTION OF SUPERTOWERS
s 'BY THE BAY BRIDGE. . '

The proposed Rincon Hill Plan suggesté that the City place all its housing
eggsin four baskets, including putting more than half of ali future Rincon
housing development into two 450-foot and 550-foot towers. The DEIR fails

. to evaluate the physical risks associated with these supertowers and fails to

assess the likelihood that these towers will ever be built.

1. The DEIR Fails to Evaluate the Seismic or Public Safety Hazards or
Building Supertowers Adjacent to the Bay Bridge.

The DEIR completely fails to evaluate potential seismic risks associated
with construction of two skyscrapers, one 550-feet high and one 450-feet
high, immediately adjacent to the Bay Bridge. Boilerplate language in
the initial study dismisses this issue with the assurance that "potential:
damage to structures...would be ameliorated through the DB
requirement for a geotechnical report and review of the building permit
application.”® The permit review process and compliance with Fire and
-Building Code provisions was similarly deemed sufficient to eliminate

potentially significant impacts on emergency re_sponse.g

Given the unique structural requirements of the supertowers, the -

- reassurance of future mitigation through compliance with the building
code provides inadequate data upon ‘which to approve the plan. The risk

_ of catastrophic collapse due to a terrorist attack or earthquake and the
potential impacts of such an event on the region’s emergency response
and trahsportation'system should also be evaluated. As well, both
CalTrans and the Department of Homeland Security should be given an
opportunity to comment on risks these towers pose to the Bridge itself.

The costs associated with extraordinary structurai work could have a
significant impact on the feasibility of the supertowers and the potential
for the projects remaining unbuilt. The cost of needed structural studies
and-structural reinforcement should be included in an economic impact
-analysis to assess the feasibility of these supertowers and the potential
for these projects to remaining unbuilt, which-would have a material

8 DEIR Appendix A p. 26, Initial Study.

¥id. at 31.



- impact on any decision to exclude other: more feasible housing in

oy

-Rincon Hill.

The DEIR Does Not Eva.luéte_ Potential Imb_acts to the Bay Bridge as

. an Architectural and Historic Resource. -

... mainfain and where possible reinforce, the phP/

The San Francisco-Oakland-Bay Bridge is one of the City's most
prominent visual features and is unquestionably an architectural historic
resource of immense local, regional and national importance. The
existing Rincon Hill Plan specifically addressed the importance of
maintaining views of the Bridge by calling for buildings to “clearly

sical integrity of the

Bridge’'s main span.as-seen from a distance. 9. Current zoning

* recognizes the Bridge's outstanding character by reducing height limits

on adjacent properties to provide a visual corridor.' In contrast; the
proposed plan would increasg height limits adjacent to the Bridge to allow

- development up to 550-feet in height.? Such.a dramatic change clearly

- DEIR evaluates the impacts of a 300-foot tall building at 375 Fremont.™

calls for an-extensive analysis of impacts on the Bridge, yet the. DEIR
fails to provide one: R - :

D.. THE DEIR INFLATES THE IMPACTS OF THE 82.5-OPTION.

1. The DEIR Inflates Height -'lmpacts of the 82.5-Option by 20% for
375 Fremont. o ’ o ’ :

Althdug'h none of the obtions pfe'sently under consideration would éllow
the construction of a building taller than 250 feet at 375 Fremont, the

The DEIR therefore overstates shadow, view, and other visual quality
impacts associated with a 375 Fremont Street tower by 50 feet — 20%
more height than would be permitted — and accordingly inflates the
benefits of the Preferred Option. - S :

° San Francisco General Plan, Rincon Area Plan 1.3.10.

1d, at 11.3.11. Maximum heights adjacent to'the Bridge.are 84-feet.
2 DEIR 11. ‘

3 DEIR 23. Please refer to Appendix D for map of preferred heights under both the
Preferred Option and.the 82.5-Option.

2. The Photesimulations Inserté ',Additibnal Towers Into.the Viéw
Studies for the 82.5-Option. ‘

Although the 82.5-Option would allow.the construction of only 8 towers,
the visual analysis presented in the DEIR for this option shows 10
towers, and then relies on that inflated visual analysis to justify a
conclusion that the 82.5-Option would have adverse visual impacts. 14

The visual analysis in the DEIR merges the impacts of both the 82.5-
Option and the “Extended Pipeline Option,” which was previously
rejected. *® In visual simulations, “Extended Pipeline Only" buildings and
~ their shadows biend with adjacent 82.5-Option buildings and impair the
- public’s ability to-assess view impacts. The photosimulations should be
_redrawn to accurately reflect development that would be allowed under
" the 82.5:Option and to account for the shorter adllowable height of the
375 and 398 Fremont buildings. under the proposed rezoning. C

3. There is Insufficient Evidence to Support Staff's Opinion -
Related to Sunlight to Streets and Tower Spacing.

While the Department belisves tower spacing and sunlight to streets-are
inadequate under the 82.5-Option, the DEIR establishes that visual
quality impacts and shadow impacts are_insignit’lcan’c.16 The pattern of
existing and approved development.on Rincon Hill further supports the
conclusion that the Planning.Commission has considered an 82.5-foot
tower separation requirement adequate to achieve urban design
objectives and sunlight access to streets."” ’

" ¥ DEIR 18-20. Due to the erroneous assurﬁption noted under no. 3 of this section, the

DEIR asserts that only seven towers, could be built under the 82.5-Option.
15 5ee visual simulations on DEIR 2-116 (view) and 163-171 (shadow).

® DEIR $-30-31.

7 please refer to Appendix C for diagram showing that existing pattern of development
generally provides for an 82.5-foot tower separation.



.4, .The Exrstlng Burldlng at 375 Folsom Street is Incorrectly
: Descnbed as an‘Historic Resource. .

Coa. “Prenonderance of the Evidence” Standard A building may not be
" considered an historic resource where the preponderance of the

-evidence in the record demons’tra’tes otherwise, even if an agency
itself believes the building is a valued resource. 8 Despite 7 prior
determinations that the existing 375 Folsom Street building is not a.
significant historic resource, the DEIR ignores this preponderance of
.evidence and asserts that the existing' burldlng is.an hrstonc
‘resource., ' o .

b. OvenNhelmmq Evidence that Building is Not an Historic Resource:
. The overwhelming: preponderance of the evidence demonstrates -
that the DEIR definition of the existing building at 375 Fremont -

Street as an historic resource

)] 1976 City Survey In 1976, the Plannrng Department deter-
~ mined that 375 Folsom Street merited an overall rating of “1,"
. with the burldlng ranklng at.0 or 1 for all cntena

Unique visual features: 0 (0 to'5) :

- Example of a rare or unusual style or design: 0 (0 to. 5)
Fagade proportions: 1 (Scale of =2 of 5);
Richness/Excellence of Detallrnngecoratlon 1 (-2 1o 5);
Overall Archltectural Quallty 1(-21to 5).20

2) 1985 Hentage SUNey The conclusion‘that the building i is not
individually significant is further supported by San Francisce
Heritage's Extended Downtown Survey of 1985, whrch gave the
building a “C” rating.?'

-3) 1985 Rincon Hill-Plan, 375 Fremont Street was not 1dent|ﬂed in
- the 1985 Rincon Hill Plan as one of the eight srgnlflcant
burldrngs that should be preserved.

- BCEQAS _21084.1; CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5.
' Please refer to Apnendix E for 1976 Architectural Survey Evaluation Form.

2 The overall-architectural quality rating of 1 rnorcates that the building. is not individually
significant though it may have some contextual |mportance

7 This rating again indicates that the building is not mdrvrdually significant though it may
have some contextual importance. 375 Fremont PDEIR 152 — 153, Please refer to
Appendix G for excerpts. See also DEIR p. 191 whiich notes that on an A- to D- scale,
buﬂdlngs rated A and B are deemed “most important and deserving of preservation.”

4) 1991 Rincon Point Redevelopment Plan: 375 Fremont Street-
-was.not identified as an architecturally or- historically significant
-building.

5) 1995 Terminal Separator EIR: The State Office of Historic
" Preservation certified the determination of the Historic Architec-
tural Survey Report for Alternatives to the Replacement of the
Embarcadero Freeway and Terminal Separator that 375
Fremont Street is not a significant building. 2

6) 1996 CalTrain EIR: The State Office of Historic Preservation
certified the determination CalTrain San Francisco Downtown
Extension Project, Historic Property Survey Report that 375,
Fremont Street is not a significant building. B

7) 2004 Historic Resources Inventory. A draft HRE (Historic
Resources Evaluation) for the 375 Fremorit proposal i is on file
with the Planning. Department. It was prepared by an
rndependent expert, who concluded that the "building is not

. particularly rare or unique and does not qualify for listing on the
California Register...the building's qualities are insufficient to
qualify it as an historic resource.?* The'HRE compared the
building to other industria!l buildings of its period and found that.
its “dominant character-defining features are typical” and that its
design is neither “innovative [n]or unusual when compared with
other highly-rated surviving bulldmgs n28

¢. - Inadequate DEIR Evidence: The preponderance of the evidence
' .does not support the DEIR's conclusion that 375 Folsom is an
historic resource, the demolition of which would constitute a
“significant and unavoidable impact. "8 |t asserts: “there are
.characteristics about this warehouse that separate it from other
warehouses of its age, and [it] therefore could be considered a
resource due to-artistic merit. Specifically, the fagade organization

22 patrick McGrew Architecture, 20 January 1995. Please see certification letter from State
Office of Historic Preservation, 14 August 1995, attached hereto as Appendix F.

2 375 Fremont PDEIR 154. Pléase refer to Appendix G for excerpt.

2 An Historic Resources |nventory was prepared for the 375 Fremont PDEIR by Patrick
McGrew, former President of the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board, licensed
architect, published architectural historian and author of The Landmarks of San Francisco.

% Administrative Draft HRE, October 2003,

2 DEIR p. 205.



. -and omarﬁgnt:i‘s more vertical in orientation, more intricate and fine-

. -grained, and more unique-than most other warehouses.”

1), ““Artistic Merit".. The record rebuts the Planning Department's
- current description of the building as exceptional for being

_ “yertical™in orientation and “fine-grained.” The Planning.

-- Department's own Architectural Survey gave the building the
lowest possible scores for “unique visual features” and “unusual
style or design,” the very features that staff now asserts are the

- basis for considering the building a historic resource. Six other

- qualified historic studies and the State Office of Historic

“Preservation have concluded that there is nothing unusual or
" unique about the building’s design or visual features.

2) - “More Unigue™ The assertion that the building is artistic
' because it is different or “more unique” than other buildings is
- -..completely meaningless in that the DEIR fails to identify those
comparative buildings or their intrinsic character. .

Under CEQA, the Department's determination is valid unless the
evidence indicates that it is more likely than not that the building is not a
resource. Here, the overwhelming evidence here convincingly Lo
establishes that 375 Fremont i not a historic resource and its demolition
should-therefore not be considered a significant adverse effect on the
environment. :

E. THE PREFERR_ED:OPTION 15 NOT ENVIRONMENTALLY BETTER
: .- THAN THE 82.5-OPTION. )

. The-principal significant difference between the various plans is the amount
of housing they will produce, not their effect on the physical environment.
While the Options differ inn the extent to which they would encourage or -
discourage new housing, preserve views, and provide fight and air, the 115-
foot tower separation-alternative does not efiminate any significant impacts,
" although it-does substantially reduce potential housing production. Despite
" the technical errors inthe DEIR, it is nonetheless clear that the Preferred

" Option is not environmentally befter than the 82.5-Option and produces

‘fewer overriding benefits.

# DEIR p. 197 quoting a 19 December 2003 memorandum from Mat Snyder, Preservation
Technical Specialist, to Ben Helber of Major Environmental Analysis. Although it is stated
that the 375 Folsom building is “more” vertical, fine-grained and “unique” than "most other
warehouses,” no evidence is provided in support of these assertions.

10 -

" 1. .The Preferred. Opﬁon-Woulﬂ Not Elim_inate' Any Signiﬁcan't‘lmpacts.

:A,s shown.in the chart below, there are only margiﬁa[, insignificant

differences between the environmental impacts of each option.®® Despite '

minor variations, no.option reduces impacts present under another option
1o a level of insignificance. T :

Category A : 115- | 82.5- 150- No .
,’ L " | Option-| Option | Option- | Project
-New Housing . © . | 2220 | 2845 1875 12255 -
Land Use, Plans, & Policies . | LS LS LS LS
Visual Quality/Views LS LS. LS - {LS
Transportation - : SU -1SU SU - SuU
Population . |LS: LS LS | LS
Operational ‘Air Quality R LS LS
Shadow i 1S 1LS LS LS
.|'Wind B SM SM - | SM | sMm
Hazardous Materials SM SM. |SM__.|SM
‘| Historic Resources SuU VERES) [su -
Growth Inducement LS LS LS | LS B

To summarize, the principal significant difference between the various
plans is the amount of housing they will produce, not their effect on the
physical environment. Every alternative will create significant
unmitigable impacts on transportation and historic resources. No
alternative will create significant unmitigable impacts in areas critical to
achieving the plans objectives: land use plans, visual quality, views, and
shadows. ‘ - )

“Thus, the Department's. Preferred-Option eliminates 30% of pote'ntial
housing units compared to the 82.5-Option, but fails to reduce the
environmental impacts caused by more housing-rich alternatives to a
level of insignificance. In the midst of an unprecedented housing
shortage and affordability crisis, insignificant differences in urban design
impacts simply do not justify such a dramatic reduction of housing
potential. Because the 82.5-Option will achieve the objectives of the
Rincon Hill Plan while making reasonable provision for housing -
production, the Commission should designate it the Preferred Alternative.

2 This chart is a simplified version of the one appearing on $-30 to S-33 of the DEIR and
uses those abbreviation (SU-Significant and Unmitigable impact; SM-Significant Impact that
may be mitigated to a less than significant level, LS-Less than Significant Impact). The new
housing figures have been adjusted to reflect Mr. Blazej's corrections.

11



F THE DEIR SHOULD INCLUDE ANECONOMIC
. -~ IMPACT ANALYS!S

The Rincon. Hill.Plan laudably aims to alleviate San. Francisco’s housing
: ‘shortage by creating a dynamic mixed-use neighborhood with a full range of
services and amenities. However, the DEIR does not include an analysis of
how the new controls will affect the feasibility of housing construction-and the
_cost of any housing that is actually built. Since housing production is one of
the principal goals of the plan, the DEIR should consider how key aspects of
the plan wrll contrrbute or. detract from achlevmg these goals

1. The DEIR Falls fo Constder the-impact of Helght and Bulk Regula-
tions on Housmg Constructlon and Affordabmty

- Most of Rlncon Hl|| is presently zoned for buildings 250 feet high-or less
‘In order to achieve urban design objectives, the plan calls for increasing
- allowable heights up.to.550-feet and reducing the allowable bulk of
‘buildings under 250-feet. This proposal is certain to increase housing -
costs and may hamper development in two ways. First, building over

240-feet triggers a lengthy structural review. process at the Departrment of

" Building Inspection-and a number bf expensive changes fo the building
" itself.?® For a 1000 squaré-foot unit, costs associated with these changes
would be between $10,000 - $15,000 dollars.* Second, reducing the
allowable bulk of buildings under 250-feet means that refatively constant
structural costs will be paid by smaller buildings; the result could be
higher housing costs of as much as $29,000 per unit. ¥ Because )
- additional housing production and affordability are the prlmary goals of
the Rincon Hill Plan, a full study of the impact of the zoning changes on’
. housmg costs is clearly warranted i

2. The DEIR Should Evaluate the FeaSlblllty of Housing Construction
- on All Desngnated Tower Sites. )

Under both the Preferred and:82.5- Optlon most new housing
- development would be on tower sites. .However, there:is littlé or no
evaluation of the likelihood that any of these developments would go
forward given financing requirements, site constraints, availability of
parcels to developers ot unforeseen regulatory hurdies. For example,
the Plan envisions one-third of the housing under the Preferred Option in

2 Pleass refer to Appendix H for memorandum deserlbing structural upgrades required for
bulldings over 240-feet in height and costs associated therewith,

®d.

3 Based on estimate of reduced floor plate requirements at 375 Fremont Street.
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two massive towers adjacent to the Bay Bndge .Yet there is no
guarantee that the site is geologically suitable for a development of this
magnitude that a bank would finance it, or whether it would conflict with
public safety and the relrablllty of the region’s transportation-in the event
of a disaster. .Given the plan’s reliance on tower development to achieve

_its goals, the DEIR should evaluate the feasrblllty of tower development
on key S|tes : .

.3, The DEIR Should Consrder How Revised Parklng. Open Space and

‘Exaction Requwements Will Affect Housing: Production and Costs

“In addltlon to-the above, a socioeconomic impact analysis should- also
evaluate the-costs and benef ts assocrated with the followmg aspects of
the plan.

a.. Parking. The Plan calls for (1) no more than 1 parking space to be
provided per unit, (2) no more than 50% of all spaces provided to be
independently accessible; (3) all parking to be located below grade,
and (4) a set-aside for car—sharlng or site-based car rental programs.

Dependlng on soil conditions, retalnlng walls and other SIte spec;n'"cs
this proposal could result in per unit costs as high as $78,000.
Notwithstanding the fact that residences and parking spaces would be
sold separately under the plan,.most new residents would see the

" bundled costs of purchasing the desired amenities, i.e. home and
_parking, increase dramatically. Other proposals, such as screening
parking behind residential portions of the building, should be explored -
as-a cost-effective means of reducing the negatlve aesthetlc aﬁ’ects of
parking structures.

In addition to driving costs, these parking requirements may make it
more difficult to build. Residential lenders typically require one
parkrng space per unit. The proposed mandate to provide no more
than 50% independently accessible spaces may make financing
development on Rincon Hlll more costly and tlme -consuming.

b. Open Space. The proposed open space more than doubles the
amount of open space required in comparable high-density.residential
districts.®® On a 20,000 square-foot site with 350-units, this would
require 26,250 square feet of usable open space, an area 31% larger

*2DEIR 18.

% The proposed residential open space requiremnent is 75 s.f. per dweliing unit. The
comparable figure in the RC~4 District is 36 s. {.-of private open space per unit with a 33%
higher amount for common open space.

13



thian.} the site ltseif lf pubhc parks and other-new amenmes are . ' . o = . He. CONCLUSION
acqunred and built usmg the financing methods outlined-in the Plan, ’

. id I devel Id dditionall 10 ) e ' As dxscussed above the Rlncon HIH EIR lnadequately descrlbes both the
_new resfl etn;na eve opments would aadr |onaT¥1 payﬂ? $P| per o "No Project Alternative” and the 82.5-Option, and does not allow an accurate
+ square °°h ee fo acun;re nlew open. spaceds us, the Fian tﬁ' : o assessment of potential housing productlon or impacts related to urban
~ proposes that (1) new deve opments provide more open space-than ) . ) ) design, view-preservation and historic resources. Based on the foregoing,
comparable high-density properties, and () rew Rincon Hill : We respect'fully request that you direct staff to:
developments finance public open space and other amertiities for both :
_tl'}etrr:'lselves ?r?d prevtl)ouséy approved projects. De?enc(iju;g on thel dSIze : S Pkannlng Commission Discretion: The DEIR must evaluate the
of the units, the combined open space requirement and fees cou ‘ o d
add between $10 000 and $20, 000 to the price of each res«dence o o aC&r;\'lg:Rsnon s contlnued exermse of its staneards lscreuonary

-y Pubhc Facilities Assessment Dlstnct The.Plan seeks to impose new
- fees on residential development to fund extensive street

K i 4 lib ¢ the ) o ' - 2. '_-Development Assdmptions List each specific development site, '

improvéments, a new park, community center and library to serve the : the development assumptions and prOJect housing development for
entire Rincon Hill neighborhood. The Plan estimates total costs of _ " each site under each option.
roughly $10,000 per new unit.* ‘ o » S :

' | However the Plan fails to establlsh the necessrty and )ustlfcatlon for ] . 3 Standard Comparative Configurations: Do not assume. diffe.rent
the cost of all such improverhents. Many buildings provide similar - . ‘ . _ tower configurations under different options unless equivalency is
_amenltles such as community rooms, conference rooms for : clearly not feasible.
homeowner meetings, and exercise rooms. As well, the Plan ’

inequitably imposes the costs of neighborhood-, city-, and region-
servmg improvements solely on new developments, which will pay

their feir share f o b ; than $20 il ) 4. “No Project /-‘\|ternative”:b Revise the “No Project Altérnative” to
|ne;:;o:grfy ?;i rgl\'/enrzﬁeovzr?\zrv‘vsmix%e:c?;i;r!;?e?uor:ceimgar?\echar:lls:rc:n s v - evaluate reasonably foreseeable development that respects the
should bo explored and the necessﬁy for 1mprovements justlfed - Commission’s discretionary.authority and history (i. e towers sited

82.5-feet apart).

G. THE “EXISTING GONTROLS OPTION” SHOULD BE RENAMED “NO |

DISCRETION REZONING OPTION” ) , » 5. _Evaluate the Risks of Supertowers
' " - . ’ : . —_— . Provide an economic analysis of the proposed controls on the

_The entitied EXIstlng Controls Option” is misleading and should be . a o . : ! ; o

renamed.® Rather than leaving existing controls in place, this option would ) ) ) feaslblllty ?f projects, market risks, aqd housing affordablhty,
- amend the Planning Code to deprive the Planning Commission of its : © ' b. Evaluate the seismic; public safety and cultural resource
. discretion‘to grant exceptions-from & strict 150-foot tower separation rule ‘ , ) ' impacts associated V\,Ii'(h construction of a 550-foottall
when justified by public pélicy. This option shoutd therefore be rename “No o skyscraper adjacent to the-Bay Bridge;

Discretion Rezoning Option" to more clearly inform the public of the nature of ) ' : '

this alternative. Renaming this alternative will also eliminate any confusion

with the “No Project Alternative.” 6. 82.5- Optlon

a. Correct the view studies o accurately show the 82.5- Op’uon
(i.e., eliminate the extra towers and addition tower height).

* Rincon Hill Plan 72. : b. ‘Correct the analysis of the 82.5-Option to reflect the fact that
®DEIR 20’ . . : towers may be built at both 375 Fremont and 398 Fremont;

14 ' - | 15



. - - ; T . o ; Rincon Hill - Residential Development” - "EIR Alternative Comparison
.G rZse;?J?(\:I: refer_ences to 375 Fremont Street as a. historic Lo Date: 11/01/04 Note: Responsive to pages S-3 to §-5 of Rincon Hili Draft EIR
: . i . . .

Correction of Unit Counts-and Adjustment of Developmeni Potential Under Existing- Zoning Controls

7. 82.5-Foot Preferred Option: Treat the 82.5-Option as the Preferred

~-Option.in-order to fully evaluate the maximum housing production o R gE':‘ | BDZEISRF .
ve; § . - - S . ullding referre .5-Foof
alternatlve, _and . . . : . Address/ Option ‘Tower
’ A 's Blk. |115 Sep, Separation ;
) ! X ] . L _ No. DU's |Height |[No. DU's  |Height |
8. “Existing Controls” Option: Rename the “Existing Gontrols AB 3745 ]
Option” (amending existing zoning to eliminate Ptanning : o .
Commission discretion) the “No Discretion Rezoning Option.” S AB 3746
o . ' : _ o AB 3747
: . L ; 300 Beale
Thank you for considering these comments. Please note we may submit a
technical addendum fo this letter to correct additional minor technical errors . : 399 Fremont 35
-inthe EIR. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me ' 223 ::222: %
at 391-4100. o . - C ) 325 Fremont
AB 3748
. 340-350 Fremont 340 : 40l
Sincerely yours, i ) i o 390 Fremont : 40075
i e, I
y arrison
(S / Z “Ml/‘g : 45 Lansing 320 75l 400[35
AB 3764 C
DEBRA H. STEIN | ) Harrison-Essex T 230|400
President - ‘ .
AB 3765
425 First #1 380 450 5| 450
425 First #2 4s0 = 550{ 450 650
. o . AB 3766
cc.  All Planning Commissioners : AB 3769
Mr. Dean Macris, Acting Planning Director, Planning Department
Mr. Lawrence -Badiner, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department Pl
Mr.. Paul Maltzer, P.lann.mg Department/MEA “Preferred Option | 1490
Ms. Joan Kugier, Planning Department/MEA ~ 82,5 Foot Separation Option 2195
M.r_ Amilt Ghosh, Pianning Department - - » ~ Existing Controls - 150-Foot Separation and with Exceptions 665
Mr Matt Snyder, Planning-Department - _ ) Podium DU's 730 650 estimate 1210
. Mr. Theodore Brown, Theodore Brown and Partners, Inc. ) :
Mr. Lu Blazej, - - - . Total - This Chart 2220 2845 1875
Robert J. McCarthy, Esq. - ' '
Total Units DEIR 2220 2845 1630 1630 to 3300
Table S-1 (page $-30)
518ds.moh Note: This chart only assumes tower separation exceptions.

An addition of up to 10% more housing units are possible if bulk exceptions are also considered.
Number of Podium Units under each alternative is a rough estimate and should be verified by Planning Department staff.
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] POSSIBLE HIGH-RISESITES  THIS DIAGRAM SHOWS HOW 4O~X

@ EVERY EXISTING OR APPROVED"}
 BUILT OUTSITES HIGH RISE ON RINCON HILL VIO o
j LATES THE EXISTING CONTROLS N -
oo SITES APPROVED OF THE 150' TOWER SEPARATION. 150' TOWER SEPARATION -
@ HISTORICAL SITES : NOTTO SCALE
Theodore Brown & Partners
NON-CONFORMING TOWERS- AREA
DIAGRAM 5

LESS THAT 150' FROM NEAREST TOWER OCTOBER 7, 2004

NTERIOR BLOCK OPEN SPACE: 250 PROPOSED HEIGHT LIMIT

DIAGRAM
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*The Summary Section of the September 25, 2004 Rincon Hill Plan Draft Environmental Impact
Report on page S-4 under the 82.5-foot Tower Separation Option notes that It Is not possible

to bulld the two proposed towers, 375 Fremont and 399 Fremont, and stil retain an 82 5-foot FLOOR
tower separation from the existing Avdon Towers nor from each other. In addition, on page 20 OPEN
of that report In the third paragraph it states "a single tower is identified on the east side of Fremont SPACE

Street because two towers would not meet the 82.5-foot separation from another." The drawing
above demonstrates that the two proposed towers, 375 Fremont and 399 Fremont, can be buitt
with the required separation set forth by the September 25, 2004 Rincon Hil Draft EIR.

The drawing shows that the two towers could be built with the required separation of £2.5
between each other and between their neighboring buildings; the existing Avalon Towers and the
approved 325 Fremont proposed tower.

DIAGRAM 1
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POSSIBLE HIGH—RISE SITES

L] THIS DIAGRAM SHOWS THAT ALL - 40-X
BUILT OUT SITES EXISTING HIGH RISE TOWERS
: EXCEPT ONE PROPERTY ON - o
SITES APPROVED RINCON HILL CONFORM TO THE - : /
5 TIO = '

BZ] HisTORICAL SITES 82.5 TOWER SEPARATION 82.5' TOWER SEPARATION
- NON—CONFORMING TOWERS—AREA Theodore Brown & Partners, IU,C-‘

LESS THAN 82.5 FROM NEAREST R  DIAGRAM 7|

E]f POSSIBLE HIGH-RISE SITES

¥ sunroutsites -
L4 THIS DIAGRAM SHOWS HOW
SITES APPROVED EVERY EXISTING OR APPROVED

rn HIGH RISE ON RINCON HILL VIO- (151%¢ N
@ HISTORICAL SITES LATES THE PREFERRED OPTION 115" TOWER SEP%‘AT‘E%

OF THE 115' TOWER SEPARATION.
I on-conForMING TOWERS - AREA Theodore Brown & Partners
LESS THAN 115' FROM NEAREST TOWER OCTABCR 7. 2004 DIAGRAM €




80-X TRANSBAY TERMINAL

350-S.

Feet
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65/400

Proposed Rincon Hill Downtown Residential Mixed Use District
Height and Bulk District Boundary

Rincon Hill Residential Commercial Subdistrict (Approved)
Rincon Hill Downtown Residential Mixed Use District (Proposed)
Height limits in feet

Maximum Podium Height

Maximum Tower Height

Plan Area Bulk Dlslricl-i's R except where noted

Case No. 2000.1081 E: Rincon Hill Plan EIR (2035]6) ®

SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department

Figure 5
Proposed Height Districts
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.street address

£ 2

block number 'lot uwumber summar

building type/use/number of floors

RELATIONSHIP WITH SURROUNDING BUILDINGS
Relationship of
setting to building

Importance as contribution
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. / ..I\N SV v GUTUUEI FIMIURD UFFLLE SETVeEN 0 EALLAEPE IS MAYOR' § QFIP.2/4 2
et !
STAYE O GALIORMIA ~ THE REBOURESS ADKNCY : PETS WILSCH, Govamee © 231 Firet Street, Criterion a
.omqsormaromcpnssznvmm ' ; —rr {rst Strest, criterion A and o
™ DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION - @ ¢ 246 First street, Criterion A an
' }w 4298.0001 ' © J347-45 Fremont Street, Criterion ¢
(' R .
FaX: (o14) ez o ALl of these structures have either strony associations with
. historic events or ars architecturally significant .
(916) &53-6624 . : Fepresentations of a type or etyle of construction assoclated
FAX (916) 633-9824 with a historic ara. !
Au ’ .
gust 14, 1995 FHWAS504272 . Two structuree that were determined eligible in the HPSR do
. not meet the age criteria .of 50 yaars or older for inclusion on
Frad J, Hampel, Division Administrator the NRHF. These structures are: ;
Federal Highway Administration i
Regien Nine, California Diviaion ‘ i ! © 450 Harrison Strest i
980 5th Street, Suite 400 . ) ’ : ;
SBACRAMENTO CA 95814w27324 © 926 Harrison Strest :
Ray: Niq-gmbagdgaeto/merminal Separator Project . i T ) - Although both structuress have interesting archiitectural
San Francisco County, ® Ject, San Frapeiseo, ' qualities, they are not of exceptional significance ag defined in
: . ) . : Criteria Consideration 6 of National Register Bulletin 1°
Desr Mr, Hempel: . ' (National park Service, 1991)., Tt is suggested tliat thesge
‘ . structures bs resubmitted for review for inclusion on thﬁ NRHP
On Rugust 10, 1995 a meeting was held in San Francises - once they reach 50 years of age. j
[petween representatives of City of San Francisco Planning ; i alsc
spartment, the San Francisoo Landmarks Preservation Advisory The mesting participants also agreed that the folloying
card, California Department of Trensportation (Caltrans)-District Siructurss wight become eligible for inclusion on the
4, 8an. Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Patrick MeGrew, Bistoric ‘ . pending the submission of further research documentation ion
drchitect and Consultant, and the State Office of Higtoric . past alterations or changes to their original fabric:
S Teservation (SHPO) to clarify disagreements over determinations ’ . i '
B¢ eligibility for nine (9).properties located withiy th¢ Area of G 17-21 Drumn Street ;
otential Effect .(APE) for the Mid-Embarcadero/Tsrminal Separator ¢
Toject, -Sen Francisco, Ean Francisco County. 0 23-29 Drumm Street
‘ As stated in our June 29, 1995 letter, the disaqreeAehts Vere : © 31 prumm Street
brampted by determination eligibility conclusions reached in the
Bistoric Proparty Survey Report (HPSR) subnitted for the Iproject. . @ 35 Drumm Street
n 2ccordance with Section 106 of the National Historic -
Preservation Aot, the August 10 umeeting participante havd ! ! - © 301 Folsom Street . ]
_fetormined, with gHPO ¢oncurrence, that the fellowing , . & !
pligibllity determinations are valid: i wa &re also awalting further informatien sn the ‘
. ) Sterling/Rarrison/Rincon Streets (Bwitch Station), for pgssible
' Structures that are individually eligible for inclusion on - . inclusion on the NRHP as & contributor to the historic 5an
the National Register of Historle Preservation (NREP) ) ; ?ranciaco Bay Bridge, . i
© 20 california Street, Criterion ¢ ' ' Meeting participants also concurred that all other properties
: pvaluated in the HPSR that were not previously esvaluated iin
© 64 Clementina Street, ¢riterion C . earlier historic property survey reports- are not eligible for
' inclusion on the NRHP under any of the criteria establieded by 36
© 443-447 Poleon Street, Criterion a ) ' . FFR 60.4. None of these structures have strong associations with
the historic events or persons, nor are they architecturdlly
o Street Light Standards, Market Strest, Criterion A ana ¢ | pignificant.
Yeu sre also seeking the comments of the SHFO on your
Ii determination of the effacts the proposed alternatives will have
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- CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION - ’
Map Reference:Block-Lot:  3747-006

c? ha information o aineg Tanes with 36 Cinai00.5. our revisw ARCHITECTURAL INVENTORY / EVALUATION

(507 domenmmecign, oontained to coprESR and Tvaluation of nefects ' "

; y conour with your d i o -
hat nona of the project alternatives, as degcribegfozfi &;33: an : County - Rowte - Postmile: San Francisco () LSTED ¢ ) DETERMINEDELGBLE
. { ) APPEARSELIGIBLE ( x) APPEARS INELIGIBLE

ffect on historie resourges located wi:

within or near the proite t
.E;G.Th:tmigigagi9n_meauures suggested on Page ¢ of the Bgycwill
missiqu e ; ninimive the sffects of noise, particulat ’ PENTIFICATION
arat:ns' and -other atmospheric effacts generated by th g
gditi on of construction eguipnent on hiutoric-buildinq « In ' b comen et Fng
euuma::ét::na::ngigapad to ngta that Bection 7,2 of the EQF

NE a commitment to halt all | i i
i”;ﬁﬂ?1§§§2§1t3“t significant prehistoric orahis¥ESESCt ICtIVitlaB
es0 i i

nearthed during construstiom, o’ O £ Bumen remaids are l

2. Historic Name:  Unknown

3, Street Address: 355 Fremont Street

City: San Francisco 85105 County: San Francisco

Thank you agein for sesking ou

- T comnments .
fnggxcgag: any questions, please contact gtafgnhigggrf:$j°°“' " 4.ParcelNo. (Block- Loty 3747006  Owner. 1940 Freda Shumate Trust
ssar at (916) 653-8902. : l Address: 1901 Scoft Street City: San Franclsco, CA 94105
S. Ownershipis: Public: ( ) Private:  { x )

6a Use, Present: Industrial -6b Use, Original: Industrial

" DESCRIPTION
7a. Architectural Style:  Popular / Commercial Gothic front / undecorated rear

State Historic Preservation offic
from the original condition:

7b. Physical 1 of the site or I any major

- This s a flat roofed two story (plus basement) building (expressed as three full stories on the rear, due to a steeply sloping
. site) with six regular bays, each filled with factory sash, except for the two center bays at the entrance level which have
" : automoblle entrance doors. Each end bay hes a trianguiar parapet and is decorated with eight decorative precast polnted
. arch forms, as is the remainder of the comnice area along the front elevation. From the rear, this building is undecorated,

resulting in a more utiltarian expression. The building has two

. _<__g____.____ R

and app {o be unaltered.

8, Construction Date: 1929
( x) actual
{ ) estimated

| 9. Architect:
J. H. Hjul

10, Bulider:

Uninown

11. Approxdmate property size
(feet)

Frontage: 137.5
Depth: 1375

12. Photo Date:  05/84

__l*_*. e —



- ’ 06/28,2004 11:46 FAX 1135 543 5071 NISHKIAN MENNINGER @oo2

3747-006 . . '
13.Condition: () Excellent  (x). Good ( ) Far ( ) Poor . LT NISHKIAN MENNINGER
14. Alterations: None CONSULTING AND STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS SINCE 1919

1S. Surroundings: (Check more than one If neccessary) ( ) Openland ( ) Scattered Buildings ( % } Bulkt-up

() Resldential  ( x) Industrial () Commercial - ( ) Other
16. Threats to shte: ( ) Noneknown () Private Development ( ) Zening (D
) ( ) Vandaiism (x) Eubllc Worls iject. Other: - June 17, 2004
17. Is the structure on its eriginal site? (x) Yes ( ) No ( ) Unknown
18. Related Features:  N/A
SIGNIFICANCE o Mr. Theodore Brown
et . o . WNBREW LLC
19. Briefly state and/or P (include dates, events, and persons assoclated with the site): ??2% Montgomery Street, Suite 320
a'::?s‘:g:'&::‘ :f"-'d'"g 'f more than SO years old, & exhibits only minor imp and 1o be Ineliglble for : . San Francisco, CA 94111
' Re: Stuctural Costs
High-rise Buildings
Dear Mr. Brown:
This letter will outline some of the structural implications of increasing the height of a
residential building from 240 feet to 480 feet. For the purposes of this discussion the following
assumptions are appropriate:
: o The structwre will be predominently poured-in-place concrete.
) fﬂ:x“ﬁ;ﬂﬁ'ﬁm":ﬁ;wg&? than cne ’ s The typical floor plan for the tower is on the order of 8,500 — 9,500 square fect.
' Po ) . e The core area of the tower would need to increase as the height grows to account for
( ) Architecture (- ) Arsand Leisure . added elevators, increased duct size, etc.
() E trial ( )Ep Hiement . : '
{ ) Government () Miktary The most cost effective lateral [oad resist solution for this type of building would be & concrete
() Religlon ( ) SociaVEducation shear wall system. However current Code 1, 2 limits the height of this type of system to 240
21. Sources: (lst books, documents, surveys, personal feer If the structure is taller than 240 feet the lateral system must be concrete special moment
interviews and thelr dates.) ' ’ . resisting frames or concrete special moment resisting frames in combination with concrete shear
walls. The disadvantages of the concrete moment frames are higher cost, and the intrusive
- Fleld Survey 05/94; Heritage bulding recorcs 06/83): nature of these large elements on the perimeter of the building. If the structure is in excess of
Edwards Abstracts 8/31/28, " g FOLSOM . 240 feer it is still possible to design this structure using shear walls only in accordance with
4 3747 Section 1629.9.3 of the 1997 Uniform Building Code. This portion of the code states that:

“Alternative laleral force procedures using rational analysis base on well-established principals
of mechanics may be used in lieu of those prescribed in these provisions.” This method
Tequires an intensive amount of engineering and design by the Structural Engineer of Record to
prove their point to a board of peer reviewers. However, if is this method is employed and the
Engineer of Record is successful, then money and time can be seved at the completion of the
project. Offsetting the potential savings are the additional costs for the alternative design from
the structural engineer and the cost of the peer review panel and the time associated for the

FREMONT
BEALE

Date form prepared: 05/04

B Potro ) process to ke place. The peer review pracess should take between six to nine months for
Organization: Patrick McGrew Associates /\ ' approval, which can occur concurrently with other aspects of the design and approval process.
Address: 41 Sutter Street, Suite 500

Cty: San Francisco, Califomia 54104 NORTH -

Telephone (415) 981-3060 ) HARRISON

1095 Folsom Street, San Francisco, CA 94103
- -]

Tel: (415) 541-9477 Fax:(415) 5435071
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455 MONTGORERY BTREET
BUVENTEENTH FLOOR
® eaN PRANCISCO, O& Rafll
Mr. Theodore Brown . .
l i d vernmunt relations
Re: Structural Cost — High-rise Buildings . Stratesd .| e 6 commanity 8nd £
June 17, 2004
Foee November 30, 2004
. . -
We have reviewed the design differences between buildings under 240 feet and over 240 feet . ‘L
and offer the following comparisons: e, P Mt '
Environmeptal Review Officer

Below 240 feet

Code compliant (typically no special review required);

Materials will be “normal” strength-concrete; )

Strengths on the order of 6 - 7,000 psi, normal strength deformed reinforcing;
Shear walls, would consume approximately 3%, and the core would consumes
approximately 13% of the total footprint.

Above 240 feet

Design requires approval of peer reviow penel and special review of building
department;

High strepgth concrete and reinforcing steel required for most of the concrete columns
and shear walls;

Increased foundation system size and complexity;

Added elevators, shafts and utility requirements;

Shear walls would consume approximately 5% and the core would consume
epproximately |7% of the total footprint;

The overall structure cost would increase approximately $10 - $15 per square foor;
Other building systems: HVAC, plumbing, electrical, curtain wall and window
washing would have an incremental increase in the square foot cost on the order of
15.20%.’

