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Thur sday, July 21, 2011 3:36 o' clock p. m
---000---
PROCEEDI NGS

SECRETARY I ONIN: Wl conme back to the San
Franci sco Pl anni ng Comm ssion's regular hearing for July
21st .

Pl ease be rem nded that the Conm ssion does
not tolerate any outbursts of any kind. |[If you have
any nobile devices that may sound off during the
proceedi ngs, please turn then off or in the nute
position. And, finally, when speaking before the
Conmi ssion, speak directly into the m crophone and do
state your nane for the record.

Conmmi ssi oners, we are on your 3:00 p.m
regul ar calendar at Item No. 13 for Case No. 2007.0030E
at 8 Washington Street, public hearing on the draft
envi ronmental inpact report. Please note that witten
comments will be accepted at the Planning Comm ssion
until 5:00 p.m on August 15th, 2011

MS. TURRELL: Good afternoon, Conm ssioners.
Nanni e Turrell, planning departnent staff and
envi ronmental coordinator for this project.

This is a hearing to receive coments on the
draft environnental inpact report for Case No.

2007. 0030E, the 8 Washington Street Seawal | Lot 351
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project. The purpose of today's hearing is to take
public testinony or comment on the adequacy, accuracy,
and conpl eteness of the draft environnental inpact
report. There is no approval action requested at this
time.

The subject properties are |ocated on the
north side of Washington Street between the Enbarcadero
and Drumm Street. The proposed project would replace a
private health-club facility and a surface parking | ot
with two residential buildings and underground par ki ng,
private athletic-club facilities, and a park. The
residential buildings would range in height from
48 feet to 136 feet and with the underground parking
woul d enconpass approximately 575,000 square feet.

The pl anni ng department prepared an
envi ronmental inpact report for this project because it
woul d have significant effects on the environnent. The
draft EIR found that the proposed project would have a
significant and unavoi dabl e inpact -- transportation
i npact -- under 2035, cunul ative conditions, and woul d
al so have significant and unavoi dabl e inpacts rel ated
to sea-level rise and air quality.

Staff published a draft EIR on July 15th --
June 15th -- I"'msorry -- and the public review period

will end on August 15th. Those who are interested in
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commenting on the draft EIRin witing may submt
comments up until 5:00 p.m, August 15th, to the
environmental review officer at the planning departnment
at 1650 M ssion Street, Suite 400, San Franci sco.

Staff is not here today to answer questions.
Comments will be transcribed and responded to in
witing in a conments-and-responses docunent, which
wi Il be spoken to all verbal and witten coments
recei ved and nake revisions to the draft environnental
i npact report as appropriate.

Comment ers shoul d speak slowy and clearly so
that the court reporter can produce an accurate
transcript. Conmmenters should state their nanes and
addresses so that they can be properly identified and
receive a copy of the response-to-coments docunent
when conpl et ed.

After hearing comments fromthe public, we
will also take any coments on the draft EIR fromthe
Conmm ssi oners.

Thi s concludes ny presentation at this tine.
And unl ess the Pl anni ng Conm ssion nenbers have any
questions, | suggest the public hearing be opened.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

"1l be calling names as a group, but you can

cone up at any point if your name has been call ed.
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Comment tinme wll be the full three mnutes. And as
you've just heard, this has to do wth the adequacy,
accuracy, and conpl eteness of the EIR docunment, not the
project comments thenselves. That will come before the
Commi ssion at a later date. Al right?
Bob Pl ant hol d, Marvin Kasoff, Kathleen
Dool ey, Ernestine Wiss, Jane Connors, Dave Stockdal e.
BOB PLANTHOLD: |'m Bob Planthold here in ny

role as chair of the board of directors of California

Wal ks. ]
| question the adequacy and conpl et eness of

this; and I'lIl cite as an exanple the transportation

section, especially page 35. It makes an amazing

statenment, that there's not going to be any safety
probl ens because, quote, Pedestrians have the
ri ght-of-way. The audience reaction is appropriate.
nmean there's | aws against burglary, arson, theft,
nmurder, and it still happens.

| made that because it's not neant to be a
j oke but to point out there was no real analysis. The
statistics provided in there talks of two cars or six
peopl e per m nute, which ambunts to 120 cars or 360
peopl e per mnute. Wat they didn't do is figure out

how many pedestrians are wal ki ng across the garage on

average during that time frame. Now, the California
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Traffic Control Devices Commttee allows for a wal king

speed of 2.8 feet per second where seniors are present,
which is everywhere. That's sonething that needs to be
addr essed.

They say there's no danger to pedestri ans,
yet they also talk of a mtigation of an audi bl e and
visual device to alert pedestrians. Well, if there's
no danger, why have the device?

And why isn't there anything for car drivers
com ng out?

Here you have to sinply visually the way
under ground garages are, that cars are comng up at an
angle. There's often a central pillar between in- and
out bound, often. So a driver com ng out may not see
sonmebody com ng fromthe other side of the garage.

There's often the fact, also, drivers often
lurk across pavement while waiting for car traffic to
open up. Wen they lurk that nmeans the sidewal k is
bl ocked. That neans a pedestrian there has to go out
into a curb or traffic | ane or go down partway the ranp
to get around the car or be stuck -- be stuck between
an i nbound and an outbound car. Here again, that's not
responsi ve.

They say there's no danger, but |I'malso

going to point out state | aw under SWTRS -- Statew de

TR.1.
con% '
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Integrated Traffic Recording System-- does not record
collisions that are not in the street. Driveways and
parking lots are exenpt, so you don't know from state
data how many pedestrians are injured at a garage
entrance. That's why this is inconplete; it's
under-responsive; it's unreliable. And just in that
one section of sinple facts on file in practice now.
And 1'mgoing to say what else is wong.

They tal k of Muni having additional service
projected, but they maintain it will be the current
pedestrian | evel of service now, even though the
Exploratoriumw |l cone in. There will be nore
pedestrians, but they're not counting on that, but
they're counting on the projection of possible Mini
extra service. That's unreliable.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

MARVI N KASOFF: Good afternoon. My nane is
Marvin Kasoff. |'mhere representing a group called
Renew SF. W' ve been working on various projects in
and around North Beach. Qur largest project is a
project to rebuild Col umbus Avenue, but we have been
involved in several other related projects all around
t he area.

W' ve been wat ching the 8 Washi ngton Square

[sic] project since its inception. And one or other of
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our nenbers, | think, have been at every public

hearing. W note that the original project has been

nodi fied many times in response to comunity input. On

our board we have a nunber of world-class architects
and pl anners who have | ooked at the project and at the
ElI R and have voted unani nously to support the project
based on the fact that the mtigating itens far
out wei gh any potential negative inpacts to the project
itsel f.

On that note, | think I will just sumari ze.
And 1'mat 48 San Antonio Place in San Franci sco,
94133. Thank you.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

KATHLEEN DOOLEY: Good afternoon,
Commi ssi oners. Kathl een Dool ey, 216 Filbert Street.

There are so many issues with this draft EIR
but 1'mjust going to talk about a couple and let the
fol ks continue on. The things | want to tal k about
today are their tal ks about this project being
transit-oriented. W have the statistics show ng that
the nore people earn the less they use public transit.
These apartnments are going to start being sold at $2.5
mllion and go up. So we really do not believe that
this is atransit-oriented project.

The other thing is that they nention that

10
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this hel ps nmeet the projected city housing needs. And,
you know, we're wondering how the officials can know
how a project at this price point is going to help with
any city housi ng needs, except for the extrenely,
extremely wealt hy.

The height Iimts were raised |ast year
t hrough an approval of the planning departnent's
Nort heast Enbarcadero Study wi thout any EIR reviews.
So that is a real question mark for us. The planning
departnment’'s argument in the NES is that the city needs
a solid wall of devel opnent al ong the Enbarcadero and
that we need to allow this project to go through at the
136 height limt of the proposed height. This violates
the city's urban-design guidelines and the waterfront

plan. So we really questioning the validity, once

agai n, of that.

Thank you very nuch.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

ERNESTI NE WATERS WEI SS: Good afternoon. M
name is Ernestine Waters Weiss; and |'m an activi st
representing thousands of people who are against this
proj ect .

There is no need for an ill-conceived condo,

especially on this corner. It wll block the historic I

view of the Ferry Building. /It violates the materfront‘w
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| and use plan recomendati on, which is from your
departnent, to connect the land to the waterfront. The

Bay shoul d be reviewed every five years. It hasn't

been,” Washington Street is a busy, narrow intersection

t hat cannot absorb traffic now, plus the cunulative

effect of traffic fromPier 27, 29, Exploratorium et

cetera. /' The garage capacity, 420 spaces, wl|l
negatively add to the congestion and dangers to

pedestrians on narrow Washington Street. This is the

wrong corner to put up a huge building as such.
There's a New York Tines recent article that
reveal s European governnents naking extrenme efforts to
di scourage car use in cities. W should |earn from
t hem i
I ncidentally, | don't know if you know about
this, but famlies are leaving the city by the droves
because there's no affordabl e housing. The amount of
af fordabl e housing given on this project is peanuts.
It wll not solve anything. 1

The sea-level rise is another question. 136

feet is way out of the ballparku//§here's S0 nmany

negatives. There's nothing positive about this

proj ect . 1
And | say the very fact that the planning

departnent has done an EIR is grossly slanted towards
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the City. This should be done by an i ndependent 1\

agency. |'ve said that nore than once. /This is not
just warfare. And all the people who are have taken
time and effort to attend all the comunity neetings
are against it. That's 99 percent. So there are very

few people who want this project. Please take their

advice. They know. They live there. | defeated a
garage under Ferry Park of the same nature -- 600
cars -- because it was a foolish idea. So this is the

sane thing over and over again. Please do not vote for
it. It would be a disrespect for the people and for

t he people you represent; and you're paid to represent

t he peopl e.

Thank you.

JANE CONNORS: Good afternoon, Conm ssioners.
My nane is Jane Connors. |'mthe senior property
manager of the Ferry Building. Thank you for the
opportunity to comment on this draft EIR

For reasons | will review briefly, the draft
EIR is deficient because it fails to describe
accurately critical facts and omt or understates
substantially the potential inpacts of the project.

For ten years ECP has been the steward of the
Ferry Building and responsible for restoring the crown

jewel of the waterfront. Parking is critical to the
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14

Ferry Building's success. Not only does the Ferry
Bui Il ding serve local residents, it is a mgjor draw to
the city and a major tourist destination for visitors
who drive to the city. Many patrons who shop at the
Mar ket pl ace and the farmers' market must park near the
Ferry Building. Oher patrons, including those with
nobility challenges, are able to visit the Ferry
Building only if accessible parking is avail able

near by.

From the onset adequate parking was
recogni zed as essential to nmake the renovation of the
Ferry Buil ding successful. That is why EOP entered
into the | ease agreenent for the Ferry Building. It
insisted that the Port nake a parking agreenent to
ensure parking for Ferry Building tenants and patrons.
The parking agreenent grants EOP the exclusive rights
to control the entirety of Seawall Lot 351 for Ferry
Bui I di ng parking while reserving ten unassi gned spaces
for parking for Port vehicles and visitors. The
par ki ng agreenent provided additional spaces on Pier
Hal f. But in 2008 the Port closed that pier for safety
reasons.

Seawal | Lot 351 is the nmost highly used
parking area for the Ferry Building tenants and

patrons, due to, one, its close proximty to the Ferry

TR.5.1,
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Buil ding; two, the availability of parking validation;
and, three, its easy access and visibility directly off
t he Enbarcadero. Under the parking agreenent, if the
Port provides to EOP the same nunber of spaces
currently located at Seawal|l Lot 351, then the Port may
devel op Lot 351 as a parking facility to serve the
Ferry Building area. The Port's ability to take away
the parking fromEOP at Seawal|l Lot 351 is conditioned
explicitly on the provision to EOP of equal parKking,
both tenporary and pernanent.

The project proposed by San Francisco
Waterfront Partners that is the subject of this draft
ElI R does not neet these criteria. The problens with
the draft EIR include -- EOP will be submtting
coments, but we wanted to alert you to a few of the
maj or deficiencies now -- is the project description
does not state accurately the facts about the parking
agreenent and the rights of EOP and the obligations of
the Port. The project description omts fromthe |ist
of required approvals the Port's obligation under the
par ki ng agreenment to provide to ECP tenporary and
per manent replacement spaces through the expiration of
our ground | ease and parking agreement in 2066 [sic].
The nost glaring om ssions and i nadequacies in the

draft EIR s analysis of transportation and parking
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i npacts -- ‘T

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

MS. CONNERS: Is that it? GOkay. Thanks.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: You can submt,
obvi ously, coments in witing. And just to remnd
everyone, there is no Comm ssion vote today. This is
just a hearing to take testinony on the EIR

DAVE STOCKDALE: Good afternoon. M nane is
Dave Stockdale. 1'mthe director of CUESA. W're the
educational nonprofit that operates the Ferry Pl aza
Farmers Market at the Ferry Buil di ng.

Qur conments are simlarly addressed to the
transportati on conponent of the EIR and specifically
t he section regarding parking, where we find that the

data is out of date and restrictive in its scope. By

its own description, nost of the data dates to 2006 and

2007, only slightly after our Farners Market had noved
into the area. Qur business continues to grow each

year. The nunber of custoners accessing the area

continues to grow, increasing demands on parking in the

area. As noted in the EIR the Pier Half has
di sappeared, dimnishing the total nunber of spots.
There is one error that is actually an increase. It

refers to the fact that 40 parking neters al ong

Washi ngton Street are used on Tuesdays and Sat urdays by

TR.5.1,
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Farmers Market vehicles. That is actually not the
case. That is 20 spots only in emergency situations on
Saturdays only. So that's an update.

But this also does not reflect the fact that
not only is our business increasing, creating nore
demand, that there are other new businesses in the area
adding to that demand. The Piers 1 1/2, 3, 5 project
with restaurants bringing nore patrons to the south of
the Ferry Building. There's Epic Roast House, anot her
area of restaurants.

And so, in summary, we just want to point out
that this particular section of the EIR does not
accurately represent the current |level of use and
perhaps nore inportantly the current and -- excuse
me -- getting ahead of myself here -- does not
represent the current |evel of actual avail abl e spaces;
and the ever-increasing demand that we anticipate wll
continue to have inpact. And so we want to ensure that
this report clearly considers all the inpacts on
par ki ng when consi dering other planning that goes for
t he area.

So thank you very nuch.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

Paul Wermer, WIIliam Hannan, Sarah Karl i nsky,

Sally Tool ey, and Charl es DutKkin.

TR.6.1,
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PAUL WVERMER:  Good afternoon, Conm ssioners.
My nane is Paul Werner. | live at 2309 California
Street in San Francisco.

This is an area | go to regularly nost
Sat urday norni ngs and occasionally during the week.

| guess | have two comments. One is a very
focused one. The report asserts that the view of Coit
Tower fromthe Ferry Building is not considered a
significant viewin the waterfront design and access
el ement and, therefore, the fact this obscures this
buil ding neans it's not significant. | would argue
that we shoul d consider the fact that perhaps the
wat erfront design and access elenent is deficient in
that it failed to identify what is one of the
significant views fromthe waterfront and fromthe
Enbar cadero, which is Coit Tower.

In a nore general approach, | think we have a|
fundamental problemin the way the EIRs treat housing
devel opment. W are tal king about a housing
devel opment where the units are expensive. | think
$2.5 million is expensive in al nost anyone's standard.
So here you're putting very expensive housing in a city
t hat al ready has adequate, very expensive housing,

which in turn places demands on services. |n other

words, it will bring in the need for nore enployees in
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various areas. \What we're not doing with this is
provi ding housing that is affordable to the m ddl e of
t he popul ation, the people who nost likely will be
provi di ng services, which is the underserved area of
the comunity.

Wiere the EIR, | think, is deficient is it
fails to | ook at opportunity costs. |In other words, if
| have a certain amount of noney, do | spend it
bui I ding a highly conpl ex engineered garage to support
| uxury condos? O do | put it in devel opi ng housing
t hat supports the broader popul ation?

Froma financial standpoint, clearly $2.5
mllion condos wn the day. But from an environnental
standpoint and a net benefit to the quality of life in
the city, it may very well be that using those
resources el sewi se nakes nore sense. That's not
considered. It's not considered part of the
environmental inmpact. But we're making very
significant decisions that by their nature force
environmental inmpacts and in this particular case
encourage far nore transit from people out of the city

into the city because they can't afford to |live here.

Thank you.
VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.
SARAH KARLI NSKY: Good afternoon,
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Conmi ssioners. M nane is Sarah Karlinsky. |'mthe
deputy director of the San Francisco Pl anning and Urban
Research Associ ati on

W believe that this draft EIR is conplete.
W believe that the proposed devel opnent at 8
Washington is a significant inprovenent for a key
intersection on the city's northern waterfront. 8
Washi ngton presents a unique opportunity to replace a
surface parking lot and private tennis club with
pedestrian-friendly, publicly accessible open-space
housi ng, a renovated space-efficient club, ground-floor

retail, and a nmuch needed and sone needed underground

par ki ng.

Per the DEIR all of these uses will be
consistent with the surrounding area. According to the
DEI R, the devel opment proposed for this area woul d not
obstruct the existing public- or street-level scenic
vista of the Bay. The DEIR states that the proposed
proj ect would not substantially affect scenic vistas'
and scenic resources' visibility for publicly
accessible areas in the project vicinity. W agree
with this anal ysis.

| ncidentally, when this project first canme
forward, | actually had the opportunity to visit the

Ferry Building and | ook at the view of Coit Tower. And
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much has been nmade of this in this discussion. And as
you wal k al ong the Enbarcadero fromthe Ferry Buil ding
and you | ook up at Coit Tower, the views of Coit Tower
are actually obscured a variety of different tines
episodically by palmtrees and other buildings. And |
don't viewthis as problematic. | mean it seens to ne
that episodic views of Coit Tower is a nice thing when
you' re wal king along the street.

Finally, I'd like to state that we believe
that this project would radically inprove the
pedestrian experience on the western side of the
Enbar cadero. As sonebody who lives in North Beach and
wal ks this area frequently, | can tell you that the
eastern side of the Enbarcadero is very pleasant, but
the western side of the Enbarcadero is not a very fun
place to wal k. And particularly when you cone to this
particul ar area, right now, you're confronted with a
14-foot-high fence -- green fence -- that is not very
friendly to the street. It's not very friendly for
pedestrians. And it's very unpleasant. So | would
assert, froma pedestrian experience, this proposed

project would be a great inprovenent and you can -- |

guess the boo is the new yea, perhaps.
So | would urge you to review our coments

and thank you for very much for this opportunity to
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speak.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

SALLY TOCOLEY: Good afternoon. M nane is
Sally Tooley. | have lived on Tel egraph H |l for 45
years.

This draft shows that this project will have |
nore open space than the Gty requires. | amin favor
of moving this draft forward and nmeki ng the waterfront
available for all with nore open space. It certainly

is better than the parking lot and the high fence that

exi sts now.

Thank you very nuch

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

Bl LL HANNAN: CGood afternoon, Conm ssioners.
My nane is Bill Hannan. |'m president of the Gol den
Gateway Tenants Association. Qur nenbers live
i mredi ately adj acent to the proposed construction site.
And | am here today to question the conpl eteness of the

draft report in two respects.

First, as to the inpact of construction noise

in the nei ghborhood, specifically with respect to
pile-drivers, the draft report shows at Figure I1-2
that the Davis building is |ocated 60 feet away from
the construction site, just across Drumm Street. The

report indicates that there will be 27 to 29 nont hs of
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construction, including seven nonths of foundation work
that will be pile-driving and the piles will be, on
average, 130 feet |ong.

Table 1-3 states that the inpact of the
pile-driving noise will be significant unless it is
mtigated. Several mtigation measures are proposed,
including pre-drilling to the extent possible and use
of state-of-the-art nuffling equipnent.

Information | did not find in the draft
report includes these: How many piles will be driven?
No nunbers are provided. How far or to what depth
woul d be it possible to pre-drill the holes for these
piles? And, finally, what is the nunber of decibels
t hat woul d be generated by pile-drivers using
state-of-the-art muffling equi prent? None of that
information is present in the draft report. And we'd
ask that if that information is available it be
included in the final report.

| have personal nenories of pile-driver noise
fromny childhood. 1| lived a few blocks froma
construction site. And one entire summer for nme was
taken up by listening to pile-drivers eight hours a day
five days a week. | don't want to repeat that and |
don't know think any of mnmy nei ghbors do either.

The second area of possible inconpl eteness
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has to do with the scheduling conflict between this
project and the America's Cup. There is now a draft
EIR for the Anerica's Cup and there a couple of points
in that that mght be inported into this draft report,
including this. There's a proposal to shut down

nort hbound traffic on the Enbarcadero for sone race
days. That's shown in Figure VI.9. And, secondly,
there's a report of a possible choke point or

bottl eneck at the intersection of the Enbarcadero and
Washi ngton Street at page VI.6-178. If that is
accurate, it would have a significant inpact on the
construction site for 8 Washi ngton and that probably
shoul d be added to this report.

Based on the informati on we have now, our

association is opposed to the project. Thank you.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

Charl es Dutkin, Al ex Bash, Bill Sauro, Paula
Aspin, Janmes Joanni des, Lisa Schreiber

CHARLES DUTKIN:  Comm ssioners, thank you.
|'m Charles Dutkin. | live at -- in the Davis Building

across fromthe project.

|'m going to address one area, the recreation

section of the report, which is inadequate. In ny work
as a real estate agent in Marin County, one of the

first things that a prospective buyer was given were
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the CCNRs. The CCNRs were very, very inportant and
they had to sign off on themw thin ten days. W have
no paperwork that suggests howin the world the

remai ning public facilities are to be operated, the
hours of operation, who can have menbership. WII
there be limtations on the use by nonresident nenbers,
such as exists at San Francisco State, another public
institution with limted hours and reservation
requirements?

All of this is in a four-color brochure and
in representations that have been nade al ong the |ine.
But we saw this in the bond crisis. W saw |ots of
peopl e having big files of paperwork that were not read
or not conpleted or not signed. How do we know t hat
peopl e purchasing a limted nunber of condos in a snall
site -- I've never seen a project like this, where the
public had access. You mght find this in a comunity
wi th a honmeowners association where there was a golf
course and they needed to underwite sone of the
expenses and so they had nonresident nenberships. But
you'll never find it, | don't believe, in a conpact
residential situation where a purchaser for $2.5
mllion mght foresee 1600 peopl e wal king and out of
the facilities. | don't believe that those honeowners

would allowit. And | think the first chance that the
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devel oper left and the seller of the property was no
| onger around, they woul d exercise their legal rights
t o change the honmeowner docunment, which they can do
under California |aw

So | would like to see what | egal
arrangenents have been nmade so that the protections for
the remaining facilities run with the |land, no matter

whet her the current parties are involved in the project

or not. i
Thank you.
VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.
ALEC BASH: Good afternoon, M. President and
menbers of the Conmm ssion, |'m Al ec Bash at 936 Church

Street. And in a prior life | started up the
environmental review process here in San Franci sco in
1972 and was an environnmental review officer from'79
until "85, just as an aside.

But the state of the art on the EIR has
advanced quite a bit since then. But having read
through the EIR, | do believe that it is largely
adequat e, accurate, and objective.