We will forward sketches of typical footprints of the idealized floor plan for both the taller and
shorter building.

Please contact our office with any comments or questions.

Very truly yours;

LHNGG | 7.h/NM Gonora?

NISHKIAN MENNINGER

CONSULTING AND STRUCYURAL ENOIKRERS SINCEF 191G

sco Planning Department
os5 Avenus, 4" Floor
SanArancisco, Cafifornia 84103

Re: Rincon Hill Plan DEI

Dear Mr. Maltzer:

Attached hereto please find additionaljcomments on the Rincon Hill Plan DEIR
pertaining te the alleged historic valuelof 375 Fremontvstreet. These
comments were prepared Jn consultation with Mr. Patrick McGrew of McGrew/
Architecture; who prepared the Historig Resource Evaluation Report for 375
Fremont Street.

If you have any questions or would like more information on this, please do not
hesitate to call me. T

Sincerely yours,

(bt 5oz

DEBRA STEIN

ce:  All Planning Commissioners
Mr. Paul Maltzer, Planning Department
Mr, Mat Snyder, Planning Department

Enclosure
§18ds.moh

pli 415,391.4100 goa@gcastratogin,com
fx 815,391.88B2  wwa.geastrategies.com

[ N wcecoacaTRT Q7117 BonZ,. 107030
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Comments on DraR EIR: 375 Fromont Slreat:

( istori ' substitute the
Page 1885, Criterion 3: For the phrase 'the historic arohneotlral oonsultant believes’ sul

phrgass ‘the Historio Resouroe Evaluatien Report eonoludes.’ | The documern is based upon fact, not
oellefs

Page 188, third line from bottom of page! Insert quotes afound the phrese baginning with 'the facade
organization....! Otherwise it appears thet the EIR contalng grammatical errors.

Page 187, Line 14: For the phrase 'the historic architectural consultant believas' substitute the phrase
‘the Historic Resource Evalustion Report stetes...'

Page 187, Line 21; substitute ‘two bays' for three bays..,' Crily the iwo vantsr bays are alfected.

1 i ! titute the phrase
Page 188, Line 13: For the phrase The historic architectursljconsultant belisves’ subs
'theg Hlstur}c Resource Evaluation Report concludes.’ The dacument Is based upan fact, not bellefs.

Page 188, Line 18; Raplace the word 'consultant with the phrase ‘Historlc Resource Evaluation Report.'
The document is bassd upon fact, nol ballefs.

Page 188, Line 19: Delete tha egntence beginning with 'Howevesr,....' The digousston hare does not
perteln to the buliding's Integrity, nwr

; : A8 Indi .. with the phrase ‘As
Page 168, Line 22 Replace the phrase 'As Indicated by al) the above information..’ wi !
Ind?aa‘tad i':y the five survaye that have evaluated the buliding.l.’ Algo, for the phrase ‘the bistoric
architectural consultant beflevas’ substiiute the phrase 'the letonc Resaurce Evaluation Repart

concludes.....' The document ls bassd upen fact, net ballefs

Page 1889, Line 2: insort quates eround the phrase beginning with ‘the facade orgarilzation....’ Ctherwise
It appears that the EIR contgins grammatical arrers. T
Page 170, Line 14: Replace the heading 'Historic Architecturg” with the haading 'Historle Resource.’

Page 170, Line 17: Replace the phrase ‘ths loss of a historleal resource’ with !anguagav thet Indicates
that there Is disagresment ameng experts about whether or nat the bullding is an historical tesource.

Page 170, Line 6: Delele the sentenoe beginning with However....' There ls no explanation or
Justification for this etatement. .

7c&G0CCETHT G2/ T BAOZ.T0°0IA

DEC. 82004 b5:16PM GCA STRATEGIES NO. 6083 P. 2/3. o

§55 MONYGOMERY $TYREET
SEVENTEENTH FLDOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

Strategles ) E—

communlity and government relations

December 7, 2004

Honorable Shelley Bradford-Bell
President

San Francisco Planning Commission
1660 Mission Street, 5" Floor

San Francisco, California 94103

Re: 3 November 2004 letter regarding Rincon Hill Plan Draft EIR

Dear President Bradford-Bell:

This office represents Brownbrew LLC, sponsor of a proposed
residential project at 375 Fremont Street in Rincon Hill. On 3 November 2004,
this office submitted a letier to the Planning Commission commenting on draft
EIR for the Rincon Hill Plan. Much to our chagrin, we noticed that our
comments incorrectly identified our project as 375 Folsom Street on page four,
eight and nine of the letter. By this letter, we wish to clarify for the public

record that the correct address on those pages was meant to be 375 Fremont
Street.

We regret any confusion this may have caused. Pléase don't hesitate
to contact me if you have any further questions,

Singerely yours,

Lo

DEBRA STEIN
President
ph 415.391.4106 gca@gcastrategios.com
_ fx 415,391.8062 www.gcactrategles.com



ROBERT MEYERS ASSOCIATES

City Planning and Development Consultants ;
120 Montgomery Street, Suite 2290 San Francisco, CA 04104 R %%%gn:lngnidvEoseipﬁifcgr&‘llglf S
TEL 415-788-2777 * FAX 415-788-5768 o . 120 Montgomery Slreet, Suite 2290 San Francisco, CA 94104

rmmeyarsala@sbqglobal.net TEL 415-788-2777  FAX 415-788-5768

Comments to City Planning Commissio%m on Draft EIR for Rincon Hill Plan
November 29, 2004

Madam President and members of the Commission, if the City's goal Is to
maximize realistic housing production, | will present diagrams that show that
staffs Preferred Option is flawed and must be replaced with an Option that
allows towers within 82-foot feet of each dther.

. I

November 29, 2004

Ms. Joan Kugler
|

Major Environmental Analysis . o
The Planning Department Buildable Remaining High-Rise Sites
1660 Mission Street, Suite 500 : ; ’
San Francisco, CA 94103 « Rincon Hill planning effort took 10 years, a lot of staff time and dollars.
Re: Gomments to Rincon Hill Plan DEIR . , L .
, e Sadly, for all that effort, it won't increase increasing housing production
enough. i

Dear Ms. Kugler:

On behalf of Theodore Brown, owner of 375 Fremont Street, | enclose comments ek R | o

to the DEIR with supporting graphics. As noted in my presentatian to the Commission, » And its “preferred Option” Is flawed a?d overly restrictive.

please expand the analysis of the 82.5' Tower Separation Option with an addendum to . . i L

the EIR. Then, because it is so important to ingrease housing production, please have e This diagram shows that most sites are either already built out (red),

the analysis and addendum circulated so there may be further public comment on them. already approved (blue), or encumbered by historic structures (light
green). ) !

Yery sincerely yours,
« While the Plan covers 13 blocks ov rall, the yellow for the few remaining
just 2 blocks located at

| W M high-rise housing sites shows it's a plan for
l ) Fremont, First & Harrison Streets. IThere's not rauch: left to develop or
|

plan. - : !

obert M. Meyers, AlA Staff's Preferred Option

» Staff's Preferred Option removes ites and leaves only four (noted in
orange), [but two of these can be considered speculative and one has
historic designation], and ali are corpcentrated near the entrances to the

Enc. :
' ' . Bridge.

ANTNNWTA RLID IS0 266689GGTYT LZILT $002,T0708d -

________________ zAnT TATATT



Existing Zonin {50-foot Tower Sepa ation

82.5.foot Tower Separation
» With 82-foot separation,

If staff imposes 115-foot §eparation
approved or built (shown in red) begome non-

rebuilt in case of fire, earthqqake ord

or approved high-rise (in red) did not

ortions of every high-rise alr?ady -
p complying and coqldnt be

saster.

eet the guideline.

Under current zoning with 150-foct Fparatlon, portions of every existing

In each Case the Commission useq’l its conditional powe

guideline against the City's dire
exception.

r, weighed the
eed for housing and granted the

Housing was and still is more importgnt than tower separation.

Whatever new zoning we get, the ¢

to grant exceptions to balance design

[Avalon Bay

towers. This separation works, it’F sucees

happy.]

of one (shown in red), comply.

82-feet allows towers at both 375 & 399 Fre

units.

We ask that g2-foot separation beco
QOption”.

mmission should maintain its power
with need for more housing.

was Rincon's first project approved with only 50-feet between

sful and the residents are

all existing and approved towers except portions

mont for an additional 440~

me the Commission’s new “Preferred

Please direct staff to expand the

analysis of this alternative with an

addendum to the EIR, and continue the hearing s0 the analysis and

addendum can be circulated for publ

Thank you for youf consideration.

Robert Meyers, AlA -

ic comment.

- mecanannTHT 07217 BANZ.TAOEA

November 29, 2004

Ms. Joan A. Kugler, AICP
'EIR Coordinator -~

San Francisco Planning Department
Office of Environmental Review
1660 Mission Street, 5™ Floor

San Francisco, California 94103

* Re: - Rincon Hill Draft Environmental Impact Report
Case No. 2000.1081E

Dear Ms. Kugler:

This company represents City-Core-Fremont Street Investors, LLC, the sponsor of a
proposed residential project at 333 Fremont Street in Rincon Hill.

Thie 333 Fremont project was submitted to the Planning Department in 2002, prior to-the
drafting of the Rincon Hill Plan. The draft EIR for 333 Fremont was published in
October 2004 because the 333 Fremont Street project complies with the spirit of the
proposed Rincon Hill Plan, as well today’s existing controls. Both the current Plan and
the drafted Rincon Hill EIR delineate certain goals to improve the Rincon Hill
neighborhood; 333 Fremont fulfills these goals by:

1) Providing much needed housing more quickly than the proposed towers,

2) Converting the property from an existing non-conforming use (office) to 2
conforming use (residential),

3) Mitigating the visual blight and underutilization at the site,

4) Providing public and private open space,

5) Creating short term and long term jobs in San Francisco,

6) Keeping the proposed building short; it is only 85’ tall in a 200” zone and thus
allows neighboring properties to develop.

As 333 Fremont has been in the review process for more than two years, we respectfully
request that the 333 Fremont Street project be grandfathered from the pending Rincon
Hill Plan. By cooperating with City Planners and working with our designers to adhere to

CITY-CORE DEVELOPMENT, INC.
2352 Post Street, Suite 200 San Francisco, CA 94115 tel: 415.820.5200 fax: 415.820.5215 1
1670 Broadmoor Drive Seattle, WA 98112 tel: 206.979.5648 fax: 206.323.7384



the spirit of the Proposed Rincon Hill Plan, we anticipate that the 333 Fremont project -
and EIR approvals will not be stalled by the delayed Rincon Hill Plan adoption. It would
benefit the City and its residents if the project were approved immediately, as the
potential housing it can provide will mitigate the current housing crisis and produce.
revenue for the City’s coffers in the form of property taxes., perhaps years before the
high-rise towers become available. If the Rincon Hill Plan is adopted and produces
housing, then that housing will be in addition to the real housing that is ready to be built
at 333 Fremont Strect. o

We urge that 333 Fremont Street be excluded from the Rincon Hill Plan and offer the
following comments on the Draft EIR for the Rincon Hill Plan. For the reasons set out
below, we encourage you to direct staff to make the following changes in the EIR:

1. ‘Planning Commission Discretion: The DEIR must evaluate the Commission’s
continued exercise of its standard discretionary authority.

2. Development Assumptions: List each specific development site, the
-development assumptions and project housing development for each site under
each option. Evaluate the impact that the pedestrian pathways will have on
housing and commercial areas.

" 3. “No Project Alternative”: Revise the “No Project Alternative” to evaluate
reasonably foreseeable development that respects the Commission’s discretionary
authority and history.

4. “Existing Controls” Option: Rename the “Existing Controls Option” (amending
existing zoning to-eliminate Planning Comumission discretion) the “No Discretion
Rezoning Option.”

5. Grandfather Existing Projects: Acknowledge that several projects including
333 Fremont Street have been under review for years and, as a result, may be
grandfathered. ’ :

6. Accurate Analysis: The Rincon Hill Plan inaccurately reflects the parcel map for
Block 3747. The DEIR improperly shows the existence of lots 9 and 10, which
no longer exist, Indicate Lot 19 on Block 3747. Revise all of the analysis and
visual aids (diagrams, maps, etcetera in the DEIR) to accurately reflect the 333
Fremont project on Lot 19.! i

! San Francisco Recorder's Office, Lot Merge, recorded February 26, 1982.

The DEIR contains errors as follows:

1. The DEIR Incorrectly Excludes Potential Residential Development at 333
Fremont

The DEIR assumes that the Planning Commission will retain no discretionary
authority under any version of the Rincon Hill Plan. The Commission should
preserve the Commission’s ability. to exercise its standard discretionary authority.

2. The Existing Building at 347-49 Fremont Street is Incorrectly Described as a

Historic Resource. 2 :

a. .“Preponderance of the Evidence” Standard: A building may not be considered
an historic resource where the preponderance of the evidence in the record
demonstrates otherwise, even if an agency itself believes the building is a valued
resource. 347-49 Fremont Street building was not and is no longer eligible for
the California Register or the National Register. The DEIR ignores this
preponderance of evidence and asserts that the existing building is still an
historic resource.

b. Overwhelming Evidence that Building is Not an Historic Resource: The
_ overwhelming preponderance of the evidence demonstrates that the DEIR

" definition of the existing building at 347-49 Fremont Street as a historic resource
is wrong. ) :

i, 1976 City Survey: In 1976, the Planning Department determined
that 347-49 Fremont Street merited an overall rating of “1,” with
the building ranking at 1 for all “architectural design valuation”
criteria:’.

Unique visual features: 1(0 to 5)

Example of a rare or unusual style or design: 1 (0 to S);
Facade proportions: 1 (Scale of -2 of 5);
Richness/Excellence of Detailing/Decoration: 1 (-2 to 5);
Overall Architectural Quality: 1 (-2 to 5).

SR S

ii. 1985 Heritage S’urvey.‘ The conclusion that the building is not
individually significant is further supported by San Francisco

2 |nformation for this section is primarily from The Edwin W. Tucker & Co. Building, 347-349
Fremont Street, San Francisco, California, Historic Resources Study, Aprit 2003, prepared by
Page & Turnbull, Historic Architecture consultants. See Exhibit A.

3 1976 Cilywide Survey: San Francisco City Block 3747, San Francisco Planning Department
(unpublished), 1976. See Exhibit B.



Hetitage’s Extended Downtown Survey of 1985, which gave the
building a “C” rating.! '

iti. 1985 Rincon Hill Area Plan. In 1985 the San Francisco Planning

Department prepared an Environmental Impact Report (1985 EIR)
for the Rincon Hill Area Plan, in order to assess potential impacts
of the proposed zoning changes to the area. A Cultural and Historic
Resources section was prepared as part of the 1985 EIR. Eight

. individual buildings were identified as being worthy of
preservation in the Rincon Hill Plan. The building at 347-49

- Fremont, although located within the Rincon Hill Plan area, was
not included as being significant resource worthy of preservaﬁon,5

. iv. 1991 Rincon Point Redevelopment Plan: 347-49 Fremont Street
. was not identified as an architecturally or historically significant
building.®

“v. 2003 Staff Evaluation By State Historic Preservation Qffice: The
State Historic Preservation Office staff confirmed that 347-49
Fremont Street did not qualify for the California Register in 1995,
nor did it qualify in 2003. This evaluation stated “The building has
lost substantial integrity since 1995 when it was determined .

- eligible and new information shows decisions about significance
- [in"1995 by the Federal Highway Administration] were based on
factual error.” 7 : :

“vi, -2003 Histaric Resource Evaluation Report. The 347-49 Fremont

Street-Historic Resources Evaluation Report (HRER)for the 347-
49 Fremont Building is on file with the Planning Department. It

- was prepared by an independent expert who concluded that the

" “347-49 Fremont is not eligible for individual listing in either the
National Register of Historic Places or the California Register of
‘Historical Resources.” The HRER went on to say that “While the

" building has previously been determined to be eligible.... that
determination was made eight years ago and based on incorrect

. and incomplete information.- Moreover, changes to the building

4 San Francisco Downtown Inventory Evaluation Sheet, San Francisco Architectural Heritage,
1985, Available Heritage research available as Exhibit.C.
5_City and County of San Francisco Planning Department, 7985 Rincon Hill Area Plan, 1985.

' Ai\éailable for review by -appointment at San Francisco Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street
5" Floor. .
8 City and County of San Francisco Planning Department, 1991 Rincon Point Redevelopment Plan,
1991. .

) 7 Cynthia Howse, Historian il, State Historic Preservation Office, Edwin W. Tucker & Co. Building,
San Francisco County, San Francisco, Staff Evaluation, August 2003, See Exhibit D.

have.compromised what historic value it may have had®.
Therefore, the demolition of 347-49 Fremont would not constitute
an significant adverse effect on the environment as defined by
CEQA.”

Vii. Article 10: The 347-49 Fremont Street building is not listed in
. Article 10 of the San Francisco Planning Code as an individual
Jandmark and it is not listed in any designated historic district.

"viii. The HRER compared information gathered as part of the HRER
with prior surveys that may not have had the benefit of accurate
data and found that its “comprehensive evaluation suggests that it
[347-49 Fremont] is not eligible for individual listing in any
recognized register of historic resources.”

ix. 2003 City of San Francisco Planning Staﬁ“: City Planning Staff
agree with the 2003 Historic Resource Study prepared by Page &
Turnbull: 333 Fremont was not eligible for any register at any

txmel ! .

¢. ' Inadequate DEIR Evidence: The preponderance of the evidence does not address
the DEIR’s conclusion that 333 Fremont is an historic resource. The HRER
provides factual evidence that the 347-49 Fremont Street project is not and was
not eligible for any register at any time and is not listed in any recognized
district. :

Under CEQA, the Department’s determination is valid unless the evidence indicates
that it is more likely than not that the building is not a resource. The overwhelming
evidence convincingly establishes that 347-49 Fremont is not a historic resource and
its demolition should therefore not be considered a significant adverse effect on the
environment. ' :

3. The DEIR Excludes potential residelitial and retail development in lieu of the
proposed mid-block passageways.

. The DEIR prescribes mid-block pedestrian pathways but failsto consider the impact of

these pathways on the number of housing units that could be built instead, the viability of
commercial and retail usés with less sidewalk pedestrian traffic, and wind patterns,

¥ City and County of San Francisco, Department of Building Inspection, Permit No. 916214, July
18, 2000. See Exhibit E.

® Page & Turnbull Report, page 31.

% bid, page 23.. .

' Mat Snyder, San Francisco Planning Department, Preservation Technical Specialist, letter
regarding 347-349 Fremont Street (Block 3747/Lot 19), Case No. 2002.1263E, to Dr. Knox
Mellon, State Historic Preservation Office, August 6, 2003. See Exhibit F.



1 3. ) EXHIBIT A

. o
Thank you for considering these comments. If you have any questions, pléase do not
hesitate to contact us at 415- 820-5200. : " "
Sincerely yours, )
City-Core D
By:
resident
THE EDWIN W. TUCKER & Co. BUILDING
' 347-49 FREMONT STREET
SAN FRA_NC!sco_, CALIFORNIA
| HisTORIC REsouﬁcE STUDY
Enclosures Exhibits A-F ‘ e
‘ o : . " Page & Turabull, Inc.
April 2, 2003
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B. Current Historic Status -

“The] purpese of tl'us section s to discuss thc historic status that 347-49 Fremont may have. This section will
definc in general tesms what types of ccmﬁca.ﬂon a'resputce must have in order to be considered a h.lstoncal

" resource. The - subject bmldmg has been asslgncd ratings in three architectural and historical surveys. In one of
these surveys, a 1994 Calu'ans/chetal Highway Adm:mstranon Historic Properties Survcy Report (HPSR), -
the building was: ass;gncd a National chxstcr Status Code of ‘QSZ, meaning that it has been formally
determined to be eligible for hsung in the Nnﬁaaal Register ome’om Plazss, This determination was based upon
mcomplr.te and inaccurate information and the following section (Sccuou C) will analyze 347-49 Fremont
with the most up-to-date information, mcludmg new hxstoncal data and a contemporary evaluation of the

building’s integrity.

1976 Arch.itectuxal Quality Su.tvey

The Planmng Depattment’s A.\:chltcctuml Quallty Su.rvcy, or 1976 Survey, was what is known in prcse.rvauon

" patlance as 4 reconnaissance or \wmdshlcld” survcy The aith of the project was to survey the entire City and .
County of San- Francsco for the purposc of 1dcnufymg and mtlng, ‘on a scale of —2 (detrimental) to +5
-(emao:dma.ty) all sxgmﬁca.nt buildings s.nd structures. No research was performed and the potential historical
slgmﬁcancc of a resource was not considered when assigning a sating. Buildings rated 3 or higher represent
e.ppro:u.matcly the top 2% of all of San Pranasco s buﬂdlngs Sumirnary ritings of 0 or 1 ate ge.ucra]ly
mte.rprctcd to mean that the property has some contextual i rnporta.uce The building at 347—49 Fremont was

“assigned an overall rating of “1,” indicating that it was of contextual sxgmﬁcancck The 1976 Survey has come

under increasing scrutiny over the past decade dueto the fact that it has not bcen updatcd in over twenty-five

years and that historical significance was not taken into account. Tn'addition, the sarvey bas not been ofﬁclally :

‘recoguized as ‘alocal reg:ster of histori¢ resources. Its flawed methods have prevented it from being adopted

by the San Francisco Planmng Commlssxou, as such, the 1976 Survey is no longct relied upon by. t_he Cityor .

‘other agencies.

Splendxd Survivors
San Francisco Architectural Hertage (Hcmage) isthe Qty s oldest not-for-profit organization dedicated 1o
increasing gwaxmcss ‘and preservation 'of San Frandisco’s unique architectural heritage. Heritage has

completed sevetal inteasive surveys throughout the City, the most important of which was.the 1978

April 2, 2003 - ' Page & Tiernbud] Inc.
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Downtown Survey. This survey, pub]isheci in book form as J]zler;did Survivors in 1978, forms the basis of San -
Francisco’s Downtown Plan, Herjtagé ratings, which range from D (minor or no importance) to A (highest

importance) were converted into Categories V through I and incorporated into Article 11 of the San Francisco

) lemng Code. During the 1980s, the Downtown Survey was expanded o pick up p:nphc:al areas such as

the South of Mm:kct. Although not mcluded in Splendid .S'umwn-, in 1985 Hc_ntagc surveycd 347-49 Fremont
and gave it 2 rating of “C.”" According to ratings mcthodology dcvelopcd by Heritage, a rating of C means that

a resource may be of contextual i importance. The full definition is as follows:

Buﬂaings which are distinguished by their scale, materials, composit'loné.l treatment, cornice,
and other features. They provide the setting for more important buildings and they add visual

tichness and character to the downtowa area. Many C-group buildings may be eligible for the
National Register as part of historic dlstncts

According to the evaluation sheet prepared for the building, its highest scores were for its age (1913), syle .

- (industtial), historical pattemns (pre-World War 1 development) and integrity. This .survcy basnotbeen

formally adopted by the City and County of Sao Francisco and therefore d._oes not conttibute to its formal

status or listing on a0y register.

Article 10 . :

Asticle 10 of the San Francisco lenmg Code contains a list of all dcslg-uatcd San Francisco Landmarks and
Historic Districts. The Tucker Building 4t 34—7,—49 Fremont Street is not listed in Article 10 of the San
Francisco Planning Code 4s an individual landmarle and it is not listed in any désignatcd historic district.

Caltrans Survey

_Wir.l'un the past two decades, several highway pto]ect undertakings utilizing federal funds took place within the

project vicinity. Lead agencies have included the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, the Rederal Highway
Admministration, the Department of Energy and the California Depattment of Highways and Transportation
(Caltrans). As part of their responsibilities, these agencies were requited to evaluate the effects that their
proposed undestakings may have on poteatially historic districts and resources. In 1994-95 consultants
employed b}} the Federal Highway Administration and Caltrans prepared a Historic Properties Survey Report
(HPSR).for thé proposed Mid-Embarcadero Terminal Sepatator Structure Project, The Area of Porential
Effects (APE) included the project site and the evaluator assigned 34749 Fremont the National Register
Status Code (NRSC) of “252,” meaning that in their opinion, the Building was “determined eligible for

separate listing through a consensus determination by a federal agency and the State Historic Preservaton

April 2,2003 : . Page & Tumbull Inc
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Officer.” The report, which was based very closcly on the 1983 HPSR prcpm:cd by Caltxa.us for the I.280
Ttansfc.r Concept Program, found that 347—49 Fremont was significant under Cnta:lon C (Axchltecturc)
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C. Evaluation

Although 347-49 Fremont Street was determined eligible for individuval listing in the 2Vanonal Register of Historic
Places in 1995, it is not formally l.istlcd in any register. In fact, comprehensive evaluation suggests that it is not
cl.igiblé fét individual listing in any recognized register of historic resources, Although the building has been.
evaluated in at least three surveys, the hxstory and significance of the building has nat been cxplozcd atthe
depth required to make a formal determination, Many questions about the building, mclud.lng thiose as basic as

its date of construction, have.not been definitively answered nntil now._ ‘The following section will analyze the

. significance of 347-49 Frt:mout and its plotemial for listing in the National Register of Historic Places and the

Caltfornia Register qf Hz.rtanml Resonrces utilizing the most up-to-date historical data and evaluation of existing

conditions,

‘National Register of Historic Places-

“The National Register of Historis Places is the nation’s most imp;)rmnt and comprehensive inventory of known -
historic resources. The Nawoial Register, as it will be referred to hu_:.ccfgrth, is administeied by the Natiogal
Park Service and indudés buildings, structures, sites, objects and districts that possess histoﬁc, architectural,
engineering, archaeological, or cultural signiﬁc:;.nce at the national, state or local level, Typicnlly_,vrcsourccs
over 50 years of age are :ﬁg‘iblc'for listing in the Na#ional Register if they meet any of the c:itcria. However,
resources under 50 years of age can be determined chg1ble if it can be demonstrated that thcy are of
“cxceptional importance,” or if they are contdbutors to a potential historic district. Nasinal Register criteria are
defined in-depth in National Register Bulletin Number 15: Fow to Apply the National R:guter Criteria for Evaluation.

- There are four basic criteria under which a structure, site, building, district or object can be considered eligible .

for listing in the Natianleegx;.rter. ‘These are:

Criterion A (Event): Buildings that ate associated with events that have made a significant

contiibution to the.broad patterns of our history;

'Criterion B (Pergon): Buildings that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our

past; . .

Criterion C (Design/Construction): Buildings that embody the distinctive chazacteristics of a
. typc, pedod or method of construction, or that represent the work of a master; and -

Criterion D (Infggm_a_ggg Potential): Buildings that have yielded, or may be likely to yield,

information important in prchxstory or history.

A resource can be considered significant to American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering and

cultare. Onee a resousce has been identified as being potentially eligible for listing in the Nationa/ Register, its

April 2, 2003 ’ ' ' Page & Turmbull I

Page 23



Lawsns W. LRiker € o, Dusang

Historical Resource Evaluation Repori

historic integrity must be cvaluated The Na.z’mna! R.eguferrccogmzcs seven aspects or qualities that, in various *
combmauons definei integrity, These aspects are: location, design, setting, materdals; workmaaship, f:dmg and
assoclauon, In otdc:r to be determined clxglblc for hsn.ug, these aspects must closely relate to the resource’ s

7 significance and must bei mtact.

Criterion A )
The building at 347-49 P:z:mont Strcct does not appeat to be c.hgxblc for individual hst:u:lg in the National
Rigisterunder Criterion A (Eveats). According to the 1994 Caltrans Report, the buﬂdmg is Slgn.lﬁcant for the

following r&sons .

. Th]s isavery mc wood E:a.me building, rebuilt in the fire zone, following the events of 1906.
“Together with the Wilbert Blacksmith Shop, they represent the kinds of structures found
here in the prefite city. Said to be a replica of an 1897 structure which occupied this site
- before the 1906 holocanst, it was built sometime between 1906 and 1913, when the fiest
post-fire Sanborn insurance maps became available, it gives the impression of being much
older, This building is associated with the events that have made a significant contribution to
the broad pattetns of our history, and also embodies the distinctive characteristics of both.
the pre-fire m:lghbol:hood and the post fire reconstruction pcnod in 4 way that few buildings
 in'the area can. Tt does possess integrity of location, design, setting, matedals and .
- workmaniship, fecling and dssociation, and consequently appears to qualify for National -
ch:tstcr hsu.ng under criteria A and C.

“This a:gu.mcﬁt, althmigh well reasoned in. many ways, does not apply to Critefion A (Events). Although the -

building’s assodiation with the 1906 Earthquake and Fite is mentioned, its precise linkage with the events is

not discussed-in any: meaning.f\ﬂ'way- First it should Ec noted that 347;49" Fremont was nof built as a replica of
a prc—1906 bu.!ldmg According to the 1899-1900 Sanborn insurance map, the building that occupied the site

before the earthquake was a two-story flat with 2 bay wmdow and 4 flarroof. The existing building, while also -

wood fra.mc, is a two-story machine shop with a flat fagade and 2 gable roof. Secondly, it must be pointed out
" here that 347-49 Fremont was not built between 1906 and 1913 as the Caltrans survey erroncously stated. The
1913 Sanbotn map confirms that the parcel remainedvacant - during this pedod. Rathm: building per&;it )
records mdlcatc that the bu.tldmgwas ucctcd in thc second half of 1913. The argament that the building
rcprescnts a lmkagc between the pre- fu:e and post-fire South of Market is wrotg and does not stand up to
factual research and analysis, Whereas Block 3747 was overwhelmingly residential in character pnor to the
disaster, it was rebuilt asa pzcdomma.uﬂy industrial district after 1906. '
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Finally, it should be noted thatin order to.be found eligible for lxsnng in the National Registerunder Citerion,
A, “the property must have aq importagt asgociation with the event or historic trends, and it must retain

historic integrdty.” National Registsr Bullstin 15 “How to Apply the Nanonal Ragister Critsria jbrEualxmnon, states:

Mere association vm.h historic events or u'c.nds is not enongh, in and of itself, to qual.ify

under Criterion A: the property’s specific association must be considered important as well.

For exa.mplc 2 building histoncally in commc:cxa.l use must be shown to have been

,sxgmﬁcant in commctcial h.lstory
It bacomcs quite clear upon analysis that 347-49 Fremont does not meet thc test prowded in the National =
Regw‘n’.r own gmdchnes. Furthermore, researching newspaper archives, city directories and block books does

not teveal the presence-of any historically significant or influential businesses or manufacturers within the

b\ﬂl&i.ng. The building at 347-49 Fremont does not appear to bc‘e'ligiblc for listing under Critedon A.

Cntenon B
’I’horough evaluation of San Francisco city directories, building records and newspaper indezes do not teveal
the names of any persons significant in the past that can be associated with the building. Therefore, 347-49

Fremoat does not appearto be eligible for listing under Crtesion B.

-Criterlon C i

The 1994-95 Caltrans HPSR maiutzjns that 347-49 Fremont is ;ﬁgiblc for listing under Nasionat Register
Cntcnon C as an czample of a rare wood-frame building in the reconstructed South. of Market that recalled
the form, construction techniques and ovc:a]l feeling of pre-fire buildings in the area. Agmn documeritary . .
evidence seems to point to other couc_luslons. While it is indeed true that there are today very few wood-frame
industrial stractures left in the project area daﬁng from the immcdiatc post-quake reconstruction, it is doubtful

that the building is necessarily reflective of the district prior to 1906. As mentioned above, an analysis of the

*1899-1900 and 1905 Sasborn maps, show that prior-to 1906, Block 3747 was characterized by 'a mizture of

building types, alt.hough most were two-and- th.rcc-story Ita.hanatc flats, very different from 347-49 Fremontin
every rcspect aside from buﬂdmg technology.

As abuilding WPe the bqudmg at 347-49 Fremont is pc:haps better reprcscntatlve of temporary buildings
built immediately gffer the 1906 Ea.:thqua.kc and Fire th.toughout mutch-of the South of Market area. With land

ownership in fluz, insurance settlements in doubt and the economy performing at a less-than-desirable level,
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many proparty or busmcss owners cnhu: did not rebuild mmcdlatdy or simply bu.ﬂt cheap wood-&amc
‘t:mpora.ry" stmctures to house tha: businesses ox pay the mortgage on the land In most cdses these Wood—
frame buildings built within the fire limits would be demolished and. replaced once finances allowed. Based on
the fact that the buﬂd.l.ng isan muzpcnslvc wood-frame structure (it cost only $2,300 to build) and that it

reserables other temporary structutm long-since demo].tshcd, it is probable that 347-49 Fremost was

constructed as 2 ‘tcmpomry” structure. This would not be pamculm:ly sm-pnsmg as its builder, Edwin Tucker,

did sot own the property whea he built it.

A “temporary” building is not nedr;ssaﬁly p:gc_lﬁdcii from being significant. However, this building s not
c]igible undet Critedon C in the context identiﬁed in the 1994 Caltrans HPSR Fuxthmorn;, the building is
clearly pot eligible forindividual listing in the National Register vnder Criterion C as “awork ofa master,” or as
a resource that possesscs “high artistic value.” On the other hand, the bulldmg may embody the distinctive
characterstics of 2 typc, period or method of constmcubn” becansei 1t isa modcrately intact cxa.mplc of a
wood-frame machine shop, const.ructcdmﬂle first decade after the 1906 Ea:thquake and Fire in San
Francisco. This being seid, it is also important to mention that the resource must be demonstrated to be
“significant” either at the local, state.or national level and that it must be able Eo illustrate the hiétoric context
to which it belongs. ) »

Tn the case of 347-49 Fremont, the building fails to mect this “significance” threshold. In terms of its typé a

machine shop)” and period (post-1906 xccons.truction) the building is qﬁitc typical of what took place in the

Sonth of Matket following the 1906 Catastrophe. In terms of i its mcthod of constructios (wood-frame) the

‘building also shares much in common with the temporary woad- fra.mc temporary structures that typically

- weat up in the half-decads after 1906, before cconomic security and ownership stability allowed for the
érection of mote permanent masonry buildings on larges consolidated lots. Its character-defining features
include its timber frame and rustic channel siding; its regular arrangement of double-hung wood ox steel.

- casement windows and entrances; its s'i.mpl: r;:ctz.ngula.r pro;;o:ti.ou;; its large open intc.a_:iqr workspaces with
exposed trussbcilings and mezzanines and its full lot coverage. Many such buildings were erected in the South
of Market that conformed to this typology between 1906 and 1920, although after 1920 the construction of
large reinforced-conctete loft buildings rap!dly suppla.nted the smaller wood-frame machine shops of which

- 347-49 Fremont is represeatative. Within several blocks of the building there is a similar building that retains a
higher degree of integity, the Edwin Klockars Blacksmithing Shop on the south side of Félsom, between

" 1.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, National Register Bulletin 15: “Hew 1o Apply the Nasional Regisier
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First and Fremont Streets. As a result, 347-49 Fremont does not appear to be 'r._ligiblc fot individual listing

-uhder Crtedon C.

N Cnteﬂon D
_ Evaluation of Critedion D (Informauon Potcnual) is bcyond the scopc of this rcport having been thoroughly

mmu:cd in 2 separate report by Archeo-Tec of Oakland entitled, “Archaeological Research Design and

* - Treatmeiit Plan: 333 Fremont Street Project, City and County of San Prandisco.” Based oo the conclusions in -

this report, 347-49 Fremont does not appear to be digible. for listing under Criterion D.

Integnty
According to National Regmer.Buﬂehn #15, mtegnty is defined as “the ablhty of a property to coavey its

s1gmﬁca.ncc” I-hstonc properties mtbe_r retain mtegnty or they do not. 'After a resource is evaluated for

: slgp.\ﬁcancc, it must bc dcmonsr_tatcd that it retains the ability to convey its significance. For the purposes of

evaluating historical resources, integrity is composed of seven aspects: location, dcsxgn scmng, materials,

:workma.nsl:np, feeling and association. Although there are exceptions for interor-otiented strucmtes such as

theaters ot religious buildings, the discussion of integrity in selation to the Nasional Regéster s typically
concerned with the extediors or meorta.nt interior spaces that are accessible to the general public. In the case
of 347-49 Fremont, it retains some integrity of location, but little integrity of setting, workmanship, feeling
and-association and partial integrity of design and maredals. Alterations, particularly on the-ground floor level,
havc removed some of the most important character-defining features, particularly the pair of swinging doors
r_hat appear on the bu.lldmg as late as 1994. In addidon, 2 flagpole that appears on the bu!ldmg as late as 1976 is
rmssmg The, missing doors and ﬂagpolc could ‘be restored with modetn construction. This could lead to 2
more sufficient degree of integrity, though not authentic, to convey its slgnlﬁcancc In its current condition,

the building does not possess the level of integrity required for listing in the National _Rﬁgz:ter

California Reglster

‘The California Register of. "Historical Resourves is a hst of sxgmﬁca.ut architectural and historical resources in
California. In essence ‘the criteriz used by the Ca! lfornia Register are the same as those used by the National
R.zgz':ier although some modifications have been made for resources significant within California, Resources,
that are formally listed in the Nationa! Register are automatically listed in the California Register. The Calz’ﬁznﬁ'a
Register évaluates a building’s eligibility for listing based on the following four criteria or associations:

Gritria or Evaluation,” (Washington, D.C.: Rev. 1998), p. 12.
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Criterion 1 (Event): Buildings that azc associated with events that have rmade 2 significant
contribution to the broad patteras of local or regional history, of thc cultural heritage of )
Califomia or the United States;
Criterion 2 (Person): Buildings that are associated with the lives of persons important to
‘local, California, or national history;
.Qm&&lﬁﬁl_h&ﬁm_tﬂ Buildings that embody the distiictive characteristics of 2 type,
petiod, rcgion or method of constructlou, or represeats thc work of 2 master, or possesses
high artistic values;
anmﬁ.ﬂnﬁzmmgnmm Buildings or sites that have yielded or have the
. potential to yield information important to the prehistory or hxstory of the local um
- California or the nation,

The p:dcéss of determining inteprity is similar for the C'alg'ﬁ;mi;z Rugister as it is for the National R.egi.rter: The
sime seven variables listed above in the Nafional Register section: location, design, setting, maten'al.s, o

workmz.nship., fecling and assodiation, are used to evaluate a resource’s cligibility for listing in the California

, Register. A critical distinction between the two registers however is the dcg:cc of integrity that can remain and
still be considered eligible for listing. Accoxd.mg to Culifornia Oﬂi:e oth.rtom‘ Preservation Dtbm;alA.rn.rlame Serdes
" #6, "Caifornia Register and Nati ’RtgzriarA Comparison,”.

%

Itis possible that historical resources may not retain sufﬁc:c.ut integrity to meet the criteria
for listing in the National Register, but they may still be e.hglblc for listing in the California
Register. A resource that has lost its historic character or dppearance may still have sufﬁr::nt
integrity for the California Register if it maintains the potential to yield significant or
lustoncsl information or specxﬁc data. .

iy brief; the Bdwin W. Tucke.r & Co, Building docs not appeat to qua.hfy for individual Ilstmgm the California

Register, The aualysxs presc.utcd abovc for each of thc Naﬁona! Rzgmer cntcna would cqua]ly apply to the

California Regivier. Although the building does hate alevel of significance as 4n example of a post-quake and
fire wood-frame industrial machine shop' (ander Criteria C and 3), its significance is limited to the natural
progression and reconstruction of the South of Matket area of San Francisco, and not as anhdiﬁéua]ly

significant xesource,
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v, Context and Relationship

The building at 347-49 Fremont Street is not located w1thm a designated historic district significant at e.\thc:

the local, state or national level. However, the Rincon Hill area has been studied as part of several proposcd
highoray projects as described above and more important, as part of an area plan. In the early 1980s the Sao

‘Francisco Redcv_elopmcu\: Agéncy, in collaboration with the Planning Department, developed and adopted 2

land use and urban design concc.pt plan for the Transbay Survey Area and the Rincon Hillarea. The ulfimate
goal is to use.a strong, recognizable arban fomn to foster a pcdcsuian—odcntcc:i élacc to live and work, In 1998,
the Redevelopment Agency removed Rincon Hill from its Transbay Suevey Area and assigned the Planning
Dep_a:ﬁxncnt the task of examining Rincon Hill’s z_oni'ug, height and bulk regulations. These ciqa.ngcs will
facilitate increased opportunities for both residential and com'mcrciﬂ uses. The Rincon Hill rezoning effort

could create the potential for 4,500 dwelling units and 500,000 square fect of office and other commercial

space.

* In-1985 the San Francisco Planning Department prepared an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the

Rincon Hill Area Plan, in order to assess potential impacts-of the proposed zoning changes on the atea. A
Cultural and Historic Resources sectionwas prepared as part of the BIR. Eight individual buildings were

-identified as being Worthy of preservation in the Rincon Hill Plan. The buildings identified weze:

Union Oil Company Bui.id.i.ﬁg (425 Fist Street)
Coffin-Reddington Building (301 Folsom)
Klockas Blacksmith Shop (443-7 Folsors)
Guy Place Housing

Hills Brothets Coffee (2-30 Hartison)

. Joseph Magnin Watehouse (29-35 Harrison)

Sailors Union of the Pacific (450 Harrison)
Hathaway Warchouses (400 Spear)

The building at 34749 Fremont, although locatcd w1thm the Rincon Hill Plan area, was oot included as being
significant resource worthy of preservation. Although the list above is probably not conclusive, its omission of
34749 Fremont, combined with other surveys in the area suggests that the building is of contextual

significance and no more:

Apr..'ll 2, 2003 . . . Page & Turmbull) Inc.
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A Pto;ect Specific Impact

Appcndm Gof the CEOA G'mdebm: suggests that a pro;cct “would havc a s!gmﬁca.nt effect on cultural

. rcsourccs if the p.to;cct Woul«l

‘a)  Causes substanual ‘adverse change in the slgmﬁcancc of 2 historical resource as dcﬁ.ncd in Section
15064.5 of thc CEQA Gridslines; .

b) Causea substanuzl adverse change in the slgmﬁcancc of an a.rc}mcological resource pursua.ut .to Sccuon
: 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidslines;

) ;:) Dn:ccdy or mducctly dcstroy a unique paleontologxcal resource of site or unique gcologxcal feature;
d) Disturb any human remains mcludmg t.hosc interred outside of formal ceremncnies.

‘The project sponsor mte.uds to demolish 347-49 Frcmont, as well as the ad]accnt American Engravmg

’ Company Building at 333 Fremont Strc:t and replace them with an ¢ight-story residential building, For the
pu,tposq.s of CEQA, a historic resoutce is defined as a resousce listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing
in the C'a!:ﬁniia ngifbrainrtm'ml Resonrves. In 1995, 347-49 Fremont was fbrmally determined eligible for
individuallisting in the National Regu'ter of Hlistoric Places. Thc building is therefore automaucally listed in the
Cnybmm Rﬁgufer However, the author of this zeport maintains.that ecroneous and lncomplctc information led
to this dctenmnauon and that new information indicates that the building is s eligible for individual listing
under the critera listed in the 1994-95 Caltrans HSPR: Furthermore, alterations that have taken place since

_ this determitiation have compromised t@:e integrity of the building. As such, itis the anthor’s opinion that the

proposed project would nathav_é a significant effect on the eavironment. '

w, - Cumulative Impacts

'The demolition- of 347;49 Fremont would leave a sub&am:ia_l number of similar Wldod-f:g:;mc industrial
buildings in the South of Market ares, and 2 handful in the Rincon Hill area. An ﬁfomd survey of the
' surronnding blocks reyealed a wood-frame industral building that tetains 2 supcﬁdr degree of integrity, the
Edwin Klockars Blacksmithing Shop on Harrison Street, between First and Fremont Streets. "This bﬁilding
was listed as'a cultural resonrce in the Rincon Hill Area Plan in 1984, . ' »

)

VL Mitigation

. Accoidihgto Section 151264 (b) (2) of the Public Resources Code (CEQA), documeatation of a historical
ésource, by way of historic narrative, photographs and/or architectural drawings {often HABS-Level), as

April 2,2003 ' Page & Turmbwl Inc.
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mitigation for the effects of dcmolmon of the resource will typlcally oot mmgate d’xc effects to'a point where

- dearly no slgmﬁ.c.ant cffect on the- mvuonment Would occyr, However, because 347-49 Fremont is not.
. formally listed in the Calg%mm or Naﬁonal.Reg;.r/zr, the building’s demolition would not require any mmgauon
. ch::f.hcless, the building is an interesting exa.mple of post-quake industrial architecture and the building’s

owncr has indicated his wlllmgness to tecord the building with atchival photographs and hlstoncal
documentation in accordance with Historic Amcncan Building Survey (I{ABS) Level I guxdc]mcs

VII. Conr:.lusmn

This analysis of 347-49 Fremont is bascd on the best information now available and is believed 1o be more
accurate and comprehensive than any othcr report or survey. It is the coaclusion of this report that the Edwin
. Tucker Building is #o eligible for individual listing in cither the Nationad Register of Hlistoric Places or the
Ca!'y"omia Ragister of Historizal Resaurces, While the building has previously beea determined to be eligible for the

- National Register, and thetefore antomatically eligible for the California Register, that determination was made

cight years 2go and based on incorrect and incomplete information, Moreover, changes to the building have

.comprbmiscd what historic value it may have kad, Therefore, the demolition of 347-49 Fremont would not

- copstitute a significant adverse effect on the environtent as'defined by CEQA.

Apsil 2,2003 ’ Pags & Turnbull, Inc.
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- APPENDIX

Eduwin EL Tucker & Co. Building -
Constraction and Owntrship Chronology

CHRONOLOGY: EDWIN W. TUCKER & CO. BUILDING

1886 1886 Sanborn map shows the parcel now occupied by 34749 Fremont v
(then pumbered 325 Fremont), contained a three-story frame dwelling with
a two-story cll, two one-story lean-to sheds and one single-story

freestanding shed. The rest of the block (old block number 392) was mostly

occupied by frame dwellings. The only notable exceptions wete St:
Brendan’s Church, located on the northeast corner of Fremont and
Harrison; Flora Sharon’s Kindergarten, located mid-block o Beale Street;
Whittier Fuller & Co. Stables on Beale Street; as well as Pendergast’s
Foundry and Hall’s Boiler Works, both of which were located onthe _
southwest comet of Folsom and Beal¢ Strects. . S

1894 l . 1894 Hicks/Judd Block Book shows parcel presently occupied by 34749
"Fremont Street belonged to W. A, White. . .

1900 : 1900 Sanbom map indicates parcel-upon which 347-49 Fremont now sits
was occupied by the same dwelling presentin 1886, although the sheds had
been removed. Block remains largely unchanged, although industrial usage
is beginning to displace residential. Pendergast’s Foundry and Hall's Boiler
Wotks are both abandoned, possibly due to the recent economic
depression. East side of Fremont Street remains largely residential.

1906 Oh April 18 San Francisco is hitby a catastrophic carthqu';\kc. Ruptured gas
lines started fixes that raged uncontrollably throughout the. City. Within a
day, the bulk of the South of Market was leveled inclnding the subject block.

Parcel presently occupied by 347-49 Fremont Street (Lot 9) belongs to Ms.
EBliz Kehoe (1/2) and Richard Moosey (1/2). Otiginal purchase date is
. unknown.

1913 1913 Sanborn shows Very little new construction on Block 3747 and what
there was appears to be temporaty. The only permanent tew building
_ appears to be St. Brendan’s Church and an associated rectory. The rest of
the block had been consolidated as one pascel under the ownership of the -
Southern Pacific Reilroad. ’ .

Fxisting wood-frame machine shop (hereafier the Edwin Tucker & Co.
Building) is erected by Edwin W. Tucker, for his business E. W. Tucker &

" Co. According to the original building permit, #50478 {issued June 25,
1913), the building was the first erected on the site since the 1906
earthquake. According to the permit, the cost of construction is $2,300. The
building was to be used by E. W. Tucker & Co., a marine engineering and
manufacturing operation, as 2 machine shop. ‘

1929 Flla Kehoe, half-owner of the Edwin Tucker & Co. Building dies, leaving
et interest in the property to Robert F. and Clarence J. Kehoe on
September 23. .

April 2,2003
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Construstion and Ownership Chronology

" 1930 '

Robert F and Clareace J. Kehoe sell Lot 9 a.nd its u:nprovcmcnts to Bdwin

Tucker, prcsrdcnt of B. W. Tucker & Co.

-Amertican Engmvmg‘& Golor Plate Co. Building erected dext door at 333
Fremont Street by Louis Eurie, Art Deco/Gothic Revival conerete
manufacturing building designed by pfominent San Francisco architects, the
O’Btien B:or.hm and W. D. Peugh,
1934 Nove.mbc: 21 1934, own::sh.tp of the Edwm Tucker & Co. Building is
transferred ﬁ:orn E. W. Tucker & Co to Bdwin Tucker’s vnfe , Jennie B.
. Tucka:
1941 . December 8; 1941, Jennie E. Tucker sell Bdwin Tucker & Co. B\.uld.lng to
- Bay Cities Scpuatot Co. Bay Cities. Separator was operated by Fred W.
) Payneand C. 8. Kmnea.r and the company g mz.nufacmrcd miarine batteries.
‘19,4._6 June 6, 1946 title to Edwin Tucker & Co. Bulldmg r.rz.usfe::rcd from Bay
' Cities Scpmtor Co to company co-owner Fred W. Payne.
1956 VF:cd w: Payne dies and Bay Cities Scparator goes out of business. Fred’s
Wmdow,.Anna B. Payne retains ownc.tsh1p of the property.
1957-59 . " Bdwin Tucker & Co. Bmldmg occupied by Oxy-Dry Sprayer Corpo:auon, a
: o pnnung house.
1960-66 With the exception of a bncfpmod in1 1961 and 1964, Bdwin Tucker & Co.
‘ Bmldmgl.s listed as being vacant in cn:y directories.
) 196;1, Ocr.oberl& 1961, Anna B, Payne sclls Edwin H. Tuck:r & Co. Building to
Sven and Dorothy Ostman.
1965 Sven and Dorothy Ostman scll the Edwin H. Tuckcr & Co. Buﬂdmg o
‘ Mordson Imports.
1967-70 * Bdwin Tucker & Co. Bmldmg occuplcd by The Light Works, dealer of
: custom llght fixtures.
1971-72 Edwin Tucker & Co. Bmldmg occup:ed by Morrison Imports, Inc., dealer
’ . of custom light fixtures, ~ -
1572 Beatrice Foods Corporation puschases Edwin Tuckez Building from
: . Moxdson Imports, Inc. '
- 197375 Bdwin Tucker & Co. Bu.ildiug listed as vécant in city directories.
1976-85" Edwin Tucker & Co. Buxldmg leased to several commercial photographcrs
1982 Lots 9 and 10 mcrgcd creating Lot 19
Apil 2, 2003 Page & Turnbull, Inc.
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: N i = "Revuewer : . Date.
Page _1_ of 2. Resource name(s) ar number{assignsd by recorder) 347-49 Fremonl Strest

P1. Other Identifier: Edwin W. Tucker & Co. Building

*P2, Location: ONot for Publication EUnrestricted
*b, USGS 7.5" Quad: San Francisco North Date: 1997 . :
*c. Address 347-49 Fremont Strest - City San Francisco Zip 94195
*e, Other Locational Data: Block' 3747 Llot: 019 . - '

“a. County San Francisco

*P3a. Description: (Describe rasource and its major elemants Includa design, materlals, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundades
The Edwin W. Tucker & Co, Building is located on a 216" x 137" lot on the sast sids of Fremont Streat, between Folsom and
Harrison Strests, The building is a two-slory-over-basemem wood frame, former machine shop designed In a vernacuiar mode
with sparse Classlcal Revival detalling. The building is one story In height with & basement and two mezzanines, one facing the
stréat and the other facing the rear (east) property line. The fagade, south, and east watls aré partially fenestrated. The mezzanine
sections featurs flat roofs and the machine shop has a gable roof punctuated by skylights. The gable roof Is concealed from view
by a stepped parapet gable, whioh is approximately 25" in height from the sidewalk to the crest of the parapet. Structurally, 347-48
Eremont Is a timber-frame building with a concrete foundation, brick footings, rustic channel siding and wood windows and trim;
Omamentation Is sparse, consisting for the most part of a stepped cornice and decorative window hoods. Several of the original
window frames are.broken and the original doors are missing. Othserwise the fagade has undergone relatively few alterations.
-Several sections of the interior have been substantially altered to accommodate a change In usé from machine shop to office
bullding and as a result, only some of its character-defining features survive intact. The most significant Interior features are the
office mezzanine and the overhead traveling crane in the former machine shop. The building appears to be in fair conditlon.

*P3b. Resource Attrlbutes- (Ilslanrlbutesandcodea) HP 8: Industfial Building
*P4, Resources Present: EBuilding qS(ructu;e.DObJect {ISite [IDistrict CElement of District OOther

P5b. Photo: (view and date) ‘
March, 7 2003

*P6. - Date Constructed/Age and
Sources: historic

1913/ Sanborn Fire Insurance Map«
1899, 1805, 1913; Building Permit

*P7. .Owner and Address:
City Core/Fremont St. Investors
2352 Post Street, Suite 200
San Francisco, California 94115

*P8. Recorded by:

- Christopher VerPlanck
Page & Turnbull, Inc. -
724 Plne Strest
San Franclsco, CA 94108

*P9. Date Recorded:
Aprll 2, 2003

P1C. Survey Type:

Psa. Photo o T ' Historle Resource Study

*P14. Report Citation: (Cite survey report end other sources, or enter “none”) Archeo-Tach, Archaeological Research Design and
Treatment Plan, 333 Fremont Street Project, City and County of San Francisco, February 28, 2003,

*Attachments: ONone OLocation Map DSketbh Map DContinuation Sheet 3Building, Structurs, and Object Record

OArchaeological Record DODistrict Record Oilinear Feature Record DTIMilling Station Record DIRock Art Record
OArtifact Record EIPhotograph Record 0. Other (list)
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B1. Historic name ‘Edwin W. Tucke
B2. . Common hama: . 347-49 Frem
B3. Original Use: Mactine Shop. .

‘NRHP Status Code
*Resource Name or# 347-49 Fremont Street
or & Co. Bullding -

ont Street -
" B4 Present use: Vacant

" *B5.. Architectural Style: Ulllltarian, with Classical Revival Detalling
*B6. .Construction History: (Construction date, alteratlons, and date of alterations)

347-49 Fremon! was constructed in

’BT Movad? [S]No DYes 0O
"+88," Related Features .

.Boa. ArchllecL EW Tucker

. *B10 Significancé: Theme NA: . Area,

.” Period of Signifi NA

1813 by Edwin W. Tucker for use as a machine shap.

Unknown Date:, Original Location:

b Bullder: day labor
PropertyType ine 8 Apf licable Griteria_NA

‘(Dlscuss Impartance ln terms of hlslom:al or

347-49 Fremont was constructed in

| context as defined by thame. pertod and geographlc scope. Also addrass Integrity)

1913 for $2,300 by Edwm W. Tucker, owner of Edwin W. Tucker & Co. an engineering and

manufacturing company specializing in marine-related equipment. E. W. Tucker-& Co. rémained in the, building until Edwin's widow
sold the buiiding in 1941 to Bay Cities Separator Company, 8 manufacturer of marlne batterlas owned by Fred and Anna Payne.
Anna Payna sold the bullding to Sven and Dorcthy Ostman In 1956 following the death of her husband. Throughout the late 1950s
and 1960s, 347-49 was-occupled by & series of tenants; including a paint equipment distributor, a Catholic priest, and a dealer of

-imported lighting fixtures. In 1972, B

satrice Foods Corp., the owner of 333 Fremont next door, purchased 347-49 Fremont and

linked the-bulldings togsther. Throughout the 1870s and 1980s, the buitdings were used for warehousing and later, workspace for

347-49 Fremont does not’ appear ‘to

o graphlc designers and photographers. in 2000 the bmldlng was purchased by the present owner and convened Into office space.

be mdlvudually ehglble for Ilsung In the Natlonal ng:stsr of Historlc Places because It lacks

,sufﬂclsnt archheclural or hlstorical signlfi cance

N B11 Addlﬂonal Rssourcs Altnbutes -(Llst and codas)

"B12 Referances San Franclsco Archltectural Herlta e»Bulldlng Flles. san: Franclsco Depanment of Buliding Inspection, San
Franclsco Hislory Room San Francisco Clly Dlrectones anbom Fire lnsurance Maps 1899, 19085, 1913 1948, 1991

' B13. Remiarks:
" *B14, Evaluator: Chiristopher VarPl

*Date of Evaluation: April 2, 2008

(This spéce reserved for official comments.)
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Edwin W. Tucker & Co. Building
Historical Resonrve Evaluation Report
ADDENDUM

It has recentl.y been brought to our attention that quesuons have su:faced concerning the
potential eligibility of the Edwin W. Tucker & Co. Building in San Francisco (hex:etofore
referred to as 347-49 Fremont or simply, “the building™). Quesuons posed by staff of the
California State Historic Preservation Office have raised concerns about the buildidg’s )
s:gmficance mtegnty in 1995 when the initial determination of ehg1b1l1ty was made as well as its
exlsung level of mtegnty This addendum is intended to resolve any remaining quesuons about

the building concxscly anid accurately. While Page & Tumbull contends that the building would

. "bea contnbutor to a potential historic district, we a.rgue t.bat it does not rise to the level of an

mdivldual.ly significant resource and would therefore not be eligible for individual listing in

either the Calj _/?zmm Registir of Historical Rmmm or the National Register of Historical Places, The

following sections will take the form ofa question and answer format with each of the

" questions in bold type and answers following.

1. Why ié 347-49 Fremont not eligible for listing in the National Register?

_The original determination of eligibility made by Patrick McGrew as part of the 1995 Caltrans

Secﬁon 106 Survey suggested that 347-49 Fremont was eligible for listing under Natiwml Register
Cnterxa A (Events) and C (A.tchltecture) Page & Tuznbull believes that while the buildiag has
some level of architectural and historical significance, it does not rise to the level necessary for

it to be individually significant.

In regard to Critecion A, the 1995 Caltrans report states that 347-49 Fremont would be eligible
for hsung due to its association with the-immediate post-1906 Earthquake reconst:ucuon of the
South of Market Area. Rescarch indicates that this is not so. It should be noted that in order to
be found eligible for listing in the Nasioral Ragu-ter under Cmenon A, “the property must have
an important association with the event or “histosic t:ends and it must retain historic integrity.”

Natzwtal Rtgz.rtcr Bulletin 15 “How to Apply the National Register Criteréa for Evaluation,” states:

Mere association with historic events ot trends is not enough ia :md of itself, to
qualify under Criterion A: the propexty’s specific association must be
considered important as well. For example, a building hlstoncally i
commczcml use must be shown to have been significant in commercial hxstory

It becomes quite clear upon analysis of 347-49 Fremont that it does not meet the test provided

" in the National Register's own guidelines;. The building was cosistructed some seven years after

! U.S. Department of the Intetiot, National Park Service, National Register Bullesin 15: “How 10 Apply tbe
National Register Criteria for Evaluation,” (Washington, D.C.: Rey. 1998), p. 12.

Page & Turnbull, Inc.
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the Ea.:thqunke and Fire. It did nor reElace a sieilar pre—quakc b\nldmg as the Caltrans repozt
contended. Rather it appears to have been erected asa tcmpomry industrial structure that would
eventually be replaced once funds and/or consolidation with adjacent lots took place.
Furthermore, newspaper archives, city directories and block books do not reveal any linkage
with any historically significast o influential businesses or manufacturers. The building at 347-
49 Fremont is not eligible for listing under Criterion A. » '
In regard to Cntenon C, while the building at 347-49 Fremont a’m not represent the “wotk.of

tmastes” ot “possess high artistic values” it does embody the “distinctive cha:acter_lsucs ofa type

peziod and method of construction.” Rega.tdless 347-49 Fremont does not appear to be sxgmficant '

enough to justify its eligibility for listing in the Nasional Register under Criterion C. The reality is
that virtually every .build'ing icp:escnfs the distinctive chasactesistics of & type, peciod and ° i
method of construction. The question that follows is whether the resource is 2 “significant”
- example of a type, period or method of construction. National Regisser Bulletin 15 states on pg. 18
- that “A structure is eligible a5 a specimen of its type or period of construction if it is an

important example (within its context) of buddmg pmcuces of a particuldr time in h:story ” The-

question that needs to be asked here is if 347-49 Fremont Street is such 4n unpomut example of -

its type period or method of construction.

While National R:g;}le;Buﬂetin 15 does not explicitly define significance, a peri.lsal of the 147
bmldmgs and districts listed in the National Register in the City and County of Sz Francisco
teveals that the resoutces listed are without exception the best examples of pamculz.t buildings,
structures or objects. Exnmples of listed resources include the sailing slup The Ballutha, Calvary
Presbytenan Church, the Bush Street Cotta.ge Row District, the James Flood Masnsiosn, the Ferry
. Building, Hale Brotbe:s Department Store, Haslett Warehouse, _]essle Street Substation, San
Fraacisco Ns.tlonal Guard Axmory, the 'U:S. Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, Yerba Buena Light
House and 136 more of San Francisco’s best buildings, structures and objects. The list includes 2
wide variety of types styles and eras, ranging from high style mansions to utilitatian warehouses.
. The umfymg theme behind’ bulldmgs and sr:uctu.tes on the list is their general recognition by
all parties as being significant resources.

Does the building at 34749 Fremont belong to this list of significant properties? Research of
the building’s history and an analysis of its azchitectural significance indicate that this would not
be the case. The National Ragistir is the “official Federal list of districts, sites, buildings,

structures, and objects significant in American history, architecture, archeology, engineering, and

July 24, 2003 . - Page & Turnbull, Inc.
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culture » While 347-49 Fremont is an interesting example of a pre-WWI timber-frame machine
shop, it is not significant enough to be listed under Criterion C. It does not particularly stand
out from dozeas of other similar wood-frame machine shops in. the South of Market Area.
chczally built on narrow. lots on less valuablc back streets and alleys, wood- frsme machine
shops weze an iniexpensive alternative to moze expensive and more permanent cosicrete
structures that became the norm after the 1906 Earthquake. In many cases these less substantial
wood-frame macl:une shops were not given elaborate facades unlike their concrete counterparts
and built very cheaply Most were e intended to be replaced as Soon as finances allowed or if the
lot was consohdated as part of a larger parcel. Neverthcless many semained due to their

continued usefulness and constricted patcel size.

2. What historic fabric has been removed from the building at 347-49 Fremont Street?

On the exterior the original pair of hinged dooxs in the vchicular entryway, the man door and
its trim as well as the flagpole have been removed. The vehicular entry was infilled with a
contemporary aluminum frame storefront in the late 1990s when the building was converted.

from mdustml to office use. Simultaneously the mtenor was gutted and remodeled thé front

" third of the former mzchme shop was converted office space: new ﬂoormg, gypsum board and

ceiling materials were installed, as well as new stairs and 2 new ADA-accessible ramp providing
atcess from 347-49 Fremont to the building next door at 333 Fremont. PFurthermore, in the
process of l.tnkmg the two buildings, 2 large hole was puuched into the ‘north wall of 347-49

Fremont

3. 1s the building at 347-49 Fremont a rare wood frame machine shop? Are there others

with more integrity i.e.; buildings that have their dooss, their interior p‘atﬁtions, etc.?

Based on several surveys Page & Turnbull has completed in the South of Market, wood-frame,

industrial buildings account for approximately ten percent of existing industrial buildings.

- Within a block of 347-49 Fremoxnt is one of the best examples in the city- the Edwin Klockars

Blacksmith Shop at 443-47 Folsom Street (San Francisco City Landmark #149), Attached at the
end of this document is a spreadsheet hstmg twenty other wood-frame machine shops that
retain-a high level of integrity that are within a half-mile of 34749 Fremont. This list was
compiled during an informal reconnaissance survey of the vSouth of Matket. The survey

revealed that there were dozens of similar wood-frame machine shops in the area, mostly on

" smaller back streets or alleys. Some have higher degrees of integrity; some have lowet. The

survey revealed quantitatively that this is not a rare building type by any means.

July 24, 2003 : Page & Turnball Inc.
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4, -Does the building at 347-49 Fremont posaeés’integrity in terms of materials and design?
What changes have taken place between 1995 and today?

" Between 1995 when the mmal dctenmnnuon of eligibility was'made, and the present day, a

v series of e.xte.:lor and mteno: alterations have taken place that compronuse 347-49 Fremont:
Strect’s mtcgnty to some dcgtee Thc e.xtmor was extremely simple to begin with in terms of its

 materials and design. Originally const::ucted with 2 small budget, little attention was lavished on
its fa;ade aside from the parapet moldmgs and plaque in the cente: of the pmpeL Between 1976
and 1995 the flagpole was removed. I the late 1990s the fagade-was further compromised
through the removal of the original man doos and vehicular entrance. The interior, which was
originally a 1ong open machine shop with two mezzanines, has been alcered to some degree.

" The front postioq of the first floor has new intefior finishes. The mte.no: ‘was built out as

" ofﬁce space, including the sa.ndblasung of ce:llng beams the. apphcauon of modern floozing
and wall matcrmls aﬂd the-construction of an ADA xamp and stair into the ad)ommg building,

. The sear mezzanine has been heavxly altered as well. The ftom: mezzanine is the only section of
the buﬂdmg’s inferior to retain mtegnty of design and matenals

- While Page & Tumbull did-not-petform an extensive condmon su;:vey, a cursory inspection of
the exterior and mtenor revealed signs of water infiltration and associated decay of wood

"elements mcludmg dry rot, in t.he ‘exterior sheathmg, roof deckmg and interior sills and joists.

5. Was the ﬁuilﬁdg at 347-49 Fremont significant at the ﬁme of the 1995 Caltrans Survey? ’

" No. Smﬂar to ‘today, ini 1995 the building nppeé.rs to have been eligible as a-contributor to'a
potential historic district but based on the mfoxmznon uncovered by Page & Turabull in 2003,
it would not have been mdwxdually eligible for. hsnng in either the California Register or the
Nutiondl ngu‘tlr

6. Is there new information?

The dctezmmatton of ehgibl.hty made in 1995 was based con]ectuxal mfoxmszn, much of it
incorrect. The building at 347-49 is nota “very rare wood frame building rebuilt in the fire
“zone following the events ‘of 1906.” More importaat, the building is not a “teplica of an 1897
structure which occupied this site before the 1906 holocaust™ Nor was it built “between 1906

‘and 1913” as the Caltrans report contended. Rather, it was constmcted after the compleuon of

July 24, 2003 P Page & Turnbull, Inc.
: Page 4

Edwin W. Tacker & Co. Building

Historical Resource Evaluation Report

ADDENDUM

the 1913 Sanborn Map. The buxldmg is an example of one of scores of inexpensively
const:ructcd temporary industrial buildings erected throughout the South of Market in the
decade and a half following the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. Scores of comparable buildings still
eiist in the South of Market, particularly on back streets and alleys such as Natoma, Minna and
South v[.Jark Streets. Wﬁ:hout the alterations that took place in the late 1990s 347-49 Fremont
would retain 2 high level of integrity and would have beea a good contextual building in the
Rinicon Hill area. Even W.ith the alterations, it still Pr.ovi.des confcﬁal character tc; a degree. .
Whatever sxgmﬁcancc the buxldmg may have, it does-not meet the threshold for National Register
eligibility. ’

July 24,2003 _ : Page & Turnbull, Inc.
’ Page 5
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EXHIBITD -

Edwin W. Tucker Co. Building

‘San Francisco County, San Francisco

Request to Remove from the California Register
Staff Evaluation -

"The Tucker Building y_vés determined individually eI,igible-for the National Register

under Criterion C on.August 14, 1995 under 36 CFR 800, implementing

. regulations for Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. This action

resulted in the automatic listing of the property in the California Register of
Historical Resources. The current owner of the Tucker Building, City-Core-
Fremont Street Investors, LLC, is requesting the building be removed from the
California Register. - - :

California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 11.5, Section 4856(a) states the

Commission may remove an historical resource from the California Register if the
“historical resource, through demolition, alteration, or loss of integrity has lost its -
_ historic qualities or. potential o yield. information; or new information or analysis
. shows the historical resource was not eligible at the tifme of its listing. (According

to DPR legal courisel, the criteria the property-must meet when evaluating its
eligibility for the California Register, pursuant to-this request to remove, are the

criteria used which caused it to be placed on the California Register in the 1895 -
- the Natiqnal Register Criteria for Evaluation.)’ : C

- The applicant requesting, removal has submitted a-report and an addendum
" prepared'by Page & Tumbull, Inc. which argues:both-criteria for removal are
" satisfied: “the historical resource was.not.eligible'at the time of its listing.
- Morebver; the:building. has, through alteration, lost what little historic qualities or

potential to yield information it may have once had.” The “initial determination
was based on incorrect and incomplete information and conflicts with previous

-evaluations of the building in other surveys.” : ) .

San Francisco’s Planning Department's-1976 Architectural Quality Survey rated -
the Tucker Building *1,” indicating that it was of contextual significance. The
City's rating system was -2 (detrimental) to +5 {extraordinary). In 1 983 San
Francisco Architectural Heritage surveyed the Tucker Building and rated it “C,”

-may be of contextual importance. The building is neither a designated San

Francisco Landmark nor part of a local historic district.

In 1994—95 Patrick McGrew Associates, consultants employed by the Federal

"“Highway Administration and Caltrans, prepared a Historic Properties Survey
. Report for the proposed Mid-Embarcadero Terminal. Separator Structure Project.

The Area of Potential Effects included the Tucker Building, which was
“determined eligible for separate listing through a consensus determination by a
federal agency and the State Historic Preservation Officer.”

4

Edwin W. Tucker Co. Building
Staff Evaluation
Page Two

The Tucker Buildi'ng Was determined eligible for the National Register based on

the following statement prepared by Patrick McGrew Associates in 1994:

This is a'very rare woad frame building, rebuilt in the fire zone, following
the events of 1906. Together with the Wilber Blacksmith Shop, they
represent the kinds of structures found here in the pre-fire city. Said to be
a replica of an 1897 structure which occupied the site before the 1906
holocaust, it was built sometime between 1906 and 1913, when the first
post-fire Sanborn Insurance maps became available, it gives the
.impression of being much older. This building is associated with the
events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
our history, and also embodies the distinctive characteristics of both the
pre-fire neighborhood and the post fire reconstruction period in a way that
few buildings in the area can. It does possess integrity of location, design
setting, materials and workmanship, feeling and association, and
consequently appears to qualify for National Register listing under criteria
Aand C. : : o :

Although Patrick McGrew Associatés stated the building was significant under
Criteria A and C; SHPO's August-14, 1995:concurrence letter stated the Tucker
Building was-significant:under Griterion C; alerie.. OHP staff historian Clarence
Caesar does'not recall- why- Criterion'A was deleted:” He does remember,
however, there was no-discussion or disagreement-between OHP and Caltrans
regarding the eligibility.of Tucker Building. ‘

Page & Turnbull's April 2, 2003 report states “[njewly discovered historical data
presented in [their] report, as well as an up-to-date evaluation of the building’s
construction history, existing conditions, historic context and integrity, suggests”
the building is not eligible for the National Register.” .

The historic resource through demolition, alteration, or loss of integrity has
lost its historic qualities or potential to yield information: Changes to the
building since its 1995 determination of eligibility include general deterioration
and alteration. In 2000 the building was converted from industrial to office use.
Changes included replacing the “man door,” removing the pair of historic panel
doors to create a quasi-open vestibule and recessed aluminum-framed glass -
storefront. The interior, originally an open machine shop with two mezzanines,
was gutted, remodeled, and linked to the building next door. New flooring,
gypsum board, and ceiling materials were installed. Celling beams were
sandblasted. The rear mezzanine was altered. The building is vacant today and
the original vehicle entry is boarded up.



Edwin W. Tucker Co. Building’
Staff Evaluation
Page Three

The changes which have taken place since 1995 have affected the historic
character of the building and resulted in its loss of sufficient integrity for individual
. eligibility for the National Register. Perhaps most damaging is the removal of the

double doors and the construction of a modern, recessed storefront entry, which -
completely changes the Historic appearance of the building.- Additionally,
substantial historic fabric has been removed from the intefior.

New information or analysis shows the historical resource was not eligible
at the time of its listing: Page and Turnbull’s research establishes the building
was constructed sometime in or after 1913 and was not reconstructed from an .

earlier, pre-earthquake building on the site. It was not, therefore, as suggested in .

the Patrick McGrew Associates statement, a rare wood frame replica of an 1897
building reflective of the district prior to the earthquake. It was a simple,
inexpensive, wood building typical of the many “temporary” buildings put up in’
the fire zone following the earthquake and consistent with its use as the EW.
Tucker & Co. machine shop.

The information presented in the Patrick McGrew Associates survey form does
not provide sufficient historic context to-establish significance and National
Register eligibility of the Tucker Building. Page & Turnbull have noted errors in
the McGrew statement which invalidate the importance of the building for the
reasons Patrick McGrew:Associates seem to-suggest., The conclusion seems to
be based on the circumstantial evidence the building was a-replica of an 1897
building and therefore “embodies the distinctive characteristics of both the pre-
fire neighborhood and the post fire reconstruction period in a way that few
buildings in the area can.” ) ' ’

Whethér the building is significant in some other context as a broduct of 1913, for

-example as a small, utilitarian, wood building whose rarity mitigates its loss of
integrity is unknown at this ime. Page & Turnbull have noted there are twenty
other wood machine shops all within a half-mile of the Tucker buiiding and all .
retaining greater integrity. OHP staff visited the two story, wood Edwin Klockars
‘Blacksmith shop around the comner. from the Tucker building and agree the
blacksmith shop retains greater integrity than the Tucker building.

Staff asked Charles Chase, Executive Director, San Francisco Heritage, for an
opinion regarding the Tucker Building. Chase visited the site and submitted a .
letter of support for keeping the building on the California Register. Chase wrote:
“Today wood frame, utilitarian structures such as this are rapidly disappearirg
from our urban landscape to make way for larger development....Heritage does

-

Edwin W Tucker Co. Building
Staff Evaluation
Page Four

not believe the architectural and historic value of structures such as [the Tucker
building] should be diminished through removal from the California Register.”.

This request to remove was submitted to the City of San Francisco for comment.
The City has not responded as of this time.

Four OHP staff people visited the Tucker building: Steve Mikesell, Tim Brandt
(Senior Restoration Architect), Maryin Lortie, and Cynthia Howse. The group
consensus is it is a modest building whose historic character is seen only in its
scale, three mezzanine windows, and gabled parapet. The ground floor is
altered, as is the interior. :

Staff believes both criteria for removing a property from the California Register
are met. The building has lost substantial integrity since 1985 when it was
determined eligible and new information shows decisions about significance were
based on factual error. Based on the standards applied in the Registration Unit
for documenting and nominating properties to the-National Register, staff )
believes the documentation that is known to be factual does not establish
significance and National Register eligibility of the Tucker Building under
Criterion C. : . :

- Staff recomimends removirjg the Tucker Building from the California Register.

Cynthia Howse

Historian it =~ .
August 4, 2003 -
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

EXHIBIT F - . : .
. Clty and County of San Francisco e 1660 Mission Street, Suite 500 o San Francisco, California © 941032414

»

"MAIN NUMBER DIRECTOR'S OFFICE  ZONING ADMNimmR PLANNING INFORMATION COMMISSION CALEND
(415) 558-6378 #PHONE: 558-64/1 PHONE: 558-6350 PHONE: 558-6377 INFO: 558-6422
4TH FLOOR . STH FLOOR MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL INTERNET WEB SITE
FAX: 558:6426 FAX: §58-6409

FAX: 558-5991 WWW.SFGOV.ORG/PLAN

" August 6, 2003

Dr: Knox-Mellon
State Historic.Preservation Officer
Office of Historic Préservation ) :
- P.O. Box 942896 o L -
Sacramento, CA 94268-0001

REi The Edwin Tucker Building . -
333 — 347 Fremont Sireet -~ o
{Assessor's Block 3747 / Lot; 18)

‘Dear Dr. Mellon:.

On August 8, 2003, the State Historical Resources Commission will consider the removal of the
Edwin W. Tucker & Co. Bullding, located at 347 Fremont Street, San Francisco, from the
California Register 6f Historic Resdurces. - Page & Turnbull; inc. prepared a historic evaluation
report to evaluate the building's eliglbility for the California register, and how it would be-
considered under the California Environmantat Quality Act. The report concluded that although
the building had been “determined eligible for separate listing through a consensus )
determination by a federal agency and the State Histofic Preservation Officer.”, the building was
no onger eligiblé, both because it had lost its integrity since the initial determination and
because new information had been brought to light regarding the initial determination of
eligibility. This letter is to Indicate that the San Francisco Planning Department Preservation

- staff agrees with this determination.: i

An initial survey report, prepared by Patrick McGrew, for the Federal Highway Administration in
conjunction with a study. for an alternative to the replacement of the Embarcadero Freeway and

" the terminal separator structure (Project FHWA950427-A), concluded that the building was
eligible for the National Register: ‘“[the building] embodies the distinctive characieristics of both
the pre-fire neighborhocd and the post fire reconstruction peried in a-way that few buildings in
the area can.” The Page and Turnbull report, which thoroughly examined the built environment
history of the surréunding neighborhood, points out that the initial survey report incorrectly
identified the structure as a possible link to the immediate area's pre and post-fire built
environment. The initial report assumed that the project was a-replica of the building that stood
at the site before the earthquake; Sanborn maps point out that a residential structure stoed at
the site, not a machine shop. Sanborn maps show that the area was generally characterized by
residential structures, and not by the type of structure represented by the current building at 347
Fremont, and therefore did not represent the type of development in the area before the
earthquake. ’

It should be noted that the determination of eligibility for the National Register was done without
publi¢ deliberation before your Commission, and was formalized only by a letter from the State
Historic Preservation Officer listing the subject building among many others.



August &, 2003 o
De-listing of the Edwin W, Tucker and Co. Bulidin
333 - 347 Fremont Streat © - - Bullding
Page 2 of 2

~The consideré\tioﬁ to de-list the Edwin W Tucker‘bﬁildi rod betéro the
he ¢ ) de-list th nw.T ng was not considered before 1l ity”
Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board because the timing of your meeting dic(ia not e‘rr::gé%z

to schedule'it fér Landmarks Board's consideration at one of their reguiarly scheduled meetings

Therefore, thils ‘opinion is reflective of the Department’s presetvation staff only. i

Please contact me If you ‘hav.e any questions or if | can be of any assistance.

"Mat Snyder

- Planner and Ereservation'Techhical S}.;Je.cialist
Southeast Quadrant Team . '
San Francisco Planning Department

cc: Nell Hart, Preservation Coordinator
: Ben Helber, Environmental Review Planner
Rick Kaufman, City-Cere Devejopment '
Tl'm Kelley, President, Landmarks: Preservation Advisory. Board
Bill Lee, Planining Commissioner
Sara Owsowitz, City Atiorney's Office -

_ GACASES2003\FREMONT333 - LstterToSHPO doc

DEC-11-2884 65:01 AM

. JACKSON PACIFIC VENTURES
2443 FILLMORE STREET, #373
SAN FRANCISCQ, CA 94115

A15.265-8339 EMERSEYSAOL,COM

December 10, 2004
Ms. Shetiey Bradford Bell, President

San Francisco Planning Commission

Mr. Larry Badiner »
San Francisco Planning Department

Ms. Joan Kugler

San Francisco Planning Departraent

RE: Public Cothment to the Rincon Hill Draft EIR

Dear President Bradford Bcll; Mr. Badiner and Ms. _Kugle,r:

I write to provide comment to the Rincon Hill Dr?ft ‘Environmental Impact Report

-(“DEIR"). 1 am the principal of Jackson Pacific Ventures, and affiliates of my company

are developing two sites within the DEIR — 45 Lansing Street and 340-350 Fremont
Street. Both of these sites are ones where the Plan intends to create zoning for 400-foot
structures. ‘Our projects, as planned, will provide over 600 units of market rate housing —-
plus the affordable housing called for by the Plan.