There are sone points, however, which could
be inproved for the final. Certainly Jane Conners'
poi nts about Ferry Building parking are a propos and

the final EIR should be as accurate as possible in
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t hat .

Then on page I1V.B. 11, where it tal ks about
View F from Cal houn Terrace on Tel egraph H Il [ ooking
sout heast, this is one of three places frompublic
areas on Telly Hill where it's possible view ng the
Ferry Building. The other two are on Alta Street,
which is a short dead-end street where one can | ook
t hrough trees and nmake out the Ferry Building tower
last time | was there. Also, the Pioneer Park on the
south side of Coit Tower one can also see the Ferry
Building. And I think that is an inportant view and it
woul d be desired to have a photo nontage fromthere
along with the one from Cal houn Terrace.

Then on page IV.H 3 where it nentions Sue
Bi erman Park and Bl ocks 202 and 203, | think it would
be worthwhile to nmention in the final EIR that Bl ock
203, which is the one next to One Maritinme Plaza has
fromtinme to tine been discussed as being able to
accommodate four tennis courts or three tennis courts
and one basketball court, which potentially could be
funded by the 8 Washi ngton devel oper. There are
concerns over having inadequate recreation in the area.

Now, on pages |V.H 10 to 12 the ElIR concl udes

that the project would not create a need for a

physically altered park and woul d not have any
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significant adverse effect on recreation opportunities.
| concur with that, but believe that would certainly

help to include that in the EIR for informational

pur poses. -

Then on page VI.24 and 30 where we tal k about
Alternative E, which is to develop only 8 Washi ngton
under existing height and bulk and the alternative with
the environmental |y superior alternative, it does not
include the fact that those alternatives would have
aesthetic inpacts compared with the proposed project of
a nore abrupt step-down fromthe Col den Gateway Center
tower to the Enbarcadero. And it would not contribute
to the visual interests and inprove the pedestrian
experience along the Enbarcadero. | think that should
be included in the environmental |y superior

alternative.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

Bl LL SAURO  Good afternoon, Conm ssioners.
My nane is Bill Sauro. |'mpresident of the Barbary
Coast Nei ghbor hood Association. W represent 5,000
resi dents and businesses all along the northeast
Enbar cader o.

And two words cone to mind when | read the
draft EIR I nconplete and inadequate. [

First point, won't change the character of ~$
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t he nei ghborhood. Are you kidding? This devel opnment
will totally forever ruin many of the iconic views and

aspects of life along the Enbarcadero for tourists and

29

citizens alike. /Gidlock is already comobn on the
Enbar cadero, particularly at the intersection of

Washi ngt on.

The traffic portion of this study is totally |

i nadequat e, addressing such issues as pedestrians
wal ki ng al ong Washi ngton, bl ocking the ingress of cars
going into this massive parking garage. That is not

nmentioned at all in the EIR

This garage itself is literally blowing away T

the City's' transit policy. To add this many nore
par ki ng spaces to an area that is already under such
stress is not clearly delineated in the EIR

Wat er - di spl acenent issues. Wen you put a
garage down that far, the water is going to go
somewhere, that's being displaced, likely into the

garages of nearby residential buildings.

The denographics of this project. $2.5to0 5, T

7, 10 mllion -- who knows how nuch the penthouse is

going to cost? /Not considered in the EIR are the car
trips of house cleaners, dog wal kers, caterers,
dry-cl eaning trucks, plant-watering services -- the

many, many services that super-rich people demand and
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get in their buildings. Not covered.

Finally, I'"d like to read to you the Gty's
host and venue agreenent of the America's Cup. The
Gty will use all lawful neans to restrict noise- and
debris-generating activities on public works and | arge
private construction projects in areas reasonably
proximate to the event during the Anerica's Cup. This

is ground zero for the America's Cup. Not covered in

the EIR at all.

Thank you.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

JAMES JOANNI DES: Good afternoon
Conm ssioners. M nane is Janmes Joannides. | live on
Pol k Street.

And | am handi ng you some views that were
part of the original planning of the Col den Gateway
done by Skidnore before Vernon DeMars built it --

eventually was the | ead architect.

My -- | find the draft EIR i nadequate in that T

it does not address how the significant views of Coit
Tower and San Franci sco are going to be occluded. They
are very inportant for tourists to orient thenselves
by. This is huge mass of a building. 1In a way, it's

i ke bringing back the Enbarcadero Freeway. It has

t hat kind of inpact.
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And, also, the historic intent of the
pl anni ng, beginning with the denolition of the produce
market, is not addressed in the report.

Here's the first version of the Gol den
Gateway. And you can see that there are no |arge
buil dings. Everything -- all the buildings are --
relate to each other -- the placenment of each other.
There's nothing that's sort of just stuck in. And they
bui | d backwards and up. They don't cone forward and
bui l d up.

After that a student won an award doing this
version, which is kind of an Oscar N eneyer, round,
curved building. And so Skidnore seens to have sort of
been influenced in the second version of what Gol den
Gat eway was supposed to look like. But, again, you see
all the open space.

And one last thing | wanted to quote is when
t he Enbarcadero buildings went in in 1967, Portman said
in his presentation today that all the office
structures will be so designed and | ocated on the site
that a clear east/west viewis retained to the Bay
around the Ferry Building. Further, it is felt the
l'ines of sight for viewers high on the hills will tend
to slide over the center's building toward t he Bay.

Nort h/south views wthin the center would be preserved
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t hrough sharply etched breaks in the structures. So
this is an overall planning. This isn't sonething

that's stuck in. Everything was related to each ot her

And | don't think this building does.

Thank you.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

Paul a Aston, Lisa Schreiber.

LI SA SCHREI BER: | have sone handouts.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Just | eave themri ght
t here. Thank you.

LI SA SCHREI BER: And, also, for the
attendees, if they'd like some. | don't have a |ot,
but you can share them

My nane is Lisa Schreiber. I'ma
pr of essi onal pedestrian, working nother, and 13-year
resident of the area. This is in response to the draft
EIR, 8 Washington Street, which | agree is inadequate
and inconplete. And so let me go over a few facts to
start.

First of all, it relies a bit on the
Nort heast Waterfront study, which I and ny famly --
and 1've brought ny children here today. M husband is
parking the car, after getting themfromcanp. It
shouldn't be -- it wasn't accepted by the planning

departnent and it shouldn't be so well-referenced in
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the EIR since it wasn't accepted by you. There's a
| ot of flawed conclusions, not the [east of which it
was not representative of the community. | and ny
famly were in practically every single neeting. And |
amyet to really read the conmments and the thoughts and
the sentinment. The conmmunity did not support the
wat er f ront st udy.

At the tinme there was financi al
consideration. The Port was in dire need of noney.
They came -- they went into a nonconpetitive
negotiation process with 8 Washington to try to solve
their financial problens, which are vast. And,
hopefully, I"mpretty sure the Anerica's Cup -- and |
work at Oracle -- coming to the Port wll help relieve
some of their financial pressures and maybe they'l|
rethink this nonconpetitive negotiation process. But 8
Washi ngton was not a response to this proposal. It's a
noneymaki ng deal. W all know that.

So a few nore facts to talk about. This
community that we live in has the highest density of
all districts in San Francisco. 1've been trying to
live there with ny famly for 13 years. M children
were born when we were living in this property. The

| east anobunt of active recreational space in all of San

Francisco. You can say that this is private if you
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will, but it's reasonably priced and it's the only
active recreational space we have. M children, when

t hey play soccer practice now, nmy son and his school,

t hey have to reserve space. |'ve talked to Phi

G nsberg about this and |'ve talked to David Chiu about
it. They just can't go out to any park and say, oh,
let's have a pickup gane. All of the schools reserve
space. This is just not a single problem There's not
enough in the entire city, and there's definitely not
enough where we live. M son can play a little soccer
per haps across the street, but there's no pickup ganes
in soccer. The field is not very even. And even when
we just redid the park near the Enbarcadero, there's no
soccer space, football space, baseball space. You name
the sport, there's no place you' re going to go and run
around and get any kind of great activity going. So
there's a big issue with active recreational space.

You're taking away what's very inportant to the

comuni ty. 1

There's sonme om ssions --

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

PAULA ASPIN. M nane is Paula Aspin. | work
in the tourist industry and I work out at Col den Gate
Tennis and Sw m C ub.

| speak to people all the time -- tourists. ,l
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|*ve never heard one tourist say, Gee, | really like
that highrise. But what they tal k about are the views,
t he anbi ence, the general -- the water, the parks, the
spaces, and the heal thy-1ooking people in San

Franci sco. W have very heal t hy-1 ooki ng peopl e.

Okay. | went onto the Website of the
pl anni ng organi zation to figure out what I'mtrying to
say here. And the first thing | cane about was, nunber
one, they said the planning departnent places
protection and preservation at the very top of its |list
of priorities. Interesting. Because this is a club
that's going to be denolished. ay?

Second, inprovenent of the city as a place
for living by aiding and making it nore heal t hful,
safe, pleasant, and satisfying w th housing
representing good standards for all residents and
provi di ng adequat e open spaces and appropriate
comunity facilities.

And the third point | found was that the
established priority policies of your planning says our
par ks and our open space and their access to sunlight
and vistas be protected fromdenolition.

So here |'ve got this health club that's
going to be denolished, proposed. It's healthful.

It's pleasant. |It's been there for 50 years. Right

35
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nowif | wasn't here, |I'd be out there swnmng wth,

like, 50 other people; playing tennis. There's a canp

out there. | live at Market and Castro. | go on the
Muni every day and back to get there. |'mnot rich
but |'m healthy because of this club. It's the only

health club Iike this in the city and in the state; and
I'mw lling to say in America, because it's in the
center of an urban devel opnment. You' ve got nine tennis
courts and two open pools. This is unheard of.

You guys, you have the nost amazing anenity
right in front of your city and you want -- it's in
danger. Playland is gone. And, you know, I'mold so |
can talk about it. Wat's in Playland now? Somet hing
very simlar to 8 Washington Street. Very nice. Now,
no tourist is standing at that Playland, where it was,
| ooking at, Gee, it's beautiful, | just love this
apartnment building. Ckay.

Conme on. You've got to protect your city.
This is all we've got. W don't have nuch | eft here.
Ckay.

Cities across America are considering howto
bring life to urban centers, but San Francisco, with
Seawal | 351, is pronoting the destruction of a lively,
long-lived, thriving sports community within its

center. And make no m stake. Demplish and it wll be
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destroyed. It's the only San Francisco sports facility
like it, like | said. GCkay. |It's a retrograde step
Denolition of a functioning and thriving community
sports center goes against green thinking, but also
goes against its own planning guidelines. Innovators
and town planners are now not denolishing. They're
usi ng what they've got.

Thank you.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Pl ease. W ask there
are no denonstrations.

Justin Allamano, Irene dassgold, Afred
G assgol d, Veroni ca Sanchez.

JUSTI N ALLAMANO  Good afternoon,

Conmi ssioners. M nane is Justin Allamano. |'mthe
founder and spokesperson for Waterfront for All. W
are a grassroots organization of San Francisco
residents conmtted to proactive engagenent on

wat erfront devel opnent and ot her activities from AT&T
Park to Fort Mason.

The Enbarcadero has the potential to be one
of the world's great boul evards, bringing a vibrant,
open waterfront. First and forenost, we should nake
better use of the seawall lots that currently serve as
parking | ots.

And while | understand how many people here
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are troubled with the loss of their private club and
some of the way their community is today, there is a
much better use for that lot. W should encourage | and
uses that serve as a transition between the Bay and the
rest of the city. Ideally, these uses would pronbte an
active and publicly accessible waterfront.

| wll be providing nore detailed conments on
the draft EIR, but fromny initial review |'m convinced
that there are no inpacts that outweigh the benefit of
the project. The project is a meaningful opportunity
to replace one of the surface parking lots and the
i nfanous green tennis wall with pedestrian-friendly,
publicly accessi bl e open space with ground-fl oor
commerci al, dense housing al ong one of our mmjor
transit thoroughfares.

And gi ven the nunmber of public and private
recreation facilities in the area -- |, for one, ama
menber of the Dol phin CQub. | swimdown there all the
time, | run along the Enbarcadero, | run up to Coit
Tower about two or three tines a week. | think that
the project sponsor's efforts to maintain sonme of the
cl ub adequately addresses the recreation needs.

| appreciate this opportunity to support

smart devel opnent. And | hope that this devel opnent

will serve as a catalyst to change and create better
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uses on the other surface parking lots as well. ‘T

Thank you for your tine.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

| RENE GLASSGOLD: My name is lIrene d assgold
and | live at 155 Jackson Street in San Franci sco.

My focus is directed to Part IV.H
recreation, which is biased for concluding denolition
and reduction of the Golden Gateway Tennis and Swi m
Club insignificantly inpacts the recreation in the
project area. |If the 8 Washi ngton devel opnment
proceeds, this club will be denolished and unavail abl e
for at least 24 nonths; and when it reappears wll be
reduced fromnine tennis courts to four. The green
open space will be replaced with a restaurant, retai
and residential buildings. The swinmmng pools will be
on top of a fitness building, making entry difficult
for seniors and kids now using | evel entrance.

The DEIR, page 7, classifies this an
insignificant inpact because the site area i s not
consi dered high-need, mainly using information fromthe
1980 U.S. census, updating fromthe 2000 census but
failing to reference the recent 2010 census, which has
been partly available fromearly 2011

On page 12 and 13 sone of the consequences of

t he two-year closure of the club are cited, and |
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quote. The interimclosure would displace current
users of the club. They would be forced to find other
recreational opportunities. Users mght choose
different forms of recreation. Ohers mght search for
repl acement tennis/swimfacilities. These facilities
could be further fromusers' honme or workplace. O her
private facilities could cost nore than the Gol den
Gateway Tennis and Swm Club. And public facilities

m ght not be of equal quality. The DEIR finds this

i nsignificant.

Page 8 cites a 2004 recreation and parks
assessnent eval uating the needs of San Franci sco
residents, which reports that the 8 Washington Street
site is not wwthin the defined service area for pool,
tenni s, basketball courts. Yet the DEIR concludes the
i npact of the closure and reduction of the club is
insignificant, overlooking this salient fact: The club
isin Dstrict 3, which has the | owest |evel of
recreation resources per capita of any district in the
city. Any reduction in the size or access to the club
forcing residents of the Golden Gateway Apartnments to

depend on city swnmmng and tennis facilities nmust be

consi dered significant.
Thank you for your attention.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.
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AL GQASSECOLD: Conmi ssioners, ny nanme is Al
G assgold. | live at 155 Jackson Street. From ny
apartnent | have a view of the Enbarcadero, Drunm and
Jackson Streets.

| wish to address transportation issues in
Part IV of the EIR nanmely TR-1, transportation; TR-3,
pedestrians; TR-5, parking.

It is amazing that the EIR regards these as
insignificant and proposes only m nor renedies for what
is a serious increase in traffic and congestion. Part
4.d of the EIR is based on a study of peak-hour traffic
on a single weekday afternoon in May four years ago.
Actually, there are two rush hours every day; and then
there are several rush hours on the weekend. At these
times traffic is al nost bunper to bunper and the near by
streets are clogged with cars escaping the Enbarcadero.

Due to the random nature of traffic, near-gridlock

conditions can occur at al nost any tine.
We all know that bunper-to-bunper traffic
generates pollution, including soot. A significant

conponent of autonobile soot are polycyclic aronmatic

hydr ocar bons, well-known as a carcinogen7/4A 165 luxury T

condo with many stores and a garage with nore than 400
spaces W |l | aggravate the current nexus of congestion

at the proposed project site, Washi ngton and
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Enbar cader o.

In addition to the increase in autonobile
traffic, the proposed narrow ng of Washington Street
wi Il further magnify congestion, as will the
elimnation of the double turn fromthe Enbarcadero.
Thus, the EIR characterization of TR-1, traffic, is off
the mark; as are TR-3, pedestrians; and TR-5, parking.

Crossing the Enbarcadero is dangerous right
now, what with the very congested intersection at

Enbar cadero and Washington Street, the turning traffic,

and the short crossing tines>//(f is naive to think
that cars going to the project will sinply enter the
proj ect garage and not roamthe streets | ooking for
street parking. The specific sources of the congestion
woul d be generated by the 8 Washi ngton Street project
are the parking entrance on Washington Street and the

two driveways and | oadi ng dock around the corner on

Drumm /The west side of Drunm Street already has two
garage entrances, a waste facility, and a novi ng space.
Thus, the last block of Drunm Street woul d becone an

ugly alley, certainly a poor way to connect the city to

the waterfront. 1

In conclusion, this EIRis grossly inadequate
with regard to autonobile congestion and pollution,

while failing to protect the rights of pedestrians.
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Thank for your attention.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

Veroni ca Sanchez.

VERONI CA SANCHEZ: Good afternoon, M.

Presi dent, Conm ssioners. Veronica Sanchez speaking on
behal f of two maritinme unions, the Master Mates and
Pilots and the Inland Boatnen's Union of the Pacific,
an affiliate of the ILWJ. W are the people that work
the ferries in San Francisco Bay as captains and
deckhands.

And you woul d ask, well, what would two
maritime unions care so nmuch about this project? W do
because 8 Washington is actually a |inchpin for the
second phase of devel opment of the ferry term nal
expansion right there next to the Ferry Building. W
probably are -- no pun intended -- in a simlar boat as
the Ferry Building tenants and CUESA in being very nuch
interested in replacing the parking there next to the
Ferry Buil ding, because if that parking is not replaced
and their economc interests are not protected and the
Port's economic interests are not protected, then the
expansi on of the ferry termnal project for Treasure
| sland for additional capacity and for earthquake

response for the city and the regi on does not go

f orwar d
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At stake is $20 million of bridge toll noney
and mllions nore of state bond noney that the city
woul d lose if that replacenent parking cannot be found.

So we have spent many years attendi ng these
hearings, seeing the effort -- the great effort -- that
t he devel oper has put into studying the concerns of the
community. And as we read this EIR report that they
have, we believe that they have a good job in assessing
the inpacts and that the public benefits outweigh the

inpacts to the local comunity.

Thank you very nuch.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

Nan McQuire, Frederick Allardyce, Lee Radner
and Nan Rot h.

NAN MCGUI RE:  Good afternoon, Comm ssioners.
My name is Nan McGQuire and | live at 994 Union Street.

It's interesting what Ms. Sanchez just said
about the devel oper being sensitive to the comunity.
| recall one of the first neetings that the devel oper
had with the community to explain his project. And
that was a very good first step for him However,
during this neeting, sonmeone -- not nyself -- asked him
if he could give us a sense how nmuch these condom ni uns

woul d cost. And he didn't respond inmedi ately. He

stood there. He thought. And his response was, They
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wi |l be the nost-expensive condomniunms in the city.
This did not have a very positive effect on nme, for
sure, and | suspect many people in the room

We don't need nore nost-expensive
condom niunms in this city. And you know that. You
know that. And you know who buys there? Not people
who are going to be there and contribute to the
conmmunity. People who are going to fly in. They're
called pied-a-terres. That's going to be a high
per cent age of the people who will buy there.

| want to address the recreation aspect of
this because that's why | go to the club. | walk from
Russian Hll, where I live. | swm | have a back
probl em and recreation is very inportant to ne. |
woul d take issue with what Ms. Karlinsky said about
this project providing nore open space. This just is
false. This is false. And it certainly doesn't
provi de nore recreational open space, which is what we
are sorely lacking of in the city.

And the other comment |1'd |ike to make -- |
know |I'm not citing pages. Sorry about that. But the
other comment 1'd like to nmake is that every hearing
that | have been to -- and | haven't been able to
attend all of them-- people keep saying this is a

private club, as if it's a horrible, horrible place

45
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where, you know, private things take place. It's no
nore private than the YMCA or the YWCA, which you have
to pay to attend. And nowit's no nore private than
recreation facilities in the city because of the budget
crisis that we're in and the recreation department is
now charging. So | think the use of "private" wherever
it appears in the EIR is a bogus attack on a wonderf ul
facility that wll not remain as it is and will be

cl osed down for three years and in their estimation a

m nor i nconveni ence.

Unfortunately, this devel opment has been in
bed with the mayor and the Port from the begi nning.
And so | hope it's not in bed wth the Pl anning

Conmi ssi on.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

FREDERI CK ALLARDYCE: Good afternoon,
Commi ssi oners. Thank you for your patience in
listening to what the community has to address the
significance of this environmental inpact report. M
nane is Frederick Allardyce. And |I've lived in
different parts of the waterfront and have for over 40
years. | was the founder of the Waterfront Action
G oup that was successful in reducing the height of a
hotel on the corner of Broadway and the Enbarcadero

after five years of fighting with the Port about that.
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And we finally got Aaron Peskin and the Board of
Supervisors to approve the reduction of that from 84
feet to 40 feet.

This project is much nore significant because
it takes one of the nmpbst successful projects the San
Franci sco Redevel opnent Agency has ever done and one of
t he nost controversial projects that they have ever
done, taking everything from Market Street to Broadway,
bul l dozing it all, building the iconic Enbarcadero
Center, and allowing a winner of five bids to build the
Gol den Gateway Center and its nei ghborhood that goes
with it. That was a significant, significant struggle
goi ng back in the 1960s. The main focus of the fact
t hat project was approved and Perini Land and
Devel opnent won because they proposed a recreational
conpl ex that supported the residential needs of this
nei ghbor hood.

Qur esteened Senator Dianne Feinstein today,
if she was here, would tell you she nade a critica
m st ake by not zoning this parcel open space just |ike
Si dney Walton Park. M. Ransdell, the head of the
redevel opnent agency will tell you that today too.
Everybody in town knows that this recreational facility
is very inportant to the success of this nei ghborhood.

Taking it away fromall the seniors that reside in the

TR.22.1

TR.22.2


WordProcessing
Line

WordProcessing
Typewritten Text
TR.22.1

WordProcessing
Line

WordProcessing
Typewritten Text
TR.22.2


© o0 ~N o o b~ w N

N N N N I N N N N T o i o e
o &~ W N P O © 00 N oo 0o~ W N -+ O

48

nei ghborhood will be a sin. Taking nine courts that's
open to anybody that wants to play -- and you could
that 14-foot fence down and paint it white or you could
make it one-half the size and you wouldn't have this

i ssue about building a 14-story building there for the

iconic use of multimllionaires. Nevertheless, there's

so many things in this.

And | have to read fromthe EIR page 2,
Section II1, that the redevel opment agency in 1962
agree to maintain community facilities for a pernmanent
nature designed primarily for use on a nonprofit basis.

That was the whole intent of creating Golden Gate Swim

and Tennis club. /And that's the jewel that

nei ghbor hood enjoys now. This devel oper wants to take
it and make it into four courts and two pools. And |
wi || guarantee you the people that will use that wll
be the 180 new condom niuns that use it and the 1600

peopl e that use it today will never have a chance to

use it again.

Thank you for your patience, and thanks for
t he patience of the audience.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

LEE RADNER: Am | doing this right?

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: When you start

tal king, M. Radner, it will conme up
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LEE RADNER: Good afternoon. |'ma novice at
that sort of thing. Thank you, Conm ssioners. M/ name
i s Lee Radner, Friends of Gol den Gateway.

|'d like to focus on the recreation section,
IV.H 9, which starts out with the sentence, |npact on
environment | ess than significant.

Let me divert here for just a second. Last
year, Friends of Golden Gateway started a schol arship
program for young people, particular in our neighbors
of the Chinatown area, to be able to attend kids canp.
Thanks to our supporters' donations, we were able to
send a nunber of young kids to kids canp. And this
year we were able to expand that to include not only
Chi nat own but young peopl e south of Market Street. W
feel it's been a very successful program And the
cl osing down of this club as you see it -- and it sure
isugly, isn't it? | would derail such a program and
it would never cone back if it were done at half the
size that is presently pl anned.

Over 700 young peopl e each sumer for the
| ast 15 years have been attending this kids canp. W
now are able to provide the space for a nunber of young
peopl e who could not come before. You nultiply that by
15 years, you know how many thousands of kids we have

been able to support. You translate that into
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famlies. And | heard two weeks ago when | was here, a
nunber of you discussing why famlies are | eaving the
city.

W recogni ze housing and education are
inmportant -- very inportant. But recreational space
and the limted space is also very inportant. And
taking away this area woul d be devastating, not only to
the conmunity but to hundreds and hundreds of famlies
who live in this comunity.

| was a little late today. And | had sone
ot her young people to conme, but we do have Joyce Lu
her e.

Joyce, where are you? Joyce?

Joyce is one of the nenbers of the kids canp
that FOGG proudly was able to support. There's sone of
themstill over there till five o' clock, so we couldn't
bring themall here.

The two pools that you see down here --

al ready? Thank you very nuch. | hope you get the

message.
NAN ROTH: Hello. M nane is Nan Roth.

was one of the very earliest nmenbers of the CGol den

Gateway Tennis C ub, back in the days when you coul dn't

get a court there to save your soul. It was a very

carefully controlled big in-group used the courts. |
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nmust say since the Western Athletic Cub has taken
over, it's beconme nuch diplomatic.

| would Iike to note that in this report,
although it's often referred to as an ongoing
commitment fromthe Western Athletic Club to run this
facility, | see no direct evidence of that whatsoever.
And | amvery concerned about that and | wll submt
that in ny comments. | find many aspects of this
report have hearsay in themw thout any supporting
docunent ati on, when indeed it should be present.

| object to there being no alternative
omtting the garage. This project is driven by the
garage. The need is | everaged by the garage. The size
of the housing conponent is | everaged by the garage;
and it's required to keep the garage from poppi ng out
of the ground. The need for -- that's true. | nean
its weight because of the water and the hydraulics
under this site, which is again not adequately

addressed, are substantial. And you need weight to

keep that down. /“The need for ultra-luxury housing is
driven by the extraordinary cost for a parking stall,
which | also could not find in the EIR Wiy do we have
no data conparing this cost to that of parking
facilities on solid dry |land or even on the nearby

ot -- Seawall Lot 322-1, which would be perfectly
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adequate for this purpose. ‘T
| would also like to address the issue of theT
way that the -- when | first started reading the
proj ect description, the first thing | came across was
that this project was going to be a boon to housing
needs in San Francisco. It certainly does nothing to
support equal access and diversity. It is highly
privatized and does not include any affordable units.
Any fee due to the affordable housing fund i s not
commensurate with the total value of the housing and it
should be. The fee is standard, whether the project is
af fordabl e or Uber-1uxury housing such as 8 Washi ngt on,
thus making it nore advantageous for this type of

project to not elect to include affordabl e housing

on-site. | think this issue needs to be addressed.

| would also like to say that -- | lost it --
okay, we'll skip that. W'Ill go on

| would like to conment on the status of the |
pools and recreation facilities here in San Franci sco,
which is not referenced in this; and that is that many
of the facilities that we've taken for granted are
being closed or partially closed down. That includes
the recreation center at the Joe Di Maggi o Pl ayground.
The pool s have been reduced hours and the fees have

gone up. It actually costs nore to swmat the North
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Beach pool than it does to pay the nenbership rate and
swimat the pool at the Golden Gateway Sw nmm ng C ub.

To what extent are these alternatives currently

operating at capacity? 1

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

NAN ROTH: Thank you very nuch

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Ti m Col on, Bob
| ver son.

TIM COLON:  Good afternoon, Conm ssioners.

Ti m Col on on behal f of the San Franci sco Housing Action
Coal i ti on.

We believe that this project opens up the
opportunity for a | ong overdue civic conversation on
urban | and use and environnmental values. W believe
that the EIR provides a map on thoughtfully increasing
the intensity of land use in this area. And we believe
that the EIR is thorough, bal anced, and fair, although
this is probably not relevant to this discussion. The
EIR on the 8 WAshi ngton project opens an opportunity to
have a nmuch nore basic civic conversation. Again, this
is about two sinple questions: Should the city
preserve a surface parking lot on public land at this
unusual | ocation? And, two, should San Francisco be

able to realize the economc value of this |and or

should it provide an econom ¢ subsidy to | ocal
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nei ghbors who want to preserve the parking lot; that is
subsi di ze a private purpose?

Opposition to changing the surface parking
| ot fromour good friends at FOGG comes from fol ks who
are living in housing that itself displaced businesses
and residences. Does anyone seriously think that this
was sand dunes before the Gol den Gateway was built?
And it's fair to assune that the building of the CGol den
Gateway enpl oyed driving lots of piles into the ground.
But in one of San Francisco's delicious and all too
comon ironies there is now a narrative that the
present use nmust be the | ast and best word on | and use
on the waterfront. That is no further change is
all oned here and certainly not increasing height and
density. And we might again recall that this site is
next to the tallest buildings in the city's skyline,
many 30 and 40 years old. This proposed project is
half as tall as the inmedi ately adjacent residenti al
buil ding and one-fifth as tall as the cl osest
comercial building. By contrast, the 8 Washi ngton
proj ect displaces no one and certainly not any
recreational use. |Instead, it proposes environmental
uses and values that we as a city, after years and

exhaustive public process, say we applaud. That is

openi ng access to the waterfront, activating the
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streetscape, increasing public open space, and
subsi di zi ng housing affordability as well as funding
repair of degraded civic infrastructure. How do we as
a city conpare these val ues against the surface parking
lot for the benefit of a few? This on public |and.
Finally, as to the actual opportunity costs
of the two choices here, we would like to know which
does the City value nore highly -- five private tennis

courts or 33 bel ow market-rate housing units?

Thank you.

BOB IVERSON. M nanme is Bob Iverson. [|I'm
hear to speak about many portions of the EIR

The EIR has been around for a while, but | am
convinced they can be tailored to your needs. And |
think this docunment is particularly slanted as well.
For instance, with the environmental settings and
i npact on recreation, 168 public tennis courts and 52
private courts are cited. But they do not tal k about
quality. For organized tennis, there are really only a
handful of options -- the Aynpic Cub, Cal dub, SFTC,
and Gol den Gate Park as well as the CGol den Gat eway.
W thout that, we are down to four, two of which are
probably left over for the people who nove into this

conpl ex.

It also slights the fact that, while the SF
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popul ation will increase, |oss of recreation is not
really that inmportant. That conclusion seens fairly
odd to ne.

Al'so, with the housing, the San Francisco
General Plan and housi ng el enent speaks of achieving
decent, suitable, and affordable housing for current
and future San Franciscans. This document cites that
170 exceptionally expensive units and 31 affordable
units, sonewhere else, fills this need. | don't know
where a six-to-one ratio fills the housing el enent
need, but it's a conclusion drawn by this docunent.

Parking, to address many of these people who
cite parking as such a great need for the issue,
they're citing as many as 520 spaces -- we don't if
that's going to be the case when it comes out -- 170 of
which are slated for the residents. That's one per
person at these -- one per unit of these highly
expensive units. | don't think these people wll
settle for one unit. Now, you can force their hand,
but at the same tine the project sponsor is trying to
achi eve some nore parking for his parcel across the
way. What's that |eave for the Ferry Building and al
t hese people who cite the need for it is not that nmany
par ki ng spaces, not really any nore than they probably

have already. So | disagree wth that.
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Finally, alternatives. |'mdisappointed with

the alternatives. Both FOGG and Asi an Nei ghbor hood
Desi gn have come up with nmuch nore creative
alternatives than the ones cited in this project. [|I'm
not sure if -- here's one possibility. So I think
there's nuch nore creative solutions that come out of
this and nmake everybody here who is in favor of this
proj ect al so happy.

That's all. | have sone copies of this if

you care to see another alternative.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

|s there additional public conrent on this
i tenf

JOEL ROSENBLATT: H . M nane is Joe

Rosenblatt. | live in Potrero Hill

|'man avid tennis player. |I'ma wfe -- |I'm

a husband to a wife who is a swmer and |'ma father
to a seven-nonth-old baby who is beginning to swm
|*"malso a club nenmber. So | guess it's probably
pretty clear where | cone down on this.

But | just wanted to speak to sonething that
ot her peopl e have spoken to. And that is the notion
that this is a private club. Technically it's true.

But before | becane a club nenber, before | was a

father or a husband, | played at the park -- at Gol den
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Gate Park -- on public courts. And this private club
hosts public matches routinely for very young people
and for very old people and invites themin for free.
And | wll say, as a -- before | became a nenber, it
was a privilege to play at that place. They are
important tennis courts. The environnental report
cites in Part 1V, Section H the recreation elenent --
it cites the inpact to recreation; and it says that
there are 158 public tennis courts in the city. That
may be true if you count them If you take the court
in my neighborhood, in Potrero Hll, it's not playable.

|"mnot taking -- I'mnot saying it's not like to ny
liking. People cannot play tennis on that court. So
the notion that this is just a private, exclusive club
m scharacterizes the nature of the club.

And as a last kind of word, | just encourage
you, before you make any decision, to please go to the
club. Go there on a Saturday and see the people |ike
ny seven-nont h-ol d baby swi mm ng next to
90- pl us-year-ol d peopl e, how many peopl e enjoy that
cl ub, both menbers and non-nmenbers.

Thanks.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

Fol | owed by John Huang.

JI M CHAPPELL: Good afternoon. M/ name is

58
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Jim Chappell and I'm here representing nyself. | have

been, at | think, every workshop and hearing on this

project over the many years it has been in planning.
|''ma professional planner and | have read

and studied the DEIR in detail. In nmy best

prof essional opinion, the EIR is adequate, accurate,

and conpl ete.

As this planning docunment points out, the
exi sting surface parking lot and private club are
inconsistent with the grand boul evard and transit |ine
t hat have been constructed with tens of mllions of
dollars of public noney. This is exactly where new
housi ng should be located, in an area that is flat,
wi th good weat her, beautiful views. The current
conditions of the site are a blight on the | andscape.

| hear some individuals here today who are
concerned they'll |ose access to the existing private
club. 1'd like to point out that there is no way that
165 residential units can support operation of the
club. The operator will need their nenberships
today -- will need their menberships in the future just
as they do today. So while |I synpathize with the fear
of these individuals, the fear of loss of the club are
unf ounded.

The public benefits of this project far
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out wei gh any negative inpacts. The DEIR is adequate,
accurate, and conpl ete.

Thank you.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

John Huang.

JOHN HUANG  Good afternoon, Conm ssioners.
My nane is John Huang. |'m a business representative
for electricians' union. Today |'m speaking on behal f
of San Francisco Building and Construction Trades
Council. Because our council is having the nonthly
neeting, so |I'm here.

After reviewmng the draft EIR, we believe
that it is adequate and conplete, so we recommend you
to nove this project forward

Thank you.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

|'s there additional public comrent?

BRAD PAUL: Menbers of the Conm ssion, Brad
Paul .

| want to just quickly address two of the
obj ectives of the project. One has to do with housing.

O her peopl e have spoken to it.

60

| just want to show you where this nunber two

and a half mllion comes from They weren't Kkidding

when they said it was going to be pretty expensive.
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Can we shrink this down a little bit? Anyway, it's the
total devel opnent costs of the project -- 345 mllion
di vided by 165 condos equals $2.1 million per condo
just to build it. Assuming a 20-percent return mni mum
to get any kind of financing, that gets you up above
2.5mllion. That's what it's going to cost to build
-- $2.1 million.

| al so want to address the revenue to the
Port. Several speakers said, well, this is going to
create revenue to help the Port. It's actually not.
It's going to cost the City nmoney. Let ne explain why.

Down here is a picture of the site. 1In
yellowis Seawal | Lot 351, owned by the Port. The rest
of the site is Gty planned. They are proposing as one
of their major sources of revenue to create an
infrastructure finance district that | believe is
supposed to generate over a period of tinme over $40
mllion. The Port is entitled to 20 percent of that,
which | believe is 8 mllion. 32 mllion belongs to
the City, to the general fund. The term sheet says
that that noney all goes to the Port. The
environmental inpacts of that are that if this were
ever to come to pass -- | can't inmagine a Board of
Supervisors giving up 32 mllion -- but if were to

happen, then the question we have to ask is what
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recreation centers would have to be closed because of '”1302,
that |oss of revenue? What Muni |ines would have to be contd
shut down because of that |oss of revenue? There are,
as many peopl e have said, consequences to the econonics
of this project that have real environnental inpacts.
And | think those have to be addressed. |If we |ose
this revenue -- and there's other sources of revenue
they claimthat don't exist. So there is no revenue
comng fromthis. And we have the America's Cup now to
take care of the cruise ship termnal, which is the
ot her big reason for doing this.

| also wanted to suggest a couple of things T tr302
t hat needed to be added to this. Nowhere in here does
this mention this is the fourth attenpt to devel op
condos on this site. And | have to confess. | thought
this was only the third attenpt. But Perini tried it
in the 1980s; tried it again in the 1990s. There are
|etters from Mayor Feinstein, Senator Feinstein, former
directors -- and there will be sonme nore letters from
nore former directors -- saying the intention has
al ways been to keep both Sidney Walton Park and the
Gol den Gate Recreation Center permanently there as

comunity benefits for the deal.

And, finally, | would like to ask that in the TR.30.4

no-project alternative, which is the environnentally
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superior one, do one thing: Put in a clear fence. The
devel oper has a great rendering in his proposal for

t aki ng those ugly green fences down and putting up nice
clear fences. The only reason it's not happening is
because the owner of the property won't let it happen.
But he's a partner in the deal. 1It's to his advantage,
to get this deal approved, to keep it ugly. But on a
nmont h-to-nonth | ease the Western Athletic O ub cannot
go out and spend noney to get rid of that green fence.
But it's not the nenbers of that group's fault. It's
not the Western Athletic Club's fault. It is the owner
of the property, who is one of the partners in this
deal, who stands to nake a | ot of noney if this goes

t hrough. So pl ease include that nicer fence.

Thank you.

JILL TANNENBAUM Hello. M nane is Jil
Tannenbaum | live at 1915 Greenwich Street. | noved
to San Francisco 17 years ago. Golden Gateway was the
only place | could find to join to play tennis and swi m
out side. This is the only place that is still only
avail able to swmand play tennis outside. People from
all over the city come to Golden Gateway to swi m and
play tennis, to socialize, to neet people, to do
things, or just to be outside, because it's one of the

only sunny places in the city during the sumer. So |
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really woul d not enjoy the fact that the club be
closed. | would leave the city because | would have
nowhere to go.

Thank you.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

SUE HESTOR  Sue Hestor.

|*'m showi ng page I1-2, which is the area
along the waterfront. | tried calling up any EIR that
had an underground parking garage. Al of this area
east of Sansone Street all way to the waterfront.
There is no EIR that has ever been devel oped with an
under ground parking garage along the waterfront. From
Geenwich Street down. | tried. Nannie Turrell can
confirmthis. The redevel opnment has none because al
t he redevel opnent area was done before CEQA. No EIRs
at all for Colden Gateway Enbarcadero Center. And

there was an EIR for a hotel at 8 M ssion Street.

64

Doesn't have an underground garage. That's the parking

that is the former turnaround area for the PUC

What you have is a 420-car garage that has

excavation of 38 to 40 feet on old ships. I1t's al
fill. The entire area that I was looking for an EIRis
all fill. 1t is above the high-tide line. There is no

soi|l drainage. Wen there's rain storns, the water

table is so high. This is going to be excavating into
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a site that is going to have 110,000 cubic yards of
debris, fill, and soil. And you're going to have
sea-level rise -- sea-level rise on a site that has --
this is one of the significant inpacts of the

project -- on fill. The elevation is 0.95 to 0.1 San
Francisco city data. It is basically at sea |evel

The sea level is rising. You're building a gigantic
bat htub three stories down for a 420-car garage. And,
as Nan Roth, said it's basically the building has to
keep the garage from poppi ng up because the water |evel
is so high.

There is a flooding risk associated with this
project. The seawall lot -- the original seawall |ot
goes straight through this site. The current seawall
lot is on the other side of the Enbarcadero. There is
no di scussion of hydrology in this EIR  There is no
di scussi on except for the archeol ogy of the old ships.
That's historic. You cannot find any of this in the
EIR It's totally mssing a discussion of the inpact
of building an underground garage on Bay fill with the
sea level rising and a water table that is already very
high. This is an environnental issue just not there at
all. And it wasn't there in the EIR because no ElRs

have ever been done for this kind of a situation.

Thank you.

TR.32.1,
cont'd


WordProcessing
Typewritten Text
TR.32.1,
cont'd

WordProcessing
Line


© o0 ~N o o b~ w N

N N N N I N N N N T o i o e
o &~ W N P O © 00 N oo 0o~ W N -+ O

66

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: |s there additional
public conment ?

JAM E WH TAKER: Good eveni ng, Conm ssi oners.
My name is Jame Wiitaker and | live in the Rincon Hil
nei ghbor hood.

And | just want to say that | oppose 8
Washi ngton as is. 420 parking spaces for -- was it
180-sonmething units seens insane to me. And living
bet ween the Bay Bridge and the Financial District,
approxi mately where this will be, this is just nore
opportunities for pedestrians and bicyclists to get
hit, seriously injured, and killed, putting these
par ki ng spots up here. At least that many -- 0.5 cars
per one unit. That's Rincon Hll's ratio. | think
t hat should be the ratio throughout downtown.

The recreation center, | think, is really
inmportant. Sure, there may be 800 tennis courts
t hroughout the city, but my life pretty nmuch stays east
of Van Ness. And | woul d guess nost of the fol ks who
live downtown stay east of Van Ness. Look east of Van
Ness and north of 16th, how many recreation centers
there are. W' re underserved, but yet we are sort of
the ATM for noney for a lot of things that happen
city-wde. | think we should give sone consideration

to the people that live in the area that also hel ps
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provide a | ot of noney. 'T
| oppose this. Thank you.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Thank you.

| s there additional public coment on this
iten? |If not, public comment is closed.

Conmmi ssi oner Antoni ni .

COW SSI ONER ANTONI NI :  Thank you for your
comments. | just wanted to comment on those things that
| did hear that have relationships to the EIR, questions
that | think need to be answered. And |I'msure staff
has been listening to it all, too.

| think at the very begi nning Bob Pl ant hol d
was tal king about correcting, you know, cars comng in
and out of garages. This would be no different than
any garage, but apparently it may be sonething that if
it isn'"t analyzed conpletely in the report as yet, it
has to be | ooked and see if that's anything
extraordi nary about those entrances and if they're
adequat el y spoken about.

And, of course, there were questions about
t he adequacy of the traffic analysis. And, you know,
that's always something to | ook at.

And there were a |ot of comments on the type
of the housing type and the price of the unit, which is

not an EIR consideration. And that could be sonething
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that's discussed at another tine.

There were questions about the recreational
uses of the club, which | believe in the report it does
say that this future club woul d be open to residents
that -- obviously not just for the residents, but it
will be to open the public and there are exanpl es of
t hat . L

Let's see what else | spotted in here. The
wat er di splacenent issue is one that is spoken to in
there. It is nentioned as an inpact. And | just want
to make sure that the analysis takes into account al
of the possibilities that m ght occur because of the

garage space and the displacenent that m ght occur from

t hat . +
And that is probably about it on things that

| think relate to the EIR itself.
VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Commi ssi oner Sugaya.
COW SSI ONER SUGAYA:  Yes. |'Ill probably

submt stuff in witing later. But one of the -- |

t hi nk, deficiencies or maybe an enhancenent -- put it
that way -- that could be done with respect to the
vi sual sort of vistas and view analysis is to -- | think

it's time that we considered maybe noving in a direction
t hat can take advantage of sone technol ogy, | guess.

Every EIR we've been getting takes a photograph and then
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superinposes a building. And it seens to in this case
it's awfully static; and we are tal ki ng about noving

al ong the Enbarcadero and trying to get sone idea of how
it is, not fromfive -- or really only four vantage
points. But maybe in a continuous sweep of some kind.
And maybe you have to do it in video. But that would
give, | think, the public a nmuch clearer idea of where

the views are already bl ocked by trees, palmtrees, or

what ever they may be -- other buildings -- where views
of -- I'mtalking about specifically Coit Tower and
Tel egraph Hi I I, Pioneer Park, and that area. And where

they conme into view, where they di sappear from view
And that mght give us a little better visual sense of
what the inpact of these particular buildings are going
to be.

Secondly, based on testinony, we're hearing
argunents that swmand tennis club is supposed to
serve the nei ghborhood. And yet nore than one person
has come forward and said, Well, either | don't live in
t he nei ghborhood or there are people fromall over the
city comng here. So I'd |like to have sonme di scussion
inthe EIR | don't know if that's an appropriate
di scussi on, but sone consideration of that issue and
maybe take a look at the -- and | don't knowif this is

private or not. But if we could see what the
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nmenber shi p geographic | ocations are of the people who
are nmenbers of the club at the nonent.
VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: Conm ssi oner Borden.
COW SSI ONER BORDEN:  Yeah, a followup to
t hat thought m ght actually be a new club specifically.
If you're going to | ook at reductions between existing
and net new, obviously new athletic facilities tend to
attract nore guests. So whatever the traffic and

transportation inpacts would be relative to a nore

nodern club. That would be interesting to address.
| think it's inportant to address the things

that Ms. Hestor referenced about the underground garage

and the water table. /I think for sure sone of the
statenments about the transportation section of the EIR

need to be better exam ned, |ooking at all the

di fferent intersectiong/éhd actual inpacts on T

pedestriani/énd t hen | ooking at other sort of parking
and demand managenent strategies that m ght nmake sense
for that area.

O herw se, those are just the few things that
| saw.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: | think that
Comm ssi oner Sugaya's coments as to using nore nodern
technology as to the view corridor are quite well taken

and | woul d wel cone that.
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| wll have witten comments later. But just
a few now.

| do not think that the public trust
informng Alternative Cwith the hotel was sufficiently
analyzed in the EIR

Just a comment to those who were tal king
about the 1962 agreenent with the Gol den Gate Center,

t hat was superseded in '76 in exchange for Sidney
Walton Park, if I'mnot m staken.