During the DEIR public comments, a few speakers make comments regarding “super-
towers", reflecting their erroneous belief that the projects contemplated by the plan posed
significant technical and financial obstacles. These comments were mis-informed,

Building a 400-foot structure in San Francisco neither requires the use of new
“technology”, nor does it require the application of existing technology in unknown'
ways, It simply.requires the use, by an experienced, competent builder, of existing
technology, design principles, and construction techniques, The structures the Plan

contemplates are well-known building types both in San Franclsco and other cities.

In terms of project finance, the proposed 400-foot towers do not pose an unusual
challenge, in terms of debt or equity financing, to experienced builders of major projects.
The real estate capital markets hiave a significant interest in this type of project, at
locatious like Rincon Hill, and similar or larger residential investments in both existing
and development projects are being finenced today, in San Francisco.
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SAN FRANCISCO . ATTORNEYS AT LAW NEW YORK
LOS ANGELES WASHINGTON, D.C.
. . . . DENVER 425 MARKET STREET NORTHERN VIRGINIA
- S s Soa ~F PALOALTO SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94105-2482 LONDON
Especially at a time when both planners and the community recognize the advantages of _ WALNUT CREEK TELEFHONE (415) 2687000 BRUSSELS
increased density near transit, jobs, education and other urban resources we believe the . SACRAMENTO IBLERACSIMILE (415)268.7522 HONG KONG
Rincon Hill Plan l¢ exactly the type of planning that the Department and the Commission CENTURY CTTY . BEDING
should expeditiously advance. ‘ ORANGE COUNTY SHANGHAL
. - . SAN DIEGO ) SINGAPORE
We also acknowledge the concerns of both community members and other project ) October 29, 2004 TOKYO

sponsors who are seeking to produce muchfneeded housing. We urge the Department and
the Commission to take into account the comments made at the DEIR hearing -- and then .

Writer’s Direct Contact
move forward with thie timely implementation of the Rincon Hill Plan.

415/268-6171

. . . . : SVettel@mofo.com
The principals of Jackson Pacific have been responsible for the successful planning,

finance, and construction of over §1 Billion In value of various types of bt{ildings.‘ We - ) _ éia:}rﬁﬁ:i!:lr,c AICE N
are.avallable to you — along with our expert consultants — should you require additional oordinator

J ! A e Pianning Deparimeént
information regarding the construction and financing of hi-rise buildings in San 1660 Misioﬁ Strect
Francisco. _ : San Francisco, CA 94102
‘Sincerely,

Re: Comments on Rincon Hill Plan Draft EIR (Case No. 2000.1081E)
Dear Ms. Kugler:

Ay MA« { / The below comments on the Draft Rincon Hill Plan DEIR are submitted on
behalf of Rincon Ventures, LLC, the sponsor of the proposed One Rincon Hill project at

Ezra Merscy S S ‘ " 425 First Street.
Managing Partner : ) : ) .

1. Page 18, first bullet: The second sentence should read: “The 450-foot tower
would be on Harrison Street at the location of an existing surface parking lot and
the 550-foot tower would be on First Street at approximately the location of the
existing Bank of America (former Union Oil) office building and Clock Tower.”

o L . v The proposed 425 First Street project would have approximately 720 units, not

Ce: Planning Commissioners; Planning Staff 830 units.

2. Page 19, first bullet: The second sentence should read: “The 450-foot tower

would be on Harrison Street at the location of an existing surface parking lot and

the 550-foot tower would be on First Street at approximately the location of the
existing Bank of America (former Union Oil) office building and Clock Tower.”
The proposed 425 First Street project would have approximately 720 units, not
770 units.

3. Page 21, first bullet: The Existing Controls option would result in a project at
the southeast corner of First and Harrison Streets of about 391 units, not 280
units. - :

4. Page 36, first bullet: The text should read: “425 First Street (Case No.

2003.0029) -- One 350-foot and one 300-foot residential towers over a podium
on the south side of Harrison Street east of First Street, on the site of the existing

sf-1799711
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Joan Kugler
October 29, 2004

Page Two November 10, 2004

. Via Facsimile 415-558-5991 and Hand Delive:
Bank of America (former Union Oil) office building and Clock Tower and an e LR 2 An0J0n)70 L ANnd HAnd Lelivery

adjacent surface parking lot, with about 506 units.” . Jomer &, Eﬁ:ﬁ:’,‘
' ) Ms. Joan Kugler, AICP
5. Page37, first bullet: The sentence should read: “425 First Street (Case No. . . e Ensvir?xi:uex:ltﬂeéoﬁ dnator
2003‘.0039) -- two 300-f90t residential towers over a pqdl_um on the south 51.de o — San Francisco Planning Department
Harrison Street east of First Street, on the site of the existing B_ank of America ey 1660 Mission Street, Suite 500
(former Union. Oil) ofﬁc‘e building and Clock Tower and an adjacent surface Sy, Aeten San Francisco, CA 94103
parking lot, with 461 units.” ity
Kevin H. Rose
o ] t No. 2 above. a0y
~ 6. Page38, first bullet: Same comments at No. 2 abo ) " mn ' Re: Rincon Hill Plan
. ared .. Tigurman "
7. Page 79, Viewpoint 6A: This viewpoint is on Fremont Street looking south, not gl Draft Environmental Impact Report
on First Street. i . IeF. Duske Planning Dept. Case No. 2000.1081E
. ‘ . ey Our File No.: 6250.10
8. Page 172, second paragraph, last sentence: The tallest tower to be constructed R s )
would be 550 feet tall, not 500 feet. o ! Dear Ms. Kugler:
' Tuile |, Cataleno

nrtomey

9. Page 236, last paragraph: The first sentence should read: “The rete.ntion oft the ) This office represents Tishman Speyer Properties (“Tishman™). Please
Union Oil Company office building and Clock Tower would result in that site e accept this letter as Tishman’s written comments to the above-referenced Draft
(part of the proposed 425 First Street project site) being unavailable for EIR. All references to section numbers and page numbers are to the Draft EIR

residential construction. A single residential tower, rather than two towers 7. ' e unless otherwise stated.

proposed by the applicant for that project and assumed in the Preferred Opno::x .

and the 82.5-foot Tower Separation Option, would be constructed at the location s it o Under Section ILD (Project Components), the DEJIR states that the
of the existing surface parking lot adjacent to the Union Qil Company buildin o proposed project will result in the elimination of the existing Rincon Hill Use

(the other part of the proposed 425 First Street project site).” District (Planning Code Section 249.1) and the underlying Zoning designations,

. ~“except that a recently adopted residential/commercial (RC) subdistrict would be
retained”. This new RC Subdistrict includes the 201 Folsom Street and 300 Spear
Street projects approved by the City in February 2004.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Very

While this and other statements in the DEIR are accurate statements of the
intent of the Planning Department to exclude the new RC Subdistrict (from the
rezoning, i.e., retain the RC Subdistrict), figures in the DEIR still show the RC

: : Subdistrict as included within the proposed Rincon Hill Downtown Residential
cc:  Michael Kriozere, Rincon Ventures Mixed-Use District. For example, in Figure 3 (page 8), visually describing the
proposed new use district, includes a Jegend and note that clearly shaws the
location of the RC Subdistrict. However, the boundaries of the proposed Rincon
Hill Downtown Residential Mixed-Use District still encompass the RC
Subdistrict. Figure 3, and all other figures within the DEIR showing the proposed
boundaries of the new zoning, should be revised so that the boundaries do not
include the new RC Subdistrict.

Steven L. Vettel

sf-1799711
235 Pine Strosl, Suila 1608 San Francisco. CA 84108
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Reuben & Junius, LLP

Ms. I-oan Kugler
November 10, 2004
Page 2

- At pages 16 and 17, in discussing anticipated retail space within the Rincon Hill
Area, the DEIR states that “almost half of this space is anticipated to be devoted 1o a
grocery store in the recently approved project at 201 Folsom Street”. This reference is
incorrect with respect to 201 Folsom Street. The appropriate reference should be to the
praject at 300 Spear Street. As part of the approval for that project, the project sponsor
agreed to aftempt to obtain a grocery store for the project. There is no affirmative
requirement that 2 grocery store be included within that project.

Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional information
about any of these comments. Thank you for your assistance.

Very truly yours,
REUBEN & JUNIUS, LLP

Andrew I. Junius

cc:  Tishman Speyer Properties
David Alumbaugh

1:\R&a2\625010\LTR-Joan Kugler re DEIR 11-10-04.doc
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LUCIAN ROBERT BLAZEJ
STRATEGIC SOLUTIONS
50 LAIDLEY STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131-2733 ]
Volce 415,695.1111 W FAX 415.641.5409 ®m Cell 415.505.3707
E-Mail W Irblazej@pacbell.net

President: Sheliey Bradford Bell

Vice-President: Sue Lee

Commissioners: Dwight S. Alexander: Michae! J. Antonini;
Kevin Hughes; William L. Lee; Christina Olague

San Francisco City Planning Commission

1660 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

December 8, 2004

Re: Rincon Hill Plan Draft EIR-Comments  Case No: 2000.1081 E
Honorable Commissioners.

The State Legislature enacted the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) in 1970 to ensure that
environmental impacts of development projects and planning efforts are carefully considered in order to avoid
unanticipated environmental problems. The goal of CEQA is to provide decision-makers, the Planning
Commission, Board of Supervisors and Mayor, and the general public with an objective analysis of the
immediate and long-range specific and cumulative impacts of a project on its surrounding physical
environment. CEQA states that Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) must be found to be adequate,
accurate, complete and objective.

Executive Summary

A. The DEIR s inadequate because all alternatives analyzed assume the Planning Commission is
willing to divest itself of its charter mandated discretionary authority over planning and project review
considerations on Rincon Hill. The DEIR is also inadequate because it fails to analyze an alternative
that “Optimizes Housing Production.”

B: The DEIR is inaccurate because it fails to properly analyze the number of new housing units that are
possible under each alternative. The DEIR fails to disclose on a site-by-site basis the number of new
housing units that can be built under each alternative. Numerical analysis in the DEIR is inaccurate,
contradictory and confusing. , :

C. TheDEIR is incomplete in that it fails to provide economic analysis reievant to the construction of
“supertowers.” While economic impacts are not physical impacts under CEQA, economic impacts
could determine whether or not “supertower” projects will in fact be built, or if they are built, who can
afford them. Findings whether or not new housing will be “workforce” housing or “lifestyle” housing
and related transportation patterns couid have physical environmental effects. The DEIR fails to
analyze impacts and potential risks to the historic and architecturally significant Bay Bridge. The DEIR
also fails to do a comparative analysis of relative compliance of each alternative with the General
Plan Priority Policies (Code Section 101.1).

D. The DEIR is nonobjective in that it promotes and extols the virtues of the staff recommended
“Preferred Option” to the point where analysis is skewed and manipulated to make the "Preferred
Option” seem superior to other alternatives. The DEIR is filled with “subjective - nonobjective” and
unsubstantiated statements and conclusions that are inappropriate to an EIR.
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The Rincon Hill Plan DEIR of 9/25/04 should be given “Administrative Draft” status and a new DEIR

should be prepared and be subject to public review and public hearing before the Planning
Commission '

The Rincon Hill Plan Draft EIR — September 25, 2004, is an inadequate, inaccurate, incomplete and non-
objective document for the reasons outlined in this letter and the detailed attachment, and for the reasons
outlined in written submittals on file and oral testimony given at the public hearing on November 29, 2004.
The.level of inadequacy Is such that the Planning Commission should relegate “Administrative Draft” status to
this document, require the preparation of a revised Rincon Hill Plan DEIR, and have the revised DEIR be
subject to another public review period and another DEIR public hearing.

A._The Rincon Hiil Pral;\ DEIR Is an Inadequate Document — it assumes no discretion by the Planning

Commission . .

The Rincon Hill Plan and the alternatives analyzed are all based on the assumption that the Planning
Commission is willing to divest itself of its traditional and City Charter mandated responsibility to exercise
discretion in advancing the city’s General Plan and Priority Policies. The DEIR should analyze an alternative
that “Optimizes Housing Production” and preserves the Planning Commission's authority and discretion over
project review, building heights, tower separation, and building bulk, and preserves the Planning

Commission’s authority over judgments as to the value of private rights and benefits conferred, and

judgments s to public requirements and exactions that may be appropriate, those judgments being made on
a case by case basls. ’ ’

Recommendation )
Require that an alternative be developed and analyzed that “Optimizes Housing Production” while
maintaining Planning Commission discretion over project review. An alternative that would satisfy this
goal would keep Existing Rincon Hill SUD Zoning Controls, including provisions for tower separation
and building bulk exceptions, coupled with.a 550 Foot Height District Overlay over alf existing Rincon
Hill Height District-designations. The criterion for exceeding existing heights could be a minimum
parcel size of 18,000 square feet, with added building height subject to Conditional Use Authorization

_ by the Planning Commission. This Option would assume 400 foot tall buildings on all development
parcels that are 18,000 square feet in area.or larger, including up to 550 foot tall towers at locations
deemed appropriate by Planning Department staff. Examination of this Option would provide decision
makers with sufficierit information to evaluate the impacts of all the various proposais put forward by
planning staff, property owners, the community and project developers. Examination of this Option
would provide decision makers, the Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors and Mayor optimal
flexibility in evaluating and fashioning new zoning controls for Rincon Hil. Examination of this Option
would also likely result in and reflect a “Housing Optimization” alternative.

B. The DEIR is inaccurate because It falls to properly analyze the number of new housing units that
are possible under each alternative. The DEIR fails to disclose on a site-by-site basis the number of

new housing units that can be bullt under each alternative.
The Rincon Hill DEIR is confusing and inaccurate in describing the number of new housing units that are

_possible under each alternative. There are numerous errors, inconsistencies and contradictions

throughout the document. These are identified in Attachment “A." For example, the DEIR inflates the
housing production potential of the 115-Option and underreports the housing production of the 82.5-
Option. The Preferred Option would eliminate 36% of all potential new housing on Rincon Hill, not 22%
as suggested in the DEIR.

Recommendation .
Require that a site-by-site analysis of ali development parcels be prepared for each altérnative
analyzed. The operative development assumptions should be disclosed and if development

Honorable Planning Commission - Page 3 R December 8, 2004
Re: Rincon Hill Draft EIR Comments Case No: 2000.1081 E

assumptions éhange from one altemative to another, the reason for such a change should be
identified and explained.

C. The DEIR Is incomplete in that it fails to provide economic analysis relevant to the construction of
“supertowers,"” fails to analyze impacts on the Bay Bridge, and fails to analyze Priority Policy

Compliance )
While economic impacts are not physical impacts under CEQA, economic impacts could determine whether

or not “supertower” projects will in fact be built, or if they are built, who can afford them. Findings whether or
not new housing will be “workforce” housing or “lifestyle” housing and related transportation patterns could
have physical environmental effects, consequently this must be analyzed. The DEIR fails to analyze impacts
and potential seismic, terrorist and other risks to the historic and architecturally significant Bay Bridge. The
DEIR also fails to do a comparative analysis of relative compliance of each alternative with the General Plan
Priority Policies (Code Section 101.1). .

Recommendation
Regquire that a site-by-site analysis of all development parcels be prepared for each alternative analyzed.
The operative development assumptions should be disclosed and if development assumptions change
from one alternative to another, the reason for such a change should be identified and explained.
Require an impact analysis of each alternative on the historic Bay Bridge structure, inciuding seismic and
terrorist risks associated with building very tall buildings alongside the Bay Bridge structure. Require a
comparative analysis of relative complianceof each alternative with the General Plan Priority Policies

D. The DEIR is nonobjective in that it promotes and extols the virtues of the staff recommended

-“Preferred Option” and denigrates other alternatives ,

The purpose of an Environmental Impact Repost is give decision makers and the public objective and
unbiased information, data and analysis relative to the environmental and physical effects of various
alternatives. It is inappropriate for an EIR document to express subjective jﬁdgments and draw
unsubstantiated conclusions. The DEIR is rife with questionable analysis to the point where analysis is
skewed and seemingly manipulated to make the “Preferred Option" seem superior to other alternatives. The
DEIR is filled with “subjective - nonobjective” and unsubstantiated statements and conclusions that are
inappropriate to an EIR.

Recommendation )
Edit out from the DEIR all “subjective” and/or unsubstantiated statements and conclusions.

Attached is an eight-page document with additional detailed comments. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Lo 5K, [

"Lucian Robert Blazej

Copy: Joan A. Kugter, AICP — Environmental Coordinator




General Comments on the Adequacy, Accuracy, Completeness and
Objectiveness of the Rincon Hill Plan Draft EIR — Case No. 2000.1081 E
Prepared and submitted by Lucian R. Blazej December 9, 2004

Rincon Plan DEIR Specific Comments — by page

Page S-3/ S-4Tower count and unit count descriptions for each altemative are
inconsistent and must be corrected.

Page S-4 paragraph 2 — use of the word “dynamic” is a subjective and undefined term.
Edit out all subjective, biased and undefined terms when describing various alternatives.
This is a general comment applicable to the entire document. .

Page S-4, third paragraph, last sentence "five towers", should be "four towers", 325, 375,
399 and 340 Fremont. 333 Fremont is not a tower. -

Page S-4 last paragraph and entire DEIR document. Revise all references to *‘enforcing”
existing controls: Use of the word “enforce” is inappropriate and a biased term. The term
“enforce™ in the context of the Planning Code generally deals with violations. Granting
tower separation exceptions and bulk exceptions are not-violations of the Planning Code
subject to “enforcement.” Exceptions are legitimate and sanctioned provisions of the
Planning Code that are subject to performance criteria and the Planning Commission’s
exercise of their discretion. The DEIR should recognize and appropriately characterize
“exceptions” within the context of the Planning Code. ]

Page S-9 line 5 - 6. “The Draft Plan would increase permitted residential densities....”

This statement is not true. The Draft Plan reduces the number of potential units by 1,190
units and consequently reduces density. The DEIR needs to be an honest and unbiased
document. Tell the truth and edit out all hype.

Page S-30 The summary table “Residential Units (Plan Increment) is inaccurate and
inconsistent with other data on potential housing in the DEIR. Do a site-by-site analysis
of potential housing under each alternative and include this data in the EIR.

Page 3 Project Sponsor’s Objectives - “Develop a cohesive urban form” makes no

- mention of compatibility with the Bay Bridge. Failing to consider impacts on the historic
and architecturally significant Bay Bridge is a major shortcoming of the DEIR. The
impacts on the Bay Bridge must be analyzed.

Page 9. Height and Bulk - “The Preferred Plan Option would retain existing height
limits in most of the eastern Plan area...”  This is a misleading statement. The fact is
that other than the specific towers identified in the plan, the remaining properties are
effectively down zoned to 2 height of 85 feet. The DEIR should be clear on this point.

Note: The EIR should also show a map of the proposed heights from the original 1985
Planning Department proposal that was submitted to the Board of Supervisors.

Specific Comments on the Draft EIR — Case No. 2000.1081E Page 2
December 9, 2004

Page 10. The existing Height and Bulk map is inaccurate. Use official city zoning map.

Page 11. The Proposed Height Map is misleading in that it suggest higher permitted
building heights than are actually possible, since implementation of the “Preferred Plan
Option” effectively downzones all properties, other than the identified tower sites to 85

feet.

Page 13. “The exceptions have been granted such that buildings built in the district are
generally much bulkier and closer together than envisioned under the existing plan.”
This is a subjective opinion and inaccurate statement. All the buildings built under the
existing zoning have been found by the Planning Commission and Planning Department
to conform to both the Rincon Hill Plan and the General Plan. This statement, and all
other statemnents that state the subjective opinion of staff should be stricken from the EIR.

Page 13. “The Department’s analysis has evaluated realistic minimum floor sizes for
towers...” This analysis should be included in the appendix. The analysis should also
include an economic analysis on the impact on the cost of housing resulting from
imposition of minimum floor size bulk controls verses allowing more flexibility so that
floor plate efficiencies of 80% to 85% can be achieved.

Page 16. “Fewer towers could result in more visual interest for pedestrians by allowing
for individual residential entrances than would otherwise be the case with a single
entrance to a large residential tower.” This again is an erroneous and subjective (non-

-objective) statement on the part of staff to promote the Preferred Plan. The fact is any and

all of the alternatives are conducive to whatever pedestrian treatments are desired.
Having a residential tower does not preclude having individual “townhouse” type units
with individual entrances from the street for lower floor units. This and similar non-
objective statements should be stricken.

Page 16. “The Preferred Option balances the quality of the public realm and cityscape
with a substantial increase in housing production, in line with established General Plan
policy for the area.” This is a subjective and unsupported opinion and should be stricken
from the EIR.

Page 19. “Based on community input, Planning Department staff believes this option
does not provide...” This is a subjective and unsupported opinion and should be stricken
from the EIR. :

" Page19. 82.5-Foot Tower Separation Option Description - This description is

inadequate and inaccurate and must be corrected. The second bullet point on page 19
asserts that the 375 Fremont Street project and the 399 Fremont Street project are
mutually exclusive. This is not true. There are several alternative residential tower
configurations that allow for building towers on each parcel and still maintain an 82.5-
foot tower separation.
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The DEIR should also state that the “March 2003 Draft Rincon Hill Plan” proposed that
towers be set back 41feet 3 inches from property lines in order to achieve 82.5 feet tower
separations. The concept of tower separation exceptions in recognition of unique site
circumstances should also be covered. )

Page 20. (And throughout the DEIR) Under “Existing Controls — 150-Foot Minimum
Tower Separation” there is repeated reference to the assumption ..."that the existing
(tower separation and bulk) controls would be enforced.” Use of the word “enforced” is
both prejudicial and inaccurate, and should be removed from the EIR. The word
«“enforced” within the Planning Department vernacular refers to instances where there
are violations of the Planning Code. Exceptions to specific Planning Code provisions are
valid and legitimate, if not a necessary mechanism for allowing flexibility, diversity,
variety and opportunity to adjust to the unique circumstances of any given project site.
The description of this alternative should be redefined as a “No Planning Commission
Discretion” alternative. : :

Page 20. (And in General) Evaluation of “Existing Controls — 150-Foot Minimum
Tower Separation with nio tower separation and bulk exceptions” is an inappropriate
option for analysis since it is unresponsive to City policy of “Housing Opportunity
Optimization” and very little'is learned from examining this alternative. This option
should be rédefined as a “No Project Alternative” and fully analyzed as an alternative that
optimizes housing production opportunity under existing height controls, but assuming
that there would be both tower separation and building bulk exceptions, consistent with
past historic development patterns and past Planning Commission actions. Guidelines for
defining this alternative would include tower setbacks from property lines of 41 feet and
tower spacing in the range of 50 to 82 feet, consistent with already built projects such as

" the Avalon Towers on Beal Street and the Metropolitan Towers on First Street.

Page 21. “According to the Planning Department...” While several new residential
buildings have been built under the existing controls, these controls have proven difficuit
to implement and have failed to achieve the key elemerits of the Rincon Area Plan...” -
(and the remaining section). “Proven difficult to implement” ‘What does this phrase mean
in this context? Since buildings were built, clearly the plan was implemented. The entire
passage is subjective and unsupported staff opinion and should be stricken from the EIR.

Page 22 through 24 — all graphics should show existing underlying hcight zoning
- designations. At minimum the EIR should include a chart that shows existing height
limits and proposed height limits for tower sites for each EIR Alternative.

Page 23 For DEIR analytical purposes and to optimize housing production, show the 375
and 395. Fremont site with a 400-foot tall residential tower containing 450 units and 450
parking spaces.

Page 25. Under Housing Section provide a chart that identifies existing, approved,

proposed and potential housing by site, including the number of units. Potential
housing by site and number of units should be identified for each alternative.

Specific Comments on the Draft EIR — Case No. 2000.1081E Page 4
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Page 25. Second paragraph — end ... would assess the economic value added...” If
economic value added to properties is analyzed, then economic value lost to properties
that are effectively down zoned to 85 feet must also be analyzed.

Page 25. If there is going to be a discussion on “economic values” and “price premiums”

(last sentence on page) then the DEIR must contain a comprehensive economic analysis
for all building types, mid rise up to 85. feet high, towers up to 250 feet high, and super-
towers up to 550 feet high. The DEIR must do a construction cost analysis, a market
demand analysis by income sector, and a product absorption / supply demand analysis for
residential units within the three different building types or conversely do an economic
housing affordability analysis by building type and family income.

Page 26. Table 3 reconcile and correct data and provide site-by-site analysis of
potential housing construction for each alternative.

Page 27. Sun on public right of way. Do a base analysis showing sunlight remaining if all
remaining development parcels are built to a height of 85 feet. With this as base data,
determine and identify the location of sunlight that is lost through tower construction
under each alternative.

Page 36. Mid page — “Nor is there significant concem with the sculpting of heights for an
optimal skyline.” Define what is meant by an optimal skyline and optimal sky exposure.
Define the terms in an objective manner or drop this statement. )

Page 36. 82.5 Minimum Tower Separation March 2003. The description of this
alternative should include the fact that this alternative proposed that towers be set back
41.25 feet from side and rear property lines in order to achieve 82.5 foot separations
between buildings.

Page 39. Last sentence. “Under this scenario, an “undesirable cluster of up to six toWers

“would occur...” This is an unsubstantiated, unsupported subjective conclusion. Either

outline the criteria used for reaching this conclusion and explain the conclusion, or drop -
this conclusion.

Page 55. Second line from top — ...”the Draft Plan (options) call for increasing the
amount of housing in the Plan area...” This is a meaningless and misleading statement
designed to make one think that the Draft Plan and options are encouraging more
housing. The fact of the matter is that all options analyzed result in potentially LESS
housing on Rincon Hill, by as much as 1,190 fewer units, than if nothing was done and
development allowed to proceed under existing zoning and prior Planning Commission
approval practices. ‘

Page 57. It is my view as an “expert in the Planning field as defined by CEQA” that the
reduction in development potential of over 1,000 housing units is a Significant
Environmental Impact because over 1,000 people will have to locate elsewhere in San
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Francisco and in the region, consequently contributing to cumulative traffic, air quality
_ degradation and other environmental impacts. :

Page 58. San Francisco Planning Code — There is no discussion of how the various
alternatives either comply with or fail to comply with the Priority Policies of Planning
Code Section.101.1 — prerequisite for any decision by the Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors.

Page 60. 2™ paragraph — “The Rincon Hill DTR District would increase pemmitted
densities...” This statement and entire paragraph is false. The Rincon Hill DTR would
result in the reduction by at least 1,190 units of potential residential development;
consequently residential densities would DECREASE not increase.

Page 61. 2" paragraph - ..."Plan’s implementation to ensure adequate separation

between towers...” Given the fact that the Avalon Towers are 50 feet apart and the four
400 foot tall towers at 300 Spear and 201 Folsom are 82 feet apart, please explain in an
OBJECTIVE manner and provide criteria to define what “adequate separation between

towers” means.
Page61. Midpage 82.5 foot option - “eight” new towers —not seven.

Page 70: Visual Resources — Identify and discuss the San Francisco Bay Bridge as a
visual, historic and architecturally significant visual resource.

Page 85 mid page The entire discussion related-to “more slender towers”
_ mischaracterizes what is actually happening in the physical world, The “supertowers” at
400 and 550-foot heights as described in the “Preferred Option” and accompanying bulk

- result in broader and larger buildings than the shorter buildings at a height of 250 feet.
Viewed from nearby streets these buildings would appear, and in fact be broader, bulkier
and larger than 250 tall buildings that comply with their respective bulk controls. The
DEIR should describe what is happening in the real world and not confuse distant view

" “aspect ratios” with what is happening visually within the Rincon Hill neighborhood.

Page 85. Mid page paragréph last sentence - ..."and would preserve more public views
than continued development under existing controls...” This is an unsubstantiated
subjective assertion. Either demonstrate that this is in fact true or sirike this assertion.

_ Page 87 last paragraph — same comment as page 85 regarding bulk, slender towers and
aspect ratios, also the misuse of the word “enforce.” This paragraph is a biased and
subjective description of “Existing Controls” not based on any objective criteria or
standards. All development on Rincon Hill approved and built to date received the
scrutiny of Planning Department design review and special projects staff, came before the
Planning Commission at a public hearing and were discussed in a public forum, and some
projects were brought before the Board of Supervisors. All of these formal review bodies
made findings that these built and approved projects were in compliance with and
supportive of the objectives and policies of San Francisco’s General Plan, including its

Specific Comments on the Draft EIR — Case'No. 2000.1081E Page 6
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Urban Design Element. The DEIR should state this fact and strike the subjective and
unsubstantiated opinions expressed in this paragraph, and similar subjective statements
throughout the DEIR.

Page 88. This diagram, Figire 25, should also give quantitative date such as cubic
volume or implicit total square footage, using identical standards, and determined how
many standard housing units are possible and implicit in this comparison of “Proposed
Controls” and “Existing Controls.” The goal of this exercise would be to determine which
alternative provides more potential housing, and to what degree. i

Page 89. Top “..potentially less graceful form...” this discussion and description is
subjective. The DEIR should also include a discussion of the 1985 Rincon Hill Plan
including the fact that the 1985 plan recommended a 400 foot height limit for areas now
zoned for 250 feet, the Board of Supervisors reducing the height from the Planning
Department and Planning Commission recommended height of 400 feet.

Page 89. Discussion of distant views of Rincon Hill should include Twin Peaks, a much
visited destination point for viewing the city. Photomontages of Rincon Hill development
should also be prepared for view and skyline analysis taken from Twin Peaks.

Page 90. Last paragraph first sentence — Intensification of density — not true. Revise per
earlier comment on lower density resulting from fewer potential housing units.

Pages 102 -1 96. Trees obscure approximately 20% of the view, which includes key
downtown buildings. Select an unobstructed public vantage point on Potrero Hill that
shows the full expanse view, including downtown buildings.

Page_144. The concluding paragraph should fully disclose the potential reduction in
housing units (approximately 1,190 units) if the Preferred Option is adopted, as opposed
to staying with existing Rincon Hill SUD controls. i

Page 172: Conclgding that significant shadowing during the mid-day of a proposed major
new. public park is not a significant impact is a precedent setting conclusion that should
be re-evaluated by MEA, the Planning Department and Planning Commission.

Page 192. The correct spelling of Hills Bros. is Bros. not “Brothers.’;

Page 196. There is no discussion of the attributes of the historic and architecturally
significant “San Francisco Bay Bridge” and the impact of the proposed alternatives on
the Bridge. Some discussion may also be warranted regarding a pedestrian and bicycle
way on the Bay Bridge and how such links might connect to and integrate with Rincon
Hill’s street system.

Page 236. Fully analyze the “Existing Pipeline Option” assuming existing Rincon Hill
Controls, with exceptions and a 400 or 550-foot high “Height Overlay” district.
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General Comments on the Adequacy, Accuracy, Completeness and Objectiveness of
the Rincon Hill Plan Draft EIR - Case No. 2000.1081 E

Plans and Policies

The Draft EIR fails to make the fundamental and basic analysis of how Plan Alternatives
either support or conflict with the Priority Policies of Proposition “M’ — Planning Code
Section 101.1. Making findings of compliance is a legal prerequisite for the Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors priorto the adoption of any plan or ordinance.
This crucial information and analysis is missing. The Draft EIR must provide this
information in the “Policy and General Plan Compliance Section” for each altemative
analyzed. :

Plan Alternatives and their impacts are not properly analyzed
Plan Alternatives that are analyzed in the EIR “at an equal level” fail to properly analyze

the “Existing Controls” alternative. The EIR erroneously assumes that no tower
separation exceptions are or would be permitted if existing controls were maintained. The
‘fact is'that all major residential tower projects under existing zoning controls received a
.combination of both building bulk and/or tower separation exceptions. Avalon Towers,

. the first 165-foot tall residential tower project on Rincon Hill has a 50-foot tower
separation. The four recently approved 350 and 400-foot residential towers at Spear and
Main Streets have 82.5-foot tower separations. The recently completed ‘“Metropolitan”
project on First Street has an 82-foot tower separation. There is absolutely no basis, other
than a staff assertion; that tower separation exceptions would not be granted in the future.

Decision makers and the community need to know what level and type of development is
possible under “Existing Controls” if these controls continue to be implemented in a
manner consistent with past practice and recent legislative action — the 82.5 foot tower

- separation code provision was adopted in February of 2004 for 350 and 400-foot tall
structures: It is quite reasonable to assumme that tower separations for shorter buildings,
say buildings less that 250 feet tall, would be allowed that are less than 82 feet. An
analysis of existing “pipeline projects” would be a good surrogate for defining
development that is possible under existing controls, with exceptions. Decision makers
need to know what level of development is possible if existing controls and practice
continue.

Area of Actual Influence of the proposed rezoning area
The draft EIR and Rincon Hill Planning document greatly overstate the actual area of

influence of both the plan and area of proposed rezoning. The EIR should provide an
accurate map showing actual properties where future development is likely. This exercise
will show that areas smaller than two city blocks are actually affected. The complexity
and detail of the proposed plan alternatives are grossly out of proportion with potential
future development and land area affected.

Economic Impact Analysis on Housing Affordability

The EIR fails to disclose the economic impacts of the various plan options and plan
provisions on “Housing Affordability.” Housing affordability is a very important policy

Specific Comments on the Draft EIR — Case No. 2000.1081E . Page 8
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consideration for San Francisco. The EIR should provide an economic analysis of the
cost of housing when buildings are less than 250 feet in height, and when buildings
exceed 250 feet and continue to a height of 400 to 550 feet as recommended in the
Preferred Option. This analysis must be done in conjunction with an analysis of the
proposed bulk regulations. The Rincon Plan “Preferred Option” provisions as proposed,
result in more costly housing for both high rise and mid rise structures. High-rise
structures over 250 feet in height are more costly per unit because more elaborate seismic
and structural considerations are required.

The bulk provisions as proposed in the Preferred Option make buildings under 250 feet in
height more costly because the reduced plate size requirements makes these shorter
buildings less efficient with respect to useable floor are to building core area ratios.

Decision makers and the community need to understand and know what the impact on

housing cost is under the proposed plan alternatives, and under existing controls — with
exceptions. Existing controls, with tower separation and bulk exceptions, and buildings
that are no higher than 250-feet, but permit an average floor plate that achieves optimal

-efficiency ratios of 85% to 90% would probably accommodate more residential units that

are more affordable, than under the Preferred Option. The Draft EIR fails to provide this
critical housing cost impact and comparison information. The Planning Commission

- should require that this information and analysis be provided.

An alysis of impact on the loss of Production, Dfstribution and Repair land and

space .
The Preferred Option proposes to rezone considerable areas within Rincon Hill that are

curfently zoned M-1 Manufacturing and contain a number of commercial uses.
Consistent with Planning Department concern over the loss of industrial space and
Industrial Zoned land, the Draft EIR should quantify existing Production, Distribution
and Repair (PDR) space and resources within Rincon Hill, and analyze the cumulative
impact of the potential loss of this space, in conjunction with the citywide cumulative
impact analysis related to loss of PDR résources. :

Impact on the Bay Bridge as an historic and architectural resource

The existing Rincon Hill Plan, as an urban design consideration, provides for a reduced
height limit of 84 feet along the north side of the Bay Bridge in order to provide
“breathing room" and a visual comridor along the Bay Bridge, so the full power and
engineering integrity of this historic structure can be honored and enjoyed from
surrounding and distant vantage points.- The Preferred Option proposes to raise height
limits adjacent to the Bay Bridge and encourage the development of 400 and 550-foot tall
residential towers directly adjacent to the Bay Bridge. Crowding the Bay Bridge structure
could well have a significant adverse impacts on this very prominent public historic
structure. The Draft EIR fails to do an architectural and cultural resource impact analysis
of the Preferred Option on the Bay Bridge structure and the bridge’s importance within
the overall city fabric and urban design setting. The Draft EIR needs to address this issue.




Rincon Hill Plan
Summary Comparison of Plan Alternatives on Resldentlal Development

Impact on Housing Production
The Preferred Option at 2,220 units provides 1,080 fewer housing units, or 33%
less housing than the 3,300 units possible under existing zoning controls.

This loss of almost one year’s supply of housing translates into the permanent
loss of 130 Inclusionary Affordable Housing Units and loss of 187 Inclusionary
Units off site.

Bonuses Conferred and Development Rights Taken

The Preferred Option at 1,490 high rise tower units, conveys very considerable
bonuses on three select sites, including a collective total increase of 1,182 feet in
building height, or 118 additional stories. This translates into a dwelling unit
increase of approximately 860 units, a density bonus of 137% over the current
development potential for these sites of 630 units.

The Preferred Option effectively downzones at least four tower development
sites from an existing 250-foot height zoning to 85 feet — a collective loss of 610
fest of building height, or 61 stories. Under current zoning these sites could
provide approximately 845 housing units. Under the Preferred Option the
development potential of these sites is reduced to 320 units, a 525-unit loss (62%
loss) in development potential.

Conclusion )
The Preferred Option effectively doubles the number of high-rise floors in the
Rincon Hill Area; subtracting 61 floors of high-rise development potential and
adding back 118 floors of high-rise development potential.

This substantial shift and realignment of development potential on Rincon Hill
has the net effect of reducing housing development potential from 3,300 housing
units under current controls to 2,220 units under the Proposed Option.

Since residential towers at a height of 250 feet and lower tend to be less costly to
build, and entail less financial risk, such projects would likely cost less and be
more affordable — addressing the need for “Workforce Housing.” Fewer and
much taller buildings, in the 400 foot to 550 foot height range, would be more
costly to build, and would likely sell at a premium as luxury — life-style housing,
rather than addressing the needs of working San Francisco residents.

Commissioners, please direct staff to prepare and analyze an alternative
that “Optimizes Housing Production” within the parameter of existing
Rincon HIll Plan and Zoning Controls.

Rincon Hill - Residential Development EIR Alternative Comparison
Date: 11/01/04
Housing Density and Height and Losses for Various Development Sites
Comparison Between the Preferred Alternative and Existing Zoning Controls - with Exceptions
Bullding Preferred [Exlst. |Exist. [Propo. [ Exist. |Proposed |Propo. [Gi8i
Address/ Option Helght |Base . |Helght |D Helght |Controls |Height
A 's Blk. _[115 Sep. {Limit [DU's |Limit p. [Limit
No. DU's In Ft. ; . No. DU's
AB 3745
AB 3748
AB 3747
300 Beale
399 Fremont
375 Fremont
333 Fremont
325 Fremont
AB 3748
340-350 Fremont 340 250 190
390 Fremont
AB 3T49
1st & Harrison
45 Lansing 320 84 B80!
AB 3764
Harrison-Essex
AB 3765
425 Flrst #1 380 200 280:
425 First #2 450 84 80
AB 3766
AB 3769
Preferred Option 1490 DU's 1T
Existing Controls - Pref. Opt. Sites 630 DU's
Denslty / DU Bonus
Existing Controls - Non-Pref. Opt. Sites
Number of Units Under Preferred Option Controls

Density / DU Loss




Rincon Hill - Residential Development EIR Alternative Comparison "Lucian Blazej" To: <sbbpr@pacbell.net>, <suelee@chsa.org>, <c_olague@yahoo.com>,
Date: 11/01/04 Note:  Responsive to pages S-3 to S-5 of Rincon Hifi Draft EIR <Irblazej@pacbell.net> <wordweaver21@aol.com>, <khughes@Ibewb.com>
12/09/04 10:50 AM cc: <Linda.Avery@sfgov.org>, <Joan.Kugler@sfgov.org>,
i ¢ of Devel antial . A <lawrence.badiner@sfg.org>, <Dean.Macris@sfgov.org>
Cm?rectlon of Unit Counts and Ad): of - e Under Existing Zoning Controls Subject: Rincon Hill Plan DEIR Housing Optimization Alternative - Deadline
DEIR DEIR 2o
o P d 82.5-Foot
Address/ Option Tower ot .
Assessor's BIk. _[116 Sep. Separation ; . b 3 Commissioners, . ) o .
No. DU's [Height|No. DU's  [Height it No. Height ; <?xml:namespace prefix = o ns = "umn:schemas-microsoft-com:office.office” />
Tomorrow 12/10 is the deadline for submitting written comments on the Rincon Plan DEIR to MEA. 1 urge
AB 3745 that you specifically instruct staff to include and analyze the following “Housing Optimization” Alternative.
Including such an alternative will provide the necessary information for the Planning Commission to
AB 3748 exercise broad judgment in acting on Rincon Plan modifications, and will preserve the Planning
Commission’s discretionary authority over projects with respect to tower separation and bulk controls.
AB 3747 Thank you for your consideration. If you have any questions, feel free to call me at 695-1111. Thank you
300 Beale again. Lu Blazej
399 Fremont 250 380 Recommendation

375 Fremont to 300 units 300
333 Fremont s
325 Fremont

Require that an alternative be developed and analyzed that “Optimizes Housing Production” while
maintaining Planning Commission discretion over project review. An alternative that would satisfy this goal
would keep Existing Rincon Hill SUD Zoning Controls, including provisions for tower separation and
building bulk exceptions, coupled with a 550 Foot Height District Overlay over all existing Rincon Hill

; Height District designations. The criterion for exceeding existing heights could be a minimum parcel size
340-350 Fremont sa0l 400 350 4005: 2 % of 18,000 square feet, with added building height subject to Conditional Use Authorization by the Planning

AB 3748

390 Fremont 320  400{RE0 Commission. This Option would assume 400 foot tall buildings on all development parcels that are 18,000
i square feet in area or larger, including up to 550 foot tall towers at locations deemed appropriate by

AB 3749 Planning Department staff. Examination of this Option would provide decision makers with sufficient

1st & Harrison ¢ information to evaluate the impacts of all the various proposals put forward by planning staff, property

45 Lansing 320| 400| 275 400 owners, the community and project developers. Examination of this Option would provide decision

makers, the Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors and Mayor optimal flexibility in evaluating and

AB 3764 : sy fashioning new zoning controls for Rincon Hill. Examination of this Option would also likely result in and

Harison-Essex 2300 A00)ea reflect a “Housing Optimization” alternative.