In ny mind, this project is driven by
probably a couple of things but mainly by the Port's
inability to create parking sufficient to service
itself. My wife and | are at the Farners Market at the
Ferry Building 7:30 every Saturday norning. W used to
park on Pier Half. That was taken away a coupl e of
years ago. And other than a few notorcycle spaces, the
Port has done absolutely nothing to replace those
spaces.

| disagree with the statenments that this in
any way takes care of any of San Francisco's housing
needs. This is -- and | have to agree with the
coments -- | think it may have been Nan Roth --
sonmeone who said these are extrenely expensive

pied-a-terres. | know that you're tal king about the

dol I ar equival ent for 34 BMR spaces, but that's based
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on the nunber of units, not the value and cost of the
units, because that's the way that particul ar
|l egislation was crafted. So 34 BMR units on $2.5
mllion dollars pied-a-terres would be the same 34
units if they were $600, 000 mi ddl e-i ncome-type units.
| really find a disparity in that ratio.

| have to agree the west side of the
Enbarcadero is an absolute ness. |It's tragic for a
mai n thoroughfare in San Francisco. W've seen a
nunmber of plans that would take care of that in a
manner that the city is deserving of. But that is
somewhat aside fromthe particular project that is

examned in this EIR

72

SECRETARY IONIN:  Comm ssioners, if that's al

for Item 13, we can nove on to public coment.

At this tine nmenbers of the public may
address the Conm ssion on itenms interest to the public
that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the
Conmi ssi on, except agenda itens.

| have no speaker cards.

VI CE- PRESI DENT M GUEL: And | will rem nd
peopl e that public coments in witten form can be
submtted to the departnment until close of business on
August 15t h.

| s there any general public coment on

TR.37.5,
cont'd

TR.37.6
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non- agendi zed itens? None appearing, public comment is
closed and this hearing is concl uded.

[Hearing closed at 5:18 p.m]
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COUNTY OF SAN FRANCI SCO

)
)

74

CERTI FI CATE OF REPORTER

|, FREDDI E REPPOND, a duly authorized

Short hand Reporter and |icensed Notary Public, do hereby

certify that on the date indicated herein that the above

proceedi ngs were taken down by me in stenotype and

thereafter transcribed into typewiting and that this

transcript is a true record of the said proceedi ngs.

| N W TNESS WHERECF |

on this 24th day of July,

2011.

FREDDI E REPPOND

have hereunto set ny hand
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Letter A. 1

Thomas E. To Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

Harvey/SFFD/SFGOV cc Nannie Turrell/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
07/08/2011 02:56 PM oo

Subject Fw: Request for EIR Assessment Request Form; 8
Washington Street/ Seawali Lot 351 Project (2007.0030E)

Bill and Nannie,

| realized that the previous e-mail may have indicated it was sent from former Fire Marshal Barbara
Schultheis.

Please discard the previous comments and use this e-mail as comments from me. No changes were
made. :

Thank you.

Thomas E. Harvey
Fire Marshal

Environmental Review Officer,

Based on the information you have provided, we do not anticipate the project you are proposing
to substantially impact Fire Department services to the area.

One change in the Initial Study Section, page 73, is that Station 35 is closed for the foreseeable
future. The pier is going to be renovated as a part of bond project for use by the Fire Department
fireboats.

Thomas E. Harvey

Fire Marshal

San Francisco Fire Department
698 2nd St.

San Francisco, CA 94107
(415) 558-3320 ph.

(415) 558-3322 fax

A.l.l
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ot JUL 7. 201
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= = CITY & COUNTY OF S.F

—~ PLANNING DEPARTMENT

\~ ‘, Department of Toxic Substances Control

Deborah O. Raphael, Director
Linda S. Adams 700 Heinz Avenue Edmund G. Brown Jr.

Acting Secretary for . . Governor
Ervironental Protedtion Berkeley, California 94710-2721

Letter A.2

July 22, 2011

Ms. Nannie Turrell

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, California, 94103

Dear Ms. Turrell:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for  |A 2.1
8 Washington/Seawall Lot 351 Project (SCH# 2007122027). As you may be aware, the
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) oversees the cleanup of
sites where hazardous substances have been released pursuant to the California
Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.8. As a potential Responsible Agency,
DTSC is submitting comments to ensure that the environmental documentation
prepared for this project to address the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
adequately addresses any required remediation activities which may be required to
address any hazardous substances release.

The project description does not include a description of the property’s past uses.
Without this information, we are unable to determine whether hazardous substances
may have been released into the soil at the Site. We strongly recommend that a
historical assessment of past uses be done. Based on that information, sampling
should be conducted to determine whether there is an issue which will need to be
addressed in the CEQA compliance document. If hazardous substances have been
released, they will need to be addressed as part of this project.

For example, if the remediation activities include the need for soil excavation, the CEQA
document should include: (1) an assessment of air impacts and health impacts
associated with the excavation activities; (2) identification of any applicable local
standards which may be exceeded by the excavation activities, including dust levels
and noise; (3) transportation impacts from the removal or remedial activities; and (4) risk
of upset should there be an accident at the Site.

DTSC and the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (Regional Boards) signed a
Memorandum of Agreement, March 1, 2005 (MOA) aimed to avoid duplication of efforts
among the agencies in the regulatory oversight of investigation and cleanup activities at




Letter A.2

Nannie Turrell

July 22, 2011
Page 2

. : . . A.2.1,
brownfield sites. Under the MOA, anyone requesting oversight from DTSC or a cont'd

Regional Board must submit an application to initiate the process to assign the
appropriate oversight agency. The completed application and site information may be
submitted to either DTSC or Regional Board office in your geographical area. The
application is available at http://www.calepa.ca.gov/brownfields/MOA/application.pdf.

Please contact Ryan Miya (510) 540-3775 if you have any questions or would like to
schedule a meeting. Thank you in advance for your cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely,

Nt

Denise Tsuji, Unit Chief
Northern California - Coastal Cleanup
Operations Branch

cc:  Governor's Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, California 95814-3044

Guenther Moskat

CEQA Tracking Center

Department of Toxic Substances Control
P.O. Box 806

Sacramento, California 95812-0806



Letter A.3

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Phitip A. Ginsburg, General Manager

August 12,2011

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
- 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
bill. wycko@sfgov.org

Re: Draft Environmental Iinpact Report (DEIR) for the 8 Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351 Project
Dear Mr. Wycko,

Thank you for providing the City of San Francisco’s Recreation and Parks Departiment (RPD) with the

“opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 8 Washington
Street/Seawall Lot 351 Project. As the DEIR indicates, several properties owned and managed by RPD
are within a ¥ mile radius of the proposed project, including Sue Bicrman Park {previously Ferry Park),
Maritime Plaza and Justin Herman Plaza.

RPD notes that the Draft EIR indicates an additional net new shadow of 0.001% on Sue Bierman Park as A31
a result of the proposed proejct. Please analyze and discuss the effects of this net new shadow o
thoroughly, reviewing Proposition K guidelines.

It is also noted that the project proposes to remove street trees along Drumm, Washington and A.3.2
Embarcadero. The project sponsor is encouraged to replace as many trees as possible to maintain the o
views from the Embarcadero and Drumm Street and to maintain vegetation as much as possible within the
urban environment surrounding the site for both habitat and aesthetic purposes.

Conducting thorough community outreach on the proposed work with nearby residents, concerned
stakeholders, and park visitors is always encouraged.

Thank you for taking these comments into consideration.

Sincerely,

- M\ﬁ;é}\/m%fkw
Sarah Ballard ( '

Director of Policy and Public Aftairs
City of San Francisco, Recreation and Parks Department
Sarah.Ballard@sfgov.org

Mclare
T

st | San Francisco, CA 94117 | PHONE: {415) 831-2700

s Ay oo

| WEB: sfrecpark.org

) o w g




RON MIGUEL
Vice-President; San Francisco Planning Commission
600 De Haro St.;, San Krancisco, CA 94107 ' T AR E G F
C-415-601-0708 F-415/641/8621 E-rm@well.com RE‘CEIV&:‘L’
30 July 23, 2011
JuL 2 + 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer , ‘ ' N o A -

1650 Mission St., Suite 400

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
- MEA

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 8 Washington Street / Seawall Lot 351 Project -- Draft Environmental Impact Report -- #2007.0030E

Mr. Wycko: .

Please accépt the fo]ldwing comments on the above DEIR,,;

1

- Pg. 1.2, LU-2: To state that “The proposed project would not have a substantial impact on the existing

. an erroneous judgment call,

. Pg. 1.2, AE-1: Individual photo simulations are not sufficient to accurately support.this statement. The |

Intro.2, A — This section misleads the reader. Although the details of the proposed project are given in]
some detail, there is no such detail as to the demolition which is-required. This is approached further in
the DEIR; however, the Introduction is-deficient in not allowing an immediate accurate comparison.

character of the vicinity,” is an absolutely false statement. The proposed. project is intentionally altering
the existing character of the Embarcadero’s west side. This is consistent with the goals of the Northeast
Embarcadero Study and Asian Neighborhood Design’s.A4.community vision for San Francisco’s North-
east Waterfront. This statement calls into question the criteria used by the DEIR preparer in making such

observer from a distance ~ such as Telegraph Hill —scans this section of the Waterfront and takes it in as
a whole. The observer’s view of Telegraph Hill from the Embarcadero as a pedestrian walks from Pier 24
to Pier 15 (or reverse) cannot be captured by static methods. A moving point of observation is central for
the ecological approach to visual perception. There is sufficient available technology to incorporate this in
the DEIR. - : ST SRR . , he

Pg. 1.2, AE-2: (See 2 above.) This statement is absolutely false. To “substantially alter the existing visual
character of the project site and its surroundings” is the very essence. of both the Department’s Northeas!
Embarcadero Study and the ‘Asian Neighborhood Design’s,.A Community Vision for San Francisco’s
Northeast Waterfront. e i - o - ,

Pg. 1.9& 10, TR-1, 2, 3, 4,-5,:9, 10: Thére is insufficient substantiation for the donclusion ofa Less than
Significant Impact. The cumulative impact of known future projects in the immediate vicinity, i.e. The

- Exploratorium at Piers 15 & 17; the new James R. Herman Cruise Terminal and Northeast Wharf Plaza

Project at Pier 27.while retaining Pier 35 as a secondary terminal; the revitalization of the Jefferson St.
business district; all must be taken into consideration insofar as cumulative traffic impacts are considered.
The DEIR’s analysis does not support these considerations.

Pg.1.13, GG-1: (See 5.) The same facts must be taken into consideration. - .. ; I

1
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10.

11.

Pg. 1.14, RE-3: The non-replacement of over half the ténnis courts (5) in an area and Supervisorial Dis-
trict already deficient in recreation facilities does have a substantial impact. Even though the number of
courts is small their availability fo; a major concentration of housing needs further consideration. Recrea-

“tion is a major goal of both the Port and our city as a whole.’

Pg. 1.14 & 15, SLR 1, 2, 3, 4: Inasmuch as this project is virtually at sea level, the conclusxons make little
sense and are not substamlated by actual scientific data. In both the Hunter’s Point and Treasure Island
EIR’s, the impact of sea level rise was a major consideration. The details as to the requited number of
feet above sea level, etc. are not discussed in a similar manner with this project.

> < VP, P e PNE. PR (R
Pg. 1.24, Table 1-3: Insufficient consideration and ar

nalysis is given io Aliernative C — the Public Trust
Conforming alternative. . : :

Pg. 11.20, C, Objectives of the Project Sponsor: The fourth Objective, “To increase the supply of public
underground parking to support the continued economic viability of the Ferry Building Farmer’s Market
and the retail and restaurant uses at the Ferry Building, Pier 1 and Piers 1% -5” is not a supported objec-
tive of the Project Sponsor, but is on the wish list of the Port of San Francisco. And yet in the Introduc-
tion it is stated that “The Port is not.a co-sponsor of the proposed project ...” Either they are or they
aren’t! There is no direct correlation substentiated in the DEIR between a residential (or residential and
hotel) project on the west side of the Embarcadero and the needs of the Port of San Francisco'on the east
side of the Embarcadero. If the Port of San Francisco wishes to build parking for its tenants and patrons,
it should submit such a prOJect and have it vetted. This attempt to have a pnvate enmy carry the burden
of Jusuﬁcauon is, in'my opmlom dishdnest. ,

Szm Franclsco s mterpretatxon of CEQA. reqmrements does not consuier parkmg as part of the permanent
physical environment.(Pg. IV.D 18, Parking). However, in this particular instance parking is not merely a
“social effect”, but a key factor in the project’s design, being a required objective of the Port. (See 10
above.) Nowhere in the DEIR is there consideration of the project only providing the code-required park-
ing for its own use. In my opinion, it is very doubtful if the Port would even enter into a development
agreement on Seawall Lot 351 without parking consideration. Thus, in this instance, parking must be-

- come a CEQA issue — it cannot be ignored — it is integral to the prOJect

: '12 Pg. I11.7: The proposed pro_]ect deﬁmtely oonﬂlcts with the Walerfmnt Deatgn & Access Eiemem in not

orienting the building’s entrance to the Embarcadero. The DEIR does not articulate an overriding reason
for this varience.

13. Pg IV.D, 23, Improvement Measure TR-1: Garage Signage: This is good insofar as it goes. Although it

refers to the Golden Gateway Garage, it does not incorporate a mitigation which would integrate elec-
tronic signage in all area garages together with way-finding signage directing drivers to available parking.
All present signage is minimal at best. Inasmuch as the Port is the prime motivator for Embarcadero park-

ing, it should embrace this concept into the requuements for development of Seawall Lot 351.

The above reference;, although not delvmg further into . the body of‘ the DEIR, are, I beheve sufficient to

Letter B.1

B.1.7

B.1.E

B.1.C

B.1.1(C

B.1.11

B.1.1Z

B.1.1:


WordProcessing
Line

WordProcessing
Line

WordProcessing
Line

WordProcessing
Line

WordProcessing
Line

WordProcessing
Line

WordProcessing
Line

WordProcessing
Typewritten Text
B.1.7

WordProcessing
Typewritten Text
B.1.8

WordProcessing
Typewritten Text
B.1.9

WordProcessing
Typewritten Text
B.1.10

WordProcessing
Typewritten Text
B.1.11

WordProcessing
Typewritten Text
B.1.12

WordProcessing
Typewritten Text
B.1.13


re ]Z'-aﬁ""‘( \) 21, 2011
Nﬁ'""« K e M X

San Francisco, California

SAN FRANCISCO 94105
P U R PLANNING + URBAN RESEARCH as7ere726t  Letter C.1
ASSOCIATION 415.781.7291

www.spur.org

Co-Chairs July 215[, 2011

Andy Barnes
Linda Jo Fitz

executve ovector  San Francisco Planning Commission
Gabriel Metcalf K ) .
Sroan Conter Direct 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
rban anter irector
viane Fippi  San Francisco, CA 94103

Vice Chairs
Lee Blitch
Mary McCue Dear Commissioners,
Jim Salinas, Sr.
vFaren  The San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association (SPUR) supports the [
ooeeerer adoption of the 8 Washington/Sea Wall Lot 351 Project EIR. We believe that the c11
cerotons proposed development is a significant improvement for a key intersection on the City's "
TomiquiamMoss  northern waterfront. In particular, we are impressed with the public access components
Immadiate Pest Chair of the project — the public park and landscape'd commons — and appreciate the efforts to
revsony comney | TETCOTIDECT the city streets to the waterfront with view corridors and pedestrian access.
Co-Chairs
N e seaway 8 Washington presents a unique opportunity to replace a surface parking lot and
Board Mombers private tennis club with pedestrian friendly, public.ally accessible open space, housing,
vaviaeaker @ renovated space-efficient club, ground-floor retail and much-needed underground
Memeaock  parking. Per the DEIR, all of these uses would be more consistent with the
M_b:firg; §L7ﬁ§3 surrounding area. L
IChaetla Cassiay
Charmaine Curtis
oscar beraTone  According to the DEIR, the development proposed for SWL 351 would not obstruct
“neiies boran €Xisting public or street level scenic vistas of the Bay. The DEIR states that the C1.2
normanfong proposed project would not substantially affect scenic vistas and scenic resources
P e visibility from publicly accessible areas in the project vicinity (AE-1). We agree with
fme ey this analysis. 1
Dave Hartley
Mary Huss
Lo esies SPUR supports the proposed project heights, which are appropriate for the area and fit
T ey the scale of the surrounding neighborhoods. The project sponsor has made adjustments
P orance samg  to the design and scale of the buildings, which reflect the topography of the C13
Riksunnath  surrounding hills and allow for appropriate density. Given the proximity of this project
Jans Mackenze  to much taller buildings, including the Golden Gateway, the scale of this project is
oot modest and appropriate.
e }
otary Murehy - The project is proposed for a major transit corridor. The DEIR states that 8 T
ooredPau - Washington’s proximity to transit, services, places of employment and other
poresaRea neighborhoods, would encourage residents and visitors to bicycle, walk and ride transit C14

wadeRose  nstead of making new car trips (Table IV.D-4). We support the Transportation

Victor Seeto

Buzabeth (Livby) setet Nemand Management (TDM) elements that are being provided as part of the proposed

Raphael Sperry 1
Bill Stotler prO_]eCt.
Stuart Sunshine
Michael Teitz
Wil Travis
Jeff Tumlin
Steve Vette!
Debra Walker
Brooks Walker, Hil
Cynthia Wilusz-Lovel!




Letter C.2

Calif ornia WALKS. .. advocating walkable communities for everyone

1904 Franklin St., Ste. 709

ﬂlllFD.HN!ﬂ Oakland, CA 94612
ﬂ Phone 510-292-4435
Fax 510-292-4436

m www.californiawalks.org

8 August 2011

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

Re: 8 Washington St., Draft EIR
Commissioners,

California Walks, a statewide advocacy and training non-profit corporation maintains that
the transportation element of the draft EIR for 8 Washington St. is inadequate and
unresponsive.

It makes unqualified and inaccurate statements of existing and projected conditions for
pedestrians, but these are not backed up by facts or current standards.

The transportation section section alludes to MUNI plans that MIGHT bring new or
increased transit service into the area, but then maintains that pedestrian traffic will
somehow stay the same. It wants the reader to believe that a possibility [more MUNI
service] WILL benefit the immediate area, but that somehow no more pedestrians will be
present. Somehow, this projection of possible increased MUNI service allows this draft EIR
to claim no additional plans or accommodations need be made for pedestrians.

How and why increased MUNI service won't bring in people who then walk to/ from MUNI
stops is illogical--and another example of how unreliable is this draft EIR for 8 Washington
St.

Then, on Page 1V.D.25 the draft EIR makes another statement that flies in the face of reality,
namely the claim that, because pedestrians have the right-of-way, conflicts between cars
coming out from the garage and pedestrians will be reduced.

This totally ignores the interactions between cars turning INTO the garage and pedestrians
travelling along the sidewalk. As well, it assumes no cars ever will lurk on the sidewalk,
waiting to drive down into the garage or waiting to drive off the sidewalk into the flow of
traffic.

21
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Letter C.2

Yet, if this were so, then why should they plan to put in some audible warning device, to
alert a pedestrian a car was coming out from the garage?

*Planning to include that device indicates a belief there is a need for warning pedestrians.
*Further, if pedestrians have the right-of-way, why should pedestrians have to stop? For a
pedestrian to have the right-of-way means that the CARS need to stop.

*In addition, this ignores the accessibility need for those who have no capacity to hear any
audible device.

Further, nothing is said about whether there will be a central pillar, between inbound and
outbound car traffic. That also can obscure vision--by the driver of the pedestrian who has
the right-of-way and by the pedestrians of the scofflaw driver.

Also, nothing is said about providing bright lighting to make traffic easily visually
discernable on a rainy or foggy night.

Planning to have pedestrians yield their right-of-way, by responding to an audible warning
device is made worse by allowing some people with disabilities--those who cannot hear--
to unknowingly and unnecessarily be put at risk.

The claim of little hazard to pedestrians on the sidewalk, in front of a garage cannot be
validated by looking at the injury and fatality data from SWITRS [ Statewide Integrated
Traffic Records System], which is based on the CHP's Form 555. This form is applicable
ONLY to injuries and collisions suffered IN a street, but not in a parking lot or driveway.
Injuries suffered in a driveway are not reported to nor tracked by the state; so, it's
impossible to verify any claim of safety or risk for pedestrians in a driveway, due to any
factor.

Finally, nothing is reported or calculated about how long it might take for a pedestrian to
walk across the width of this driveway. Though the Federal Highway Administration
[FHWA] now uses a walking speed of 3.5 feet per second, the California Traffic Control
Devices Committee [CTCDC] allows a walking speed of 2.8 feet per second "where seniors
are present”. That seniors are everywhere--and are especially concentrated in SF-- means
2.8 feet per second ought to be the applicable walking rate, to determine how long it takes
to walk across the driveway.

Calculating an estimate on the walking time for a pedestrian to cross the driveway is
necessary. Having an estimated walking time to cross the driveway then allows for another
simple calculation -- how much total time per hour a pedestrian will actually be in the
driveway, based on the hourly estimate for pedestrians and cars to flow through that block.

Just from this small sample of claims and plans in the transportation section of the draft

EIR, it is not reliable and not fully and properly responsive. So, if one expands this logical
analysis of incompleteness to other sections of the transportation section, it seems clear

this draft EIR needs to be re-worked.

This draft EIR for 8 Washington St. should not be accepted, because it lacks responsiveness

C22
cont'd
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Letter C.2

to currently applicable standards and is incomplete in how it analyzes matters relating to
pedestrian and transit changes.

Sincerely,

Boty Plantirold

Bob Planthold, Chair
California Walks Board of Directors
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William Hannan To nannie.turreli@sfgov.org
<whann@att.net>

08/08/2011 12:23 PM

cc david chiu <david.chiu@sfgov.org>, coaches@fogg.us

bce

Subject 8 Washington Street draft environmental impact report

Dear Ms.Turrell,

Attached is a copy of my letter to Bill Wyco commenting on the 8 Washington draft environmental in
Mr.Wyco by US mail.

Bill Hannan, president
Golden Gateway Tenants Association

comment on 8 wash DEIR.doc



Letter C.3

William E. Hannan, 111
550 Battery Street, Apt. 1512
San Francisco, CA 94111
(415) 291-0822
whann(@att.net

August 8, 2011

Bill Wyco, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for 8 Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351
Case No. 2007.0030E

Dear Mr.Wyco:

[ am president of the Golden Gateway Tenants Association. Our members live in
the Golden Gateway Center, a residential complex of 1254 units bounded by Battery,
Washington, Jackson and Drumm Streets adjacent to the proposed building site for the 8
Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351 project.

[ appreciate the work the Planning Department has done to prepare the lengthy
and informative Draft Environmental Impact Report. However, in my opinion the DEIR

is incomplete in that it lacks certain information about the two subjects identified below.

Impact of Construction Noise on Local Residents:

Figure II-2 shows the Davis Building of Golden Gateway Center, which has 440 T

residential units, is located directly across Drumm Street from the proposed construction
site, a distance of 60 feet. Page 2.19 - 2.20 states construction will last 27 — 29 months,
including 7 months of foundation work, that foundation work will include pile driving,
and that average pile length will be 130 feet. Table I — 3 declares that there will be
“significant” effects of pile driving noise on people unless mitigation measures are taken,
including pre-drilling of holes as far as soil conditions allow, and use of state of the art
muffling or shielding equipment to limit noise.

If this information is available, it would be helpful to know the following:
a) how many piles will be driven during the foundation work;

b) of those piles, how many will have holes pre-drilled, and to what depth; and

(ORCH
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Bill Wyco, Environmental Review Officer
August 8, 2011
Page 2

from a pile driver if state of the art muffling or shieiding equipment is used?

¢) how many decibels per pile strike will be generated at a distance of 100 feet/]\
C

Traffic Impact During America’s Cup Races in 2012 and 2013 and Bevond:

The 34™ America’s Cup sailing races are coming to the San Francisco waterfront
during the summer months (July, August and September) of 2012 and 2013; if the Cup is
successfully defended, the races are likely to return in future years. More than one
million four hundred thousand visitors are expected to watch the races in 2012, most of
them from positions along the waterfront, and many more than that number during the
following summer of 2013. :

Increased traffic in our area caused by America’s Cup spectators will probably
have a severe impact on the proposed 8 Washington construction process, and on the
future residents of 8 Washington if the races return in future years. Likewise, the trucks
and construction equipment involved in the 8 Washington construction project will
probably have an impact on America’s Cup spectator traffic during the summers of 2012
and 2013, when the 8 Washington construction work would presumably be underway.

A Draft Environmental Impact Report has been prepared for the America’s Cup
races that discusses anticipated traffic effects, including a note at Figure 5.6.9 that
northbound traffic on the Embarcadero will be halted on some race days, and a report at
page 5.6 — 178 that there may be an unavoidable traffic obstruction at the intersection of
Washington Street and the Embarcadero, the exact location of the 8 Washington project.
Information on these points should be usefully added to the 8 Washington final Report.

If additional information could be provided on these subjects in the final Report, it
would be appreciated by the many residents of our neighborhood who are personally
interested in this project. Thank you for your attention to this request.

Very truly yours,

William E. Hannan, I1I
President, Golden Gateway
Tenants Association

ont'd
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Bill Wyco, Environmental Review Officer
August 8, 2011

Page 3

cc: nannie.turrell@sfgov.org

cc: david.chiu@sfgov.org

cc: coaches@fogg.us
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Justin L. Allamano
Waterfront For All

August 10, 2011

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 2007.0030E 8 Washington Street Draft Environmental Impact Report
Dear Commisioners,

My name is Justin Allamano, I'm a San Francisco waterfront resident and founder of
Waterfront For All (WFA). WFA is a grassroots coalition of SF residents committed
to proactive engagement in northern waterfront activities and development - from
Fort Mason to AT&T Park.

The Embarcadero has the potential to be one of the world's great boulevards,
framing a vibrant, open waterfront. First and foremost we must make better use of
the seawall lots that are currently surface parking lots. We should encourage land
uses that serve as a transition between the bay and the rest of the city. Ideally, these
uses would promote an active and publicly accessible waterfront.

We have reviewed the 8 Washington DEIR and are convinced that there are no
impacts that outweigh the benefits of the project. The project is a meaningful
opportunity to replace one of the surface parking lots and the infamous green tennis
wall with pedestrian friendly, publicly accessible open space, ground-floor activity
and density along one of our major transit thoroughfares. Given the number of
public and private recreation facilities in the area, we think that the DEIR
adequately addresses any loss of recreation and agree that this impact would be
insignificant given the fact that the project seeks to incorporate a new club into its
design.

As for the project heights, WFA thinks the heights are appropriate for the area. In
fact, slightly higher project heights would also be appropriate given the proximity of
significantly taller buildings, such as the Golden Gateway and Embarcadero Center.

Additionally, WFA agrees with the DEIR’s conclusion regarding transportation and
thinks that this project will improve and enlivened the pedestrian experience near
the intersection of Washington and Embarcadero.

WFA agrees that the proposed project will have a less than significant impact on
scenic resources. Views of Coit Tower are currently obscured at various times when
walking from the Ferry Building. These views are episodic and pleasant.

C41l
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Justin L. Allamano
Waterfront For All

In short, WFA believes the DEIR is adequate, accurate and complete. We appreciate
this opportunity to support a smart development that will hopefully serve as a
catalyst for future surface parking lot reuse.

C4.1
cont'd

Regards,

&

ustin Allamano
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August 11, 2011

Ms. Nannie Turrell

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
8 Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351 Project

Dear Ms. Turrell:

As Chair, Friends of Golden Gateway (FOGG) representing over 2700 supporters, | find
the above DEIR to be fatally flawed. It contains many misrepresentations of fact,
omissions and does not deserve to be considered for approval by the Planning
Commission...

The consultants who prepared the DEIR did not seem to understand or cared to ignore
the needs and concerns of the local community and the neighborhood that would be
most directly impacted by this study.

For clarity and brevity | wish to discuss particular issues of concern under the
Recreation (H) section.

The first sentence states The NOP/Initial Study prepared for the proposed project
(included in Appendix A to this EIR) concluded that potential impacts to
recreation would be less than significant.

This could not be further from the truth. How can one close down a recreational facility
for three years to construct a millionaires 165 condominium high rise complex, and 420
underground parking garages for possibly 330 residents. Then reopen the recreational
facility with 52% less open recreational space, replacing over 2200 members who
represent an important part of the City's residential middle class families, their children,
seniors and individuals throughout the Bay area (not including 2500 guests each year,
and 700 youngsters who attend Summer Kids Camp for 12 weeks each summer), and
say “that potential impacts to recreation would be less than significant.” It is total
arrogance.

How long would it take before the millionaire residents of the luxury condominiums insist-

Cs.1

Tc5.2a

(C.5.2b

that they be given high priority to the remaining outdoor recreational facilities, .
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And shut out many of the few remaining members who could not afford what we believe
would be an increased dues structure.

C.5.2b
cont'd.

To suggest that the present members can find other venues for their recreational - C.5.2¢c

activities is really insulting to our member’s intelligence Facts do not bear out that other

NS Uy P

recreational facilities are easily reached, readily availabie, or not dll&:duy overcrowded.

Facts are that the Golden Gateway Tennis & Swim Club is open 364 days (It is closed
on Christmas day), and open 12-to 14 hours every day.

We live in one of the most densely populated areas in the City, with a large proportion of
retired seniors., many who live at the Gateway (formerly the Golden Gateway Center), a

‘e H nt it A
rent controlled project originally constructed in thc 1960’s with the proviso that it would

include an active recreational area, now occupied and managed by the Golden
Gateway Tennis & Swim Club, serving not only its neighbors but many throughout the
Bay area.

(C.5.2d

A good number of the seniors from the Gateway and neighboring community use the C.5.2e

facilities on a daily basis. Some come in their scooters, wheel chairs and walkers to
work out in the Aqua Fit program offered Monday through Saturday, at no charge, in
the morning and evening on alternate days. Others still do lap swimming and play
tennis.

The EIR does not offer any explanation as to how these seniors would find alternative | C.5.2f

venues for these important physical activities, or how they would be transported.

It is insulting to say the least that they could wait 3 years while construction goes on
before they could return as members of the Club, if they are still with us, and could
afford what will be a limited membership.

| am focusing mainly on the swimming element of the recreational center as others are "C 5.29

directing their comments to the tennis program.

There is hardly any mention that the two present swimming pools, located at ground
level, with an expansive grass open area for family gatherings, receptions, picnics,
barbeques, and fund raising events for community groups will disappear and be
relocated on top of the proposed athletic club building.

This building will be located next to the Embarcadero roadway and the proposed open
pools on the roof top will be vulnerable to all the traffic noise, air pollution and winds that
are the norm along this heavily traveled roadway.
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To say as the EIR does “there would be no significant negative changes to these
facilities” is so totally incorrect and misleading that it is difficult to respond to such lack
of interest in what is definitely a QUALITY OF LIFE AND HEALTH issue.

We don't dispute that there are roof top pools, but they are mostly located on hotels and
resort buildings where the traffic and swimmers are minimal. Here we are talking about
hundreds of daily swimmers and Aqua Fit members arriving for their exercise, lessons,
physical rehabilitations and social gatherings.

To reach the proposed roof pools how does one ingress and egress the roof top? Are
there stairs and or elevators, inside or on the outside? Will swimmers have to walk
through the gym and exercise rooms to the disturbance to those working out? Will
swimmers have to shower and change downstairs or upstairs? These are just a few of
the unanswered questions that require an honest response from those who prepared
this flawed EIR.

Under the section IMPACT EVALUATION (IV.H.9) the EIR states that the summer Kids
Camp would still be operating at “full capacity.” How can that be when the outdoor
recreational area would be reduced by over 50% with 5 less tennis courts, loss of the
1/2 basketball court and 2 swimming pools on a roof.

It is obvious that the consultants who wrote this EIR have no idea what the negative
impact would be on the closing of the GGT&SC on the Kids Camp program. They did
not study the impact of the loss of five outdoor tennis courts where the youngsters meet
on one or two tennis courts in the morning and % basketball court for activities important
in their introduction to the physical and creative programs they will participate in during
the day filled with physical activities (swimming and tennis lessons), and a number of
creative educational projects.

By reducing the tennis courts from 9 to 4 as proposed in the EIR, and the Kids Camp
use of one or two of the courts at times during the day there would only be two courts
available for tennis in the summer after construction.. Where is the benefit to the
members in that.

The summer Kids Camp has been operating for 15 years with an average of 700 young
people for 15 years over a 12 week summer period. — Do the math — it means that
thousand of youngsters have had the opportunity to enjoy and participate in a creative
and physical experience that no other recreational facility provides in the City, and the
developer wants to reduce and end this program to build 165 pied-a-tiers for their own
profit.

Where is the equitable trade-off?

C.5.2¢
cont'd.
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It important to note that a number of Kids Camp participants go on to become well
trained counselors and instructors as they wish to pay back their previous experience at
Kids Camp. '

We must also add that FOGG began a scholarship program for youngsters from
Chinatown’s low income housing projects last year so that they could enjoy this cne of a
kind Kids Camp. Thanks to donations from FOGG supporters we succeeded in
underwriting a number of the young ones. '

This year FOGG with the cooperation of GGT&SC management we were able to double
the number of participants, and added a few youngsters south of Market Street. We
plan on continuing this outreach program for many years to come.

Youngsters are fed a lunch, and if there is a need for a special diet it is taken care of. E
very Friday during summer Kids Camp there is a barbeque that the parents are invited
to attend.

The use of the present ground level swimming pools provide easy access for the Kids
Camp programs, under the careful and watchful eyes of the instructors, and provide a
security that would not be available on a roof top setting.

More important would be the serious concerns for the negative environmental impact of
using a roof top facility that is directly parallel to the Embarcadero roadway This EIR
review does not show a study that reflects the obvious need to review air pollution,
traffic noise or wind factors on an open deck next to the Embarcadero roadway. Parents
would rightfully be concerned as to the health hazards their youngsters wouid
encounter.

In conclusion we can only reiterate that this EIR is flawed and totally unreliable L

The NO PROJECT is the only acceptable alternative assuring'that the Community’s

community, but for those throughout the City and Bay Area who enjoy and share in this
family orientated oasis.

The AND “A COMMUNITY VISION FOR SAN FRANCISCO’S NORTHEAST
CORRIDOR,” that has been presented to the San Francisco Planning Commission
should become operative and implemented as the real alternative to this flawed DEIR.

We look forward to your response after reviewing our critique.

Ne.5.2g

cont'd.

C.5.3a

C.5.3b



Lee Radner

Chair, Friends of Golden Gateway
405 Davis Ct. #703

San Francisco, CA 94111
415-986-2896

415-830-4227 (cell)
leeradner@comcast.net

cc: David Chiu

Board President & District 3 Supervisor
City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlettt Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
david.chiu@sfgov.org

coaches@foqq.us

Attachments:

Letters from Mayor/Senator Diane Feinstein

Letter from John Rumsey

Kids Camp Brochure

Letters from Kids Camp Participants (Chinatown Housing)

—A —
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The Barbary Coast Neighborhood Association

Comments On The 8 Washington/Seawall Lot 351 Draft Environmental Impact Report
Case No. 2007.0030E

Introduction

As the local neighborhood association that is MOST affected by the proposed development of 8
Washington and Seawall Lot 351, we hereby submit the following comments on the Draft Environmental

Impact Report dated June 15, 2011.

First, a foundational objection: When Supervisor David Chiu convinced the Port and the Planning |

Department to undertake a special study of our area--the NE Embarcadero Study--the 5,000 residents
and business that comprise the Barbary Coast had high hopes. But we were disappointed at the
outcome. The NE Embarcadero Study does not represent a consensus of the community. It appears to
be a design study primarily aimed at justifying the subject of this draft EIR. The study lacked details
concerning the other Seawall Lots, and basically sets up a continuation of the one-lot-at-a-time

development fights that plague our City./Since the process was faulty, we believe that the only option
that makes sense for the City of San Francisco is ALTERNATIVE A - NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.

Specific Objections

C6.1l

C.6.2

LU-2: The proposed project would not have a
substantial impact on the existing character of
the vicinity.

Loss of recreation: This conclusion is defective due
to the fact that the 8 Washington project will
forever decimate an important outdoor
recreational facility that was created part-and-
parcel with the Redevelopment Agency’s
Embarcadero Center/Gateway project. What
more impact could a development have than to
cut the legs out from under an honor-bound
compact made between the developers and the
future tenants of the rent-controlled Gateway
apartment building? This loss is not mitigated by a
“partial” tennis and swim club, which will likely
only be available to the wealthy and typically part-
time resident owners of 8 Washington luxury
condos. A better approach: ALTERNATIVE A - NO
PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.

C.6.3

LU-2: The proposed project would not have a

Unneeded garage spaces and additional auto
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substantial impact on the existing character of
the vicinity. (Continued)

traffic: What would have more impact on an area
than a massive underground parking garage with
hundreds of new automobiles traversing an
already grid-locked series of intersections along
the Embarcadero? The EIR ignores the true
impacts of additional parking, automobiles, and
the tossing away of San Francisco’s Transit First
policies.

A better approach: ALTERNATIVE A - NO PROJECT
ALTERNATIVE.

AE-1: The proposed project would not
substantially affect scenic vistas and scenic
resources visible from publicly accessible areas in
the project vicinity.

Loss of iconic views: If 8 Washington is built, a
walk out of the Ferry Building North on the
Embarcadero will never be the same. Instead of
the quintessential San Francisco vista of Telegraph
Hill and Coit Tower, visitors and residents will see
another bulky condo building that will create a
wall between our most important City Boulevard
and the views up to the Telegraph Hill
neighborhoods.

A better approach: ALTERNATIVE A - NO PROJECT
ALTERNATIVE.

TR-1: The proposed project would not result in
significant transportation impacts in the
proposed project vicinity due to vehicle traffic.

To claim that an enormous underground parking
garage, built primarily to aid in the developer’s
leasing activities at Piers 1%, 3 and 5, will have no
traffic impact, is truly faulty. The developer’s
“traffic studies” are flawed and based on
unrealistic trip counts and extremely dated traffic
analysis. The EIR’s traffic counts are based on
2007 numbers, fully four years ago. As anyone
who lives or works on the Embarcadero can testify,
the amount of traffic in this neighborhood has
increased substantially in recent years, due to
rental of Pier buildings, added restaurants,
increased Ferry Building activity and sell-outs for
every San Francisco Giants baseball game in 2011.
The EIR is inadequate by this measure alone.

A better approach: ALTERNATIVE A - NO PROJECT
ALTERNATIVE.

TR-3: The proposed project would not result in
significant impacts to pedestrians in the proposed
project vicinity.

It is already quite difficult to cross the
Embarcadero due to the steady streams of both
north and south bound traffic. Itis counter-
intuitive to believe that a huge parking garage with
420 spaces will not affect the safety and walking
paths of pedestrians. The proposed garage has
only one entrance, and cars will be backed up on
Washington to both Drumm and Embarcadero on
a routine basis, BCNA believes.

A better approach: ALTERNATIVE A - NO PROJECT

C.6.4

cont'd

C.6.5

C.6.6

C.6.7
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ALTERNATIVE.

TR-5: The proposed project would not result in a
significant impact related to an increase in the
number of vehicles parking in the project vicinity.

A $40 million, 420-car underground garage built
below sea level will create big problems for our
neighborhood transit/traffic/pedestrians. Table
IV.D-3 ( IV.D.15) shows there are 459 off street
parking spaces currently available adjacent to the
project eliminating the need for this superfluous
underground garage at 8 Washington.

A better approach: ALTERNATIVE A - NO PROJECT
ALTERNATIVE.

Additional Response to TR-1 through TR-10.

The concept of making parking easier and
encouraging more cars in one of the most
congested areas of San Francisco flies in the face
of everything that our City’s leaders have been
emphasizing for nearly two decades. We adopted
a policy known as “Transit First.” It was a
precursor to similar policies instituted around the
country. Now, one developer seeks to ignore this
important policy by building a parking garage that
not only is obscenely excessive in its capacity, but
one that clearly primarily benefits his own self-
interest in leasing commercial space at his Piers 1
%, 3 and 5 buildings. It is important to note how
the rest of the world is looking at the automobile.
The following is an article that appeared in the
June 28, 2011 edition of the New York Times. We
place this article into our comments because of its
pertinence.

ZURICH — While American cities are synchronizing
green lights to improve traffic flow and offering
apps to help drivers find parking, many European
cities are doing the opposite: creating
environments openly hostile to cars. The methods
vary, but the mission is clear — to make car use
expensive and just plain miserable enough to tilt
drivers toward more environmentally friendly
modes of transportation.

Cities including Vienna to Munich and Copenhagen
have closed vast swaths of streets to car traffic.
Barcelona and Paris have had car lanes eroded by
popular bike-sharing programs. Drivers in London
and Stockholm pay hefty congestion charges just
for entering the heart of the city. And over the past
two years, dozens of German cities have joined a
national network of “environmental zones” where
only cars with low carbon dioxide emissions may
enter.

Likeminded cities welcome new shopping malls and

C.6.8

C.6.9
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apartment buildings but severely restrict the
allowable number of parking spaces. On-street
parking is vanishing. In recent years, even former
car capitals like Munich have evolved into
“walkers’ paradises,” said Lee Schipper, a senior
research engineer at Stanford University who
specializes in sustainable transportation.

“In the United States, there has been much more of
a tendency to adapt cities to accommodate
driving,” said Peder Jensen, head of the Energy and
Transport Group at the European Environment
Agency. “Here there has been more movement to
make cities more livable for people, to get cities
relatively free of cars.”

To that end, the municipal Traffic Planning
Department here in Zurich has been working
overtime in recent years to torment drivers. Closely
spaced red lights have been added on roads into
town, causing delays and angst for commuters.
Pedestrian underpasses that once allowed traffic
to flow freely across major intersections have been
removed. Operators in the city’s ever expanding
tram system can turn traffic lights in their favor as
they approach, forcing cars to halt.

Around Léwenplatz, one of Zurich’s busiest
squares, cars are now banned on many blocks.
Where permitted, their speed is limited to a snail’s
pace so that crosswalks and crossing signs can be
removed entirely, giving people on foot the right to
cross anywhere they like at any time.

As he stood watching a few cars inch through a
mass of bicycles and pedestrians, the city’s chief
traffic planner, Andy Fellmann, smiled. “Driving is a
stop-and-go experience,” he said. “That’s what we
like! Our goal is to reconquer public space for
pedestrians, not to make it easy for drivers.”

While some American cities — notably San
Francisco, which has “pedestrianized” parts of
Market Street — have made similar efforts, they
are still the exception in the United States, where it
has been difficult to get people to imagine a life
where cars are not entrenched, Dr. Schipper said.
Europe’s cities generally have stronger incentives
to act. Built for the most part before the advent of
cars, their narrow roads are poor at handling
heavy traffic. Public transportation is generally
better in Europe than in the United States, and gas
often costs over $8 a gallon, contributing to driving

C.6.9
cont'd
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costs that are two to three times greater per mile
than in the United States, Dr. Schipper said.

What is more, European Union countries probably
cannot meet a commitment under the Kyoto
Protocol to reduce their carbon dioxide emissions
unless they curb driving. The United States never
ratified that pact.

Globally, emissions from transportation continue a
relentless rise, with half of them coming from
personal cars. Yet an important impulse behind
Europe’s traffic reforms will be familiar to mayors
in Los Angeles and Vienna alike: to make cities
more inviting, with cleaner air and less traffic.
Michael Kodransky, global research manager at
the Institute for Transportation and Development
Policy in New York, which works with cities to
reduce transport emissions, said that Europe was
previously “on the same trajectory as the United
States, with more people wanting to own more
cars.” But in the past decade, there had been “a
conscious shift in thinking, and firm policy,” he
said. And it is having an effect.

After two decades of car ownership, Hans Von
Matt, 52, who works in the insurance industry, sold
his vehicle and now gets around Zurich by tram or
bicycle, using a car-sharing service for trips out of
the city. Carless households have increased from
40 to 45 percent in the last decade, and car owners
use their vehicles less, city statistics show.

TR-5: The proposed project would not result in a
significant impact related to an increase in the
number of vehicles parking in the project vicinity.

Buyers who purchase $2-10 million dollar
condominiums have “people” who attend to
their needs. The EIR makes no mention of dry
cleaning deliveries, plant watering services,
catering trucks, pet care services, massage
technicians, maids, cleaning services, and
dozens of other service people who will be
going in and out of the area and the garage.

A better approach: ALTERNATIVE A - NO PROJECT
ALTERNATIVE.

C.6.9
cont'd

C.6.10

TR-7: The proposed project would not impair
emergency vehicle access near the project site.

With a 420-space parking garage entrance/exit and
Washington, emergency vehicles could be
impeded by cars backed up waiting for pedestrians
to cross the entrance, and contribute to even
worse gridlock on the Embarcadero.

A better approach: ALTERNATIVE A - NO PROJECT
ALTERNATIVE.

C.6.11
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TR-8: Construction of the proposed project would
not cause a significant increase in traffic near the
project site.

Another specious and erroneous conclusion: How
can a 420-car underground parking garage with
limited ingress and egress NOT cause a significant
increase in traffic in the Barbary Coast
Neighborhood?

A better approach: ALTERNATIVE A - NO PROJECT
ALTERNATIVE.

AQ-2: The proposed project would not result in
significant impacts related to fugitive dust
resulting from project construction activities.

With a possible year-long pile-driving undertaking,
the amount of dust emitted directly into the
ventilation systems of both The Gateway and the
Commons condominiums will be substantial in our
view. The developer’s conclusion is hopelessly
inadequate.

A better approach: ALTERNATIVE A - NO PROJECT
ALTERNATIVE.

AQ-3: Construction of the proposed project
would expose sensitive receptors to substantial
levels of PM2.5 and other TACs, including DPM.

There are a significant number of senior citizens
with health issues at both The Gateway and the
Commons condominiums. The mitigation
measures proposed by the developer are
inadequate and according to the DEIR,
“infeasible.”

A better approach: ALTERNATIVE A - NO PROJECT
ALTERNATIVE.

SLR-3: The proposed project would expose people
or structures to increased risk of flooding due to
climate-induced sea level rise.

Mitigate proposed inadequate.
A better approach: ALTERNATIVE A - NO PROJECT
ALTERNATIVE.

NOISE: The proposed project would expose
persons to pile driving noise during foundation
construction

Mitigate proposed inadequate.
A better approach: ALTERNATIVE A - NO PROJECT
ALTERNATIVE.