AB 3765

425 First #1 . 380 450 320 45015

425 First #2 450 550 450 550[¢

AB 3766

AB 3769

Preferred Option | 1490

82.5 Foot Separation Option 2195 s B ROt e

Existing Controls - 1§0-Foot Separation and with Excep 665

Podium DU's 730 650 estimate JA mae: 1210

Total - This Chart 2220 2845 i 1875

Total Units DEIR 2220 20845 1630 1630 to 3300

Table 8-1 {page 8-30)

Note: This chart only assumes tower separation exceptions.
An addition of up to 10% more housing units are possible if bulk exceptions are also considered.
Number of Podium Units under each alternatlve is a rough estimate and should be verifled by Planning Department staff.
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December 10, 2004
Summary

Ms. Joan A. Kugler, AICP

Environmental C i i
Coordinator The Ricon Hill Plan DEIR must be amended as it fails to address, in a complete and

tal impacts ofjthe failure of the Draft Plan, most

San Francisc i .
1660 Missio: gét:,‘;iaeg&m o accurate manner, the environmen ¢
San Francisco, CA 94103 ' notablo the September 2004 Supplement, to meFt if’s reasonable sha're of the
o . projected affordable housing needs as stated in Fhe’May,jm(Md Ho;;l:g .Element of
Re: Rincon Hi ; the Mater Plan, most notable the Housing Elemgnt’s projected ne y income
PlazmiI;;I ngDﬁnE;vg:Snm: taleI(x]:apla 8‘ Report " category (Tablel-50), either Citywide or in adja;ent neighborhoods. The DEIR
' 1081B " fails to address how the Draft Plan will functim:, as a “governmental constraint” on
. iscans and how that failure

Dear Ms. Kugler: ’ i : the development of housing for lower income Sgn Francis
' ‘ : : will be mitigated. The DEIR needs to be tmended to include such a discussion and
the impacts of such a plan both Citywide and T the South of Market neighborhood,

;l‘hhe f};)uf%h of Ma.rkfet and R'incon Hill have always been connected, if for no other reasons

hj:nto rice act th;: Rlﬁcop I’{lll forms part of what is popularly known as SoMa, Butina
sense, the physical and social i l . :

pistoric senec, the physical an al developments in SoMa have affected what occurs ’ The DEIR Is Too Narrow in jts Foous s 1o the “Sefting. of the Project

Albert Shumate, in his Rij ; : - The main “activity” which is to ocour in the “project’” under review by the DEIR is the
Neighborhaazeazﬁezl:lzﬁiﬁcﬁ%?ﬁiﬁlﬁ Pa;k:dSan. Francisco s Fashionable development of ktxiusing. Aswas demonstmt?:)d 1}]1 Fhe May, 2004 Hogs'mg Element, the
the physical presence of commerce grew and ::fﬂz’ _e?rlnaﬂon for San Francisco elite. As . development of new housing, especially permanently affordable housing, hes'a Citywide
expanded, so did the visibility of the working clas: lghﬂsr“tf‘l{ﬂ.ure serving this commerce impact most especially to Jower income senjors and famnilies. Most particularly the
strong presence in the Rincon Hill/South Park area and fhrl 1P1;1° community has had a development of new housing oppommity,-especialily if that opportunity includes, or as
1900s. The Gran Oriente and other residences of the Fili oughout SoMa since the carly this project does expressly prohibits, the development of new affordable housing- hias a
exist there today. es of the Filipino mutual aid societies still profound impact on lower income neighborhoods adjacent to the project area. Yet the

. : : impacts of this project on the South of Market community is not addressed in this DEIR

The cyclical nature of growth and development in San Francisco positions Rincon Hili in any comprehensive manner.

oo e the destnation for new generstion ofresidenta elite in the South of The failuro of the DEIR to disouss the impsct of the Rincon Hill Draft Plan, namely the
September Supplement, on the policies articulated|in the May, Housing Element,
We, the Filipino community, hope that you will consider a stud ilipi specifically the affordability targets listed on page 80 (Table 1-50) on the South of
: ’ - Ldat oUW y of the early Filipino ) o : ! -
settlement into the area and establish mitigation measures to preserve that history. } zg;tm?ﬁuﬁ%;ss:;ﬁﬁ:f;{t;g;?c‘;l%e:?:_e tEhr:: gs?io:;?é;?:;ﬁhzhm I
g : longer be provided “within the Rincon Hill area”. |
incerely,

Discussion of the specific impacts of the project on the South of Market community,
especially on lower income families and seniors needing affordable housing must be
added to the DEIR. oo

Executive Director

AU TTTA I0A 7ARGRAGGGTHT /7¢LT 002,108



¢ DEIR Fails to Discus, acts of Draft Plan | 2 “Governmental Consiraint™

its August 6% letter to the City concemning its review of the }levxsed Draft Housing
gllement g’l:xse California Department of Housing and Community Development tzuseg :l
question concerning failures on the City’s part 1o "femove §°VﬁF‘n}°nfal constraints a;:
the development of housing for all income levels by ensuring its inventory of adeﬂua e
sites can accommodate its share of the regional hoysing need throughout the planning

period” (DHCD, August 6, 2004, page 3).
This shortcoming has been greatly increased with the faifure of this: ]?EIR to evegfl r:g;i ]l:t

tely discuss the projects impact on wwf—“ﬁ-——
ahlgul;:cg cc;g:e!oypmgng madegm'lc of the “project” with the addition of the September 2004
Supplement to the Rincon Draft Plan.

Specifically the DEIR needs to bo amended discuss:

i i ill Draft

a. that the adoption of the September 2004 Supplement to the Ricon Hi )
Plan constitutes a nevg “government constraint” o ; the location of new a.ﬂ‘ordsbl.e housing
in the plan area and therefore creates a need for new sites in other ageas of the City and

th jon, and .
© regll:‘,rnitigati.ng measures to be taken to overfome the new “governmental

constraint” on new affordable housing development .

Submitted by Calvin Welch, CCHO

AtRATIIT Y TTTA JOA
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Morey Housing
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MR Walfe & Associotes
Reuben & Junius, (LP
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San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
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Conshryclion Trode Councit
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Troasporialion for o Livable Cily
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Urban Solutions
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pEC 15 2004
PLANNING DEFT

December 3, 2004

Dear Planning Commissio

Please see our comments to the Planning Department staff on the Rincon
Hill Plan (enclosed). We are anxious to see the EIR approved, and the
Plan moving forward as soon as possible,

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions-about our
comments. | can be reached at 865-0553 or my cell phone 359-3170.

Thank you,

Kate White
Executive Director



DATE: December 3, 2004

TO: Dean Macris, Acting Planning Director . . Y . e L
CC: Amit Ghosh, David Alumbaugh, Marshall Foster e support relaxation of residential density llmltS‘.
. FROM: Housing Action Coalition . W L . . . .
San Francisco N . e support requiring 12/17% inclusionary units, even when conditional use
HousINe  RE: Rincon Hill Plan Comments authorization is not required. :
ACTION ‘
COALITION The Housing Action Coalition has read with interest the Rincon Hill Pian »  We are concerned about the blanket requirement of 40% of the units constructed
: and EIR. While we are generally in support of the plan concepts, some with 2+bedrooms and 10% constructed with 3+bedrooms. Consistent with the

1095 Market Sireet concepts are quite general and we need to.see specific Planning Code Eastern Neighborhoods Interim Controls, we recommend a minimum of 20% of
Suite 206 language, as well as the public improvements and affordable housing the units be constructed with 2+ bedrooms. This would allow more flexibility in

San Francisco, CA 94103 . . g
415.865 0553 tol funding schemes, before we are able to give our unqualified endorsement.v

- 415 431 2468 fox
info@sfhac. ; . )
°@::fh:§.::§ V\{e con gr.atulate the Plallmln g Depa{tm.ent for its excellent work on the Public Realm
Rincon Hill Plan, and wish to submit the following comments: D

meeting market demand at the time a project is conceived.

*  We support the proposed urban design guidelines enhancing the pedestrién and

MEMBERS _ Housing view experiences, such as widely spaced slender towers, the lively podium-level

AF Evans Davelopment
ADS Housing Alliancs
Asion Low Caueus
Bank of Ameries

Bemal Halghts
Neighborhood Center

Blackpoint Press

BRIDGE Houslng Corporotion
Castro Area Planning + Aclion
Chamber of Commaerce

Chinalown Communtiy
Development Centor

Gitizens Houslng Corporalion
City CorShare

David Bakar

Emorald Fund

Fannle Mas

Forella, Braun & Marlel, LLP
Groenbell Alliance

Rabilet fer Humanity

Hayas Vollay

Neighborhood Associalion
Jawish Communily

Relatlons Council

" Kwon/Hanml Architecture

& Plonning
League of Cansarvalion Volers
Lennor Communities

Marchants of Uppar Market
ond Coslro .

Mercy Housing

Misslon Housing Developmen
Corporalion

Morrison & Foarster LLP
MR Wolle & Associoles
Reuben & Junius, LLP

Plonning Astociolion
of tho Richmond

Son Froncisco Bieycls Coolition

Sun Froncisco Building and
Construclion Trade Council

San Francisco CilyScape

San Francisco Plonning ond
Urban Resesrch (SPUR)

San Fronciteo Tomorraw

Son Froncitco Siote Univerlly
Tronsporiotion lor a Livabla City
Urbon Ecology

Urban Housing Group

Urban Selutions

Wells Forgo Bank

« The Housing Action Coalition supports the goal of transforming

Rincon Hill into a high-density mixed-use residential
neighborhood adjacent to downtown.

Earlier versions of the Plan proposals would have allowed more,
shorter towers, but later versions achieve approximately the same
number of units by increasing the heights at the top of the Hill and
increasing the tower separation. This achieves the desirable
objective of accentuating the hill form of Rincon Hill, (the Urban
Design Plan calls for concentrating height on hills) and separating
the skyline image of Rincon Hill from the hil form of the
Downtown. To achieve this urban design goal and still attain a
significant number of housing units, it is important that the
proposed height limit increases be approved, so that a select
number of tall slender towers can be built in the Plan area.

The plan also calls for a 115 foot tower separation. Although a
substantially lesser separation may be perfectly appropriate in

. other areas in the City, for Rincon Hill, given its skyline

promiinence, a substantial tower separation approximating that
dimension is appropriate. However, we do believe that
consideration should be given to allowing an additional tower on
Fremont near Harrison, even though it may not meet the 115 foot
separation. We would welcome the additional number of dwelling
units provided.

We also support the Plan’s proposal to not require preservation of
the Bank of America (formerly Union Oil Company) building at
First and Harrison Streets, thus allowing for the construction of
two tall housing towers.

Projects that are consistent with the Plan should not be required to
seek individual conditional use authorization — though there should
be some simplified means for design review with public input (The

facades, and the pedestrian-friendly changes to streets and sidewalks.
*  We support the proposed open space improvements.
Transportation

+ Inthis transit-rich location, it makes sense, as the Plan proposes, to eliminate
Parklng minimums, and to set a maximum of 1 space per 2 units by right, 1:1 if not
independently accessible (such as mechanical, valet).

* However, we do not believe that it is necessary to require conditional use
authorization for every project that provides parking above 1 space per 2 units —
strict design guidelines should require parking garages to not adversely impact the
public realm. :

*  We support the new requirement of I bike parking space per 2 units, in addition to
unbundiing parking spaces from units, and integrating City CarShare. We agree
with the EIR that the proposed pedestrian, bicycle, and transit amenities will boost
travel by these alternative modes. :

Financing Public Benefits

*  We agree with the Supplement that FAR controls and a TDR program are not
necessary to meet the plan’s public benefits and preservation goals, and that
instead specific.revenues be identified and targeted to the neighborhood benefits
program to fund specific public benefits, such as the reuse of the Sailor’s Union of
the Pacific Building and construction of a new park.

*  We support the Planning Department’s efforts to identify funding strategies, which
could include a developer impact fees and/or a “Mello-Roos” district.



Rincon Hill Residents Association
75 Folsom Street, #1800
San Francisco, CA 94105

December 9, 2004

Ms. Joan A. Kugler

Environmental Coordinator

San Francisco Planning Department
.1660 Mission Street, Suite 500

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Rincon Hill Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report
Dear Ms. Kugler:
” This letter is written o behalf of the Rincon Hill Residents Association, an Association

of residents of the Rincon Hill area who are concemed and involved in the pla.nmng and
development of Rmcon Hill.

; The Dra.& EIR for Rmcon Hill ¢hereafter the "Pla.n") reflects an impressive and
substantial-effort by.the Tong range planning staff of the Platining Department who are to be
highly commended fortheir work. . The'staff held a number of public meetings, neighborhood -

* walks as well as itiviting public participation in other ways, Members of our Association
extenswely participated:in this public process and we believe: it is fair to say that the Plan reflects
some of the comments and concerns expressed by our members

Overall, the Plan is an impressive effort to build a diverse and family oriented community
which is pedestrian oriented, a goal which our Association shares. Our Association supports the
adoption of an area wide plan as quickly as possible and believes that process should proceed
first before the consideration of individual projects so that there can be meaningful overall

planning for the area. If the individual pipeline projects referred to in the Plan, or others, are to -

be considered, it should only be in the context of whether such pro_lects are consistent with the
Plan. If individual projects are first approved which are inconsistent with the Plan, the Plan will

be meaningless as there will be few remaining properties to which it would apply and its effort to.

build a viable and highly livable downtown community will have been lost.

Although the Plan is far superior to-the EIRs presented to the Commission for specific

projects in the area in terms of its presentation and discussion of the negative aspects of the huge

amount of development it proposes, in requiring public amenities and benefits from such
development, and in the thoroughness of its presentatlon, the following points need to be
considered in reviewing the Plan.

Ms. Joan A. Kugler -
December 9, 2004
Page 2

B of A Tower Site

Although the Plan does set forth the proposed heights for this site (a 55 story tower and a

- 45 story tower), it does not adequately describe how such heights conflict with what is presently

allowed on the site or the likely problems resulting from such a massive bmldmg

Such a massive project conflicts with a number of the existing Objectives in the General
Plan and in the existing Rincon Hill Area Plan, including the following; General Plan,
Residence Element: Objective 2, Policy 2; Urban Design Element: Objective 3, Policy 6.
Rincon Hill Area Plan, Land Use: Objective 3, Policies, Residential; Housing: Objective 4;
Urban Design: Objective. 8, Objective 10, Objective 11. The EIR should analyze the B of A
Tower Site against each of the above General Plan and Rincon Hill Area Plan Objectives and
Policies. :

Traffic

Although the Plan contains a traffic study which shows that six additional intersections
will deteriorate to Level LOS E and F in the study area, which already has five intersections of
seventeen rated unacceptable, it does not adequately portray what the additional deterioration will
mean to a neighborhood which is intended to be pedestrian oriented. With gridlock already a

. common occurrence during rush hours, it is-difficult to imagine the extent of the backed-up lanes

of traffic attempting to get to the Bay Bridge from increased traffic nor does the Plan adequately
reflect what impact this will have on the laudatory effort of the Plan to create an active pedestrian
street life. It is hard to imagine people desiring to use outdoor cafe tables on streets clogged with
idling vehicles and blocked intersections filled with cars attempting to get to the Bay Bﬁdge.

The Plan also needs to consider the impact of the much heavier traffic it projects on the-
use of the one major open space area it proposes which is on Harrison Street one block from the
Bay Bridge entrance. Many of the intersections which will deteriorate are in the immediate
vicinty of the open space and such worsened traffic conditions will undoubtedly affect the use of
the open space, particularly by families with small children,

It should also be noted that the Plan does not adequately consider whether an alternative

. of reduced development would alleviate the adverse traffic conditions which are envisoned. Nor

does it consider what agency or agencies are empowered to achieve the mitigations that may be -
necessary.

Open Space

The primary open space envisioned by the Plan is at Fremont and Harrison. This location
does not appear to be particularly desirable because of the difficulty of access across heavily



Ms. Joan A. Kugler
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trafﬁcked streets and its proxumty to the Bay Bridge. Alternative sites whlch would.be more
desirable should be included in the Plan.

- 300 Spear and 201 F roject :

As these two projects have already been approved by the Planning Commission, an
approval which John King of the San Francisco Chronicle recently called a "mistake", the Plan
ignores them for the most part and fails to properly note the inconsistencies between these
projects and the development proposed by the Plan.

The Plan should point out more clearly that these projects are both much taller and
bulkier than the Plan would otherwise permit. In addition, although the Plan requires a tower
separation of 115 feet, even across streets, these two projects have only 82.5 feet between their
four towers. This limited separation, a5 the Plan (p.S-4) points out, is not "adequate spacing
between towers" and "does not preserve adequate sky exposure or sunlight to streets."

These.two projects also each have two towers of 350 and 400 feet tall. Under the Plan
the proposed helght limitations for the surrounding blocks are no more than 200 or 250 feet high
even though the blocks are closer to the top of Rincon Hill where higher buildings would be

. expected. This discrepancy between the Plan and these two projécts.needs to be more clearly-
spelled out alorig with the impacts of allowing these projects on the rest of the Plan area.

In addition, these projects v101ate the Objectlves of the San Francisco General Plan a.nd
the Rincon Hill Area.Plan which call for lower heights near the water and higher buildings on the

tops of hills to accentuate the natural topography of hills while not obstructing views of the
‘water.

_ These projects conflict with other requirements of the Pla.n as well, such as the required
amount of open space; required setbacks at the 65-foot level, preservation of a "sun access
plane”; requiring all below street grade parking, and requiring that 40% of all residential units be
two-bedroom or larger units. All of the many discrepancies between these projects and the Plan -
need to be clearly set forth in the Plan and, in dddition, the Plan should apply all of its prov1sxons

- to these blocks should they not be built pursuant to their current approvals.

Alterpatives

One altemative which is not considered by the Plan, but should be, is the enforcement of

the existing Rincon Hill Area Plan without the granting of exceptions as now regularly occurs, as .

is noted in the Plan. The existing Rincon Hill Area Plan contains many beneficial features and
should its provisions actually be enforced, it would create a very desirable residential community.
Although there certainly are improvements that can be made in the existing Rincon Hill Area

‘Ms. Joan A. Kugler

December 9, 2004
Page 4

Plan in addition to simply adhering to it, for the purposes of the Plan using it as an alternative to
be considered would give the Planning Commiission, the Board of Supervnsors and the Public a
far clearer understanding of the direction in which the City is moving in this important new
residential neighborhood: -

Fire and Safe],z_

" The ability of the Fire and Police Departments to respond to fire and other emergencies
for all of the proposed buildings is not discussed in the Plan: Such a discussion needs to be
placed in the context of all of the existing and approved high-rises in not only the Rincon Hill
area but adjacent areas as well, including the Transbay Terminal project. Particularly important
is information as to whether there is the capability of promptly responding to such emergencies
on the upper floors of such tall buildings as are proposed. In a post 9/11 environment for
buildings close to the Bay Bridge of such heights, such concerns must, unfortunately, be

- addressed.

In conclusion, the Rincon Hill Residents Association again wishes to commend the
Planning Commission staff responsible for the Plan. Although we feel there are improvements to
be made, we look forward to working with the staff to achieve the goal of a vibrant, urban
neighborhood which is welcoming to all people and families and is designed for pedestrian use
on attractive and livable streets. )

: Very truly yours,

(ol Hebome

Reed H. Bement, President

Ah%oks, Vice President——-

oy,

Alexandria Chun, Secretary

cc: San Francisco Planning Commission
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Ms. Joan A. Kugler, AICP . MECEIVEY

Environmental Coordinator . E2 10 2004
San Francisco Planning Department ii&g T
1660 Mission Street, Suite 500 FLANIING DT
San Francisco, CA 94103

December 8, 2004
Dear Ms. Kugler,

For the past year San Francisco Beautiful (SFB) has taken a great deal of interest in
the Planning Department’s effort to develop the Rincon Hill Plan. We have reviewed
the Draft Environmental Impact (DEIR) report for the Rincon Hill Plan and submit the
following comments. We hope you will thoroughly consider them. If incorporated they
will further your efforts to improve the quality of life in this emerging neighborhood.

Open Space:

* The only reference SFB could find.in the DEIR that identifies the location of the
proposed park is in the shadow study. Please clarify the location of the proposed
major open space in the sections of the DEIR that discuss open space and
overall land-use. '

* The DEIR does not assess the impact that existing environmental conditions (air,
noise, soil) of the proposed major open space (located next to the Bay Bridge on-
ramp) will have on potential users. It should. The existing (and on-going)
environmental quality of aparcel of land should impact how that land is
developed in the future and this issue should be discussed in the EIR.

* - The DEIR recognizes the need for Rincon Hill to share neighborhood services
with the adjacent Transbay area. The DEIR specifically acknowledges this need
when discussing the form and intended feel of Folsom Street, the street that will
be the seam (and the neighborhood center) connecting Transbay and Rincon
Hill. Unfortunately this concept is absent when discussing public amenities like
parks and community services. There is a substantially sized park planned for
the Transbay area (within a 1/4 mile of most sites in Rincon Hill) that could serve
the large scale recreational needs of both Transbay and Rincon Hill residents.
Instead of investing in another large park, the focus for Rincon Hill could be
smaller pocket parks that can serve recreational/open space needs that do not
require a major investment in space.,

* SFB applauds the Rincon Hill Plan's assertion that the living street amenities
proposed for Rincon Hill will be installed on the east (sunny) side of the street on
Beale and Spear Streets. However, the plan also designates the west (shady)
side of Main Street for living street amenities. In addition, the DEIR states that
living street amenities will “generally” be placed on the east side of the street.
The use of “generally” in the DEIR allows for the possibility that Main Street's
living street amenities could be installed on the shady side of the street. This

www.sfbeoutlful.org

564 Market Streel, Suite 709 - San Francisco, CA94104 + T 415.421-2608 « F 415 421-4037 - E sfb@sfbeautiful.org

SFB Comments: Rincon Hill Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report
December 8, 2004
Page 2

would contradict objectives stated in the DEIR that call for ensuring “adequate
sunlight and the least amount of wind and shadow on public streets and open
spaces.” While we understand that the original intent for placing these amenities
on the west side of Main Street was an attempt to keep the plan symmetrical
from a birds-eye perspective, by placing the living street components on the
shady side of the street, the living street concept is defeated. The EIR should
require that all living street components be implemented on the east (sunny) side
of the street.

Historic Preservation:

+ The DEIR is at odds with the Rincon Hill Plan in regards to historic preservation.
The Plan states that eight historic buildings are to be adaptively reused or
preserved. Why then does the DEIR say that the plan might contribute to the loss
of the Klockars Blacksmith Shop or other historic buildings in Rincon Hill? Please
clarify this point. If any of the historic buildings in Rincon Hill are lost (excluding
the Union Oil Building), additional mitigation, beyond the Historic American
Building Survey (HABS) discussed in the DEIR, must be required.

Off-Street Parking:
* On page 28, the DEIR states “All parking would be required to be located below

street grade. For sloping sites with a grade change of greater than10 feet, no
less than 60 percent of the parking would have to be below grade.” Please
clarify the meaning of the word “site” in this statement.

Tower Spacing:
+ SFB supports the DEIR’s “preferred option” recommendation that there be at

least 115 ft. distance between any tower in the Plan Area.

Design Review:

» The need for design review for new developments in Rincon Hill is not mentioned
in the DEIR. Meaningful design review will ensure that new developments in
Rincon Hill meet the standards set forth in the Rincon Hill Plan and contributes to
creating a beautiful and thriving community.

San Francisco Beautiful will continue to monitor future plans for and development of
Rincon Hill. We thank the Planning Department for their continuous efforts to
incorporate public comment into the plans.

If you have any questions, blease contact Tamar Cooper, San Francisco Beautiful's
Program Director at (415) 421-2608.

Sincerely,

Deedee MWKy

Dee Dee Workman
Executive Director
San Francisco Beautiful

Cc: David Alumbaugh
Amit Ghosh
Marshall Foster
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Phone 548-1333 * Fax 546-1344 * www.SeniorActionNetwork.org

Planning Commission December 7, 2ob4

. Sani Francisco Planning Department RECEIVED
1660 Mission Street, suite 500 DEC 15 2004
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414 PLANNING DEPT

Dear Commissioner. - L

Senior Action Network, (SAN) and Senior Housing Action Committee,
{SHAC) ask you to carefully consider certain important aspects of the Rincon Hill Draft
EIR. We represent more than 150 community groups strongly dedicated to the health
and welfare of Seniors. These Seniors need affordable, centrally located housing and
they are indeed excited about development in the South of Market area. But there are

“concerns about the pricing of units in the proposed Rincon Hill towers, the lack of‘on-

site open space, and the traffic congestion the influx of some eight thousand more
Rincon Hill dwellers will bring to'the area. TR i S

] According to economic data presented in the Draft EIR, the great majority
of werking and fetired San‘Francisco residents will not be able to afford to live in the
Rincon Hill area if the plan is completed as presented. The model of affordability used
in the Rincon Hil Draft EIR does not reflect reality. According to the city survey of
income presented in the Draft EIR, an annual salary of $103,000 is required to purchase
a studio unit in the proposed Rincon development. Yet the fixed-income of Seniors or
that of workers who will serve in the retail and restaurant businesses is far below this
annual salary. Local workers, families with children, and fixed-income Seniors cannot
afford to live in'these proposed developments.

Who then will these towers be housing? The answer is invariably wealthy.
out-of-towners seeking second homes, empty nesters, and a small percentage of
affluent couples without children. These people can afford to live wherever they wish.

" San Francisco needs housing for its Seniors, families with children and lower-wage

workforce which is the backbone of this city's economy, and it needs to place this
housing in the heart of the community where people need it most. The Rincon Hill
developments as proposed in the Draft EIR do riot mest this need.

~ The concept of off-site affordable housing is often cited in the Draft EIR,
witFiout a development timeline or a cohesive plan. San Francisco is far behind in its
affordable housing quota, and if the Rincon development is allowed to proceed as
proposed, that gap will widen greatly. This redevelopment opportunity must include a

significant percentage of affordable homes within the Rincon Hill district to create a truly
mixed-income district and to make progress toward fulfilling San Francisco's affordable
housing quota. ‘

Senior Action Network and Senior Housing Action Committee urge the
Planning Commission to add more on-site affordable housing to the Rincon Hill Draft
EIR. A review addressing the critically important issues of affordability, displacement of
current residents, on-site open space, traffic impact and the impact of the Pipeline '
projects as well as many other gaps in the report, is needed. SAN, SHAC would like to
see revision in the Draft EIR to include more affordable housing for the San Franciscans
who need it: families with children, local workers, and Seniors.

Sincerely,

=

Barbara Blong
SHAC Director
Housing Organizer
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December 8, 2004

Ms. Joan A. Kugler, AICP .
Environmental Coordinator

San Francisco Planning Department
1660 Mission Street, Suite 500

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re:  Rincon Hill Draft Environmental Impact Report
Planning Department Case No. 2000.1081E

Dear Ms. Kugler:

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
for the Rincon Hill Plan Area. Iam writing on behalf of the South of Market Community
Action Network (SOMCAN) and the concerned residents and community organizations in the
South of Market neighborhood.

The Rincon Hill Area Plan presents a unique opportunity to change current {and uses and to
utilize urban design to éncourage the development of a healthy downtown neighborhood. The
Plan envisions an innovative mixed-used, pedestrian-friendly neighborhood that has the potential
to positively impact the physical environment of our city and the region. Due to the high income
required to purchase housing in the Rincon Hill Area (p. 136) it-is our concern that this
opportunity will be squandered for a small segment of the population, further exacerbating and
concentrating the-deleterious environmental impacts of the lack of affordable housing in San
Francisco. Therefore, we hope that the City and the Planning Department use this first foray into
the Downtown Neighborhoods Initjative to carefully analyze and mitigate environmental impacts
and promote land use policies that are intentional about actively encouraging the social and
economic integration of the Rincon Hill neighborhood with the adjoining South of Market
community and other existing neighborhoods. .

This letter sets forth additional areas for analysis and suggestions for mitigation. It is our intent
to highlight areas of deficiency in the current DEIR and to include. the following analysis and
proposed mitigation in the Final EIR.

After briefly reviewirig the Draft EIR, it is our concemn that the report is deficient in several
respects:

1) The setting for analyzing most of the environmental impacts is too narrowly defined. The
Rincon Hill area has a social, political, historical and geographic connection to the broader
South of Market neighborhood that needs to be included in the analysis of the settings for
each of the environmental impacts.

2) The population section does not address the potential for displacement of current residents
and businesses due the increased cost of housing at Rincon Hill. } )

3) The report does not provide sufficient analysis of the impact of removing the in-district
inclusionary affordable housing requirement outlined in the original Rincon Hill Plan
proposal.

4) The report does not specify the method for determining how the proposed development will
house the majority of current San Francisco residents.

5) The report does not specify how this plan will address the need for family housing and
family-friendly neighborhood amenities.

6) The report does not address the traffic and public infrastructure impact of the proposed high
density development on the western portion of the South of Market neighborhood.

7) The report does not analyze the housing projected for Rincon Hill relative to the needs and
policies of the city’s adopted Housing Element.

Recommendations for Analysis and Mitigation:

1) Include analysis of the cumulative environmental impacts of current and proposed
developments in the area by expanding the setting to include the adjacent neighborhood and
pipeline projects. ’

2) Include a study to assess the displacement of current residents (involving housing or
employment).

3) Include a study of the environmental and economic impact of off-site housing using the
demographics and income of residents located in the neighborhoods of proposed off-site
alternatives.

4) Develop a clear plan for how the Rincon Hill plan will address the housing needs production
targets outlined in the May 2004 Housing Element. :

5) Require all affordable housing units be located within the district. Because of the

gentrification and displacement potential of this plan, land use policies should encourage a

mixed race, mixed income South of Market community.

Explain how this housing will meet the need of San Franciscans in the fastest growing

occupational sectors per EDD job growth projections.

Require that the range for affordability match those of the fastest growing occupational

sectors.

Expand City’s First Source Hiring Agreement to Rincon Hill Plan area and subsequent

Downtown Neighborhood Initiative areas.!

6

-~

7

~

8

g

! San Francisco Urban Institute. First in Line: An Evaluation of San Francisco's First Source Hiring Program Ordinance. 1ssued

8/1/04.
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9) Require developers to pay into a fund to support job training and placement of local residents
in the 15 fastest growing occupations. ’

10) Analyze the impact of the proposed housing type on need for additional family housing in
San Francisco. . )

11) Propose development options that meet the famnily housing need of current and future San
Franciscans.

12) Analyze the impact of lack of open space on children and families.

~ 13)Develop detailed mitigation measures to address the increased traffic burden to the current

infrastructure in the South of Market.

Environmental Settings and Impacts is Too Narrowly Defined

The South of Market and Rincon Hill have always been connected, if for no other reasons than

 the fact that Rincon Hill physically forms part of what is popularly known as SoMa. Butina
historic sense, the physical and social developments in SoMa have affected what occurs in
Rincon Hill and vice versa. :

Albert Shumate, in his Rincon Hill and South Park: San Francisco ’s Fashionable Neighborhood,
tiotes that Rincon Hill was an early destination for San Francisco elite. As Shumate puts it,
Rincon Hill was’an "abode of the elite" from the 1850s through the 1870s. Prominent bankers,
Wall Street investors, industrialists, attorneys and politicians of the time had homes in the
exclusive neighborhood. Historian Charles Lockwood traces as far back as mid 1800’s the
relation between Rincon Hill and the greater SoMa. It was the commercial/industrial
development in SoMa at that time that ‘contributed to Rincon Hill’s decline in stature as a
destination for the City’s elite. As the physical presence of commerce grew and as the
infrastructure serving this commerce expanded, so did the visibility of the “undesirable” working
class and hence began the pressure for the well-to-do to continue to move to areas such as Pacific
Heights and Nob Hill. ’ :

The fires resulting from the great 1906 Earthquake shot into Rincon Hill from the SoMa, thus
burning the exclusive homes of the “fashionable families” and ending the elite residential
character of neighborhood. These events paved the way for a new wave of commercial and
industrial uses centered on serving and utilizing the waterfront. This also led to the need for
settlements for the Asian immigrants arriving to work in these new establishments. As
Lockwood puts it, “Much of the SoMa district became, once again, a mix of workshops,
factories, warehouses, inexpensive flats, flophouses and saloons.”

The cyclical nature of growth and development in San Francisco positions Rincon Hill once
again as the destination for a new generation of residential elite in the South of Market. The
current basic market rate unit in Rincon Hill averages $625,000 and would require a household
income of $157,000 (p. 136). This means almost 85% of the households in San Francisco would
not be able to afford the average home in Rincon Hill.> While Mother Nature and sheer market
forces dictated the development patterns in San Francisco’s SoMa in years past, the Rincon Hill

2 Mayor's Office of Business and Economic Development
http:// gispubweb.sfgov.org/website/sfprospector/ed.asp?cmd=start&s=764
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Plan is an opportunity to analyze the impacts of this high density rezoning and offer policy
solutions to create a vibrant mixed-income, mixed race neighborhood along San Francisco’s
eastern waterfront.

In addition to the historical, social and political link of Rincori Hill to the South of Market, the
area has a direct physical link to the proposed areas of the new Downtown Neighborhood
Tnitiative which will have cumulative environmental impacts on surrounding area.

Recommendations:

1) Include analysis of the cumulative environmental impacts of current and proposed
developments in the area by expanding the setting to include the adjacent neighborhood and
pipeline projects.

Population and Housing Analysis is Inadequate

The new Rincon Hill Plan has the potential to disrupt the current community and environment if
significant impacts are not carefully analyzed and mitigated. As stated in the DEIR, the project
would have a significant effect on the environment with respect to population, housing and
socioeconomic factors if it would (p.136):

o Displace a large number of people (involving housing or employment);

o Create a substantial demand for additional housing in San Francisco without including
provisions to facilitate supply of such housing; or

e Substantially reduce the housing supply.

Further Analysis Needed to Assess the Proposed Developments Displacement Potential

The analysis leading to the conclusion on p. 141 of the DEIR that the “implementation of the
Plan would not be anticipated to result in any loss of existing housing” is inadequate because it -

does not include an analysis of the potential for displacement of people and employment due to

other socio-economic factors.

The rapid influx and proximity of a large number of high income individuals as described in
detail on page p.136 and 137 into the Rincon Hill Area is likely to result in the gentrification and
gradual displacement of lower-income residents from the surrounding South of Market
neighborhood of the type seen in the late 1990s. In a study by Strategic Economics,
gentrification is the “process by which poor and working-class residents, usnally communities of
color, are displaced from neighborhoods by rising costs and other forces directly related to an
influx of new, wealthier, and often white residents. These forces include both market forces and
public policies which may deliberately or inadvertently make a neighborhood more attractive or -
accessible to a high-income population. Thus, 1o substantive distinction will be made between

3 Strategic Economics, Gentrification: Causes, Indi s, and Possible Policy Responses for the San
Francisco Bay Area, Berkeley, CA, September, 1999.
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The report also makes no mention of the potential employment di'splacement lost due to the
proposed area plan. :

Recommendation:

2) Include a study to assess the displacement of current residents (involving housing or
employment). :

Conformance of Rincon Hill Plan with needs and policies of city’s Housing Element

TABLE I-66
Housing Production Targets, 1999-June 2006 and Actual Production, 1999-2000

ABAGHousing | Atual Housing “‘"“‘h’m e E“'h":':n:' , | Estmated Annat
Income Catagory Needs Production |  Production ";g“m pedwy o M:H Shortfall,

7 Targuts 1889 2000 200-June 2006 2001-June 2008 2001-June 2006
Very Low Incame (below 50% AMI) 5,244 203 o7 201 718
Low Income (50% - 79% AMI) - 2,126 75 313 138 235
Moderate Incomo (80% - 120% AMI) - 5,639 54 1,008 51 957
Market Rate (over 120% AMI) 7363 2515 881 S01 (20)
TOTALS 20372 2887 3179 1,291 1,888

10years’ i

From: Approved Housing Element 2004

This table indicates a need to build over 7,000 units of low and very-low income housing during
this 6-year period, overall roughly 36% of the total new housing supply, and when “moderate”
income (80%-120% AMI) housing needs are added to this, a total of 64% of the city’s new
housing need is for persons at various income levels below 120% AML. Rincon Hill market rate
units will probably have price points well above even 120% AMIL

Recommendation:

3) Develop a clear plan for how the Rincon Hill plan will address the housing needs production
targets outlined in the May 2004 Housing Element.

Impact of Off-site Affordable Housing Requirement

Because potential of changing the nei ghborhood character as described above, it is important to
adhere fo Policy 8.4 of the recently adopted Housing Element which states: “Encourage greater
economic integration within housing projects and throughout San Francisco.” The original
Rincon Hill Plan called for a mixed-income neighborhood which required all affordable housing
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to be located in the district. However, in the September 2004 Supplement to the Rincon Hill
Plan, the following amendment is proposed:

3, P.'25. Drop the requirement that off-site inclusionary housing units be provided within
the Rincon Hill area. The Draft Plan proposed requiring that inclusionary housing units
(units required to be affordable, per Planning Code Sec. 315), if provided off-site, be
provided within the district. Staff recommends that—provided middle-income housing
can be provided as described above—this additional requirement to build the inclusionary
within the district be dropped and the existing requirement be retained without changes.

Tf the requirement to provide off-site affordable units within the district is dropped, the Rincon
Hill area will be comprised largely of high income.individuals thereby facilitating the
concentration of low-income residents in other areas of the city. . This further polarizes the
city’s population by class rather than encouraging healthy mixed-income neighborhoods. The
social and economic segregation has direct environmental impacts that are well documented in
the literature. * ’

Recommendation:

4) Include a study of the environmental and economic impact of off-site housing using the

" demographics and income of residents located in the neighborhoods of proposed off-site

alternatives. .
5) Require all affordable housing units be located within the broader South of Market district.
Because of the gentrification and displacement potential of this plan, land use policies should

_ encourage a mixed race, mixed ‘income South of Market community.