Pg 11.14 Housing Impacts

Who is actually proposing to develop 8
Washington? How much will the units cost? Our
estimates place their cost at about $2 million per
unit, but the sales prices will be much higher. How
can public officials ascertain the sustainability of
this project or its real impact on transit, when
these facts are not in the DEIR?

In addition, what proof has the developer offered
that the 8 Washington project will actually be
built, as opposed to simply selling off the
entitlements to the project? Who are the real
parties-in-interest within San Francisco Waterfront
Partners II? We believe this is crucial to properly
evaluate the Final EIR.

A better approach: ALTERNATIVE A - NO PROJECT
ALTERNATIVE.

Public Trust Issues

The 8 Washington development proposes to swap

C.6.12
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Seawall Lot 351 for a small triangle of unused land
at the Northern portion of the Golden Gate
Recreation Facility. This swap has no public
benefit and is simply a work-around to meet a
developer’s wishes. The DEIR is incomplete and
deficient on this subject.

A better approach: ALTERNATIVE A - NO PROJECT
ALTERNATIVE.

America’s Cup Impact

The DEIR is deficient with regard to the recognition
that the San Francisco waterfront will be hosting
one of the biggest events in its history at the same
time the developers plan to demolish and pile-
drive.

There is little recognition of the America’s Cup in
the 8 Washington DEIR. In fact, it ighores the fact
that the City has signed a contract with America’s
Cup that says specifically, “The City will use all
lawful means to restrict noise and debris-
generating activities on public works and large
private construction projects in areas reasonably
proximate to the Event during the America's Cup
World Series Pre-regattas and the Regatta.” The
Port’s Seawall Lot 351 is City property.

There should be no construction permitted during
the America’s Cup events, and a better approach
would be ALTERNATIVE A - NO PROJECT
ALTERNATIVE.

Loss of Active Recreation

It is a misnomer to call the Golden Gate Tennis and
Swim Club a “private” facility. Itis private in the
same way the YMCA is private... very modest dues,
open to anyone and everyone, with fees covering
the basic operation and maintenance of the
recreation amenities. With today’s SF Recreation
and Parks budget problems, even if the Golden
Gateway recreation facility became “public,” it
would have no resources for operation, and fees
would have to be charged to play tennis or swim.
How would this be any different from today’s
“private” scenario? The developer is trying to
paint this modest family facility as a “country
club.” Ironically, it will only be exclusive and
limiting if the developer builds “his” version of a
recreation club and ends up with millionaire condo
owners as the only people who can use the faculty.
The best way to maintain this important recreation
facility for San Francisco is to move toward
ALTERNATIVE A - NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.

C.6.18
cont'd
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Neighborhood “Community Vision” Plan

The SF Planning Department Northeast
Embarcadero Study referenced in the DEIR does
not represent a consensus of the community. As
an alternative, the BCNA and nearly a dozen other
neighborhood groups and individuals financed and
created a Community Vision Plan that is far more
citizen-based and provides a blueprint for
development of all the Seawall Lots, not just 351.
By adopting the Vision Plan, the Planning
Commission could avoid the “one-at-a-time”
development battles that paralyze this City.

C.6.21
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SIERRA CLUB
SAN FRANCISCO GROUP

85 Second Street, Box SFG, San Francisco, CA
August 12, 2011

Bill Wyko, Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department, FAX 558-6409
1660 Mission Street

San Francisco CA 94103-2414

Re: Washington DEIR Case No. 2007.0030E
Dear Mr. Wycko,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject DEIR. The Sierra Club
appreciates your electronic publishing of the DEIR to save printing and mailing cost.
However, we strongly suggest that your website increase the number of separate items
available for individual downloading to be the same as the book marks (which work
nicely) rather than by volumes. This would allow commenters to download and study the
project in small pieces similar to opening a whole volume. I first look at the summary
including the covering letter and Table of Contents. Then I read the chapter of major
interest followed by the Appendixes, if necessary; and then back to the chapters when I
start writing. I would use your book marks instead of scrap paper tabs in the entire
volume with my written comments in the margins. I could write my comments on paper
as I first read and then I could easily go back.

Sierra Club comments are as follows:

This EIR shows a need for a change in the way that an EIR analyzes transportation
issues.

The EIR should have considered the uses that the Port/City might have for funds from a
higher land price that did not require the supply of so much subsidized parking. An EIR
is supposed to provide information on impacts for the public and approving levels of
government. In the same way that a public transportation project shows capital and
operating cost per rider a private public partnership parking project should show the
capital cost to the Port (reduced selling price of the land) and the subsidy to drivers
resulting from the reduced price of parking.

The EIR should have studied the above and the impacts of a zero or reduced parking
alternative for the following reasons:

1) The parking section of the study as usual includes the excellent generality that parking |

is not an environmental impact but a social need that people adjust to. The study then
counts nearby parking spaces and shows a utilization of 90% as if that shows a need for
more parking. What 90% utilization shows are utilization levels as a product of a pricing

C71
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policy by private and City owned garages. This is also the policy of the SFMTA,
SFparks, to set curbside parking meter fees to produce a utilization rate of 85-90%. This
maximizes income, for a garage owner or Muni, while assuring drivers that they will
easily find a parking space. A developer provides close by parking not because parking is
needed but because this is felt to be good for project businesses and more parking
moderates the price of other nearby parking. This is considered to be a necessity for
housing and businesses even though SF demonstrates that this is not so. However, for the
City the additional parking reduces parking fee and tax income to Muni and puts
additional traffic on the streets which impacts transit and deliveries, both essential for a
prosperous San Francisco.

2) This EIR, like many others, also includes a map showing all of all of the nearby transit
lines and then goes on to discuss the need, or not, for more transit service. A need for
additional transit may be an environmental impact in other areas but in San Francisco
increased utilization of transit is merely the expected outcome of good planning and
providing for this use is a requirement of the City Charter.

3) This EIR’s section on LOS shows no adverse impacts on nearby intersections in 2030.
This is not an attribute of this project but a product of years of: good planning; less
parking and more available transit. These are features which this project should
contribute to not just benefit from. However, this finding is questionable because the
Central Subway EIR, for a project less than a mile away, included increased congestion
levels, in 2030, which increased surface transit running time by 70% compared to the
current travel slow travel times. The Central Subway EIR did not include future LOS
data because an underground transit project doesn’t impact LOS.

4) During the planning process for the South of Market the planning Department
produced a excellent paper which showed that only 0.5 spaces per housing unit would be
adequate.

5) Professor Donald Shoup, in the High Cost of Free Parking, shows how minimum
parking requirements were established as a method to preserve the free or low cost
parking for existing businesses or residents of an area. Now this amount of parking is
considered to be a “necessity”. The last thirty years of San Francisco history show that
less parking does not limit prosperity but congestion will.

6) San Francisco studied and found that an under park garage, adjacent to this project,
proposed to meet the “needs” of Ferry Building businesses was financially infeasible,
even though the land was “free”. It seems that this garage becomes feasible only because
Port land was provided at a reduced price, less than the maximum obtainable from the
site and views, in order for the project to provide Port parking. Meanwhile the businesses
in the Ferry Building prosper with minimal day time parking supply. The EIR also shows
only 50% utilization of nearby parking facilities in the evening which shows that most of
the area parking is used as long term parking for commuters, which is counter to City

policy.

7) San Francisco has to comply with the reduced driving requirements of AB 32 and SB
375 and every project should also comply.

C.7.3,
cont'd
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The EIR should have included a more practical alternative to reduce the maximum
height. The project is proposed for an area with historical and ordinance height C74
limitations. The project has the good feature of mixed use with commercial below
housing and roof top pools over an exercise facility. We suggest that the excessive
height of portions of the project and shadows on park land, can be reduced or the number
of housing units increased with better cooperation between the developer and the tennis
club by including housing as the mixed use for the tennis courts and pool and that this
alternative should been studied.

Very truly yours,

Howard Strassner, Emeritus Chair Transportation Committee
419 Vicente, San Francisco CA 94116, 661-8786, (h,w)
email: ruthow(@dslextreme.com



Letter C.8
SUE C. HESTOR

Attorney at Law

870 Market Street, Suite 1128 - San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 362-2778 - FAX (415) 362-8048

August 15, 2011

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department

1650 Mission Street 4" fl

San Francisco CA 94103

COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
2007.0030E - 8 Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351 Project

Dear Mr. Wycko:
These comments are submitted on behalf of Friends of Golden Gateway (FOGG).

State Lands Commission Role

Because a key part of the site is located on Seawall Lot 351, which is under the Public Trust, State Lands
Commission approval is necessary for this project to go forward. DEIR I1.24. As a state agency they will
consider information in the EIR as part of their review and approval process. But the State Lands
Commission is not listed in the DEIR text as a body that was consulted in the preparation of the EIR, nor
are they on the list of Persons Consulted on DEIR Preparation. VII 1-3.

The sponsor proposes a land swap so that majority of SWL 351, which will be developed as housing
(NOT an allowable use under the Public Trust -1I-5) will be swapped for other portions of the 8
Washington site. 1ll-11. Please confirm that PWP and the Port are not considering state legislation to
remove the trust. What discussions have been held between the Port, the City and/or any
aspect/agent of project sponsor with State Lands regarding a potential swap of land?

Please provide a map/plan showing the proposed land swap area (similar to Figure 1I-8 - Proposed
Ground Floor Plan) delineating (a) the area of SWL 351 proposed to be relieved of the Public Trust via a
Public Trust Exchange Agreement (p. 11.23) and (b) the open space and restaurant use areas proposed
to have the public trust imposed on them. Are the spaces those described on 11.18 (Jackson Common,
Pacific Avenue Park, Drumm pedestrian walk) shown on I.6 the ones to have the public trust applied
to them? Are there any easements that benefit the buildings adjacent to the Drumm pedestrian area
that would affect transfer of Drumm? Apply the shadow analysis in IV.G (and also any wind analysis -
yet to be done) to the proposed areas - so that State Lands can determine the quality of the new area
under the public trust. Does so-called “private” recreational use (e.g. the tennis courts) meet the
public benefit standards of the public trust?

Please note the State Lands Commission requirement that the value of the site acquired be equal to or
of greater value that the land encumbered by the Public Trust. (I11.10)

Cs8.1
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Distorted history of Redevelopment of Golden Gateway

The Golden Gateway Redevelopment area was created as a PLANNED COMMUNITY. The DEIR
assiduously avoids that term, e.g. in the description of existing uses on p. lI-1, and in its evaluation of
the land Use changes on IV.A.1-11, because the proposed project is an assault on the recreation
amenities which were intentionally designed to be an integral part of services for the middle-income
renters (mostly in apartment towers) of that community.

The PLANNED COMMUNITY was intended to provide housing for middle class residents - not ultra
luxury housing for wealthy persons. The project was financed by the FHA and there was real focus on
keeping the Golden Gateway affordable to middle class persons. Community facilities - what
eventually became the Tennis and Swim Club - were emphasized to serve that population.

The proposed shift decimates the community facility designed to serve a middle-income population so
that luxury “housing” can be provided for an extremely wealthy population. This goes against the
avowed intention of developing Golden Gateway as it is set out in Redevelopment AND PLANNING
DEPARTMENT files.

In 1960 the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency solicited development proposals for the Golden
Gateway Redevelopment area. Perini Land and Development Company submitted a proposal and was
awarded the site. The Agency’s Architectural Advisory Panel, which reviewed their proposal as a whole
and noted that it included a park and recreational facilities.” In a pre-award conference between
Redevelopment and Perini, Perini indicated it would conduct studies on the need for community and
recreational facilities.? Several weeks later Perini sweetened its offer by guaranteeing $1 million for
community facilities and guaranteeing their maintenance.®> Redevelopment authorized acceptance of
Perini’s offer in reliance on the terms of the 9/22/60 letter and others.” It publicly announced the
selection of Perini, reciting the addition of a term mandating $1 million to be invested by Perini is
community facilities to be maintained at developer’s expense “at a level in keeping with the quality of
the entire project.””> The community and recreational facilities were not designed to be a for-profit
facilities.

The details of those community facilities were worked out in the following months. The community
facilities were to be operated on a non-profit basis, e.g tennis courts, playground.® Perini immediately
asked to be relieved of some parking requirements so that the community facilities (educational,
athletic, cultural are listed possibilities) could be integrated into the planned community.” In order to
get FHA financing for the Golden Gateway housing at the level Perini desired, it was advisable to
“include permanent-type amenities [which] will appraised favorably for additional allowances if they

! 8/1/60 Architectural Advisory Panel, Evaluation Report, Redevelopment of the Golden Gateway
2 8/30/60 Memo of M Justin Herman on Perini Proposal-Golden Gateway

%9/22/60 letter Perini to SF Redevelopment Agency

*10/5/66 SF Redevelopment Agency Resolution 2129

> 10/566 SF Redevelopment Press Release

®12/12/60 Letter Perini to Redevelopment Agency

712/16/60 Redevelopment Planning Division Memo to File

C.8.2a
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enhance the project and the security of the mortgage.”® The Agency set about nailing down the nature
of the $1 million allocation for community facilities.” The list included potential gymnasium facilities,
squash courts, handball and badminton courts, swimming pools, tennis courts.”® To increase the
financial viability of the project with the community facilities Perini went to the Agency and asked for
an amendment to allow more commercial spaces. The Agency was concerned that the apartments
were becoming “too much of a luxury product” and insisted that the community facilities were
“essential elements in the design and essential elements in the award to Perini.”*! Provision of
Community Facilities were noted as integral to the land disposition agreement - the obligation exists
independent of whether it is included in FHA financing.*?

Perini then sought relief from the PLANNING DEPARTMENT by filing for a Conditional Use/Planned Unit
Development to be allowed to increase the amount of commercial shopping area. The application is
based in part on the Golden Gateway as a planned community and recites that “generous areas for
both active and passive recreation will be provided.” > The Planning Commission approved a PUD to
increase the shopping area on 8/2/62 contingent on conformity with the Redevelopment Plan for the
Golden Gateway.'* Again that Plan required the provision of $1 million in community facilities.

The Disposition Agreement with Perini was amended on 8/27/62 specifying that the community
facilities to be developed were of a permanent nature.” A variance application was filed with the
Planning Department to reduce the amount of required parking in the second phase of the project
because of excessive costs of building parking in this “totally planned community” due to the high
water table. “The basements of the parking structures are from 4’ to 7’ below the water level.*®

The Zoning Administrator granted a parking variance on 10/7/64 citing that Golden Gateway is a self-
contained community with a high water table that makes construction of underground parking
expensive. In granting the variance the Zoning Administrator cites that open space for landscaping and
outdoor recreation are key to the livability for the residents.!” Once the parking variance was
granted, land in the Golden Gateway became available for other uses® and Perini was able to take
down another development parcel.’® The variance had dollar value to the developer. The Golden
Gateway went to the RHA on 10/14/66 and recited anew their commitment (and obligation) to
proceed on developing community facilities, specifically community swim and recreation facilities.?
Redevelopment requested clarification of the location of the “most appropriate” tennis facility and

1/5/61 Meeting Summary between FHA, and Perini re Golden Gateway financing
°3/21/61 Agency memo to M Justin Herman

193/28/61 Internal Redevelopment Memo on Golden Gateway Disposition Agreement

1 5/26/61 Internal Redevelopment Memo of meeting between M Justin Herman and Perini
210/13/61 Agency letter to Perini attached to 10/18/61 notes of M Justin Herman meeting
B 7/10/62 Planning Department Conditional Use Application for shopping center

%8/2/62 Planning Commission Resolution No. 5569

> 8/27/62 Agreement for Disposition of Land for Private Developer, see p. 25

16 7/3/63 Golden Gateway letter to Zoning Administrator

'710/7/64 Variance VZ64.42 and VZ63.39

'8 10/7/64 Planning Department letter to Golden Gateway

% 10/16/64 Deed from Redevelopment Agency to Golden Gateway Center

2% 10/14/66 Golden Gateway letter w/funding application to FHA

C.8.2a
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swimming club and their permanent nature.”! Golden Gateway responded the tennis club would be
located (at the current site) east of Drumm Street.”? Construction of the tennis and swim club were
complete on 10/24/68.%2

Redevelopment revisited the continuing obligation of Golden Gateway to spend $1 million for
community facilities, “a first rate club,”** and reviewed the amount of money expended on those
facilities. As of 6/30/72 only $652,801 of the required $1 million had been spent to develop a health
club, a tennis club and a swimming club.?® The Agency replied to questions Golden Gateway Center
posed on relocation of the swimming club and reminded Perini that the community facilities were to
be of a PERMANENT NATURE.”

One of San Francisco’s first Environmental Impact Reports (17 pages plus exhibits) was issued on
11/14/72 for development of Golden Gateway Center Phase lll, including shopping, health and
RECREATION FACILITIES.?” This is the 5 block area (AB 167, 168, 169, 170, 171) currently known as
Golden Gateway Commons AND the Golden Gateway Tennis and Swim Club. Although the housing
was later changed from housing towers to low-rise development, Blocks 169 and 170 were to be
developed with additional tennis and swimming pools to the east of the housing. They were to be
transformed from TEMPORARY facilities leased from the Redevelopment Agency to permanent
facilities. A Redevelopment press release noted that the 11 tennis courts were to be designed of the
highest championship caliber to accommodate international tournaments.*®

Throughout the entitlement and development process Golden Gateway was a PLANNED COMMUNITY
providing RENTAL HOUSING for a MIDDLE INCOME POPULATION to be served with needed services
including community facilities of a permanent nature, which community facilities were eventually
designated as a first class tennis and swim club. Based on those representations of the nature of the
PLANNED COMMUNITY (a) the FHA financed the Development of Golden Gateway, (b) the Planning
Commission approved a PUD to allow (additional revenue from) more commercial space, and (c) the
Zoning Administrator reduced the amount of required parking so that Golden Gateway could develop
more lucrative uses on space otherwise designated for parking.

Throughout the entire period of development of this area the elevated Embarcadero Freeway and its
associated Washington and Clay Street ramps surrounded the Golden Gateway. The Tennis and Swim
Club was tucked up against the elevated freeway. Once the freeway was demolished land that had
been next to the freeway now faced The Embarcadero with potential views of the Bay. Those who
want to make money from this site want the readers of the DEIR to forget the origins of Golden
Gateway as a PLANNED COMMUNITY for middle income renters, who were to be provided with first
rate recreational facilities.

1 10/26/66 M Justin Herman letter to Golden Gateway

2212/22/66 Golden Gateway letter to M Justin Herman

% 10/24/68 Golden Gateway letter to Redevelopment Agency

% 3/4/69 internal Redevelopment memo to file

% 7/31/72 Golden Gateway letter to Redevelopment

% 8/11/72 Redevelopment letter to Perini Land & Development

711/14/72 EIR Golden Gateway Center, Phase Ill, Residential Complex & Auxiliary Shopping, Health & Recreation Facilities
%11/14/72 Redevelopment Agency Press Release on completion of Golden Gateway

C.8.2a
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The description of the development of the Golden Gateway - and the underlying public policies - is
distorted in the DEIR and must be revised. The impact of economic gentrification of this site must be
addressed as facilities for middle-income renters are taken over to accommodate extreme upper

income condo facilities./Conclusions as to lack of Land Use impacts from the changing character of the

area are based on erroneous assumptions. There IS an established community at Golden Gateway
(Impact LU-1) that will be physically divided. The history shown in Redevelopment files shows that the
site INCLUDING THE TENNIS AND SWIM CLUB was intended to be an integrated community.
Demolishing the club and replacing it with a shell of its former facilities - including the loss of a majority
of the tennis courts - tied to VERY upscale condos guts the community that was intentionally
established by the Redevelopment Agency with FHA financing. There IS a substantial impact on the
existing character of the vicinity. (Impact LU-2)

The obsessive language of “private” athletic club is a further distortion. At no point in the extensive
record on these community recreation facilities is it EVER called a private athletic club. It was
negotiated at all steps of the development as a community facility to benefit the mostly renter
population of the area. The community will be physically divided.

The existing character of Golden Gateway (but for the illegal rental policies of the current owner of
Golden Gateway) of this is middle-income rental housing. It is not designed to be ultra luxury condos.
This project will result in economic gentrification that will make middle-income renters second class
citizens in the complex designed to serve their needs.

Aesthetics of “the fence”

There have been obsessive comments by persons associated with this development team that the
fence surrounding the Tennis and Swim Club is an unaesthetic barrier. That the “green fence” has a
negative visual character and should be eliminated. There have been similar comments about fences
around the two parking lots. THOSE FENCES HAVE BEEN ERECTED BY THE PEOPLE WHO WISH TO
DEVELOP THIS SITE, not by users of the Tennis and Swim Club. Golden Gateway OWNS the Tennis and
Swim Club site. THEY are responsible for its appearance. THEY have a role in this development, as the
entity that owns the underlying land. THEY are responsible for the fences.

Please clarify all language regarding the appearance of the current Tennis and Swim Club site so that it
is rightfully attributed to the DEVELOPMENT TEAM for the project. Similarly the fences around the
parking lots are the responsibility of Golden Gateway (parking for the Club) and the Port (SWL 351
parking).

Transportation analysis
Please note the distance to all transit lines/stops in terms of feet from the pedestrian entrances to this

complex, not blocks. San Francisco blocks have very different lengths and distances in “blocks” are
meaningless.

C.8.2a
cont'd
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The project proposes to reconfigure the sidewalks and medians, and their associated plantings, around
this site. Please explain which aspects, including the median currently on Washington between The
Embarcadero and Drumm were consciously developed as part of the redevelopment plan for the
Golden Gateway planned community. Was that median designed to buffer traffic making turns off The C85
Embarcadero? Please explain in detail the assumptions being made regarding cars that will turn left
onto Washington Street to access the 8 Washington garage, the amount of time on the signal that
allows for turning, how many cars can get through in one phase and their CURRENT dispersal pattern
since very few cars turn into the tennis club parking lot compared to the future volume for the 420 car
garage? How fast will cars be going to make it through on the left turn signal to enter the garage?

How many of them can enter the garage without queuing over the sidewalk? Will patrons seated at the
outdoor café tables that extend into the sidewalk on Washington obstruct views of cars entering and
exiting the garage, particularly in light of the dropoff zone on Washington? If the median is removed,
what will prevent an eastbound car from crossing traffic to enter the garage?

Explain the history of the width of Washington Street relative to its role as both an exit from The
Embarcadero and its role as the touch-down street from the Freeway./Please explain the justification
used for 4-hour meters along The Embarcadero. This does not appear consistent with a Transit First C.8.6
policy. How does the PORT justify those lengths - which discourage turnover (that could better serve
the Farmers market) and enables nearby workers to “feed” the meters.

There is no explanation, no history of the most signal events dealing with transportation circulation
around this site - the erection of the elevated Embarcadero Freeway (which affected both street
patterns and how buildings were developed with blank walls next to the freeway and ramps) and its
demolition. The reconfiguration of the Embarcadero clearly involved a lot of conscious effort.
However, neither Washington nor Broadway - both of which directly abut this site - were given a major
overhaul so that they could better serve both the adjacent area AND the areas to the west in
Chinatown and North Beach/Telegraph Hill. Broadway still is designed to move large amounts of traffic
up and down the hill without much thought to the impact that traffic on those communities.
Washington, and the adjacent Golden Gateway garages/buildings, continues to close off pedestrians
from any (pleasant) relation to their surroundings. Reconfiguration of Washington to better connect to
Chinatown and provide a nicer experience could generate a lot more pedestrian activity to/from
Chinatown and the Embarcadero.