Iinpact of the Jobs and Housing Imbalance that will result by Housing only High Income
San Franciscans

The DEIR has 2 brief description and analysis of the occupations that pay sufficient wages to
meet the housing costs likely at Rincon Hill. Ofthe 15 fastest growing occupations, only the top
paying occupation offers salary sufficient for housing at Rincon Hill.* The sector with the
highest rate of growth from 1999-2006 is the Cashier, Retail Sales with the annual mean wage of
$20,360. By targeting housing production and development to the highest earning sectors, the
City disturbs the Jobs-Housing balance. Further znalysis is needed to mitigate the loss of
housing opportunity for individuals and families in this income range in addition to developing
proactive ways for current residents to expand their employment opportunities and increase their
earning potential.

4 PolicyLink. The Influence of Community Factors on Health: An Annotated Bibliography. Oakland: PolicyLink; 2004.
3 San Francisco Planning Department Study. WA&@W&M
(March 2004)
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TABLEI-12
Fastest Growing Jobs and Curvent Mean Wages
Job Classification ‘ "';"'::""" ':f:““;‘a‘o';" Gr“:\:th }::
‘ e 12992006, 2008
Waiters & [] 7315 1500000 550 11,670
Food Preparation Work 3 B41|8 17,400.00
Janitors 8 Cleaners 3 0.38[3 1052000
Guards & Watch Guards S 0823 2001000
Cashiers 5 pe3|s 2003000
wp- | Sales Person, Ratail $ e70[$  20,360.00
Caoks 3 1041]3  21640.00
General Office Clerks . 5 1177 |$ - 2447400
and b Clerks 5 1248 |5 25080.00 610] 8430
Painters, € [ . 3 1667 | 34.460.00 100]  1.830]
Carpenters ] s 2080 |3 43320.00 230] 3420
Registered Nurses 5 2100 |§ 4573200 amn]  7.370
Electricians $ 2378]3 4048000 180] 2180
Systems Analysts, Electronic Data Processing | § 2074 |5 a1,000.00 16400 5.760]
General M: & Top 3 40518 75,100.00 1,000[  20.11E
' Source; EDD, Occupationa! Employment Sfatisbics Swvey

From: Approved Housing Element, May 2004

Recommendation:

6) Bxplain how this housing will meet the need of San Franciscans in the fastest growing
occupational sectors per EDD job growth projections.

7) Require that the range for affordability match those of the fastest growing occupational
sectors. i .

- 8) Expand City’s First Source Hiring Agreement to Rincon Hill Plan area and subsequent
Downtown Neighborhood Initiative areas.’

9) Require developers to pay into a fund to support job training and placement of local residents
in the 15 fastest growing occupations.

Need for Family Housing and Family Friendly Amenities

According to the May 2004 Housing Element, San Francisco has not produced a large number of
family sized units for a number of decades, thus continuing to the downward trend of families
living in San Francisco. In addition to lack of housing units, quality of life issues deter families
encouraging them to live in other cities in the surrounding cities. ‘In order to encourage more
families to live in San Francisco, we need more three or four bedroom units at prices that are
affordable to families (see Table below) in neighborhoods with family-friendly amenities such as
parks and schools. The original Rincon Hill plan called for open space in the area. In the
September 2004 supplement, the plan calls for greater flexibility for the open space requirement

& San Francisco Urban Institute. First in Line: An Evaluation of San Francisco's First Source Hiring Program Ordinance. Issued

8/1/04.
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with as much as 50% open space off site or as street improvements. The current report should
analyze the impact of the proposed types of housing and amenities on need for affordable family

housing in San Francisco.

Recommendations:

10) Analyze the impact of the proposed housing type on need for additional family housing in

San Francisco.
11) Propose development options that meet the family housing need of current and future San

Franciscans.
12) Analyze the impact how allowing the open space off-site would affect children and families.

Family Incomes by Ethnicity

Estimated Medlan

Average Per Average Median Non

Total Family Capita Family Family Family]

Famriiies Size  Income income income Income|

W hite 68211 272 48393 131820 818901 52715

Afirlean American 12449 3.16 19275 80909 35043 21103

514 3.30 22588 76573 35000 24622
51867 3.7 22357 82060 58079 30385
644 4.47 12476 5§5788 31985 38333

Amaerican IndianfAlaska Native
Asian
Native Hawaitan/Pacific Islander

Other Race 8638 4.19 15730 85900 40083 31801
Two or More Races 5662 333 22001 73503 51871 41877
Hispanic or Latino 18880 3.88 18684 72108 49808 356811
' People who Idantify themeeives as Hispanic or Latino may also foenty themselves as a parficular

ethnicTy.

From: Approved Housing Element 2004
Impact of Traffic on Public Safety of South of Market Neighborhood

The Rincon Hill Plan has gone to great lengths to encourage the development of high density
residential units with design features that encourages pedestrian travel and public transit within
the project area. While the Report concludes that increased traffic along Folsom is a significant
and unavoidable environmental impact, the report does not provide adequate analysis of the
increase in roadway traffic along Folsom Street towards Western SoMa. The plan clearly states
that “Folsom Street is intended to be the commercial heart of the Transbay and the Rincon Hill
neighborhoods, and the civic and transportation spine linking the neighborhood to the rest of the
South of Market and the waterfront.” Currently, students from Bessie Carmichael Elementary
School, the only school in the neighborhood, cross Folsom at 7™ Street to access to the South of
Market Recreation Center. Stronger mitigation measures are needed to ensure the safety and
protection of students at Bessie Carmichael.

Because of the increase burden of this proposed zoning change as well as “other proposed
programs to encourage new housing in San Francisco, such as the remainder of the Downtown
Neighborhoods” (p. 144) on adjacent areas, additional analysis is needed on the impact of this
proposed zoning as well as the cumulative effects of traffic and infrastructure needs that will
result from significant upzoning of San Francisco’s downtown neighborhoods.
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. Recommendations:

13) Develop detailed mitigation measures to address the increased traffic and burden to the
current infrastructure in the South of Market.

Conclusion

The vision of the Rincon Hill Plan has the potential to create a mixed income, mixed racé
neighborhiood. We encourage the City to utilize the full spectrum of policies to encourage a
healthy and equitable community.

After reviewing this 1etter, we would like to meet with you to discuss our concerns and to
propose further mitigations. I will follow up with you during the week of December 13%t0
arrange a time to meet.

Sincerely,

April Veneracion, M.C.P." .
Organizational Director
South of Market Community Action Network

Cc: Members of the Planning Commission
Supervisors Daly, Peskin, Maxwell and Ammiano
. Peggy Jen, Local Initiative Support Corporation
Calvin Welch, San Francisco Information Clearinghouse
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Joan Kugler, AICP December 1, 2004
Environmental Coordinator

San Francisco Planning Department

1660 Mission Street, Suite 500

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Kugler,

1 am writing to you regarding the Environmental Impact Report for the Rincon Hill Plan.
1 have been a homeowner in BayCrest at 201 Harrison Street since 1995. I have seen a
“Non-Neighborhood” become something that this city can be proud of: a waterfront,
urban oasis with many assets. : :

As more buildings have been built and the population of the area has increased, there is a

nice feel that you get from the activity in the neighborhood. The city has done a great job
with the planning of places like SBC Park and the surrounding Mission Bay projects. As

well, the development of the Ferry Building and the waterfront are really what makes this
a great place to live.

T would like to compliment your department on a thorough and comprehensive EIR -
Report. It seems you have heard the residents’ concerns when we participated in your
Community Planning sessions. -

However, being a resident of Rincon Hill for almost 10 years, I am aware that one of our
greatest problems is traffic. This, of course, is mostly caused by traffic approaching and
coming off the Bay Bridge. i

My husband walks to work in the Financial District and I am in Medical Sales and must
drive in and out of the area to do my work. While we applaud your emphasis on pedes-
trian safety, we are especially concerned about the increase in traffic with the addition of
several large towers proposed for the intersection of 1 and Harrison Sts., a very busy
entrance to the Bay Bridge.



2.

Our second concern is Public Safety and the ability of emergency vehicles being able to
navigate through increased traffic due to the addition of more housing which will bring
more cars, especially at that very congested intersection at rush hour. With many more
people living in this area, we feel it is of utmost importance that our Emergency needs are
being met. Because there will be more traffic in the area, someone may not get an am-
bulance or fire truck as fast as they should because traffic is backed up for blocks.

" imagine that is not the current standard set for a city that prides itself on excellent emer-
gency services.

1 encourage you to stand at the corner of Harrison and 1* during rush hour in the
afternoon and imagine people trying to get to their buildings through that traffic. San
Francisco is in desperate need of housing. Iam not sure that condominum costing be-
tween $500,000 to over $1,000,000 condominium are the answer to this crisis. If there is
truly a plan to deal with this certain increase in traffic, I would not oppose this part of the
plan :

Your report is truly comprehensive, but there is a glaring omission. While traffic patterns
and proposed street changes are mentioned, the lack of a complete section on the study of
traffic is missing. :

1 believe traffic in and around the approaches to the Bay Bridge needs more study. Will
building several 300 to 500 feet tall towers in and around the intersection of 1" and .
Harrison Streets really serve this neighborhood? Without looking at the major impact

on traffic in this very important area, we feel this report is incomplete.

The Rincon Hill Plan is a noble one, which will very much enhance the waterfront of San
Francisco. However, I feel that a comprehensive study of traffic and the impact it will
have on the quality of life in the neighborhood as well as public safety is necessary.

Thank you for your hard work on the EIR for Rincon Hill Plan. Ilook forward to making
our neighborhood even better. :

ﬂS}'ncerely, ﬂ/
Mﬁ"gir/?; Gunn

\ 'SUE C. HEYTOR
\\\\,\ : Attorney at Law

870 Market Street, Suite 1128 - San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 362-2778 - FAX (415) 362-8048

-
November 19, 2004

Shelley Bradford Bell
Planning Department

1660 Mission Street 5th f1l
San Francisco CA 94102

2000.1081E - Rincon Hill Plan Draft EIR
Hearing 11/29/04

Dear President Bradford Bell:

I will be out of town and unable to attend the Commission’s
hearing on the Rincon Hill Plan Draft EIR. Although I will be
submitting a full set of written comments before the deadline, I
wanted to provide members of the Commission with comments on
certain issues as you prepare for the hearing.

The focus of my comments are on the implications - both social and
environmental - of the types of housing being contemplated.

Need to analyze the impacts for children on the type of housing
It is important to understand how the type of housing --

townhouses
mid-rise condos
high-rise condos

affects whether families will be housed in-these units.

If the City is planning to create what will, because of the sales
price of the units AND the height. of these buildings, become an
upper income child-free zone, the Commission, other decision-
makers AND the public must have the information to decide whether
THAT is good policy for our City which has limited land available
to build new housing. :

Exhibit A is several pages of a study done for Redwood City to
analyze the public school demand for a proposed 1,930 unit project
along and near the Bayfront in Redwood City.l I acknowledge

1 Aanalysis of the Probable Enrollment Impact of the Marina

Shores Village Development on the Redwood City and Sequoia
Union High School Districts, by Lapkoff & Gobalet Demographic
Research, Inc., 2/11/04. I will provide the complete study
with my written comments, along with a link to the Redwood
_City site that posts this report.
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that public school enrollment is NOT identical to the total number
of school age children in an area. However, this study is
illuminating on the paucity of children in high-rise towers.

The relative number of children by housing type in this project --
which has substantial parallels to Rincon Hill. Page 3 of that
report shows the relative ratio by type of housing is:

High-Rise condos - 0.04 .
Mid-Rise condos - 0.10 2.5 ag many children
Townhouse .= 0.17 ) 4.25 as many . children

Note that the number of children for the affordable housing units
("income-restricted units") is dramatically more than for market

rate units. 10% of the units will be moderate income units. 5%

of the units will be low income units.

The 15% of the units that are affordable generate 66 public
school students in Redwood City.

The 85% of the units that are market rate generate 139 public
school students.

In other words the 15% of units which are affordable generéte 32%
of the students. .

Why are there so few children in this housing? "The most
important characteristic in determining the student yield is the

‘type of housing." (page 3) "High-rise condominiums are the least
likely to contain students because the high-rise characteristic is
not conducive to children." (page 7)

In Redwood City the high-rise towers were 21 to 23 stories,
significantly lower than those allowed in Rincon Hill.

What is the need for housing for families with children in San
Francisco? How much of that need would be met by this project?
Would a different mix.of uses, specifically more townhouses and
LESS extremely high towers, result in significantly more family
housing and significantly more children? '

Superabundance of extremely high—end‘housing

This leads to the second question and attachment. What is the

" heed in San Francisco for housing for persons with an income of
over junk" $500,000 a year? All of my questions assume that the
‘housing unit is the primary residence of the person housed.

Based on the data at DEIR p. 137 (household income of $157,080 to
afford the average basic unit sales price of $625,000). A

November 19, 2004 - Rincon Hill DEIR - page 3

household income of $500,000 would therefore enable someone to buy
a $2 million unit.

The September 24, 2004 SF Business Times had an article explaining
how sales are going for 2 and 3 bedroom condos in the St. Regis
tower at 3rd & Mission. In that project 3-bedroom units start at
$2.5 million. The broker marketing those units explained the -
different segments of the market.

v, . .the market north of $2 million is an entirely different
beast...high-rise condos tend to attract a different set of
buyers than single-family homes. The Four Seasons Residences
just a few blocks away from the St. Regis sells 60 percent of
its units as second or third homes."

As Rincon Hill goes steadily tc more and more higher and higher
towers, what HOUSING market is being served. Housing that is the
primary residence, or ONLY residence, of the persons housed.

Please analyze how the housing types in Rincon Hill meet the

identified and still unmet need for PRIMARY residences in San

Francisco. It is incorrect to claim that HOUSING NEEDS are being
met if much of what is being built is second, third or fourth
homes for persons with vast wealth and resources.

The environmental impacts -- particularly the visual impacts.and
theé loss of potentially available space for more socially useful
housing -- should evaluated in light of the MARKET being served
and its needs. ' )

Promoting economic and racial segregation
P

The housing affordability analysis at page 143 has a fairly
pollyannish discussion of inclusionary units for Rincon Hill. It.
talks as though real low income people will be living in these
complexes.

Please discuss and list how projects currently being developed and
under review are meeting their .inclusionary obligation. I am
attaching an August 2, 2004 Zoning Administrator Determination
that the inclusionary units for One Rincon Hill can be built in
the India Basin Industrial Park Redevelopment Area at 3rd and
Cargo. Some of the units for 300 Spear were built on the site of
a former parking lot near Candlestick Park. The inclusionary
units for 4th & Freelon are being built on a parking lot
associated with a former chicken processing facility deep south.of
Market near 7th & Brannan. :
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None of the above "inclusionary" sites approach the quality, or
‘amenities of the location where the market rate housing is being
built. They are isolated from neighborhood amenities, of the type
we want to add in areas like Rincen Hill. They are racially
segregated. They are near areas with environmental problems, e.g.
power plants, poor drainage, dead-end streets. .

There must be a dlSCUSSlOn of how allowing the inclusionary units
to built far away from the "new neighborhood" results in a bottom
feeding search for a "third tier" site. Thé "neighborhood" of the
Rincon Hill market rate housing will be vastly different from the
"neighborhood" of the affordable housing. This gives a STRONG
message to those in the inclusionary units that they are
- considered to be sécond class citizens. The CHILDREN in the
affordable housing will have fewer opportunities, attend different
" schools and will continue to be isolated from persons who can
afford market rate housing in San Francisco.

Since San Francisco has a limited amount of space to build new
housing, exacerbating the disparity between the "haves" and
"have-nots" and pushing affordable housing more and more to the
margins, is bad land use policy, as well as bad social and human
policy. : ‘ )

Respectfﬁlly submitted,

Sue C. Hestor

cc: Members of the ‘Planning Comm1s51on
Joan Kugler, MEA
Dean Macris

LAPKOFF & GOBALET DEMOGRAPHIC RESEARCH, INC.

www.Demographers.com

2120 6" Street #9, Berkeley, CA 94710-2204 » (510) 540-6424 « FAX(510) 540-8425
22361 Rolling Hills Road, Saratoga, CA 85070-6560 » (408 725-8164 o FAX (408) 725-1479

Analyszs of the Probable
Enrollment Impact of the Marina Shores Village Development
on the Redwood City and Sequoia Union High School Districts

February 11, 2004

exH A



Table 1

Estimated Enrollment Impact from Marina Shores Village

.____Kto 8 Students )
. : ) Student Yield # of Students
Type of Unit # of Units (Students per unit) Generated
High-rise Condos 1,016 . 0.04 41
Mid-rise Condos 815 0.10 82
Townhouse 99 : 0.17 17
Subtotal . 1,930 ’ 139
Additional students from income-restricted units 66

" Total K-8 Students from Development 205

9 to 12 Students -

] Student Yield # of Students

Type of Unit # of Units {Students per unit) Generated
High-rise Condos 1,016 ° 0.02 20
Mid-rise Condos ©o815. 0.06 o 49
Townhouse 98 - 0.08 8
Subtotal 1,930 . 77
Additional students from income-restricted units 30
Total 9-12 Students from Development - ‘. 107

Note: The number of Students Generated équals the Number of Units
multiplied by the Student Yield. ’

Lapkoff & Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc.

II. Forecasting Students from New Housing

The most common way to forecast students from new housing is through the “student
yield method,” also called the “housing method” by demographers. It is a simple, but
usually accurate, method for estimating the number of students who will live in new
housing developments. The average number of students expected per unit (the student
yield) is multiplied by the number of housing units in the development, giving the

" number of students to be generated by the project.

Number of Students = Number of Units * Average Number of Students per Unit

The two necessary assumptions for this procedure concern the number of housing units to
be built and the average number of students who will reside in each unit (the student
yield). For this second assumption, we measure student yields in existing housing that is
comparable to the housing to be built and use those yields in our forecast equation.

Discussion of Student Yields in General

We have worked with public school district clients for more than 15 years, providing
both student yield studies and enrollment forecasts. We have measured student yields in
nearly 86,000 housing units in the San Francisco Bay Area. These units include houses,
townhouses, condominiums, and apartments.

Student yields vary by bousing characteristics. The most important characteristic in
determining the student yield is the type of housing. In'most school districts, houses, or
what planners call “single-family detached units (SFUs)” yield the largest number of
students per unit. This is because residents with children desire outdoor play space and
feed more room indoors than other residents without children.

After SFUSs, townhouses typically have the next highest yields. Townhouses are often
defined as having one common wall withi another unit. Townhouse yields are
significantly lower than those of single-family units, but are higher than those of
apartments and condominiums. Single-story townhouses with private backyards tend to
have yields closer to those of single-family units than to those of stacked (two-or more
story) townhouses. ) - :

For a variety of reasons, apartments tend to have very few children per unit, There is
usually little play space in apartment complexes, and even if there is a park within the
complex, there is no private area outside, like a backyard, in which the parent can allow
the child to play somewhat independently. Children can be noisy, and it is difficult to
have a common wall with neighbors. Also, apartments tend to be smaller than houses,
and most residents with childfen need bigger areas indoors, again so children have &
place to play. '

Some apartments, however, have large numbers of students per unit. These are either
subsidized or have very low rent. Families with low incomes who are unable to rent

Lapkoff & Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc. : 6



houses tan better afford lower-cost apartments. There also seems to be a “critical mass” ) ) s o ’ K s ) 2 d s
phenomenon with children in apartments: once an apartment complex houses many ' . ‘ - : Co PREVS v HL 1"
children, more people with children are likely to become tenants. :

Condominiums tend to have the lowest yield. This is because condos; like apartments,
have no outside play space and relatively small quarters. Also, like houses, they require
high incomes because they are purchased ratlier than rented. People with resources to
buy a condominium have more options open to them than low-income families. In
particular, high-rise condominiums (or apartments) are the least likely to contain students
because the high-rise characteristic is not conducive to children. Sometimes we find high
yields in older, low-priced and low-tise condominiums. Perhaps many of these units
have become rentals. In any event, we have never found large student ylelds in high-rise
condominiums.

Several other factors besides type of housing can affect student yields. Perhaps the

‘second most important factor, after housing type, is the public school district’s reputation.’
Standardized test scores are readily available and provide a quantitative indicator of
district reputation or desirability. Scores influence many parents when they decide where . -
to buy or rent homes. Our analysis of student yields throughout the Bay Area shows that
the higher the test scores, the larger the student yields, regardless of the housing type.

We believe that parents choose school districts with better test scores, all else equal.

The other important factor is the price of housing. This has little effect on single-family
houses. Regardless of whether they are over a million dollars or under $300,000, all
SFUs genera.te large numbers of students, especially when new or recently resold.
However, price is a factor for townhouses, condominiums, and apartments. When these
units are especially inexpensive, perhaps because they are old, they are more attractive to
families who cannot afford houses. Low-pnced townhouses, condominiums, and
apartments yield larger numbers of students per unit than high-priced units.

A final cons1derat10n is whether units are restricted to households below a certain incomeé
“level, These units are sold or rented below- market prices. The larger the household, the
higher the income allowed to qualify to purchase lower-priced units under the restriction.
These hpuseholds are more likely to contain children because households with children
tend to be larger, and hence quahfy more easily for the income-restricted units. We have
found that the more severe the income restnctlon the greater the number of students per
unit tends to be.

Student Yields in High-ri;se Condominiums ’ Uly-sure-sign ot : : : y
. § . . . : ! . »pared with 208 uch sales‘
The proposed Marina Shores Village (MSV) development includes 1,016 high-rise ) . - .5 August sales Volurite: at ifs. hxghest level in in2002.- -
condominium units, to be developed in towers with 21 or 23 stories. The student yield ) at Jeast adecade and a half. R LAy
that should be assumed for these units is at issue. ) . . . et t ! Ryan-T?‘e covers hospita
. 1y aite B 3 .or 8 -Business Times. & - -
an}coff & Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc. 7.
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PHONE: 558-6411 PHONE; 558-6350 PHONE: 558-6377 INFO: 558-6422
(415) 558-6378 THFLOOR STHPLOOR MAIOR ENVIRONMENTAL NTERNET WEB SITE although different than the interiors at One Rincon Hill, will be of good quality and consistent
FAX: 5586426 FAX: 558-6409 FAX: 558-5991 WWW.SFGOV.ORG/PLANNING with current standards for new housing. Consideration of project approvals for the 3433 Third

August 2, 2004

Steven L. Vettel

Morrison & Foerster LLP
425 Market Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

.Re: . Off-Site Affordable Housing — Section 315. 5(c)
1 Rincon (425 First Street) .
Assessor’s Block 3765/ Lots 1, 9 and 14
and
3433 Third Street
Assessor’s Block/ Lot: 5203/023

Dear Mr. Vettel:

By letter dated June 21, 2004, you requested a detemmination regarding the application of
certain provisions of the Residential Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, Planning Code
Sections 315.1-315.9 (“Program”) to the proposed.©ne Rincon Hill residential projects at 425
First Street. You have asked me to confirm that 3433 Third Street is an appropriate off-site
location for satisfying the Program’s requirements for the One Rincon Hill project, provided that
.the 3433 Third units are comparable in exterior appearance and overali quality of construction to
the market rate units at One Rincon Hill.

Background

The One Rincon Hill project is a proposed 720-unit project that conforms to the currently
proposed amendments to the Rincon Hill Plan, and for which an EIR is now being processed.
The proposed unit mix of One Rincon Hill is proposed to be approximately 15.5%, studio/junior
one-bedroom units; 39.5% one-bedroom units; 38% two-bedroom units and 7% three-bedroom
units, with an average size of approximately 982 square feet per unit. Were inclusionary units
constructed on-site, One Rmcon Hilt would be required to provide 86 on-site units (12% of the
total), for a total of 84,845 square feet. Consideration of project &pprovals for One Rincon Hill
are also expected in early 2005 |mmed|ately following_approval of the amendments to the
Rincon Hill Plan.

You state that the 3433 Third Street project is proposed for construction in the India Basin
Industrial Park Redevelopment Plan Area at the corner of Third Street and Cargo Way, following
proposed amendments to' the redevelopment plan now being proposed for the area by the
Redevelopment Agency 3433 Third Street would be a five- or six-story building containing from
104 to 130 dwelling units, approximately 6,100 gross square feet of ground floor community and
commercial space, 104 to 130 parking spaces, and approximately 4,000 square feet of publicly
accessible open space. The unit mix would be approximately the same as the unit mix for the
One Rincon Hill project, with an average size of 700 to 800 square feet. The overall quality of
construction of 3433 Third Street would be comparabie to One Rincon Hill, and interior features,

e C

Street project by the Redevelopment Agency are expected in early 2005 as well.
Section 315.5

Planning Code Section 315.5(c) (Compliance Through Off-Site Housing Development) provides
as follows:

(c) Location of off-site housing: The prOJect applicant must insure that off-site units
are located in either (i CMMMMDEMDQE@L@EL or (i) a high-need area or
a project type |dent:f|ed as a high priority in the Residence Element of the General Plan
or the consolidated plan published by the Mayors Office of Housing in the Mayor's
Office of Community Development or their successors.

Planning Code Section 315.5(d) provides as follows:

(d) Type of Housing: The type of affordable housing needed in San Francisco is
documented in the City's Consolidated Plan and the Residence Element of the General
Plan. In general, affordable units constructed under this Section 315.5 shall be
comparable in number of bedrooms, exterior appearance and overall quality of
construction to market-rate units in the principal project. The total square footage of the
-off-site affordable units constructed under this Section 315.5 shall be no less than the
calculation of the total square footage of on-site market-rate units in the principal project
multiplied by the relevant on-site percentage requirement for the project specified in
Section 315.4 (12 percent for conditional use, planned unit developments or live/work
project, and 10 percent for alf other housing projects). . . . The interior features in
affordable units need not be the same as or equivalent to those in market rate units in
the principal project, so long as they are of good quality and are consistent with then-
current standards for new housing.

The Residence Element of the General Plan and the Mayor's Office of Housing (“MOH)
consolidated plan do not include any references to “high need areas” in San Francisco or “high
priority” residential project types. 3433 Third Street is located along the under-construction
Third Street light rail line in the India Basin Industrial Park Redevelopment Project Area, for
which the Redevelopment Agency is currently processing a plan amendment to permit
residential development in this subarea -of the redevelopment plan area. The Planning
Department's recent Eastern Neighborhood Plan includes various options for increasing
residential development in the eastern part of San Francisco. One of the areas analyzed in the
Eastern Neighborhood Plan is Bayview/Hunters Point. The 3433 Third Street site is identified in
two of the three Bayview/Hunters Point land use options as.a proposed mixed-use housing site.
It is also clear that there is a significant shortfall in affordable housing production City-wide, and
it is the Planning Department's and Planning Commlssmn s policy to encourage production of
affordable housing.

Determination

Based on the foregoing, and the information provided in your June 21, 2004 letter, this confirms
that 3433 Third Street is an appropriate location for satisfying the off-site affordable housing
requirement for the One Rincon Hill project. This determination also confirms that the type of
housing proposed at 3433 Third Street will satisfy Section 315.5(d), provided the 3433 Third
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Letter of Determination for 1 Rincon
August 3, 2004
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Street units are comparable in number of bedrooms, exterior appearance and overall quality of
construction to the market rate units at the. One Rincon Hill project and total square footage of
the 3433 Third Street affordabie units allocated to One Rincon Hill are no less than the square
footage of on-site affordable units for which they are substituted.

Any aggrieved person may appeal thls decision to the Board of Appeals within 15 days of the
date hereof. For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals in person at 1660
Mission Street, Room 3036, or by telephone, at (415) 575-6880.

Sincerely,

Lawrence B. Badiner
Zoning Administrator

Barbara Jue To: joan.kugler@sfgov.org

<bljué@yahoo.com> cc: Paula & Cliff Roth <crpapers@aol.com>, Pat Malone
<patmalone@sbcglobal.net>

12/10/04 03:03 PM Subject: Rincon Hill EIR response

TO: Planning Department

Summary of Comments<?xm|:namespace Qgeflx o ns = "urn:schemas-microsoft-com:office:office" />
L Residential Density: The plan is to have the tallest buildings stacked at the top of the hill.
This arrangement provides a stepped approach allowing taller buildings Yo maintain views as the
terrain goes up. Hence, most of the high-rise structures will be placed directly adjacent to the
entries to the <?xml:namespace prefix = stl ns = "urn:schemas-microsoft-com:office:smarttags”
/>Bay Bridge
ISSUE: Placement of the towers at the hilltop where the 3 entrances to the Bay Brldge are
situated poses serious problems on traffic congestion, pollution from said traffic, health/safety
hazards for the growing residential population.

2. TRAFFIC: Significant negative impact on traffic patterns in the highly congested
intersections is predicted. These intersections already are at LOS E or F. The three worse ones
are next to the Bay Bridge entrances - First/Harrison, Essex/Harrison, Second/Brannan.
Considering the increased car-driving residents who will be living at the top of the hill as well as the
changes in street configuration within the new plan, all of these intersections would worsen.
Additionally, other intersections feeding into the Bridge would likewise degrade -
Harrison/Fremont, Embarcadero/Bryant, Main/Folsom, Beale/Folsom, Spear/Folsom, Market/First.
No mitigation methods are cited for these adverse situations.

It's expected that Muni transit lines would be expanded in this area but not fully until 2020.
Residents would walk and bicycle to work and services, To facilitate non-freeway traffic on key
streets, the Plan proposes to physically separate these lanes from the Bay Bridge-bound traffic

“(i.e., one lane on First, and one lane on Harrison restricted for non-Bridge traffic). Other streets

will be re-configured to deal with anticipated traffic flow (e.g., four eastbound lanes on Folsom).

ISSUE: Pollutants will increase significantly which over the long-term can jeopardize general health
of the residents surrounding these traffic-clogged infersections. More immediate mass transit
alternatives (than what is currently in the Plan) need to be developed and implemented as these
high-rise structures evolve.

4. OPEN SPACE: For every 200 square feet of living space, allow for 1 square foot of open
space. For every dwelling unit. 75 square feet of useable open space must be available. Planned park
spaces have been situated under the freeway overpasses at Essex/Fremont and at
Harrison/Fremont. Park space at Essex is also on the plan with widened sidewalks, landscaped
hillside.

ISSUE: Greater concentration of pollutants will accumulate because these designated parks around
the overpasses are next to the highly congested intersections cited above. They will not conducive
for public use and they will not be kid-friendly. Proposed towers at the hilltop would cast shadows
over these planned parks during portions of the day.



5. PARKING:.No minimum off-street parking required for the proposed high-rise residential
buildings. All new developments will have underground, on-site parking, Maximum ratio of parking
space to living space is still 1:1. Projects with more than 100 units - 2-5 parking spaces must be. -
allotted for car sharing. Every 2 units must also have at least one bicycle space.

ISSUE: Because of #3 and 4 above, the acceptable ratio of parking to living space should be less
than 1)1, Recommend 0.5 : 1 for all new developments going forward.

GUY/LANSING ENCLAVE: The Plan specifically recognizes the unique characteristics along this
residential alley and is working to preserve the current height and bulk limits on new developments
within its confines. However, one of the proposals at 45 Lansing is something of a stealth method to
place a high-rise structure on the street behind Lansing (Harrison). The 40-story tower would cast
a shadow over the main part of Guy/Lansing. As the intent of the Plan is to place the highest
buildings at the very top part of the hill, this structure would be better placed on the other side of
Harrison across the street (where the Sound Factory is).

Sincerely,

Barbara L. Jue

81 Lansing Street, #411
San Francisco, CA 94105

Do you Yahoo!?
Meet the all-new My Yahoox Try it today!

PATRICK M. MALONE

_ December 9, 2004
Via Hand Delivery

Joah A. Kugler, AICP - -
‘Environmental Coordinator i i

1660 Mission Street, Suite 500

San Francisco, California 94103

Re:  Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report—Rincon Hill Plan
Planining Dept. Case No. 1000.1081E
State Clearinghouse No. 1984061912

" DearMs. Kugler:

I have teceived the Draft EIR referenced above and offer the following brief comments.
Some of my commentaiy will be particular to the neighborhood in which I live, Guy-

_Lansing, and some will apply to the plan in general,

Initially, I would like to'comment on the alleged community planning policy. As with all
plans that I have seen come through the Planning Department (Department) regarding this
néighborhood, community planning seems to consists of Department personnel coming to
the- nelghborhood trying to convince the neighbors that they should support the plan
already developed by the Plannmg Department, developers and special interests. If the
neighibors do not agree, they then come back and try to sell the whole unchanged plan
again with nio changes When this does not work, the neighbors are just disregarded and
the plan goes forward anyway, desplte valid concern of environmental degradation by
neighbors. Although the neighbors in our nelghborhood had a number of meetings with
the Department, our concerns were never addressed. This behavior shows a callous
disregard to residents of the city and to their valid concems about development in the
neighborhood. Although there is supposed to be a policy of commumty planning, it
amounts to nothmg more than lip service.

" Moreover, Rincon Hill was specifically excluded from the Eastern Neighborhoods

Initiative and railroaded through the process, despite numerous pleas from residents like
me.

I know that the Department would prefer that it had a blank slate with no existing
residents, buildings or neighborhoods and that it could build some “model city” in the
Rincon Hill area, but that blank slate does not exist. The Department has to recognize, as
should the EIR, that there are already distinct neighborhoods that have unique character

- that have grown organically. These have to be considered when developing a plan and

81 LANSING STREET # 402 « SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA » 94105
PHONE: (415) 538-8628 * FAX: (415) 702-5378 « EMAIL: PATMALONE@SBCGLOBALNET
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when analyzing the environmental effects on neighborhoods. There has been no such -

sufficient analysis.

That said, I do not mean to demean those members of the Department that visited with
community members, they were overall courteous in the way they conducted themselves.
'However, it was apparent that the “preferred” plan was a foregone conclusion and that
there was no room for concerns or dissent from those who actually already live and work
in the neighborhood and who would be most affected from the environmental
consequences of the new plan. The overwhelming opinion in the Rincon Hill area and in
particular my Guy-Lansing neighborhood is that the new plan, if built, would have
disastrous environmental consequences and does very little to improve the neighborhood
or, for that matter, increase the housing supply in any tangible and real way. Instead, it is
" a wholesale glﬁ to development and special interests. They make alot of money building
‘homes with nice views for incredibly wealthy persons, leaving the rest of the city to suffer
the environmental consequences. -

Historically, Rincon Hill has been the victim of disastrous planming by the city—'

decisions and policies that have invited aesthetic blight and adverse environmental
impacts on the area. First there- was the Second Street Cut, which foreshadowed its
decline from the most fashionable neighborhood in the city. Then, there was the
Embarcadero Freeway, with its blocking of critical views of the bay. and the Bay. Bridge.
Now, it is the new Rincon Hill Plan, which is environmentally disastrous to the existing

" neighborhood, imposes significant hardships on residents and forever destroys en_]oyment .

of the area by the pubhc at large.

: Because of where I live, I'am pnmanly concerned by the bulldmg of 400 feét proposed
for the G‘uy-Lansmg loop, a buﬂdmg totally out of proportion. for this small, already
existing. neighborhood. It will have devastating environmental consequences. for this

compa.ratlvely small-scale neighborhood and for the city in general. Secondarily, I am-

_coricerned about the buildings proposed where the existing Bank of America (formerly
Union 0il) clock-tower building. Both will have devastating - effects on the Guy-Lansing

area because of their effects on hght traffic, wind and population density on this .

neighborhood. If the city must build buildings of such size, there are more appropriate
areas, where similar buildings exist, such as at the Fremont and Harrison intersection

(CATS shelter location) and other such areas. Sufficient studies of the loss of light and -

reflective light in the Guy-Lansing neighborhood have not been conducted.” The Guy-
Lansing neighborhood relies a great deal on reflective light in the neighborhood because

-of the unusually thin streets that characterize it. These two buildings would have
substantial effects on such light. .

Moreover, the decision to stick-a building of 400 feet, with full lot coverage, requiting no

open space is environmentally significant and unacceptable in and of itself. Even the.

financial district generally does not have such full coverage of lots. Moreover, it is so
disproportionate to the existing neighborhood and existing development it poses an

Ms. Joan A. Kugler ~3- . December 10, 2004

unacceptable environmental impact. It unacceptably limits access to light and air of the
buildings around it.

To say that the plan promotes such tall buildings “to emphasize the natural topography” is
specious in itself, in that the original Rincon Hill topography no longer exists, havmg
been destroyed by another disastrous planning decision, the Second Street Cut, in the
1800s. The views from public places, particularly of the Bay Bridge, would be severely
affected by such large buildings, so near the Bay Bridge, and would overail have a
deleterious effect on the environment.

I have specific concerns regarding the EIR itself, which I outline below:
Claims of Iricreasing Housing Supply Have Not Been Proven

The report assumes, without substantiation, that the new plan will increase housing

supply, in comparison to the already existing plan, yet does insufficient study to support’
the supposition. This is important because if the new plan is built out it will have

significant environmental impacts that may be avoided by embracing the zoning that is

already in place. There have in the past couple of years been high-density high-rise

housing buildings that have been built, near and in the area of the plan. However, no

demographic study has been done on these buildings to determine if they .are actually

effectively increasing the housing supply, particularly for target groups. There'is much
evidence to suggest that many of these high-rise condominium projects. result in a great

number of second homes for the wealthy and little actual housing supply for those who

are truly in need of housing in the city.

In the summary of impacts, it is admitted that “most San Franciscans likély could not
afford new homes in the Plan area.” Well, where are “most San Franciscans” to find

" housing then? Further studies are needed to show that development proposed in the plan

actually would increase the housing supply for those who need it and would actually have

“a et positive effect on the housing supply.

The Cumulative Effects of Construction Have Not Been ProperlyAnaIyzed

CEQA requu'cs that the cumulative effects of construction be anatyzed. The Proposed
EIR simply says that the City considers the effects of construction “temporary.” This is

. insufficient analysis of the effects. While it is easy for those writing an EIR to consider

any construction temporary, I will assure you that the residents of this area do not
consider ten to twenty years of major construction projects within one block of their
houses “temporary.” - Currently, my building has major construction projects within one
hundred feet of it on three sides. And, a substantial part of this construction will continue
for years to come. The effect of so much construction over such a long duration has to be
analyzed.
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Transportation, Circulation and Parking Study is Iﬁsu_ﬁ‘icient in its Scope and Analysis

The traffic study is woefully insignificant. . Instead of analyzing the effects on
intersections with a grade of F already, the report illogically ignores those intersections, as
if to say-they are bad already and will not get worse. It can and will get worse. The
intersections at First and Harrison and Hamson and Essex Streets, for example, and the
streets serving are nearly gridlocked as it is. The fact that this is not studied puts the
whole study in question in that unsubstantiated assumptions are used. The_fact that the
two First and Harrison and Essex and Harrison intersection are already a “F” should
perhaps. indicate that this may not be the best place to put three incredibly huge bu11d1ngs
which can only serve to exacerbate the situation.

“The policy that traffic will improve when the impacts become so severe that people will
have to change their lifestyle or when new nonexistent infrastructure appears to ease the
problem is not suitable analysis or conclusion for an EIR.

Further, the analysis underestimates the increase in traffic due to removing parking lots
and increased demand due to new construction. This necessarily causes more traffic. To
just “guess” that this will get better when people change their pattemns is insufficient,
unscientific and inadequate. -

Effects.on Visual Qualiz)l.Would be_ Sigﬁg’ﬁcant .

One of San Francisco’s grandest and most recognizable view is of the Bay Bridge and the
water under it. - Already significaritly compromised by recent large building built right by
the bridge, the building of the two tall projects near First and Harrison would significantty
effect .the'puhlié’s view of the‘ Bay Bridge and the bay near it.

. Destructwn af the.Bank of "America Clock Tower Landmark Building is Shortsighted

Few buxldmgs are as recogmzable in San Franclsco as the Umon oil (Bank of America)
Clock Tower right near the bridge. It is an excellent example-of 20™ Century Architecture
and is probably the most associated building with Rincon Hill, giving it unique character.
Destroying this building to replace it with two.undistinguished buildings lacking in

character is an amazing mistake.  The plan will forever destroy a true landmark of the

City and replace it instead with two clumsy towers, effectively blocking impressive views
_ of the bridge. ‘It is a trade of the city’s history for powerful development interests.

The Buildings Will Shade Open Public Areas

The argument that the development will not affect public areas is disingenuous. The city
. may have no parks in the area, but there are other areas that residents use as de facto
parkland, such as the strip where Guy and Lansing join. This area would be severely
shadowed by the new development as would other areas.

Ms. Joan A, Kugler -5- December 10, 2004
Wind Studies are Insufficinent

The wind studies are insufficient in that they did not have enough test locations, do not
logically pick the test areas and do not fully consider the effects of new construction. One
such place is the location of Lansing Street, where, due to the proposed 400-foot building

and 40-50 Lansing being constructed, will resemble a large canyon. No wind study was
done at that location and other obvious locations. :

I request that my comments be incorporated in the Proposed Environmental Impact

Report and that the analysis outlined above be done as well.

i
Patrick M. Malone

Very truly yours,
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SERVICE PLANNING ¢ SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL RAILWAY

1145 Market S, Ste 402, » San Fruncisco, CA 94103 « (415)934-3399+ Fax: (415) 934 -5747
MEMORAND UMD
To: Joan Kugler, Major Environmental Assessment,

Through: Peter Straus, Mgr. of Service Planai ,
From James D. Lows, Transit Planner (W)

Subject: Rincon Hill Mixed-Use Distric ransportation Study; 2001.1081!
Rincon Hill Plan Draft ETR; 2000.1081E

Date: 10 February ‘05

The San Francisco Municipal Railway Service Plaoning staff have the following
additional comments regarding the Rincon Hill Plan draft EIR and Transportation Study.

Jerry Robbins of the Department of Parking & Traffic has brought to our attention Page
S-16, 4™ paragraph - & proposal to climinate the off-street freight loading requirement for
residential developments and to place such loading at the curb, He noted in his comments
that this would violate Policy 40.1 of the Transportation Element of the Genera) Plan.

We concur with that assessment. ' '

We also believe that curbside loading combined with conversion to two-way streets (with
one 11" wide travel lane in each direction) could seriously irapact our ability to provide
efficlent on-time transit service. Especally, if loading zones are ostablished along Main
and Beale streets, where transit may be proposed to operate in the future. The need to
keep these streets functionally available for transit gervice has been discussed repeatedly
with Josh Switziky of the Planning Department and with other City staff. The congestion
of these streets could be exacerbated even further if double-parked vehicles become

prevalent.

We would encourage the Rincon Hill Plan to adopt on-site loading standards similar to
those incorporated into the Transbay Development.Controls and Design Guidelines. I
have attached these for your review. '

Muni staff would continue to need to review specific projects as they are proposed in the
aren to determine if they have significant impacts on the day-to-day operations of transit
in the area, ‘

attachment

Ce: #osh Switzsky, Downtown Planner
JDL, 8P Chron
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Loading and Tour Buses

Development Controls

1. The numbar of off-strest loading or tour bus spaces
required for uses within Transbay aro prescribad in the
rable below, For multi-parcel dovelopments, loading spaces
can be aggregated. A lower ratlo msy ba estblished by the
Agoncy based ona develapment-specific loading sconarlo.

Individual off-street loading spaces shall have 3 maximum
width of 10 feat and a minimum verdeal clearance of

14 feet,

&)

. Of-seract loading areas shall nat be accossed from
Folsom Boulovard.

w

Each block fength facing a street oF alley may hava a
maximum of ona curb cut for leading and service.

S

Off-street loading entrancas are restricted to a maxd-
mum lngar width of {2 feet for comblned ontrance and

v

oxit areas.

TABLE 4~MINIMUM LOADING SPACES

TRANSBAY DEYELOPMENT CONTROLS AND DESIGN GUIDELINES

e L A e i

6. Off-stranc loading arcss shall bo anclosed within structuros
and out of view from pedestrian aroas.

Individual tour bus spacas shall be no mora than 9 feot
wide by 45 feet long by 14 feot high. Spacas for tour busos
can bo provided at adjacent curbs or In the Immediate
Vielnlty provided that they do not cause substantial advorse
offects on podastrian clrculation, wransls oparations. or
general traffic clrculation.

=~

Dasign Guidalines
|. Where feasible, multiple bulldings within tha same block
should share off-stroat foading facilitles and servica areas.

2. Off-straet loading entrances and exies should ba combined
with automobile parking aceess whore posslble.

3. Leading and service aroas that aro separated from vehicular
parking access should have doors that aro opague and
atractively designed,
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

ATTACHMENT 2: TRANSCRIPT OF DEIR PUBLIC HEARING

Rincon Hill Plan EIR Case No. 2000.1081E
203516
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--000--
PROCEEDTINGS

MONDAY, NOVEMBER 29, 2004 2:40 P.M.

* ok K %

PRESIDENT BELL: Commissioners,
you're now at your regular calendar which begins with Item
No. 12.

Case No. 1000.1081E, the Rincon Hill Plan.
This is a public hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report.

MS. KUGLER: Good afternoon, President
Bradford-Bell, members of the Commission. I'm Joan
Rugler, staff from Environmental Analysis section of the
Planning Department.

The item before you is reviewing a comment on
the draft EIR on case No. 2000.1081E, the revised Rincon
Hill plan.

The creation of a new plan for the Rincon
Hill neighborhood is a part of the Planning Department's
downtown neighborhood's initiative.

The proposal would replace the present Rincon

Hill special use district as set out in Planning Section
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Code 249.1 with a new Rincon Hill downtown residential
mixed use district.

It would revise the height and bulk control
gseparation, eliminate exceptions and amend the Rincon Hill
area plan of the general plan.

The new planning controls are and I quote
from the plan,

"Intended to ensure the creation of a high
density residential neighborhood that balances
livability and density, preserve sunlight and
alr, has attractive and livable streets and
open spaces, offers a variety of housing
types, allows easy access to shops and
services and generally enhances the area's
role as a vital new part of the city".

Today's action before you is a hearing
on the adequacy and the accuracy of the information in
this draft EIR for the project.

There will be no decision today to approve or
disapprove the project. We are here to receive comments
on -- from the public and yourselves regarding the draft
EIR as a part of the environmental impact report review

process as required by the California Environmental

STAR REPORTING SERVICE, INC. (415) 348-0050
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Quality Act, known as "CEQA".

The draft EIR and notice of availability were

mailed out on September 24th, 2004. The comment period
for written comments on this draft EIR began on September
25th and will close on December 10th, 2004, at 5:00
o'clock.

This is a change from previous notices with
an extension, additional extension to the comment period
as there was a typo on the Rincon Hill website which gave
December 10th instead of November 10th.

We have a Court Reporter here today who will
be recording these proceedings and the comments. These
comments will be transcribed and responded to in writing
in the comments and the responses document.

That document responds to all comments,
whether received either at this hearing or in writing and
makes the revisions to the draft EIR as appropriate.

We would ask that all commentators speak
slowly and clearly and we would also ask that you state
your name and address so a copy of the comments and
responses document can be sent to you.

This concludes my presentation on this matter

and, unless the Commissioners have any questions, I would

:
i
t
N
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respectfully suggest that the public hearing on this draft
EIR be opened.
PRESIDENT BELL: Thank you.

What was the date for the written comments

again?

MS. KRUGLER: December 10.

PRESIDENT BELL: Okay. Thank
you.

I do have speaker cards. I will open up the
hearing. My first speaker is Ken Werner and followed by

James Collins and then Richard Marquez.

MR. WERNER: Good afternoon,
Commissioners.

My name is Ken Werner. I'm from the Trinity
Plaza Tenants Association. That's at 1169 Market Street,
Suite 159, 24103.

I would ask you, Commissioners, to reconsider
what you're thinking about for the SOMA neighborhood,
including the Rincon area in that your plan provides for
no low income housing, affordable housing for the people
of this City.

Basically, your plan calls for housing for

those making $100,000.00 or more a year, and that's

STAR REPORTING SERVICE, INC. (415) 348-0050
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unacceptable to the people of SOMA.
Thank you.

PRESIDENT BELL: Thank you.
James Collins? After James is Richard
Marquez and then Ellis McDonald.

MR. COLLINS: Good afternoon,
Commissioners. James Collin.

I'm a resident of Mission and 6th Street is
generally also a resident at 1190 Howard Street, some are
studio apartments and also a former resident of the Plaza
Hotel.

I'm asking you to reconsider this proposal
because the Rincon Hill does not give us on-site housing
and is unfair to the residents of SOMA.

I live in SOMA and I work in SOMA. As to the
changes, the demographic changes in the neighborhood, it's
changing the landscape of the neighborhood for our low
income residents and pushing us farther out.

We would request that on-site housing we'd be
-- instead of the off-site because with off-site, that
housing can be built anywhere in the City and the
residents of SOMA would not qualify for that housing

because it is not in the community. 1It's outside of the

STAR REPORTING SERVICE, INC. (415) 348-0050
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community.

It's a funny thing that the Plaza apartments
is on -- kind of right behind this same item and I see the
changes between both, the connection between both.

The poor people is really struggling to find
somewhere to live in this City and especially the
residents in SOMA.

It's unfair that we have to go elsewhere
outside the community when there is housing that can be
built right inside our own community.

Thank you.

PRESIDENT BELL: Thank you.
MR. MARQUEZ: Well, Commissioners, they
asked for it. They asked for comments.

Richard Marquez, 2940 - 1l6th Street Mission
Agenda.

Commissioners, the will of the people isn't
expressed in this Rincon Hill plan but the will of the
wallet seemingly unfolds for market rate developers.

Commissioners, Rincon Hill was developed on
the site of a Mexican land grant, Rancho Potrero Vieja,

becoming the first fashionable neighborhood the City's

post 1850 gold rush archives denote.

STAR REPORTING SERVICE, INC. (415) 348-0050
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German immigrant, Heinrich Miller, the City's
first slaughter house magnate in the South of Market owned
a huge mansion, actually, on Rincon Hill.

He &nd his partner, Lux, built a huge
ranching empire in the San Joaquin Valley.

Actually, both my grandparents worked on the
ranches in the 1920s and my grandfather actually later on
slaved in Miller's unionized slaughter houses in the south
of the slot or SOMA.

According to the draft EIR, one hundred and
fifty-five years later, Commissioners, Rincon Hill is now
again returning to its roots of exclusivity, of class and
racial segregation; building small middle dollar seascapes
in the sky but for whom will these towers toll?

Industrialists, developers and bankers, the
same strata that brought the worse and the City's sordid
supposed passed out.

What other projects will accompany this
symphony of verse and vision. The Transbay Redevelopment
Tower soon to be built, followed by areas in the Civic
Center and Van News. That's if the Trinity apartments
doesn't stand in front of the engines of progress.

Why is it the department, Commissioners, I

i
i
|
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ask you to scrutinize -- why is this department
Vancouverizing San Francisco? Why is that?

As duly noted in the Department of Public
Health's help and implant assessments, the project doesn't
remove, of course, affordable housing from the market but
it does push up low levers of frigolability off-site but
what I think truthfully is out of site.

In Williamsburg, New York City, a waterfront
development in partnership with a community based
development corporation and private developers is
considering constructing omne hundred and forty low income
units next to two hundred and ten condos with skyline
views at prices similar to Rincon Hill's.

Forty percent low income units, incrediblel
Quadruple what San Francisco allows for most developers.

Commissioner, don't reward the past but fight
for the City's affordable future.

Thank you.

PRESIDENT BELL: Ellis McDonald?
After Mr. McDonald is Steven Wilson and then Lou Blajais
(phonetics) .

MR. MC DONALD: Hi.

My name is Ellis McDonald. I'm with the
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Page 11
Mission Agenda.

I'll move this aside. Give me just a second.
I'm sorry.

SECRETARY: Can you speak into the
microphone?

MR. MC DONALD: You might be
sorry.

I stay at -- my name is Ellis McDonald with
the Mission Agenda. I stay at a Sword To Plow Shares room
at the Vincent Hotel which is a pretty cool place to be.

I see where the evil empire is trying to
build the two towers, giving us a garden of Eden.

The problem with this emeralded City is we're
locking out the munchins.

Oh, sure! TI used to make a hundred thousand
dollars a year as owner of my own trucking company but I
fell victim to hard times, leaving me in the same boat
with many other souls, trying to climb, kick and scratch a
way up out of our impoverished living conditions.

But forcing us out of what meager housing
accommodations we do have is no way to go about it.

I see these people everyday and I know them

and most make about nine Gs a years. Where people need to
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Page 12
earn a month to afford a single bedroom apartment and, if
you were to ask these people if they would trade a year's
pay for a month in the Tower of Babble, they'll say hell
yeah.

Let me get a "Hear! Hear!"
You bet, okay? This glaring disparity has
got to stop with this fantasy dream founded by the rich at
the expense of the poor.

Thank you.

PRESIDENT BELL: Thank you.
Steven Wilson? Then Lou Blajais (phonetics).
MR. WILSON: Commissioners, an EIR needs
to be adequate, accurate and objective with respect to the
information provided.

This DEIR fails on five counts. One, the
DEIR limits your range of actions.

The EIR is inadequate because the alternative
selected and analyzed to limit the range of actions and
decisions possible by both the Planning Commission and the
Board of Supervisors.

If you or the Board of Supervisors decide not

to limit the number of residential towers per block and to

continue to maintain code provisions for exceptions to
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both tower separation and building bulk, decision-makers
may well be precluded from taking such actions because the
EIR failed to analyze the environmental impact of such
planning policies and code provisions.

Second, the DEIR before you limits housing
production. Commissioners, please instruct staff to
develop and analyze an altefnative that optimizes housing
production in Rincon Hill.

Such an alternative would assume that
development sites on Rincon Hill would be built to the
proposed Rincon plan height limits but there would be no
limitation on the number of towers per block and the
existing zoning provisions relating to exceptions for
tower separation and bulk controls would remain in effect
and applied consistently with past entitlement practices.
In this way, we'll actually get housing.

Three: The DEIR doesn't square with Prop M.
The EIR is inadequate because the plans and policy
section, Pages 47 through 58, make no reference to nor is
there an analysis of the eight priority policies Prop M
preambled to the general plan and Planning Code Section

101.1.

The EIR, at minimum, should provide some

i
i
H
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Page 14
comparative analysis of how the various EIR alternatives
comply with the eight priority policies.

Four: There has been a de facto moratorium
and we ask to stop it.

Commissioners, I represent the Archdiocese of
San Francisco. We filed an application for a twenty-five
story two hundred twenty unit residential project at 399
Fremont Street twenty months ago; twenty months ago.

Our project complies with existing Rincon
Hill zoning and our project generally complies with the
March 2003 Rincon Hill rezoning staff proposal which, at
that time, called for an eighty-two foot tower separation.

Commissioner, please instruct staff that it
is your intent that projects that have applications filed
be grandfathered and that these projects be processed with
all deliberate speed.

In my view, staff has been effectively
imposing an illegalymoratorium on here which is unfair.

Five: There is a more sensible way for more
aggressive growth projects.

If there are projects that want to exceed

existing height limits, then let those project sponsors

apply for height rezoning, say a four hundred to five
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hundred foot tower overlay district with specific criteria
for such super tall buildings and let them bear the
necessary environmental review plan amendments and
rezoning costs.

We need work force housing as opposed to
exclusive and very expensive luxury housing.

PRESIDENT BELL: Thank you.
Lou Blyjais? Just three minutes of public
comments and anything you don't get a chance to say you
can submit in writing by the 10th of December.

MR. BLYJAIS: Thank you,
Commissioners. Lou Blyjais.

Commissioners, this Draft EIR and the
information it provides puts you at a threshold position.

You want to proceed with an environmental
process that reduces the number housing units possible on
Rincon Hill by at least 1200 units?

According to the Draft EIR, under existing
zoning, you can build 3300 units. The proposed
alternative only provides for 2100 new units. Again, a
loss of 1200 units.

Do you want to relinquish your traditional

discretionary authority over planning standards such as

e N T
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tower separation and building bulk?

This Draft EIR should provide the community
and decision-makers such as yourselves and the Board of
Supervisors the information to broadly examine, evaluate
and debate the merits of various plans and zoning controls
for Rincon Hill with emphasis on optimizing housing
production. This Draft EIR does not do this.

To achieve a plan for Rincon Hill that
optimizes housing, both market rate and affordable, by
losing 1200 units you basically lose one hundred thirty in
conclusionary units if they're located within Rincon Hill
and you lose a hundred and ninety off-site units with the
proposed alternative.

So, please direct the Department to define
and then analyze a project alternative that optimizes
housing production.

Such a housing optimizational alternative
would at minimum provide for an addition of 4,000 housing
units, including a plan and zoning provisions that
maintain Planning Commission discretion over planning
standards.

If taller buildings at the 400 and 500 foot

height are desired, consistent with the original 1986
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Rincon plan then, analyze and overlay height district over
the existing zoning.

You can do this very simply, Commissioners.
Keep the existing Rincon Hill zoning and, if you want the
opportunity or flexibility to do taller buildings and put
an overlay district of 400 to 500-foot overlay on the
existing zoning and you can achieve that end I think very
simply and economically.

Also, the plan does not -- the EIR does not
have an economic analysis. We did one and, basically, the
loss of 1100 units for San Francisco means an initial
annual $10,000,000.00 loss in revenue.

The school district would lose two and-a-half
million dollars and the City and County would lose seven
and-a-half million in initial fees.

On an ongoing basis annually, again, the
reduction of 1200 units would mean that forever, San
Francisco will lose about ten million dollars a year.
That's forever.

So, again, housing is important for San
Francisco. We need it both in terms of meeting a need and

also for a revenue production for the City, for the

various needs and for affordable housing.
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Thank you very much, Commissioners.
PRESIDENT BELL: Thank you.

Michael Healey is next, followed by Bob
Meyers and Alison Poole.

MR. HEALEY: President Bradford-Bell
and Commissioners, I'm Maurice Healey, Director of
Communications, a member of Calvert San Francisco for the
Archdiocese of San Francisco.

The Rincon Hill plan, the Draft EIR, I'd like
to speak a little bit about the impact on affordable
housing.

The preferred option in the Draft EIR by
staff includes 2,200 units which provides 1,080 fewer
units or 33 percent less housing than the 3,330 units
possible under existing zoning controls.

This loss of almost one year's supplied
housing translates into a permanent loss (of) 130 in
conclusionary and affordable housing units. We loss about
187 in conclusionary units off-site.

There is bonuses conferred and government
rights taken under the Draft's EIR plan.

The preferred option at 1,490 high rise tower

units, conveys very considerable bonuses on three select
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sites, including collective total increase of about 1182
feet in building height, 118 additional stories.

This translates into a dwelling unit increase
for approximately 860 units, a density bonus of 130
percent over the current development potential of these
sites.

The propose option in the Draft EIR
effectively down-zones at least four tower development
sites form the existing 250 foot height zoning to
eight-five feet, a collective loss of 610 feet of building
height or sixty-one stories.

Under current zoning, these sites could
provide 845 additional units. On a preserved option, the
development potential of these sites is reduced to 320
units, a loss of 62 percent.

Preferred option has got to be double the
number of high-rise floors in the Rincon Hill Annex,
subtracting 61 high-rise developmental potential and
adding back the bonused units of 118 floors.

The substantial shift of realignment of
developmental potential on Rincon Hill has a net effect of
reducing housing development potential from 3,000 dwelling

units under current control to about 2,200 units on the
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proposed option.

Since residential towers at a height of 250
feet and above, lower attempting less cost to the bill
than a TLS one-inch rise. Such project expecting to cost
less and it would be more affordable, addressing the need
for work force housing.

If you were in much taller buildings and in
one of 500-feetrange would be more costly to buyild and
would likely sell at premium as a luxury lifestyle housing
rather than addressing the needs of the working San
Francisco residents.

Commissioners, please direct staff to prepare
and analyze and alternative that optimizes housing
production within the perimeters of the existing Rincon
Hill plan and zoning controls.

I'll leave with you some tables for your

purview. Thank you.

PRESIDENT BELL: Three minutes,
people. Bob Myers?

MR. MYERS: Can we get the overhead,
please?

PRESIDENT BELL: You need to

start talking.
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MR. MYERS: Madam President and members
of the Commission, I'm Bob Myers.

Because the City wants to maximize realistic
housing production, I'll show that staff's preferred
option is flawed and should be replaced with the option
that allows towers within eighty-two and-a-half feet of
each other because it will allow more housing.

Rincon Hill planning effort took ten years.

A lot of staff time and a lot of dollars but sadly for all
that effort, it doesn't increase housing production enough
and its preferred option is overly restrictive.

This diagram shows that most Rincon sites are
either already built out, the red, already approved, the
blue, or encumbered by stark structures, the light green.

We'll have a plan covers blocks overall. The
yellow for the few remaining housing sites shows that it
is basically a plan for just the blocks at Fremont, First
and Harrison Streets.

There is not much left to develop or plan.
staff's preferred option removes sites and leaves only
four, noted in orange on this map.

Two of these can be considered speculative.

One has an historic designation and all are concentrated
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near the entrances to the bridge.

Staff's preferred a 115-foot tower separation
prohibits any exceptions by the Commission and, as its
preferred cption parts of every high-rise already built or
approved shown in red will become noncomplying and
couldn't be rebuilt in case of fire, earthguake or
disaster.

Under the current zoning with a 150-foot
separation, parts of every existing or approved high-rise
in red did not meet the guidelines but, in each case, the
Commissioner uses its conditional power, waived the
guideline against the City's need for housing and granted
the expectation.

Realistic housing was and still is more
important than tower separation.

Whatever new zoning we get, the Commission
should make sure that it maintains its power to grant
exceptions to say balance design with the need for more
housing.

And, lastly, the 82-and-a-half foot tower
separation all existing and approved towers except parts
of one comply.

82 feet allows towers at both 375 and 399
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Fremont Street for an additional 450 realistic Rincon
units.

We ask that this become the Commission's new
preferred option because it will maximize realistic
housing.

Please direct staff to expand the analysis of
this alternative with an the addendum to the EIR and
continue the hearing so the analysis and addendum can be
circulated for public comment.

Thank you very much.

PRESIDENT BELL: Thank you.
Alison Poole and then Exin Poser.

MS. POOLE: Madam President and members
of the Commission, I'm Alison Poole and I'd like to make
some comments on the DEIR.

The DEIR does not contain any information as
to whether there's any realistic basis to believe that
residential super towers could éctually get financed and
built in San Francisco and whether super tower housing
could ever be affordable to real people.

I'd like to show you that possible

feasibility based upon what's actually been built.

This is the tallest exclusively residential
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building in the United States, Trump World Towers,
fifty-five floors and the average sale price for each unit
is $5,000,000.

The Harvard Club. This is the tallest
residential building on the West Coast, located in San
Diego.

It contains forty-one floors and the average
gale price for each unit is $900,000.00. No residential
building west of the Mississippi has ever been built with
more than forty-one floors.

The Avian. This is the tallest residential
building in Los Angeles with only thirty-one floors. The
Paramount. This is the tallest residential building in
San Francisco.

It's a mixed use building with thirty-six
residential floors. The average residential floor plate
is 13,500 square feet.

The average residential floor plate for each
of the super towers is 9200 square feet. That's
two-thirds of the average residential floor plate of the
Paramount.

The monster towers envision the Rincon Hill

plan are not feasible based upon historical data as we've
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seen on tall residential buildings and on building and
financing costs.

This Commission shouldn't have to rely on
anecdotal evidence at a public hearing like this.

This job for the EIR is defective because it
does not include economic feasibility studied to assess
whether any housing of any kind could actually be built in
a reasonable period if this plan is adopted.

Almost every major planned EIR in San
Francisco has economic impact analysis. Yet, this EIR is
absolutely silent on whether the super tower housing is
feasible or whether super tower housing could ever be
affordable to real people.

Before we put all of our eggs in the four
fantasy towers, the Commission and the public should be
provided a comprehensive study on the economic feasibility
of this utopian tower plan and the affordability of super
towers.

Thank you.

PRESIDENT BELL: Thank you.
Erin? And then Debra Stein?
MR. POSER:

Madam President, members of

the Commission, my name is Erin Poger and my concerns are
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as follows.

The current Draft EIR, the staff has
undermined Commission's right to exercise itg historic
discretionary authority.

One example of this is in regards to the
current tower separations.

Staff just decided both distance of
separation as well as the location in which they are taken
from, leaving the Commission no power to grant exceptions.

The red in this diagram shows the staff's
decision to take tower separations from the nearest point
rather than a mean distance.

This impedes on the ability of the Commission
to make site specific decisions nor fulfill Rincon Hill's
housing needs.

The staff has written the entire Draft EIR,
assuming that the Commission intends to relinquish all its
discretionary authority in Rincon Hill and the Commission
has certainly not decided to do sd.

The staff has written the Draft EIR on the
assumption that Commission will not evaluate projects in a
case-by-case basis and will not have the power ever to

grant exceptions based on specific circumstances.
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The Draft EIR is written, in other words,
using false assumptions which renders the Commission
basically powerless in Rincon Hill.

By using these incorrect assumptions, the
staff assumes that powers cannot be placed on both 375 and
399 Fremont Street.

By using the false assumption, the staff
grossly underestimates the power and potential of housing
production in this area.

They limit housing possibilities which have
historically always been left to the discretion of you,
the Planning Commission.

The staff has assumed that the Commission can
never make provisions for a building with unique
footprints. These unique scenarios need to be handled on
a case-by-case basis, not evaluated blindly by incomplete
DEIR.

Under current DEIR, you will have no power to
alter the plan or correctly evaluate the potential of each
site.

It is crucial that the Draft EIR evaluate the
plan without stripping the Commission of its discretionary

powers to evaluate projects on a case-by-case basis.
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The exercise of the Commission's historic
discretionary powers is not included in the EIR. The
Draft will later tell you you have no choice but to give
up your powers of judgment and consideration simply
because the potential for acceptaﬁce was never included in
the Draft EIR.

So, I strongly urge you to direct staff that
you are not relinguishing the power to evaluate projection
on a case-by-case basis and the EIR must be rewritten to
take into consideration the Commission's historic right to
exercise this power to grant exceptions.

We need site specific solutions. You must
preserve your use in discretion and the current plan
undermines your power.

I leave with you a copy of the statement I've
just made. Thank you.

PRESIDENT BELL: Thank you.

Debra Stein and then Collin Maza or "Maza"
and then Eleanor Killiborough.

MS. STEIN: Thank you, President
Bradford-Bell, members of the Commission. Debra Stein,

representing Brown Groove Developers at 375 Fremont

Street.

STAR REPORTING SERVICE, INC. {415) 348-0050




10

11
12
(13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23

Page 29

These are relatively unusual circumstances
because usually, the Commission has a sense of discussion
to define the project description and then there is an EIR
prepared on that description and, here, a funding reality
for required the staff to start the EIR and then come up
with its own project description.

What you have here staff's description of a
plan that is two fundamental features.

One: It determines that preservation of
views and blue sky is more important to the production of
housing; and, two, it assumes -- it eliminates all
Commission authority that granted in the Charter to
evaluation applications on a case-by-case basis.

‘As noted, it's very important that the
project description be changed. The EIR must evaluate
maximum impacts or you can't wait later approve a Rincon
Hill plan with potentially greater impacts if you are not
inclined or less inclined to adopt a 115-foot no
discretion option and that should be put as an
alternative.

It's not the preferred options but the public
understands the most likely Rincon Hill plan under

consideration.

T
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I propose to you that the maximum housing
option should be the preferred option, not the staff
preference for 2200 units but 3300 units that could be
developed under 825 plus complete discretion.

Again, Commissioner discretion should not be
eliminated. The Charter gives the Commission authority to
give applications and make decisions on a case-by-case
basis.

The voters didn't strip the Commission of it
power with Prop D.

If somebody wants to look at a scenario of
what would happen if the Commission is powerless, that can
be put as an alternative or this Commission may decide
that that kind of scenario is so inconsistent with the
Charter of Prop D that it should be eliminated from
further environmental review.

It's important that the EIR acknowledge that
375 and 399 Fremont Street are moving forward.

There is no legal moratorium but the staff
has imposed an ad hoc moratorium inappropriately delaying
in the case 375 three years and eight traffic studies?

Please instruct staff that there is no

moratorium, to move forward with these applications now on
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file.
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If these super towers are ever built,
congratulations. There's more housing to meet our needs
but we can't throw away real housing that's ready to be
built today on speculative super tower housing.

Please direct staff to move forward with this
application.

Finally, I'd like to direct your attention to
the conflict on the issue of whether or not this building
is an historic resource.

There are six City determinations and two

state determinations this building is not an historic
resource. Yet, somehow staff has declared that it is.

The standard is preponderance of the
evidence. This Commission is the final arbiter.

If you feel that the preponderance of the
evidence indicates that it is not an historic resource,
please instruct staff.

With six City determinations and two state
determinations, the facts haven't changed, only politics.

Thank you, Commissioners.

PRESIDENT BELL:

Thank you, thank

you.
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MR. LAZO: Madam President and members
of the Commission, my name is Collin Lazo.

I'd like to suggest to the Commission that
375 Fremont Street should be evaluated as proposed under
current zoning because, No. One, it is fair and the City
has historically grandfathered out projects that have been
in the pipeline for years prior to a new plan.

Two: The residential project proposed for
375 Fremont is consistent with current zoning.

Three: 375 Fremont is consistent with the
goals of the Rincon Hill plan; and

Four: 375 Fremont Street is a real
financible, buildable project that can provide real
housing to meet real needs now.

Historically, the Commission has honored
project filing dates and their subsequent zoning controls
of the present times.

375 Fremont has been in the application
process since 2001 under current zoning which allows
towers up to 250 feet.

Amazingly, in conversation with planning

staff, the staff asked the owner to submit plans for a

tower up to 350 feet in height.
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Plans for both a 300-foot and a 250 tower

were submitted in early 2002.

The CUP and environmental evaluation of this
project were filed two and-a-half years ago in the Spring
of 2002.

Since then, the processing of this
application has been slow, with staff requiring eight
different visions of the transportation studies.

We have followed all of the rules and
proceeded in good faith and the project EIR after two
years and four major revisions was finally published this
month on November 13th.

I need to comment on something that was not
fair. 1In October of 2003, the staff asked our client to
contribute $12,000.00 for the Rincon Hill planned EIR,
telling him this would help move his project along.

Within weeks, the Draft plan came out with a
shocking proposal to down-zone 375 Fremont from 250 to 85
feet.

Obviously, the staff was aware of the
down-zoning at the time they requested the funds.

Deception is the nicest word we can use to

explain this behavior.
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We should note that the project is consistent
with the goals of the Rincon Hill plan to create a vibrant
mixed use community.

375 Fremont is going to build 220 units of
housing. This is real housing that we know is
financiable; that we know is buildable; and that we know
is going to be affordable to real people.

In conclusion, I respectfully request that
375 Fremont be grandfathered out of the Rincon Hill plan
and reviewed as proposed because it is fair to do so
because the project is consistent with current zoning and
the goals of Rincon Hill's plan and, most importantly,
because 375 Fremont can provide real housing to meet real
needs better than throwing away real housing for a pie in
the sky vision of super towers that we don't know can ever
be built.

Thank you.

PRESIDENT BELL: Thank you.
Eleanor Killibru then Theodore Brown and then Adolph
Bremmerman.

MS. KELLIBRU: Madam President and

members of the Planning Commission, my name is Eleanor

Killibru and I reside at 1000 Mason Street and I am one of
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the owners of 375 Fremont Street.

The Rincon Hill area is within walking and
bicycling distance of downtown San Francisco, the
Financial District and major transit hoves, BART, the
Ferry Building, Caltrans, and the Transbay terminal and,
when renovated, the two billion dollars Transbay terminal.

None of the proposed highrises on Rincon Hill
shade any public parks or open spaces.

The Rincon Hill area has always been an
element of the general plan that addresses the need for
high density residential uses in San Francisco.

This area should be a high-rise high density
residential neighborhood to downtown that contributes to
the City's housing supply.

Down-zoning potential of proposed high-rise
sites to 85 feet defeats all previous planning documents
and housing goals.

This area in San Francisco is special.
Because proposed high-rise projects would not displace
housing or significant numbers of people and would not
cause significant traffic impacts, would extend existing
eastern land uses and would not disrupt or divide and

establish community nor would it adversely affect the
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existing characters of the community.

Therefore, we should maximum the number of
high rises and housing in this area.

Thank you very much.

PRESIDENT BELL: Thank you.
MR. BROWN: Madam President and members
of the Commission, my name is Theodore Brown and I have
some comments about the Draft Environmental Report.

I am for the 82 and-a-half foot tower
separation or less, depending on site conditions in order
to optimizing on Rincon Hill.

The Rincon Hill plan Draft Environmental
Impact Report states that it will contribute significantly
to the City's housing supply and will provide a full range
of services and amenities to a growing downtown
residential population.

The planning controls are intended to ensure
the creating of a high density residential neighborhood.
Rincon Hill is an excellent place for proposed high
density residential because it will be near the new
$2,000,000.00 Transbay terminal and BART.

The EIR is deficient because it doesn't

analyze the high density proportion that could happen in
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this neighborhood.

Now, what are some of the benefits of a high
density development? There are cultural drivers. As
diversity of -- as density of a community increases, so
will the concentration of cultural drivers leading
improvements and quality, availability, accessibility
frequency and promotion of culture.

As density increases, so will the frequency
and guality of interactions inner collaborations between
the cultural drivers of that community.

As density increases, so will the probability
of innovation, the ultimate product of increased
interaction between cultural drivers.

Density optimizes physical efficiency and
utilization of expensive infrastructure.

The proposed projects would not result in
substantial increases in a demand for waste water. It
would not result in a substantial increase in water use.

No new power or communication facilities
would be necessary as a result of proposed projects
implementation and, thus, they would not result in
associated significant physical environmental affect.

The proposed projects would not have any

T S
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significant environmental affect on public utilities and
services.

The human -- what are the human capital
benefits of density? Dense living environments improve
work force productivity, innovation, diversity, career
growth and communication.

Through spacial proximity, productivity
produces competitiveness, overhead costs, teamwork and
collaboration.

Innovation creates idea generation
feasibility testing. Communication, information sharing,
access to human expertise increase space time.

Through urban clusters, diversity creates
intellectual diversity and broad demographics. Career
growth options and opportunity, corporate benefits,
availability of a quality work force, location inertia and
peer employees.

Human capital quality, better education,
continuing education and broader experiences are all --
these are all benefits of a high density neighborhoad, and
we should insist -- great.

Thank you.

PRESIDENT BELL: Thank you.
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Adolph Bremmerman and then Dick Hague? No

Bremmer?
MR. BREMMER: Right here.
PRESIDENT BELL: Oh, I'm sorry.
Dick Hague? No Dick Hague? Dave Kirter.
Oh, wait. I think I've mixed these up. This was another.

This wasn't for this.

Calvin Welch? After Calvin Welch, I have
Chris Deriso?

MR. WELCH: Thank you, Madam President.
Sorry. I was startled by the gquickness in which my name
was called.

Calvin Welch, speaking for the Council of
Community Housing Organizations and I have the following
statement to hand out.

I'm at 409 Clayton, San Francisco, 94117, and
this is a statement of the Council of Community Housing
Organizations in reference to the Rincon Hill planned
Draft Environmental Impact Report.

We find the Draft, Rincon plan DEIR in need
of amendment as it is both incomplete and fails to address

the full range of environmental impacts of the proposed

project, being the Rincon Hill development plan.
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The incompleteness stems from the fact that
the DEIR draws too narrow a focus in its setting, ignoring
the significant impact that the project will have on its
immediate neighbor to the west and south of South of
Market by failing to take a look at the needs of the South
of Market community, both in terms of traffic and transit,
employment opportunities and housing opportunities,
especially for families and seniors.

Most importantly, the definition, the narrow
definition of the setting of the plan tends to ignoxe the
impact of dismissing the recently approved draft housing
element to the master plan of San Francisco, specifically,
in reference to the affordable housing needs of seniors
and families in the surrounding South of Market
neighborhood.

Finally, and perhaps most significantly, the
Draft Environmental Impact Report analyzing as it does the
September supplemental to the Rincon plan fails to
adequately point out how the September supplements to the
Rincon plan functions as a governmental constraint on
additional affordable housing being built in San
Francisco, ensuring that the project will bear its

reasonable share of both the San Francisco affordable
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housing need and the regional affordable housing need.

The specific reason for this is supplemental,
the September supplemental's insistence that the off-site
affordable housing not be built within the project area
which is a policy for the first time in my memory that
this Department is contemplating applying to an area
prohibiting additional affordable housing.

Thank you.

PRESIDENT BELL: You put that all
in writing so we have it.

Chris Doriso and I think I can't read the
next one. So, I'm really sorry. Looks like April
Leprechaun, "Lupernation"? Actually, it is better to ask.
MS. DORISO: Good afternoon,
Commissioners.

My name is Chris Doriso from the South of

Market Community Action Network and I wrote my address on

the card. I think that's sufficient.
I'd like to speak on behalf of... Well,
actually, I'd like speak to -- for the EIR, Draft EIR to

be amended.
Actually, for many other reasons, Calvin

already pointed out and one of which I is I do feel as if

;
H
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the scope 1s completely inaccurate.

It does focus -- it's almost like spot
zoning. It just focuses on an area that doesn't include
the real impacted area which is all of SOMA.

So, I feel like that should be brought into
this. This is an EIR for a rezoning. It is not an EIR
for a project.

It also inaccurately -- well, it's
interesting. Actually, I -- I'm going to put this on. If
I keep talking, it will show up. Okay. Is it going to

show. Wrong way. Okay.

PRESIDENT BELL: Keep talking.

MS. DORISO: Okay. Sorry,
two minutes.

So, basically, in the EIR, there's also a
section in here that looks at the jobs and housing linkage
and these are the jobs that EDD, the State EDD has shown
that these are the fastest growing jobs in the next few
years and, in the EIR, it actually states -- I mean,
sorry.

Yeah, the EIR, Draft EIR, it states that

almost all these jobs with the exception of the last one,

the top executive 1f there's two of them will not be able
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to afford what I feel was not even an accurate amount for
the condominiums that are being proposed, better in the
pipeline, I guess.

So, this is a really huge concern. I just
feel as if the job housing linkage has already been
brought in but there's no mitigation around this issue and
those impacts, of course, will be put on to the rest of
the City departments to absorb.

Right here, there is also -- this also came
from their -- this is from HUD income limits and it shows
that the hundred percent AMI is 79,800, and this is
something that will not be even... You know, even the
affordable units that they are promised off site will not
even address this need.

So, you are talking about bridging this gap
that's not even in the radar of this super high density
proposal and this is something that if you can include
both of these documents in your research, that would be
really -- I think it would be more responsive.

I think, also, the housing element that was
approved talks about the impact the South of Market has

taken on in terms of producing the most housing

generation, yet, having like this increase -- this massive

SEee T
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increase in market rates.

I just did a search right now and the going
rates at this waterfront area, not even at the waterfront,
that is proposed are like a million and-a-half per condo
and, you know, these are things that -- these are the
environmental impacts that this should be reseaxching on,
how to mitigate.

So, thank you.

PRESIDENT BELL: Thank you. It's
April, right?

MS. VENERAZION: Good afternoon,
President, Planning Commissioners, Planning staff.

My name is April Venerazaion. I'm with the
South of Market Community Action Network.

The mission of the South of Market Community
Action Network is to build a strong organized community in
the South of Market to ensure that development is
equitable for the most venerable population.

So, we are an organization that is currently
in the neighborhood of this proposed plan.

The Rincon Hill area plan presents a unique

opportunity to change the current land uses in the area

and to utilize urban design to encourage the development
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of a healthy downtown area.

However, due to the high income requirement
to purchase housing as described in Page 136 of the Draft
EIR, it's our concern that this opportunity will be
squandered for a small segment of the population, further
exacerbating and concentrating environmental impacts of
the lack of affordable housing in San Francisco.

So, it's our position that the Draft EIR is
inaccurate and doesn't effectively address the long range
impacts of maximum density on the socioeconomic well-being
of the South of Market residents, workers and businesses
as described by Calvin Welch over here.

The Draft EIR is also incomplete in scope by
not including the underserved portions on the South of
Market neighborhood which carry the burden of
infrastructured amends such as increased traffic and the
escalating jobs and housing and balance.

Of particular concern is the recent
supplement to the Rincon Hill plan which directs the
off-~site housing to not be included in the district.