C.8.7

Because the Planning Department’s Northeast Embarcadero Study paid so little attention to the street
context connecting Chinatown and North Beach to The Embarcadero, community residents retained
Asian Neighborhood Design to develop “A Community Vision for San Francisco’s Northeast
Waterfront.” A copy of that February 2011 study is provided with these comments. When that
community planning process occurred for this area, a process involving low income residents, with
residents from Chinatown and North Beach actively participating, the main streets that were identified
as needing improved public access and connections to those existing residents and neighborhoods
were WASHINGTON STREET and BROADWAY. Those streets should provide real connections of
“landside” neighborhoods to the waterfront. Those areas were/are cut off from the waterfront by
same action that now makes the 8 Washington Street site so valuable - the construction of the
Embarcadero Freeway AND ITS CONNECTING RAMPS on BROADWAY and WASHINGTON/CLAY,
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followed over 40 years later by its DEMOLITION along The Embarcadero. Pacific Waterfront Properties
wants to capture the value conferred on the 8 Washington site from the freeway demolition and cloak
it as a huge public benefit by driving pathways through the existing recreation facilities - which did not
have much value when they were in the shadow of the Embarcadero Freeway.

Compare the value to the public and residents of Chinatown and North Beach of restoring walkable,
pleasant access (as opposed to broad streets built to accommodate heavy rapid traffic) down
Washington to the Embarcadero and down Broadway to the Embarcadero. The proposed project will
not affect Washington Street west of Drumm - even though part of the development team owns the
Golden Gateway project which includes an inhospitable black wall the 3 blocks from Battery to Drumm
Streets. Please note that Muni has truncated routes that used to connect Chinatown to the waterfront
so that people with difficulty walking and children have a much harder time to reach the waterfront as
well as comments on the difficulties for pedestrians to use Washington and Broadway.

Please review the AND study and its aspects that are relevant to Transportation, pedestrian activity
and reconfiguration of sidewalks and adjacent buildings. This should be given at least the same
amount of attention in this chapter as that given to the recommendations of the unadopted Northeast
Embarcadero Study.

In light of the reduced Muni service to this area, please explain why spaces are reserved for busses on
Davis between Washington and Clay. The statement that no Muni stops would be relocated by the
project (IV.D.31) should be set out into the context of the LACK of Muni bus service to the immediate
area.

OTHER QUESTIONS

How did SWL Lot 351 get subdivided into a city block (BL 201) w/ City lot no - Lot 13? This parcel is an
anomaly in a Port sea wall lot?

Does the Port still intend to retain for its own use the 10 parking spaces it currently has on the SWL
351 parking lot? (Initial Study p. 4)

At the time of the Initial Study (12/8/07) the Redevelopment Plan was in effect for Block 171 thru
5/19/08 and for Block 168 thru January 1, 2009. At the time of the initial study the project was
contemplated to be constructed while the Redevelopment Plan was in effect over part of the site. The
2002 proposal (with its associated Neg Dec) was approved by the Planning Commission as though
there was no change to or effect on Redevelopment property. Had the January 2007 proposal ever
been reviewed by the Redevelopment Agency as to whether it complied with the Redevelopment Plan,
particularly in light of the Agency’s approval of the Golden Gate Tennis & Swim Club as part of the
original Golden Gateway Redevelopment project? What was the nature of that determination?

Change all graphics to eliminate the former elevated pedestrian bridge to Sue Bierman park from
Maritime Plaza. Start with the shadow diagrams and go from there. It has been demolished.

C.8.7
cont'd
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Please provide a summary of the changes to the project since the 1/3/07 proposal described in the
Initial Study to the current proposal set out in the DEIR. If additional changes resulted from the
Northeast Embarcadero Study, please set those out clearly.

The population using the Golden Gateway Tennis & Swim Club includes a substantial population of
seniors living in the immediate area (including a significant population over 80 years old) who swim at
the club to sustain their health. Others are sensitive to chlorine and are able to use an open air pool
because, unlike enclosed pools, chlorine does not sit in a layer on the surface of the water. The
“alternatives” for these people do not exist during the so-called “temporary removal.” It is highly likely
that the construction period has been seriously understated, particularly in light of operations related
to the America’s Cup and the amount of excavated materials to be removed, and that they will be cut
from needed exercise. What arrangements has developer made to locate and provide reasonably
similar exercise for that population?

Compliance with LEED standards for new construction is THE LAW in San Francisco. It is not an option.
Please correct all apple-polishing references to LEED compliance unless it is EXPLICITLY stated what is
the required level of compliance and how it may be exceeded. Please also explain how an
AUTOMOBILE - HEAVY project can even purport to be at a high level of LEED certification. Does the
U.S. Green Building Council weigh excess parking in its evaluation standards?

Please explain how the rights in SWL351, granted to the Ferry Building lessee (II.1) are intended to be
transferred to project sponsor

Why is it desirable - as a matter of PUBLIC POLICY - to have a net increase of 133 publicly available
parking spaces at this site? 11.17 This is AFTER existing parking spaces are replaced AND parking is
constructed for the new luxury housing. The amount of parking provided in the Embarcadero Center,
Maritime Plaza, and Golden Gateway is based on 1960s standards and priorities. The City has since
adopted policies, including the Downtown Plan and residential parking standards, that greatly reduces
the amount of parking allowed for commercial development downtown. (The Ferry Building is
“downtown.”) Billions of dollars have been invested in providing TRANSIT service so that workers,
visitors and residents of this area do NOT have to drive. The City’s assumptions are that auto driving is
to be discouraged. The Embarcadero Center buildings, and the Alcoa Building, have substantial
parking, much of which is vacant in the evenings and weekends. Much of this parking is closer to the
Ferry Building and its Farmer’s Market, that the proposed 420 car garage.

Please explore as an alternative to BUILDING MORE EXPENSIVE UNDERGROUND PARKING better
utilization of existing parking resources. This would include a universal validation system so that Ferry
Building farmers/merchants only need ONE sticker or stamp to provide subsidized parking for their
customers. Using those garages would have the additional benefit of getting cars off The
Embarcadero, instead of forcing all the garage traffic to enter the garage after driving on The
Embarcadero.

C.8.12

C.8.13

C.8.14

Tc.s.15

C.8.16
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Please justify the lack of any wind analysis when outdoor recreation facilities have changed locations.
The tennis courts will be located adjacent to new tall buildings. The current ground level swimming
pool will be 20’ above grade AND DIRECTLY ADJACENT TO THE HEAVILY TRAVELLED EMBARCADERO.

There is a rooftop open space on top of the residential building. Such open space, when it is accessible T
to residents must meet ADA accessibility standards, which results in increased elevator penthouses.
Please explain the increased elevator height (and resulting shadows) from providing part of the open
space on the roof.

The schedule for construction and completion on I1.20 is unrealistic. Construction is to BEGIN in 2012. T
This is already August 2011. / Please take all the Approvals listed on 11.22-25 and give a realistic
completion date for each action/approval. Where discussions have already commenced with any of
the listed bodies (e.g Recreation and Park on Prop K limits, State Lands on public trust swap, Port lease)
provide information stating the scope of those discussions. Which of the listed agencies were (a)
provided with a copy of the DEIR, (b) were consulted to determine whether the DEIR provided relevant
information they would need for their approval, and (c) submitted comments.

The financial terms with the Port - including but not limited to matters set out in the Term Sheet -
need approval from the Mayor and Supervisors. What assurance does sponsor/the Port have that it is
acceptable to take money away from the General Fund and dedicate it to the Port. The justification for
the Infrastructure Finance District and allocating funds from real estate transfers to the Port, instead of
the General Fund, was the need for funds to repair the waterfront. Those terms were worked out
before the America’s Cup came to the City - and before revenues from that event were “dedicated” to
Port operations. Is the Port still trying to sequester funds from this project - and justify its adverse
impacts - because the project is a revenue source for the Port?

This project proposes to use a Special Use District (as described on 111.5) to change the zoning map of
the City and dramatically increase the height limit. Special Use Districts have basically been used to
give more height/density to AFFORDABLE HOUSING projects. Please explain the rather dramatic
change in an allowance for increased height and density for a project that the developer has stated he
intends to be the MOST EXPENSIVE HOUSING IN THE CITY. What are the public policy implications of

C.8.18

C.8.19

C.8.20

cs8.z21

C.8.22

C.8.23

THAT - particularly for a site that is under the Public Trust.

Please discuss fully the Policy Issues in Prop M in the Plans and Policies section of the DEIR. They
should not be kicked over to a later date.

Please explain whether the PORT has the ability to ignore the Charter’s adopted Transit First Policy
(111.6) to expand the amount of parking on a site involving Port property? Can the Port just say, We
want more parking? Please also explain the “midday parking demand” on lll.6. M-F midday?
Saturday midday? The last sentence in second full paragraph on 111.6 is VERY confusing. Please say it in
plain language.

C.8.24

C.8.25
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Respectfully submitted,

Sue C Hestor
For Friends of Golden Gateway

Cc: Nannie Turrell
Supervisor David Chiu
Lee Radner, FOGG
Brad Paul

Letter C.8
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SUE C. HESTOR

Attorney at Law

870 Market Street, Suite 1128 - San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 362-2778 - FAX (415) 362-8048

August 15, 2011

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department

1650 Mission Street 4" fl

San Francisco CA 94103

COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT - Sea level rise & hydrology
2007.0030E - 8 Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351 Project

Dear Mr. Wycko:
These comments are submitted on behalf of Friends of Golden Gateway (FOGG).

Hydrology and ground water improperly ignored in DEIR

Project site is on Bay fill and is surrounded by blocks of other Bay fill sites. The historic shore of the Bay
abutting Yerba Buena Cove north of Market Street extended west to the base of Telegraph Hill then
extending along a line close to what is now Montgomery Street. The Golden Gateway area was
exposed water. The water table is very close to the surface along the northern waterfront, as well as in
south of Market, because the land was created by extending piers into the Bay, sinking abandoned
ships, then adding fill over those ships. Some tidal action still exists on many fill lots. Because the
water table is so high on this site accompanied by poor drainage, when there are heavy rains on
project site, nearby residents regularly confront large puddles that collect because it cannot drain into
the soil underground.

There has never been an EIR for a project with an underground parking garage constructed on bay fill
anywhere north of Market Street. No opportunity to do a thorough review of the effects of
excavating so deeply into bay fill, set out the information so that it is reviewed by and commented on
by the public. Even projects with some underground garage levels, e.g. the Embarcadero Center and
Golden Gateway, were developed and entitled as Redevelopment projects before CEQA mandated
project EIRs. Please provide a list of on ALL projects on bay fill downtown that have massive
underground garages and the level of environmental analysis done on effects of signification depth
into bay fill or into the water table. Many garages in the fill area north of Mission are mostly above
ground. The most recent project constructed with an EIR - the Hotel Vitale at Mission and the
Embarcadero - has no basement and no underground parking.

Concerns about the high level of the water table have affected proposed development along the
waterfront for many decades. As recently as when the ballpark was constructed on Port property
along King Street, even though it did not propose underground construction, there was substantial
concern and comments by owners of nearby apartment complexes about the level of the Bay and tidal

Coal
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action which occasionally results in tides that are higher than the wet weather overflow pipe that
drains into the bay.

The 8 Washington project proposes huge 3-level 420 car underground garage which will be excavated
38-40 feet. It will go through and demolish the historic SEAWALL. It will require excavation of the ship
that was sunk to create this parcel. The information in the DEIR is mostly focused in two areas - the
archeological remains that will be exposed and the effects thereon. The most significant discussion is
in the analysis of Sea Level Rise, where Significant Impact is found on flooding:

Impact SLR-3: The proposed project would expose people or structures to increased risk of
flooding due to climate-induced sea level rise. (Significant and Unavoidable)

The project site is treated as though it was almost literally. The garage itself will be a massive,
waterproof underground concrete “bathtub” supposedly impervious to seepage of water. At a bare
minimum two questions should have been asked and analyzed:

e [s there any provision to pump out water that manages to get thru the “waterproof” barrier?
San Francisco has a lot of experience with underground garages in such places as the CIVIC
CENTER which also happens to have been built over a water source. Those garages have a lot
of NOISY de-watering pumping and garage exhaust ventilation systems. On the way into and
out of City Hall for the hearing on THIS DEIR the noise from those mechanical operations in the
garage was VERY audible. If water manages to work its way into the garage, what will be the
environmental impacts of de-watering and exhaust operations, including noise impacts.

e When water confronts a barrier, such as a 3-story concrete bathtub, doesn’t it seek to go
around that barrier. This will occur at various levels - regular tidal action, increased flow from
sea level rise, and action associated with a seismic event. How will “protecting” the 8
Washington garage affect nearby properties? Including the part of the 8 Washington site that
does NOT have the garage underneath it.

Is there any relevant experience from other underground garages built on sites of former deep Bay fill?

When the Golden Gateway was proposed as a Redevelopment site in 1960, there was conscious effort
to avoid constructing underground parking. That was 50 years ago when there was no concern about
global climate change and rising sea levels. In 1960 the City was aware of the high water table and the
advisability of avoiding the expense of excavating garages

Mr. Foo, owner of the Golden Gateway complex, is part of the development team as the owner of the
Golden Gateway Tennis and Swim Club site which is 80% of the project site. He should be required to
provide the following information for the entire Gateway complex:

The depth in feet to which each individual building was constructed, how many garage levels,
and their depths, amount of water that is annually pumped out of each building.

C.91
cont'd
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The project description at 11.19 discusses how landscaping on the site will be handled along with
stormwater management to help gain LEED certification. What analysis has been done of the high
water table on site in particular for that part of the site that does not have the garage underground.
The discussion on that page is confusing in that regard.

Also please explain how the demolition of the Old Seawall (1867-69) , which runs through this site,
could affect the flow of water through this site and how it might affect nearby properties.

The 2007 initial study (page 87) stated that the project is not located in the 100-year flood plain and
that analysis of that issue was not needed. Have you revisited that issue given recent reports by the
federal government?

Please discuss the ability of the site itself to handle sea level rise and storm water if it remains in its
current configuration as a Tennis and Swim Club (with minor improvements if they are needed) vs the
massive construction and reconfiguration proposed.

The public is somewhat aware of problems in this area tied to Loma Prieta affects on the Embarcadero
Freeway. Was there any analysis of how Loma Prieta affected this area near to the waterfront (not just
the site itself) which was substantially built up in 1989?

Crosswalks and pedestrians - are the crosswalks shown on 11.6 and 11.13 reasonably accurate in
location and dimensions? Please explain the length and amount of time necessary to cross
Washington Street at both the Drumm and Embarcadero ends of project block. Explain the phasing of
the Embarcadero signal and the left turn pattern off The Embarcadero for the 420 car garage and how
it affects the amount of time to cross Washington. If the Drumm Street median is eliminated, a “safe
haven” for those crossing Washington will disappear. This will affect the time for pedestrians to safely
cross Washington. Please note the substantial senior and disabled person population in the area that
is has difficulty walking, as well as the presence of adults with small children. The addition of traffic
using the 420 car garage exit/entrance on this block face at the same time that the median has been
eliminated the pedestrian experience will become more difficult. The rendering on 11.13 shows
sidewalk seating along Washington for the restaurant at Washington and The Embarcadero intruding
into the public right-of-way/sidewalk. How will it affect pedestrian circulation and the pedestrian
experience, particularly in conjunction with those going by for the garage and it is adjacency to
vehicular drop off?

Respectfully submitted,

Sue C. Hestor
for Friends of Golden Gateway (FOGG)

Cc: Nannie Turrell
Supervisor David Chiu
Lee Radner, FOGG
Brad Paul

C.91
cont'd
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DWELLERS

August 15, 2011
Via E-Mail

Bill Wycko

Environmental Review Officer

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR FOR 8 WASHINGTON STREET / SEAWALL LOT 351
PROJECT (Case No. 2007.0030E)

Dear Mr. Wycko:

On behalf of the Telegraph Hill Dwellers (THD) a non-profit community group founded in 1954,
I write to provide comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) prepared for the 8
Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351 project. For the reasons listed below, we believe that the DEIR is
incomplete and inadequate. Our main areas of concerns are that the DEIR fails to adequately analyze the
proposed project’s: (1) conflicts with existing zoning, plans and policies; (2) incompatibility with the
Port’s Design Objectives for Seawall Lot 351; (3) aesthetic impacts including blocking iconic views of
Telegraph Hill; (4) population and housing impacts; (5) shadow impacts on parks and open spaces; (6)
impacts to historic resources; and (7) failure to meet the Port’s objectives for Seawall Lot 351. In
addition, the Northeast Embarcadero Study, itself prepared without the benefit of any EIR review, was
improperly relied upon by the DEIR.

As set forth below, the 8 Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351 DEIR is incomplete and inadequate,- -C_]_o.]_
fails to present objective information and analysis, and is filled with judgments and conclusions not based
on facts. Our comments correspond to the section headings in the DEIR.

INTRODUCTION

The DEIR states (on page Intro.1) that: “The Port is not a co-sponsor of the proposed project, but has C.10.2
authorized San Francisco Waterfront Partners II to submit an EE application that includes Seawall Lot
351,” which application was filed on January 3, 2007. Please respond to the following:

*  When and by what action did the Port Commission authorize the project sponsor to submit the 2007
environmental evaluation (EE) application for Seawall Lot 3517 Please provide a resolution/motion
number and date of such action by the Commission.

*  What were the Port’s objectives for Seawall Lot 351 at the time it authorized the project sponsor to
submit an EE application including this seawall lot?

* At the time of the Port’s authorization, had the Port determined that the project sponsor’s proposal

P.O. BOX 330159 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94133 - 415.273.1004 www.thd.org

ded in 1954 to perpetuate the historic traditions of San Francisco's Telegraph Hill and to represent the community inferests of its residents and property owners
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met the Port’s objectives for Seawall Lot 351?

*  Why did the Port authorize the project sponsor to file an EE application for Seawall Lot 351 before it
issued its RFP for this seawall lot? When was the RFP issued?

+ Compare and discuss the relationship between the project description contained in the project
sponsor’s 2007 EE application and the Port’s subsequent RFP.

The DEIR states (on page Intro.1) that: “On February 24, 2009, the Port Commission authorized Port staff]
to enter into an exclusive negotiating agreement with San Francisco Waterfront Partners II, finding that
the proposal submitted by San Francisco Waterfront Partners I meets the requirements of the RFP and
meets the Port’s objectives for Seawall Lot 351.” Please respond to the following:

*  What were the requirements of the RFP issued on August 15, 2008? What were the Port’s objectives
for Seawall Lot 351 at this time?

*  Why was the RFP re-issued on November 10, 2008? Explain any differences between the RFP issued
on August 15, 2008 and that subsequently issued on November 10, 2008.

*  Why did the Port receive only one proposal? How did staff explain this to the Port Commission?

* Have the Port’s objectives for Seawall Lot 351 changed since November 10, 2008? If so, explain the
changes in detail.

As stated in the DEIR (on page Intro.1), Supervisor David Chiu urged the Port of San Francisco by his
letter dated February 19, 2009, to “work with” (not “to engage” as stated in the DEIR) the City’s Planning
Department to lead a public planning process for the Port’s surface parking lots, which began in May
2009 and was completed in May 2010. Please respond to the following:

*  What is the relationship between this planning process and the exclusive negotiating agreement with
San Francisco Waterfront Partners 11?

» Explain the timing of Supervisor Chiu’s letter of February 19, 2009 and the Port Commission’s
authorization 5 days later to enter into the exclusive negotiating agreement.

* Does the exclusive negotiating agreement reference the Northeast Embarcadero Study, its process, its
completion or its recommendations? In what regard?

* Please disclose the relationship between the Northeast Embarcadero Study and the performance
benchmarks contained in the exclusive negotiating agreement?

* Under the terms of the exclusive negotiating agreement, what is the relationship of the Planning
Department’s Northeast Embarcadero Study to the Developer’s plan of development required to be
submitted to the Port?

* A discussion must be added to the EIR disclosing the fact that the Department’s planning process
failed to gain the “broad community support” requested by Supervisor Chiu. Many members of the
community did not feel the planning process was adequate or comprehensive and grew frustrated with|
the Planning Department’s efforts to focus on justifying private development proposals. An
alternative community planning process grew out of this frustration resulting in a report dated
February 2011, published in a document entitled A Community Vision for San Francisco’s Northeast
Waterfront, prepared by Asian Neighborhood Design, the results of which were presented to the
Planning Commission on July 7, 2011.'

The DEIR Incorrectly Determines that Certain Environmental Effects Do No Require Further
Study in the EIR. The DEIR concludes (on page Intro.3) that certain potential individual and cumulative
environmental effects were identified as less than significant or less than significant with mitigation in the
December 8, 2007 NOP/Initial Study for the initial project proposal and, therefore, do not require further
study in this DEIR for the proposed project. As will be discussed below, we disagree that the potential

C.10.2
cont'd.

(c.10.3

' A Community Vision for San Francisco’s Northeast Waterfront is available on line at
http://www.andnet.org/storage/pdfs-cp/NE%20Waterfront%20Community%20Vision-FINAL-2%209%202011.pdf



Letter C.10
Bill Wycko
August 15, 2011
Page 3

environmental impacts to Land Use, Population and Housing, Historical “Architectural” Resources and |C.10.3
Wind were adequately studied in the NOP/Initial Study. Each of these environmental impacts should | cont'd.

have been analyzed in the DEIR.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (Chapter II)

A. PROJECT LOCATION

The first sentence describing the Project Location is deceptive and misleading. The project site is not
located “in downtown San Francisco.” Revise the description of the project location to state that: “The
project site is located in the Northeast Waterfront on The Embarcadero roadway immediately to the north
of Sue Bierman Park and across from the Ferry Building and Piers 1 through 5, which are each
individually listed on the National Register of Historic Resources and are contributors to the Port’s
Embarcadero National Register Historic District.”

EXISTING USES ON THE SITE

The DEIR’s description of the Golden Gateway Tennis and Swim Club as a “private athletic club” rather
than a “community recreation center” is misleading and biased. An accurate and complete description of
its rich history and relationship to the Golden Gateway Redevelopment Plan must be included for context.
At a minimum, the following description from 4 Community Vision for San Francisco’s Northeast
Waterfront should be added and considered in the EIR:

“The plan led to the construction of 1,400 new housing units at Golden Gateway, 3.5 million square
feet of office space at the Embarcadero Center and Maritime Plaza, an 840-room hotel, and open
space and recreation facilities, including Justin Herman Plaza, Sue Bierman Park/Ferry Park, Sydney
Walton Square, and the Golden Gateway Tennis & Swim Club. Golden Gateway is the second
largest rent controlled apartment complex in the city. Like Sydney Walton Square, the Tennis &
Swim Club, constructed in 1968 and used as a health and recreation club both by immediate residents
and the general public, was the result of a requirement by the Redevelopment Agency for community
space. Now that the Redevelopment Area has expired, the Planning Department claims ‘any and all
covenants and land use restrictions...no longer apply.” However, letters from Mayor/Senator
Feinstein (1984/2003) and Robert Rumsey (1990), Deputy Director of Redevelopment at the time the
Golden Gateway Redevelopment Project was approved and built, and a recent letter (2011) from
Edward Helfeld, Executive Director from 1987 to 1994, clearly state that Sidney Walton Square and
the Tennis & Swim Club were supposed to remain in their current uses in perpetuity as part of the
original entitlement agreement.”” The original Golden Gateway Redevelopment Plan clearly shows
Golden Gateway’s community recreation center.
The statement contained in the DEIR that “[t]he entire Seawall Lot 351 is controlled by the ground lessee
of the Ferry Building pursuant to a Parking Agreement with the Port, in satisfaction of parking rights
granted to the Ferry Building ground lessee” is misleading without the addition of information as to the
requirements of the April 10, 2001 Parking Agreement between the Port and the Ferry Building which
includes language that legally obligates the Port to provide replacement parking for any of the 110
parking spaces at Seawall Lot 351 that it removes. The Agreement identifies several different areas for
locating potential parking spaces for the Ferry Building including, for example, the 1 Maritime Plaza
Garage and the Golden Gateway Garage, as well as the white zone in front of the Ferry Building and
(previously) Pier '%.