So, therefore, we hope the City and the
Planning Department uses this first foray into the

downtown neighborhood's initiative to carefully analyze
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and mitigate the environmental impacts and preomote land
uses that are intentional about actively encouraging the
social and economic integration of Rincon Hill with the
adjoining South of Market neighborhood.

We encourage the Commission to utilize the
full spectrum of policies to encourage a healthy and
equitable community.

All of these concerns and issues are being
submitted to the environmental coordinator for the record.

Thank you.

PRESIDENT BELL: Thank you.

I'm going to call Dr. Rajeve Bhatia and after
Dr. Bhatia, have Julia -- Julio? Julia Demarlo and
Charles Stewart.

MR. BHATIA: Madam President,
Commissioners, Rajeve Bhatia, Director of Environmental
Health for San Francisco.

I want to talk about jobs housing balance and
environmental impacts and ways that I think this EIR could
perhaps more fully analyze these impacts and the rationale
for doing so.

As people have spoken about having increased

density where we have so many jobs in San Francisco is a
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very good thing for the environment.

In fact, it's one of the reasons where we
want to build more, more housing here so people can live
close to work.

We hear stories of people moving as far away
as Sacramento and still living here.

These kinds of imbalances between jobs and
housing have significant environmental effects. We
recognize this as a state. The state general plan
guidelines states that plans should analyze the linkage
between jobs and housing specific, you know, disabrogated
by income level, by housing size, by quality, to make sure
that new plans are building the kinds of housing that the
kinds of employees that are going to be seen have.

This plan appropriately utilizes an in-£ill
site. It appropriately increases the density of the site.

I think there is some gualitative
characteristics of the housing that's being proposed and
the neighborhoods that may not meet the needs of working
families in San Francisco.

You have heard about the affordability issue.

I believe the EIR mentions that minimum household income

of $157,000.00 for living in these sites.

o o

R
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There is also no school planned in this site
and the plan sort of speculates that there'll be -- shall
be no children in the area.

How does this effect the environment? Well,
the obvious thing is that the new workers won't be able to
live here and they'll have to be living farther and
farther away but there's subtler distinctions, too.

I mean, it may be that the low income people
will move away and high income people will move here and
yet and there is no imbalance but it turns out that we
assume that low income people drive less.

We assume that in our traffic models, in our
transit models, in our air quality elements, and we assume
that -- also that about fifty-five percent of workers in
San Francisco will live in San Francisco.

S0, these are assumptions that are currently
built into our analysis of environmental effects. That
are assumptions that are hidden, actually.

They are in the EIR, and I think the issues
of housing affordability, the schools and the sort of the
-- the other amenities are actually -- they may result in
sort of (a) violation of those core assumptions in the

traffic analysis and the air quality analysis that are
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there.
How can this be sort of -- I mean, one -- so0,
I think this can be rectified in a couple of ways.
I think the plan -- I think you can do a more

complete analysis of the job's housing balance.

In 1977, there was a Kaiser-Marston analysis
that began this and we don't have to recreate this. We
can sort of build, build on the other one.

South -- Southern California has done jobs
housing analysis and others.

Would you like me to finish up?

PRESIDENT BELL: Just --

MR. BHATIA: Yeah, I'll just
--just in terms of a couple of recommendations.

I think we can get the assistance of the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission on looking on the
impacts of sort of vehicle miles traveled.

We should also try to look at what feasible
alternatives there are for building more affordable
housing.

I don't -- I want to not leave the impression
that is a critique of these projects or this plan.

This has to be locked at in a City-wide
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perspective. There may be a range of -- there may be...
Different plans may meet the needs in total but we need to
look at that up front.

Thank you.

PRESIDENT BELL: Thank you.

Julia Demarlo. Demio? And then Charles
Stewart.

MS. DEMARLO: Good afternocon,
Commissioners. I represent SAN and SAHC, Senior Action

Network and Senior Action Housing Committee, respectively.

We are a banned community and is in desperate
need of affordable housing for seniors.

The staff is excited abouﬁ community
redevelopment in the South of Market area but we are
concerned about the pricing and wmotivation of these units
that are going to going to be going out to Rincon Hill,

Most of the Rincon Hill plan designates these
units as second homes or homes for empty nesters.

San Francisco has a desperate need for
housing for average San Franciscans, particularly,
seniors.

The City needs housing that local residents

can actually hope to own in the City centers and not in
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obscure and undesignated off-site areas.

As it stands, the Rincon Hill plan does not
address the needs of the community.

SAHC would like to see a revision in the
Rincon Hill plan to include more on-site affordable
housing for San Francisans who need it: Families with
children, local workers and seniors.

Thank you.

PRESIDENT BELL: Thank you.
Charles Stewart? After Mr. Stewart is
Angelica Combine?

MR. STEWART: Hello, Commissioners,
President.

My name is Charles Stewart. I am a resident
of the South of Market. I am a volunteer at the South of
Market Community Action Network.

Trying to organize youthness I'm going to

have a music studio in the South of market but the stakes

is very limited due to the development projects in the
neighborhood of the South of Market.

I am here to not support the DEIR for the
EIR is unreasonable.

Rincon Hill plan. For one, people

that live in SOMA have to work in SOMA and most of the

STAR REPORTING SERVICE, INC. (415) 348-0050

3

|13

10

11

12

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

Page 52

South of Market residents could not make -- could only
make forty thousand dollars or under a year and the EIR is
explaining that you have to have over a hundred thousand
dollars just to have a studio.

Me and my mom, my mom works two jobs and we
still barely can make rent. The EIR did not solve this
problem of justification in the South of Market.

For what I see, this project is just wiping
the residents out; wiping the residents out of the South
of Market and placing people who are not familiar with San
Francisco, an existing community of the South of Market.

I know that the Rincon Hill will not be
community friendly and plans for Rincon Hill will be
similar to other spaces towards my area which is the 6th
Street, 6th Street area more west of SOMA.

So, I'm here to ask the re-do the EIR so it
can be relevant to the community of SOMA and the downtown
area of San Francisco.

So, thank you.

PRESIDENT BELL: Thank you.
Angelica?
MS. CABANDE:

Good afternoon,

Commissioners.
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My name is Angelica Canbande and I'm with
South of Market Community Action Network.

I do community organizing mainly with tenants
in SOMA. I talk with -- everyday I talk with the tenants
and they would share their stories of how they love living
here in South of Market and they don't want to move since
everything they need is around here and their community is
here but they don't like it when new building are built
that isn't affordable or is so high that it blocks the
sunlight into their windows.

They're community sensitive. What I mean

about community sensitive is when original tenants are

moved or displaced. I walk the 7th Street everyday and

most of the new housing built here are empty. They'zre
empty because they're not affordable to the people that
live here. They're not affordable to the people that work

here.

So, how will Rincon Hill plan help the
housing crisis here in South of Market or in San
Francisco? How can the Rincon Hill plan ensure existing
tenants will not be displaced?

How can this plan also serve the needs of the

existing tenants?
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It is by rewriting the EIR for this plan. We
need an EIR which will mitigate the negative impacts the
zoning changes will cause to SOMA and I ask that the
Commission will rewrite the EIR and it will be redone in a
way that respects the existing community needs here in
South of Market.

Thank you.

PRESIDENT BELL: Thank you.
Ron Calson?
MR. CALSON: Good afternoon,
Commissioners. Ron Calson. I'd like to speak to a --
make some comments on the EIR.

The preferred option is based upon staff's
portrayal of the so-call Vancouver model but San Francisco
and Vancouver are very different in topography, health
safety, seismic structure and zoning requirements.
Comparing these cities is really like comparing apples and
oranges.

Chapter 2, Figure 6 proposed bulk controls,
illustrates proposed tower heights and floor plate sizes
but offers no construction cost efficiently analysis.

All proposed floor plates are undersized and,

consequently, too costly especially on the shorter towers.
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The analysis should show the impact on the
cost of housing resulting from restricted tower floor size
bulk controls.

Greater floor plate deficiencies can reduce
the building costs and provide more affordable prices.

Taller towers have greater risks and
construction costs due to the increased seismic needs,
structural cores, more elevators, longer absorption tie
lines and have greater exposure to interest rate and
market fluctuations and they must absorb more affordable
housing in terms of their cost structure.

Hence, much needed affordable housing may not
even be built because of going for towers that are too big
and unrealistic.

The preferred option proposes to create an
unprecedented cluster. The tallest residential tower in
the Western United States and on sites previous for twenty
years that have been a two hundred foot height limits and
it's reduced at the same time 250 foot height limits to 85
feet.

The preferred option is kind of callous and
disregard to projects years in the pipeline and remarks in

the plan, there will be some winners and some losers.

:
v
i
o
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Proposed tower densities along Harrison and
the preferred option will be unable to provide underground
parking space for each residential unit as their sites are
too small for the densities proposed.

The proposed project would require infeasible
excavations with too many floors below grade to meet the
density proposed for each site.

Without a parking ratio of one-to-one,
lenders may be unwilling to finance projects and hundreds
of cars will be seeking off-site neighborhood parking.

Smaller Fremont Street pipeline projects
downsized to eighty-five feet can meet one-to-one parking
ratio at the existing 250-foot height limit and they will
be built.

Staff should provide a comparative economic
and market analysis on the construction costs, the vexry
tall building, parking requirements and their impact on
the neighborhood.

The analysis should cover the cost of
building under 250 feet wversus the cost of taller
buildings 400 to 550 feet.

The Planning Commission should be informed on

the economic impacts of the housing costs, neighborhood
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parking and the housing markets likely to be served when
major planning decisions and zoning changes are
considered.

We need to be assured that real and pressing
housing needs for San Franciscans can be met. Thank you.
PRESIDENT BELL: Thank
you. I don't have any other speaker cards. Are there any
additional speakers?

MS. MERRILL. Good afternoon.
I'm Marilyn Merrill. I'm a native San
Franciscan. I would like to talk this afternoon relative
to the housing issue.

I believe I represent the approximate 4,400
men and women of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters
Local No. 22.

I'm a carpenter. I put on my coveralls each
morning and, as you may or may not know, I'm also a single
mother of three small boys and, like many San Franciscans,
not just carpenters, I'm concerned over my very shall we
say cozy rent control department of seven years, knowing
that I could not replace it if needed.

I have some concerns about the EIR as it

stands now. The fact of the matter is that you cannot
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point to a building within the San Francisco City limits
built in the last ten years that I cannot tell you what a
two-bedroom rents for, includiﬁg the Trinity properties
which do not have any BMR units on any of those sites.

The fact of the matter is that the Paramount
is the only building that I can point to and is an
affordable component I can afford.

Mr. Marcus, I share his remanence of San
Francisco's past but the fact of the matter is that the
size sustains affordability and will continue to provide
other such building which will afford me to be able to
move out of my small rental controlled apartment into
something that is more conducive to my family.

I know that also that despite conceptions of
many that many have of unionized workers or those who
chose to work under unions, I know that there are
perceptions about how much we make a year and I can tell
you that very much I cannot -- I, like my fellow
carpenters, cannot afford the middle dollar condos on the
market currently.

I would also like to address another issue
that has been brought before you before.

It has come to my attention that this is yet
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" another project that has started under one set of rules

and is being asked to finish under another set.

I'd like to show you. This is the proposed

375 Fremont street. This is the Archdiocese.

I wanted to point out the fact that this is
not chalk merely to be wiped away. It has an effect. It
cannot be redrawn tomorrow.

It doesn't just affect the project sponsor.
It not only affects my fellow carpenters who live, work
and spend their money here.

It ultimately affects the San Francisco
economy, subsequently harming all of my fellow San
Franciscans and although I realize that I'm not opposed to
the super towers being built as you can see them here,
they certainly... I'm certainly have some concerns over
their affordability.

Thank you.

PRESIDENT BELL: Thank you.
Next speaker?
MR. MC CARTHY: President Bell,
Vice President Lee, Robert McCarthy of McCarthy and

Schwartz.

I just want to summarize quickly that the
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preferred alternative of staff would result in twelve
hundred less units than the existing zoning.

It would result in thirty-six percent or a
hundred and fifty less BMRs and it would result in
$92,000,000.00 less in tax revenues over the last -- next
ten years.

Those are the things that ought be driving
your train. It will also eliminate two or three thousand
construction jobs.

But I want to talk to you from a different
perspective. I had the great privilege of serving as a
Commissioner in this great City on the Board of Appeals in
the antediluvian times during the administration of Mayor
Feinstein.

But although the Commission system was first
built to oversee the kinds of corruption and other
misbehavior by the bureaucracy that was originally rife
after the great fire and earthquake, the truth of the
matter is that the Commissions have done their job.

o This is one of the most remarkably corrupt
free cities in America. The staff has integrity. They

work hard.

But I came to realize when I sat on the Board
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of Appeal is the most important function of the
Commissioner is to ensure that the public, whether they be
a project sponsor, a builder, a construction worker, a
neighbor or a neighborhood activist get the opportunity of
a public hearing where each case is decided on its merits
and where the Commission can make sure that everyone is
treated fairly and that all of the facts are heard in a
public forum.

Your greatest and most sacred trust is to
protect the public from bureaucratic arrogance and
bureaucratic tyranny and I must tell this plan is the
greatest power grab I have ever seen any bureaucracy
attempt in the history of the thirty years I've practiced
administrative law in this City.

What does your staff propose? They propose
to take away your historic discretion, discretion that has
been exercised under five mayors and five different
Commissions in setting the tone and the shape of Rincon
Hill.

They want to take away your 309 discretion.
They want to take away some of your conditional use
discretion and they have proposed that by taking away your

historic discretion with regard to tower separation.
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They've proposed that they are going set the
maximum bulk of a building that cannot be trampled with by
you? That they're going determine that only three towers
can sit on any given block? And then at one point but
even they realize they could not withstand defending this,
they proposed that they were going to set maximum floor
area ratios and diminish existing property rights to
ensure that buildings other than the four towers they
picked as the winners and they describe it as winners and
losers.

Except for those four towers, they're going
to take away the floor area ratio over and above
eighty-five feet and then they were going to propose
partial size.

Now, they abandoned the last two but the
truth of the matter is you need to preserve your
discretion and so it's all very well that in the project
description, it says '"proposing certain changes in the
height", blah, blah, "with certain and the elimination of
certain exceptions"?

The "certain exceptions" is why you come here
Otherwise, we might as well just let them do

every week.

it.
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You're here to make sure that each project
gets a full and fair hearing and you'll look at the big
picture but you'll look at the tax implications, the
employment implications and the availability of housing
and they want to take that away from you.

Now, I'm a child of the '60s and we had lots
of good slogans and lots of good songs but my favorite
button was the one that said resist.

And so I suggest to you that every time long
range planning shows up before you, you dust off your
tieback shirts, you put on your granny dresses and put on
your resist button because you're in for one hell of a
fight as they try to grab more and more of your power from
you.

You are the ones who are bedded before the
Board of Supervisors. Your decisions get put before the
elected Board of Supervisors and against eventually to the
Mayor.

They sit on the 4th Floor. They get no
Their decisions never see the light of

public scrutiny.

the day. Preserve your discretion. Don't let them do

this. This is terrible planning policy.

Thank you.

5wy
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(Applause]

PRESIDENT BELL: Any other public
comment ?

THE AUDIENCE: (No response) .
PRESIDENT BELL: Okay.

Written public comment is taken and uyntil
December the 10th. I'm not going to go to Commissioners.
COMMISSIONER LEE: Yeah, not
responding to that last one specifically but I'd like --

PRESIDENT BELL: That wouldn't be
wise.

COMMISSIONER HUGHES: No. I'm not
going to but I think -- I think it's important for the
Commissioners and the public to understand that what we
heard a lot of was comment on the advisability of the plan
and specific implications.

We did hear some comment particularly things
about the market that weren't covered supposedly in the
EIR.

What we are here for is a discussion about
whether the EIR contains what it needs to, not what the
ultimate decision should be.

PRESIDENT BELL: Commissioner
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Bill Lee?

COMMISSIONER LEE: I have a couple
of points that I think have been highlighted but in the ER
itself.

If we are looking to 2030 which is MTA,
Metropolitan Transportation Commission through ABAG
released their report regarding the population phase to
San Francisco, we will gain another 858,367 more residents
and we'll have 181,251 jobs.

So, when I was going through the EIR on Pages
135 on, one thing I felt was lacking here was to look at
the future because my sense of it is that we should have
the alternative for maximum number of housing units
because we all talk about transit village.

We all talk about revitalizing downtown and
have people walk and, to me, I think we should loock at
higher density since given ABAG projections, we're going
to have more people living here and more jobs here, why
should they live in Contra Costa County?

The second issue I think is a fairness issue.
Some of these projects have been in the pipeline for quite
sometime.

My personal view, if I was going to buy

ERV e e oo
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something, buy a house, have a piece of property, I'd put
the application in and if stalled in the bureaucratic
agency for whatever the reason, I think they should move
ahead.

The third issue here is regarding our
discretionary review for conditional use. For a lot of
these projects, I think we should maintain that,
specifically if the more we regulate and there's less
discretion for us to make decisions, it doesn't -- we
might as well not have a Planning Commission. Just move
it all to the Board of Supers.

And from my perspective, I think that we need
to allow some discretion because conditions change in the
City or in the Bay Area and so we would need to have the

ability if the economy sinks further, have the ability at

this time to actually make some decisions.

Thank you.

PRESIDENT BELL: Commissioner
Antonini?

COMMISSIONER ANTONINI: A lot of my
feelings are -- sorry.

A lot of my feelings are quite similar to

what's been expressed by Commissioner William Lee.
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I see three major areas here and the first
two are really interrelated and they have to do with the
scope of the EIR and that the scope be broad enough to
analyze all the options.

Today we are deciding the completeness of the
EIR, not making decisions upon what choices we are going
make, but I think in many areas I see some deficiencies.

You know, we should, for example, when we
talk about tower separations, we should analyze it as
close as fifty feet because, you know, there are some
existing towers. 1In fact, there are towers on Montgomery
Street they are much closer than that.

I'm not saying that that's what would end up
happening but, certainly, we don't want to tire ourselves
into a position where if we haven't analyzed these
elements, then in the future, if these projects come
before us, they won't be approved because they have not
been analyzed environmentally.

We are trying to do something that is very
ambitious here and that's to do an EIR for an entire area.

So, it can't -- in my estimate, it can't be
too broad. So, for example, we have to analyze parking

up to 1.5 places per unit.

R v e T
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It may not be

That may not be advisable.
what we want but we should analyze the environmental
impact of that.

The number of towers per block, we should
analyze the maximum number that could be conceivable and I
think the second part relates to these various things that
we are analyzing is the fact that Commissioners should
have discretion over individual projects and should not be
hamstringed by an EIR to not allow projects that may come
before them because conditions change and we certainly
want this to be broad enough that we could accept
projects; we could accept ones that meet the present code;
we could accept ones that may be any future EIR that is
just arrived upon.

And the other area that and Commissioner
William Lee already delved on this a little bit is
structures that are already in the pipeline that are
already going, you know, I have heard stories,
representations that it's been twenty months on 399
Fremont or 375 Fremont.

We have a need for housing and this housing,
there may be an argument about whether or not this housing

addresses our needs but there is no argument about the
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fact that, you know, a certain percentage of this housing
will be affordable and I think that, certainly, building
no housing at all means zero affordable housing.

So, what the percentage might be could be
debated but the fact that we have to move these projects
forward and evaluate them on their own merits and not hold
them up until this report is completely finished, I think
is really important.

I received an interesting correspondence, in
fact, from Sue Hester and it kind of relates to the
affordability issue which is not really before us but I
think that, you know, she talks about the possibility of
having more town houses and fewer towers and, you know,
this all might be more family friendly.

I'm not sure it's appropriate on Rincon Hill
or not but the thing is if we box ourselves into a corner
where we only allow our studied towers with separations of
115 feet or, at a minimum, 82 feet, then I think we are
making it increasingly less and less possible that a
builder could include some variation of pipes to include
town houses or areas that might be more family friendly.

So, I think we have to, you know, leave that

option available, especially in an EIR and, you know, the

I
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other thing is in regards to that project, I mean, there
was some mention about the historical nature of some of
these places that 375 Fremont is replacing.

It seems as though the historical review does
not agree with that. I think there is some vagueness in
the reference to additional percentage of affordability up
to 120 percent based on analysis of value added.

I'm not quite sure what that would mean but I
think it would be very vague for a builder to have to go
into a project and not know what the affordability is
going to be,

I'm not sure and I may need some information
from Director Badiner or Zoning Administrator Badiner in
regards to the September issuance of a decision on whether
on-site or off-site housing is part of the plan.

My understanding unless I've missed it in
here is that the option remains for the -- when projects
are built, that the project sponsor has an election to do
12 percent on-site, 17 percent off-site and the fee.

I'm not sure whether the language here points
to a preference for off-site or whether, you know, what
It's probably in there somewhere.

the exact language is.

I just haven't read it but I think that's an important
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thing to clarify and my'feeling would be that flexibility
should exist in there.

And, finally, and there was some talk about
impact on SOMA. I'm not sure how well it's addressed in
here but I also think that we need to have an analysis
somewhere of the actual vacancy rates among units for sale
in San Francisco because representations have been made
that there is a lot of vacancies.

My experience is that, you know, there's very
little vacancies and for sale units today, there is a
great demand for them even at the higher price levels.

So, that'd be interesting to find out and
those are my main feelings about the EIR.

PRESIDENT BELL: Commissioner
Alexander?

COMMISSIONER ALEXANDER: I, too,
would like to make a few comments that Commissioners may
be pursuing with me.

I think the comments were both very salient
on some of the issues. I think when you are doing long
range planning, you have to wear a lot of different hats

and I think there are some parts of this where the staff

did a really good job.
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I think I want to commend them on the work
that they did. I know it was a long time coming.

So, my hat 1s off to them in putting together
what I feel that a good draft ER I think there are some
things that have to cleaned up.

So, like my other Commissioners, I think you
have preserve Commission discretion on some things. I
think you can't look, you know, that far down the road in
a crystal ball and know everything that's going to come
and put it in a plan and say this what we're going to do.

We' not to change it and it's not going to be
anything special and, in the same light, I think you also
have to give the developer some sort of certainty and so I
think there's a balancing act that has to go there but I
don't see just taking away wholeheartedly all the
discretion of the Planning Commission.

Likewise, I think there's some alternate
scenarios that can be run as far as tower separation and
looking at, you know, a combination of some other types of
units, loéking at town house units, some other units that
provide some elements of affordability and then whether or
not, you know, we express some preference for, you know,

on-site affordability for different density bonuses.
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And those are the types of things that make,
you know, a little bit more creativity and the process,
you know, allows us more options if we go down the road in
a plan, the things that had been studied.

So, I think, you know, I'd like to see those
kind of things studied a little bit more and then alsp I'd
like to deal with the parking issue.

I think, you know, looking at parking and
looking and looking at maybe going, you know, to one
and-a-half spaces, it's probably an important thing to
look, at not saying we would do it but I think it should
be studied as part of the EIR.

I think it is a good start. I think we are
well on the way, you know, to moving towards something
that's workable for that area.

So, again, I would like to commend the staff
and I would like to also commend the public for really
coming out with their comments.

I think the public comment and the public
element 1s really important. I think hearing from you and
hearing from ~-- hearing what the people in the

neighborhood have to say is really important.

So, thank you for coming and making those
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comments.

PRESIDENT BELL: Commissioner
Hughes? You will be brief, right?

COMMISSIONER HUGHES: I'll be very
brief.

First of all, I'm not going to commend
anybody. So, I can take that piece of it out of it.

Hey, I've got a number of questions for the
staff.

COMMISSIONER ALEXANDER: And the staff
appreciates that.

COMMISSIONER HUGHES: Yeah, naturally.

So, I don't know whoever -- you know, there
have been a number of assertions that, you know,
essentially, as written, the documents eliminates the
Planning Commission's discretion and that that discretion
is properly vested to the Planning Commission through the
Charter, through the electorate process.

What would your response to that be? Do you
agree that the document eliminates discretion on the part
of the Commission?

MS. KRUGER:

The document

analyses those alternatives that were presented to us and
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by the long range planning section.

One of the alternatives is the no-project
alternative and that alternative is, basically, we would
keep exactly what is there now.

So, obviously, that would allow Planning Code
Section 249.1 the same way as it is now.

As far as the other alternatives, I think I'd
have to turn the mike over to David Allenbau because it
was the Citywide long range planning group that gave us
our project descriptions that we analyzed for the
environmental document.

MR. BADINER: Okay.

If I may real quickly attempt to answer this
and I appreciate what Joan is saying.

The existing controls are one of the analyzed
alternatives. One of the alternatives allows and 81
and-a-half foot tower separation which a lot of the public
called for. 1It's just not the preferred alternative.
It's fully analyzed and the Commission can
you ultimately chose that. There is a 115-foot
alternative and I believe there is another alternative.

Many of those alternatives do eliminate the

ability for a conditional use to reduce those to expand

TR
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" the bulk or for the Commission to modify those criteria.

That doesn't mean that the Commission when
the plan comes through has to accept that, okay?

That's what the proposal is right now. I do
not believe the EIR is so restrictive because it analyzes
physical bulk alternatives.

If the Commission ultimately chooses that
they want to have some more flexibility, then the
individual EIRs of the project can cover any variance of
that.

So, I do not believe you are limited by this
EIR if you ultimately want to add more discretion to you
but what is being covered is a variety of different bulk
alternatives in terms of tower separation which a lot of
the public asked for.

COMMISSIONER HUGHES: And so, why .
would you suggest -- if there is no intent to narrow the
Commission's discretion, --

MR. BADINER: I didn't say
that.

I would say that, actually, there is a

proposal that would limit the Commission's approval of

conditional uses to put up that would expand the bulk.
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So, yes. There is an attempt to limit your
approval in the process put forth by the long range
planning division but I don't think you are limited by not
in the EIR.

When the plan comes before you, you can make
modifications i1s my understanding of that and we certainly
make sure that you have that ability when we review the
EIR.

COMMISSIONER HUGHES: Okay, and in the
alternative that has the impact of a reduction discretion,
why is that there?

MR. BADINER: I believe and that's
probably more better before you when you have the plan,
the concept is to provide one certainty to the developers
so there is not a conditional use process and, too, I
think there has been concern among some members of the
staff and that we set some of the rules and many of the
rules have been -- not by this Commission necessarily but
other Commissions in the past have been exceeded on many
different cases.

So, I think there is a debate going on among

staff about whether you think it's more important to have

certainty which allows development to go ahead with that
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certainty but does limit discretion, either discretion
reviews or conditional uses to expand the envelop before
you.

COMMISSIONER HUGHES: Well,
I'm wondering if staff has a preference or portions of
staff have a preference for that certainty.

MR. BADINER: I think portions
of staff do have a preference for that.

COMMISSIONER HUGHES: I understand,
and they're certainly entitled to that preference but I
wonder the authority to make that determination would lie
with this Commission?

MR. BADINER: That's correct.
COMMISSIONER HUGHES: Okay.
MR. BADINER: This is just a
draft proposal.

COMMISSIONER HUGHES: Right. No, I
understand.

MR. BADINER: This is an
environmental review on a draft proposal. Excuse me,.
| COMMISSIONER HUGHES: And public
discussion --

MR. BADINER: Right.
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COMMISSIONER HUGHES: -- and it's open
for discussion and recommendation from the Commission.

MR. BADINER: I believe you will
ultimately take full discretion to decide whether you want
discretion.

COMMISSIONER HUGHES: Oh, I just want
to, you know, to have some discussion so that staff while
it has certain preferences gets a sense of the preferences
of the Commission which actually has authority over
limitations on CU or for any other limitations that may
self impose.

All right. Let me ask you about pipeline
projects. Those are currently -- some are in, some are
out, and if you look on Page 16, there are a number there
are in. So, my question is how did we get to what's in
and what's out and, historically, how have pipeline
projects been treated.

PRESIDENT BELL: And that should
also be addressed, that is, your comment to the DEIR so
that when we get comments and responses back, it's
addressed in the comment and response document.

You're not just asking staff to clear that up

for you now, am I correct?

TR
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COMMISSTIONER HUGHES: Well, I was
interested in staff's response, initial response.

PRESIDENT BELL: Right.
COMMISSIONER HUGHES: Although it
doesn't have to be today.

PRESIDENT BELL: Because what we
are doing, I mean, I'm not saying she should respond.

I'm just saying part of what we are supposed
to be doing, taking public comment and giving our comments
so that when after December 10th, the comment and response
document that comes back address any concerns or guestions
that we brought up.

COMMISSIONER HUGHES: Okay.
MR. BADINER: Typically, what we do
in the EIR which I think you're trying to get to is in the
EIR public comment is we listen and we do not respond.

We take that into account and respond in the
comments and responses document. So, we certainly can
answer your question but typically what we have done in
the past is just listen and say, "thank you. We will
respond in the comments and responses but we'd be happy to
respond, 1f you want."

COMMISSIONER HUGHES: Well, with
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regards to projects in the pipeline, my comments would be
I'm wondering -- I believe they are included on Page 16
and into 17 and I'm just wondering how we arrived at which
projects we're in and which projects we're out and
certainly the staff can respond at a later date and,
historically, how have projects in the pipeline been
treated?

With respect tower separation, how we arrived
at that and if memory serves me correct, the code said
because there has always -- there have been assertions in
the past that the code says a 150 feet between towers and
when I read it last and it has been awhile, I think it
said up to 150 feet. In other words, it's not fixed at
150 feet, I believe.

So, at any rate, so I would be curious as to
how staff arrived at the elimination of the discretion of
up to 150 feet and landed on 150 feet as a preferred
alternative.

The view studies that currently exclude the
82.5 option which I believe still does exist or is
contemplated in the EIR, I wonder if that might anticipate
the exercising of the option of the 82 and-a-half foot

separation and I'm almost there.
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Well, and that's about it. I don't want to
get into floor plates and whether or not the economics of
some of the projects will, you know, will be feasible.
That's it for now. Thank you.
PRESIDENT BELL: Christina, di
you have your hand up?

COMMISSIONER OLAGUE: Yeah, I'll
gather my thoughts first and then I'll come back later.

PRESIDENT BELL: Okay.
Commissioner Sue Lee?
COMMISSIONER SUE LEE: I realize
these are comments on the Draft EIR but I think I want to
echo the comments of my fellow Commissioners in terms of
the need to retain the Commission's discretion and so much
of this, of this draft is kind of, you know, the tower of
separation plan instead of really a community plan for
Rincon Hill.

I think the document should really talk about
the kind of community that we want to see built in Rincon
Hill that will address housing needs and the need for
folks who live in the City.

The clue, though, who is going to live in

this housing and what type of housing and the jobs are
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going be there and the community that's going to be
developed around this physical, you know, these buildings
that we are putting together a plan to allow to be built
and there is not enough of that I think in this plan and I
would like to see it -- kind of that vision articulated a
bit more so that we know who we are building for and who
these buildings occupy but I think that it's safe to say
just taking -- picking up the cues from my fellow
Commissioners that if a plan came back without some of
these elements, that that plan is going to have a very
tough time being approved by this Commission and so I just
want to put that out there.

I think it's not specific for the Draft EIR
but I think that when this plan comes back, it really
needs to be almost in a different form.

Those are the extent of my comments.

PRESIDENT BELL: Well, having
worked with ESA for five years, I know it's helpful when
you tell them what page you are commenting to.

So, I'm going to start with my comment
addressing the plan options that were considered and
withdrawn that are on Page 34.

I think that they need to be considered, not
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withdrawn. These are all pipeline prepjects. If any of
these projects were to go forward, then this plan is
already inadequate.

We need to address -- we need to address all
of the pipeline projects. I know that we have the extent
of the pipeline projects.

I know that we have the extended pipeline
projects on Page 38 and 39 that have four applications
that have not been put in yet and I think anything that
has an application in the department needs to be addressed
in the plan or this plan in my view 1s woefully
inadequate.

I am a little disappointed in it. I think
it's based on a very ideological approach to Rincon Hill
rather than a realistic view of what's happening.

I agree completely with Commissioner Bill
Lee. If we don't address this in the reality, we are not
going to build the transit villages that we need to build,
you know, the bike lanes that we need, the bus routes we
need.

When we put something together like this, not

only does the school district utilize this information but

so does Muni on how they're going to develop transit
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corridors in the City.

We're not being realistic. I think the scope
as stated by Calvin Welch is far too narrow and we should
-- I'd like to know why we took such a narrow perspective.

I think that by eliminating some of the
projects that exists, we are exacerbating our housing
problem this in the City. It eliminates the opportunity
for us to increase the affordable housing and I think as a
Commission it would be irresponsible for us to allow that
to happen.

Relative to heroic resources, I think it was
Page 197 I believe it was, I'm a little bit confused as to
why this plan would be analyzed with staff's opinion as to
what it is an historical landmark and not the reality.

It says that Union 0il building is not listed
ags an historical landmark. Planning Department disagreed
with that and so, in this day evaluated 425 First Street
as a historical resource.

If it's not listed is a historical resource,
why do we address it as one? The same with 375 Fremont
Street.

It says that it wasn't sufficient. The

building is not of sufficient artistic value, lacks

STRTCEEE,
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sufficient integrity to warrant listing under the
California register.

Again, staff decided to disagree with that
and considered this a historical resource.

The reality of it is this is a project that
exists and by doing that, you eliminate this pipeline
project. If it were an historical landmark, it would have
been addressed as that at the time it came to us as a
project.

Jobs, housing linkage is not addressed
adequately or properly mitigated.

I think it was Chris Deriso that put it the
best. Her comments were to me just focused in on that
perfectly.

We are not looking at jobs and housing

linkage properly in this document and we haven't addressed

them adequately and mitigated the issue of jobs and

‘housing in the area.

I think that, you know, it would be my
druthers if we tossed this whole document out and start
over again with a more realistic project description but
perhaps in the comments to come back to us something could

be stated that makes this a viable document but I'm really
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and I did state this to Director... Who is our Director
nowadays®?

(Laughter)

Oh, my god! My mind went blank. I'm sorry,
to Director Macris that I was very unhappy with this
document and I would have preferred that we toss it out
and start over again.

Commissioner Antonini?

COMMISSIONER ANTONINT: I just wanted to
make a couple of additional comments.

The first is fairly detailed one. It deals
with the photo simulations on Pages 94 and 95. I'm not
sure that I quite understand why in one photo simulation
the 82.5 where we've got ten towers and then on the
preferred, we only have eight I believe.

I didn't guite understand the differences,
the accuracy between the two but the bigger comment is my
concern on any of these documents is that as was the case
with the housing element, you know, and there was a
reference made to it today by one speaker that said, well,
you know, this is a preference that you Commissioners

expressed in the housing element.

I thought that when we finally did approve
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that, it had been made a very flexible document and one
that, you know, allowed us to have a lot of discretion and
I hear often times as things come back to us we are being
told, well, that is what you approved and it really wasn't
what I remember approving.

I think it was what, you know, it's a
guideline and I like to see these documents more as
guidelines rather than restrictive in nature and I think
that's my ultimate goal in this is that, you know,
obviously, this is on the environmental impact but,
eventually, we will come back beyond that for the project
description as our, you know, final document and, you
know, I would like to see it as a guideline and something
that we are looking at rather than having something that
ties us necessarily into specific things that could be
brought back in the future and said, well, Commissioners,
that's not what you approved because there i1s a very
complicated and changing situation and I think we always
need the flexibility to be able to adopt a changing
economic conditions and to utilize our resources in the
best possible way and to produce projects that meet
housing needs but also produce the kind of revenue that

the City could badly use in terms of tax dollars which
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were certainly quite deficient in and we haven't had a lot
of projects recently that have been built and many are
being held up in the pipeline and I think it's time to

move ahead with those.

Thank you.

PRESIDENT BELL: Commissioner
Bill Lee?

COMMISSIONER LEE: Yeah.

I'd like the staff to review again that based
on ABAG, about ten percent of the Bay Area residents are
sixty-£five now but by year 2030, twenty-five percent of
the population will be sixty-five and older.

So that will impact the number of cars you'd
want to have in these high rises which you can lower
because what we also know about 2030, we will double the
number of people who are eighty-five and older and I doubt
many would be driving cars and, also, when you're at that
age, the quality life having people around you is very
important.

So, I think it's part of your calculus in
determining the number of housing units.

We could get a lot of -- we have a lot of

single people here. I expect we will have more single

T
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people, and you'll actually have more density, less square
footage and housing units there and that should be taken

into consideration.

PRESIDENT BELL: Commissioner
Olague?

COMMISSIONER OLAGUE: I agree with
what's -- just about everything that's been said.

One thing I did find lacking was the
socloeconomic impact analysis.

I would like to know how these projects will

impact -- what impact it will have on housing costs.
Also, I'm interested -- I would like to
direct staff to -- I have my notes here but I... Just the

impact that off-site housing will have on San Francisco
because, as we are analyzing just this one area of impact,
I'd also like to have a better sense of how some of these
affordable units, where would they be built and what
impact they would have in all of San Francisco and what
areas would they be proposed for.

I don't feel that that was really addressed
in this analysis.

Also, again, I keep on hearing jobs and

housing balance. I would like to see a lot more of that.
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You know, how will these projects address the needs of
people from waiters and waitresses to general managers and
top executives to carpenters, the people actually building
them.

So many carpenters, they build these units
but they can't actually afford to live in them.

So, I think that's something that I would
like to see more analysis of. Also, echoing some of what
Sue Lee was saying, I would like to see what kind of a
neighborhood are we building here; what type of an
infrastructure are we proposing?

I don't see anything about schools,
groceries. I mean, what vision do we have for this
neighborhood? And who can afford them?

I mean, what will the average price of these
units be? I think that needs to be looked at more and,
again, echoing the sentiments of a lot of folks from the
South of Market area, how does this address the needs of
people and residents living in that immediate area?

7 So, again, I think I'm just echoing a lot of
what we've already heard and I would like us to return the

discretionary powers to the Commission.

I mean, it's important that we review every

T N
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project as its changed. I think it would irresponsible of
us to give up that authority.

I think we would be doing a disservice to the
residents of San Francisco and not allowing them the
opportunity to come before us and address some of those
changes in the plans.

So, I think that it's something that we would
all benefit from and so those are my basic comments and
I'll have more written that I would like to submit to the
staff.

PRESIDENT BELL: Okay.

If there is no more Commissioner comment?
MR. BADINER: Commissioners,
briefly, one of the things I've heard very clearly from
both the public and from the Commissioners, not only
comments about the EIR but comments about the plan and
there are some significant aspects of the plan that you
have concerns about and we've had an opportunity to bring
the plan probably about six or eight month ago? Is it
even longer than that?

I think it would be a good idea to bring the
We have at

plan back to you. Again, it's a draft plan.

least two new Commissioners who have not had an
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opportunity to review while they sit on the Commission to
give more of this input that I get and that I'm seeing
about the plan more than the -- as well as the EIR, not
more, and I think would be a good idea rather than wait
until we have comments and responses and bring it back.

I think we need to bring the plan back to you
for more comment.

PRESIDENT BELL: That would be a
good idea but I also want to state that at that time we
did that, one of the reasons was because we wanted to see
what the pipeline projects were in the area and we wanted
to see how they would impact or look within the Rincon
Hill plan.

So, to put together a DEIR that didn't
include those same projects.that we had to look at six
months ago I think is unfair --

MR. BADINER: Well, I'm not --
PRESIDENT BELL: -- but I'm just
making that comment to you --

MR. BADINER: Okay.
PRESIDENT BELL: -- but I do look

forward to seeing it come back and we can work on

scheduling it sooner rather than later.
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MR. BADINER: I agree.
PRESIDENT BELL: Okay.
Commissioner Olague?

COMMISSIONER OLAGUE: Yeah.

I did hear one of the member of the public
mention that there was no reference to Proposition M,
Section 101.1 of the plan, Pages 47, I believe.

So, I would like to see some adherence to
that or some analysis around each of the eight points.
So,

PRESIDENT BELL: Okay.

If there is nothing else, then we can close
the verbal part of the hearing. The written part of this
hearing is until December 10th and thank you all.

I'm going to take a ten-minute recess.

(CONCLUDED AT 4:30 P.M.)
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