(C.10.4

C.10.5

C.10.6

> A Community Vision for San Francisco’s Northeast Waterfront, page 15.
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APPLICABLE LAND USE CONTROLS

C.10.7
On the date of the publication of the NOP/Initial Study, the Golden Gateway Redevelopment Plan was
still in effect for Blocks 171 and 168. Was the Port aware of this issue when it authorized the project
sponsor to file the EE application in 2006?
SITE ACCESS _
C.10.8

The DEIR states that: “The project site is well served by local and regional transit.” The DEIR must note
that there have been recent cuts to the 10- Townsend and 12-Folsom routes, which have resulted in a
reduction in service from/to the project site from the north.

The DEIR should also reference the conclusion contained in A Community Vision for San Francisco’s |C.10.8a
Northeast Waterfront, that lack of transit access along the Northeast Waterfront back to the
neighborhoods is of major concern to local residents, and the frequency and hours of the current F-line
service are well known to be inadequate to serve local residents, workers and visitors. See page 32 of 4
Community Vision for San Francisco’s Northeast Waterfront for a discussion and map of Muni service
and service cuts on the Northeast Waterfront.

ADJACENT USES

C.10.9
The DEIR’s description of the adjacent public open spaces as “Assessor’s Blocks 202 and 203” is biased

in its purposeful avoidance of disclosing that the project site is immediately adjacent to Sue Bierman
Park, a Recreation and Park Department park protected by Proposition K, the citizen-enacted ordinance
prohibiting any new shadow on this park.

This description is also inadequate in its failure to disclose that the project site is located on The
Embarcadero Promenade (Herb Caen Way) and is across from Pier 7, both important public open spaces.
Please revise this section of the DIR to provide an accurate and complete description of all open spaces
and public uses adjacent to the project site.

B. PROJECT CHARACERISTICS

PROJECT OVERVIEW
The DEIR inaccurately states that: “the existing Golden Gateway Tennis & Swim Club facility would be C.10.10
temporarily removed from the project site.” [emphasis added] Please amend this misleading statement to
disclose that the existing Golden Gateway Tennis & Swim Club facility would be demolished.

Please also amend this misleading statement and clarify in the Project Overview that the proposed project
would include new smaller “athletic club facilities,” which would reduce the number of tennis courts
from 9 to 4 and would eliminate the half basketball court.

The DEIR states unequivocally that: “The Golden Gateway Tennis & Swim Club would operate the C.10.11
proposed fitness center in a new one-story building north of Jackson Street, as well as tennis courts and
other outdoor recreational facilities on the northern part of the project site.”

* Is there any written agreement between the developer and Western Athletic Club (WAC) re: how
WAC would manage the new club? If so, please describe and discuss the terms of this agreement.

*  Golden Gateway Center will no longer own or control the new athletic club and facilities. Since
tenants of the Golden Gateway Apartments are provided with “Preferred Membership at the Golden
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Gateway Tennis & Swim Club” how will tenants be compensated for the loss or reduction of this
benefit, which will be caused by the implementation of Project?

*  Will the tenants’ rents be reduced during construction while they are deprived of all services, and
following construction to reflect the significantly reduced tennis facilities? Please discuss how the
“reduction of services” section of San Francisco’s rent control ordinance would apply.

The Project Overview touts the project sponsor’s intention to design the proposed project to LEED Gold
standards as a project benefit and typical marketing tool for all proposed new building projects in San
Francisco today.

* Please address the issues raised regarding the proposed project in the San Francisco Bay Guardian
article, Is LEED really green? http://www.stbg.com/2011/07/05/leed-really-green

*  We note that the DEIR on page I11.14 states that in order to help the project obtain LEED credits, a
“green roof” will be installed — “an active garden area with raised hardscape paths” — that would be
accessible only to the residents of the penthouse units. Access to this rooftop garden and its bay
views would obviously substantially increase the value of these penthouse units. How do the people
of San Francisco — not just the project developer — benefit from the LEED rating for this project?

» Discuss the City’s existing requirements for new buildings to meet LEED standards and compare
those requirements to the project sponsor’s “goal” to achieve a LEED Gold certification from the U.S.
Green Building Council.

PROPOSED BUILDINGS

C.10.11,
cont'd

C.10.12

The DEIR’s description of the proposed new buildings, including the Athletic Club Building, fails to [ C.10.13

disclose that their construction will result in the loss of 5 of the existing 9 tennis courts and the
elimination of the existing basketball court.

PROPOSED PARKING

According to the DEIR, the proposed project will have 420 underground parking spaces on three levels
below the condo buildings, comprising approximately 185,900 gsf. Of these 420 spaces, the DEIR states
that 165 spaces would be for residents, and 255 spaces would be for the project’s retail, restaurant, and
health club uses, including 90 spaces “required to serve the Ferry Building...”

The following discussion, which concludes with a statement that the project would result “in a net
increase of 133 publicly available parking spaces” is confusing and raises several questions that must be
addressed in this section in greater detail. Please address each of the following:

» Under existing Planning Code provisions, how many off-street parking spaces would be allowed (the
maximum accessory amount) for the proposed 165 residential units as of right without a special
exception to increase this amount?

* Under existing Planning Code provisions, how many off-street parking spaces would be required for
the proposed project’s approximately 81,900 gsf of non-residential uses without a special exception to
reduce this amount? Include in these calculations, all of the following types and sizes of uses (from
pages I1.7 and 11.17):

* 17,000 gsf of Retail

* 12,100 gsf of Restaurant/Bar

* 12,800 gsf of fitness center (including a 1,850 gsf cafe)

* 40,000 gsf of athletic club (27,000 sq ft of tennis courts plus 13,000 sq ft of pools and related
outdoor space)

C.10.14
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PROPOSED ATHLETIC CLUB FACILITIES C.10.15a

The DEIR again states that the Western Athletic Clubs would continue to control and operate the
proposed new athletic club facilities, and states that there would be “additional space allocated to the
general public.”

*  What is meant by “additional space allocated to the general public?” Please explain where this space
is and what this statement is intended to mean. 1

*  What guarantee is there the Western Athletic Clubs would continue to control and operate the C.10.15b
proposed new athletic club facilities? Is there a contract between the project sponsor and Western
Athletic Club to require, as claimed in the this section of the DEIR that “the club would also continue
to be used for children’s summer camps” and that “camp activity levels are anticipated to be similar
with the proposed project”?

*  What is the basis for the DEIR’s estimate that “the project construction, including demolition, site T
and foundation work, construction of the parking garage and construction of buildings” will take only C.10.16
27-29 months.

* In addition, please explain and disclose the basis for the DEIR’s assumption that the proposed new
athletic club building, tennis courts, and swimming pools will be completed and available for use
within 24 months of commencement of construction.

PROPOSED OPEN SPACE AND LANDSCAPING AND SIDEWALKS

-C.10.17

The DEIR discloses in its discussion of landscaping that the proposed project will require the removal of
136 trees.

* Please provide a new figure showing the locations of each of the 136 existing trees proposed to be
removed to accommodate the project, identifying each of the 50 “street trees” and 36 “significant”
trees that are subject to the Public Works Code.

* Please indicate on the new figure the species and size of each tree to be removed.

The DEIR states that the proposed new landscaping, the design of which has not yet been developed,

would be required by the City’s stormwater management ordinance to achieve LEED Sustainable Sites.
Yet, the DEIR states that such compliance would also provide the developer with credits toward its LEED C.10.18
certification.

»  Will the project sponsor’s compliance with the City’s mandated requirements allow for points toward
the proposed project’s LEED certification?
» Are LEED points taken away for a project that requires the removal of 136 existing trees?

The DEIR further discloses in its discussion of Sidewalks that the existing landscaped median on
Washington Street between The Embarcadero and Drumm Street would be eliminated as a part of the
proposed project “in order to widen the sidewalk™ on the north side of Washington Street providing for C.10.19
the construction of a “bulb-out defining a vehicle drop-off area for the proposed project’s residential
lobby and for the restaurant.”

* How many street trees are located in this median strip?

*  Are they already counted in the 136 existing trees to be removed as disclosed under Landscaping
above?

* The DEIR fails to disclose the fact that the elimination of the landscaped median will further
accommodate the project’s proposed garage entry off of Washington Street. 1
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* The DEIR should also disclose the fact that the elimination of the landscaped median will remove a C.10.20

visual barrier between the proposed project (and its garage entry, vehicle drop-off area, etc.) and the
adjacent Sue Bierman Park.

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION

The DEIR states that: “Project construction, including demolition, site and foundation work, construction
of the parking garage, and construction of the buildings, would take 27 to 29 months. Assuming that
construction would begin in 2012, the buildings would be ready for occupancy in 2014. The first phase of
construction would take about 16 months and would include demolition (2 months), excavation and
shoring (7 months), and foundation and below-grade construction work (7 months).”

* Please explain and provide the basis for the DEIR’s estimate that project construction, including
demolition, site and foundation work, construction of the parking garage and construction of
buildings” will take only 27-29 months.

* Please consider and discuss the conflicts between the construction activities associated with the
proposed project between 2012 and 2014 and the America’s Cup activities scheduled within the same
period. See the Draft EIR for The 34™ America’s Cup at pages 3-79 - 3-81 for discussion of
construction related to the AC34, including the “AC34 Construction Schedule” and “Summary of In-
Water Construction Activities for AC34.”

* Please consider and discuss potentially significant cumulative construction impacts of the proposed
project and the construction that will be taking place on Piers 27-31 and elsewhere on the Northeast
Waterfront in connection with America’s Cup-related development and construction of the Port’s
Cruise Terminal.

* Please consider and discuss the projects conflicts with the Port’s construction of the cruise terminal

on Piers 27-31 following the conclusion of the AC34 race events.
C. OBJECTIVES OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

PROJECT SPONSOR’S OBJECTIVES

Those project sponsor’s objectives related to reaping economic benefits from the project or complying
with development requirements are inappropriate “project objectives” for the purposes of CEQA and
should be deleted.

In addition, project objectives should not reflect subjective conclusions or judgment concerning the
project’s consistency with the character of it’s setting. These are the subjects of environmental analysis.

Several of the project sponsor’s primary objectives are to develop a high quality project that will to reap
economic benefits for the project sponsor. For CEQA purposes, making money is not a valid project
objective or purpose to be considered in the EIR. For this reason, the following objectives should be
deleted:

* A primary objective of the project sponsor’s is “[t]o construct a high-quality project that includes a
sufficient number of residential units to produce a reasonable return on investment for the project
sponsor and its investors and is able to attract investment capital and construction financing, while
generating sufficient revenue to finance the recreation, parking, and open space amenities proposed
as a part of the project.” This should be deleted because it is irrelevant to CEQA analysis.

* The project sponsor’s objective “[tJo complete the project on time and within budget” also reflects
the sponsor’s desire for economic gain. How is this unique to the proposed project? This should be
deleted because it is irrelevant to CEQA analysis.

C.10.21

C.10.22
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* The project sponsor’s objective “to increase the supply of public underground parking to support the
continued economic viability of ... the retail and restaurant uses at ... Piers 1-1/2 — 5" in particular
appears to be about reaping economic benefits for the project sponsor, since he was also the developer
of Piers 1-1/2-5 and maintains a direct financial interest in its continued economic viability. This
should be deleted because it is irrelevant to CEQA analysis.

Other listed objectives of the project sponsor are not project “objectives” or “purposes” at all, but are
development requirements. For this reason, the following objectives should be deleted:

* The project sponsor’s objective to “help meet projected City housing needs” by “satisfying the City’s
inclusionary affordable housing requirements.” In order to build the proposed high-density luxury
condo project, the developer is required to satisfy the City’s inclusionary affordable housing
requirements, so is not an appropriate purpose or objective of the project. This should be deleted.

* The project sponsor’s objective “to increase the supply of public underground parking to support the
continued economic viability of the Ferry Building Farmer’s Market...” According to statements in
other locations in the DEIR providing 90 spaces for the Ferry Building is a requirement of the RFP
rather than a purpose or objective of the project. This should be deleted.

» The project sponsor’s objective to develop a “sustainable” or “LEED” project is another requirement
of existing City law. This should be deleted.

PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO’S OBJECTIVES

Port’s Design Objectives: It is abundantly clear that the proposed project fails to meet almost all of the
Port’s design objectives for the development of Seawall Lot 351.

*  The design of the new development does not “respect the character of the Ferry Building,” but is
incompatible with the Ferry Building’s design details, height, bulk and scale. The new development
would not only cast new shade on Sue Bierman Park, but would create a giant new wall on the Park’s
northern side, and the removal of the Washington Street median and its trees would effectively
remove a buffer between the Park and the development on the project site.

*  The design of the new development does not “compliment the rich architectural character of the
Embarcadero National Register Historic District” nor is it “complementary to the architectural
features of the pier bulkhead buildings.” Rather, the design of the new building is incompatible with
the height, bulk and scale and architectural detail of these historic buildings and detracts from the
significance of the historic district.

* Because of the height and scale of the proposed new development, it does not “acknowledge the
massing and street enclosure relationship with the bulkhead buildings across The Embarcadero” and
is clearly not “of similar height” as the bulkhead buildings.

*  The proposed building does not “maintain and enhance the view corridors along the Embarcadero”
nor does it “[r]ecognize the visual connection from the Ferry Building and Pier 1 to Coit Tower in a
manner that preserves the iconic vista and acknowledges the landmark status of these sites.” Instead
it completely blocks views to Coit Tower from the Ferry Building and Pier 1.

*  The height and massing of the proposed new building clearly does not “fit within the neighborhood
context” given its sharp contrast with “the heights of the historic Pier 1 through 5 bulkhead
buildings.”

* The main entrance to the residential towers faces Washington Street and not The Embarcadero, as a
Port design objective requires.

+ The main garage vehicle entrance, as well as a separate elevator entrance to the garage, will be
located on the project’s Washington Street elevation — immediately across from Sue Bierman Park —
obstructing views into the ground floor and creating blank walls in these areas. The DEIR fails to

C.10.22
cont'd

C.10.23
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Port’s Development Program Objectives: The proposed project also fails to meet several of the Port’s

address how this design treatment will help ‘enliven” Washington Street and create better connections/]
from Chinatown to the Waterfront. Please address this in the DEIR.

In addition, it appears that most of the ground floor wall of the recreation facility on The
Embarcadero will be blank (housing the swimming pools behind them). Please add a description of
this wall and how it meets the Port’s design objectives.

Placing the parking garage entrance on the Washington Street elevation, along with the vehicle drop-
off area for the residential lobby and restaurant, immediately across from Sue Bierman Park, will
impact the Park aesthetically, particularly with cars exiting and entering the 420 space garage and
queuing in Washington Street. This will have an even greater aesthetic impact on the Park because
the proposed project will remove the median strip and its trees from Washington Street that would
otherwise provide at least a visual buffer between the Park and the car traffic generated by the project.

development program objectives for Seawall Lot 351.

D.

The project would not “[p]Jromote public enjoyment of ... the adjacent public open spaces including
Sue Bierman Park” for the reasons described immediately above relating to project-generated traffic
and queuing on Washington Street. In addition, the proposed project would add new shade to Sue
Bierman Park.

It is unlikely that a 420 space parking garage can be operated in a manner to “minimize impact on
traffic and the neighborhood.” Consideration must be given to reducing the number of parking spaces

for the residential units.

REQUIRED APPROVALS

Planning Commission:

Set forth the existing Planning Code requirements for each of the following Planning Code sections

C.10.23
cont'd

that specify for each the exceptions or exemptions that would be required for the proposed project: |C.10.24

Section 303 (Conditional Use)

Section 253 (review of structures over 40 feet in any “R” District)

Section 271(b) (Bulk Limit Exception)

Sections 151 & 204.5(¢c) (off-street parking for residential uses in excess of maximum accessory
amounts)

Section 151 (reduction in off-street parking requirements for non-residential uses)

Section 209.7(d) (provision of a public parking garage for spaces to serve the Ferry Building)
Section 209.8(c) (commercial use above ground floor for the health club)

Section 209.8(f) (non-residential use exceeding 6,000 gross square feet)

Section 134 (rear yard requirement)

Explain the basis for requesting the creation for a Special Use District (SUD) for this single project.
Compare the existing height and bulk limits for the project site to that required for the proposed
project.

Planning Commission and Recreation & Park Commission:

As discussed in greater detail below regarding the Shadow Impacts of the proposed project, we
disagree with the statement in the DEIR that “no cumulative limit currently exists for Sue Bierman
Park.” The criteria adopted by the Planning Commission and Recreation & Park Commission in 1989
established absolute cumulative limits for additional shadows on 14 downtown parks throughout San

C.10.25
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Francisco, including an absolute cumulative limit of zero for Embarcadero Plaza I (North), which
became a part of Sue Bierman in 2001, after the demolition of the Embarcadero Freeway. The notion C.10.25
that no absolute cumulative limit has ever been set for the expanded Sue Bierman Park is an cont'd
apparently biased attempt to get around the absolute cumulative limit of zero new shadows on the
areas of the park to be shaded by the proposed project — i.e the original Embarcadero Plaza I (North).
The Planning Commission and Recreation & Park Commission cannot establish a new cumulative
limit for allowable shadow on this portion of the Park in order to approve the proposed project’s new
shadow under Section 295 of the Planning Code.

Port Commission: C.10.26

*  What portions of Seawall Lot 351 will be retained by the Port?

*  What improvements will be “developed and operated” by the project sponsor on those portions of
Seawall Lot 351 to be retained by the Port?

*  What public facilities does the project sponsor propose to finance through CFDs and an IFD?

* Can those public facilities even be built with IFD funding, given that a) the IFD is predicated on the
Port capturing 100% of the tax increment generated by 8 Washington even though the Port only owns
20% of the site, and b) according to recent testimony before the Planning Commission by Michael
Yarne (OEWD), under state law IFD’s are prohibited on land that “is currently, or was previously part
of a redevelopment area” (the 80% of the 8 Washington site a previous redevelopment area).

*  Under what circumstances does the Port anticipate that the current (or a future) members of the Board
of Supervisors would voluntarily give up its 80% of this tax increment ($32 million out of $40
projected by the Port) to fund public improvements for 8 Washington or other Port projects?

* Has the Port had discussions with the Board of Supervisors regarding its proposal to capture 100% of
the tax increment discussed in the IFD (8 Washington Term Sheet? What was their reaction?

* Has the Port or project sponsor had state legislation passed (or introduced) that provides the necessary
waivers from the current state prohibition against setting up IFD’s in former redevelopment areas?

[(C.10.27

Port Commission/State Land Commission: C.10.28

*  Were those areas within the former Pacific Avenue and Jackson Street public rights-of-way (now a
part of the project site) officially vacated by the City at the time the Redevelopment project was
approved?

*  Will public trust limitations be placed on any of the open space that is included in the “Residential
Open Space” areas described on page 11.18 of the DEIR? Specifically, will public trust limitations be
placed on any of the proposed 14,900 sq. ft. of “private open space”? Will public trust limitations be
placed on any of the proposed 8,700 sq. ft. of “common open space”?

* Provide a figure showing the open space areas upon which the public trust limitations will be placed.

» Explain how public trust limitations can be placed on restaurant uses when there are going to be
residential uses above and in the same building. Cite precedents for imposing trust limitations in this
manner.

Department of Public Works: C.10.29

*  No mention is made of the required curb cuts on Drumm Street for the proposed loading dock and
trash area.

* No mention is made of the of the additional curb cut on Washington Street for the proposed vehicular
drop-off area to serve the proposed project’s residential lobby and restaurant (this is in addition to a
separate curb cut required for the garage entrance).
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Other Required Approvals:

C.10.29
*  Will the project require a permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board in connection with |cont'd

dewatering the site, given its location on a seawall lot?
*  Will the project require approval from BCDC given the proposed development on a seawall lot?

PLANS AND POLICIES (Chapter III)

This section of the DEIR fails in a number of ways to adequately evaluate the proposed project’s conflicts
with applicable land use plans and policies that may result in physical environmental impacts. As
discussed below under Aesthetics and Historic Resources, the proposed project, as currently designed,
would have a substantial impact on the existing character of the vicinity and would result in a significant
cumulative impact related to Land Use, which impacts require mitigation.

A. CITY PLANS AND POLICIES

The DEIR fails to define the existing character of the vicinity that will be impacted. To adequately
evaluate the proposed project’s conflicts with existing land use plans and policies and impacts on the
existing character of the vicinity, it is necessary for the DEIR to include in this section the definition of
the “urban design character of the area” from the Port’s Design and Access Element for the Ferry
Building Area:

“The urban design character of this area derives from the historic Ferry, Agriculture and bulkhead
buildings which line The Embarcadero. Together, these buildings provide a civic architectural
character and mark the center of the waterfront and the beginning of Market Street. This area also
contains some of the waterfront’s most expansive and celebrated views and opens spaces, including
the 1800 foot long Embarcadero Promenade walkway south of the Agriculture Building, Justin
Herman Plaza, and the Ferry Plaza on the waterside of The Embarcadero. These open spaces are
used by office workers on a daily basis, by residents of the adjacent Golden Gateway, Telegraph Hill
and South Beach neighborhoods, and by visitors for a variety of celebrations and ceremonies.”

The DEIR fails to disclose and analyze the physical environmental impacts resulting from the
proposed project’s conflicts with Priority Planning Policies. Although the DEIR lists the Priority
Planning Policies in an abbreviated form, it fails to describe or analyze how the height and massing of the
proposed project would conflict with them. Instead, the DEIR improperly says the Planning Commission
will do this later “during its final review of the required project approvals...” The DEIR is required to
analyze the project’s conflicts with the Priority Planning Policies that would result in significant physical
environmental impacts. (See our comments on the project’s conflicts with the Priority Planning Policies

C.10.30

C.10.31

set forth below under Chapter IV. Environmental Setting and Impacts -- A. Land Use).

The Planning Department’s Northeast Embarcadero Study cannot legally be utilized as the basis for |

environmental analysis of the 8 Washington Project. The Northeast Embarcadero Study, prepared
without the benefit of any EIR review, disclosed an intent to “guide the development of properties along
the west side of the Embarcadero,” starting at Washington Street. The Draft EIR indeed concedes on its
very first page that the City's Planning Commission adopted a resolution proclaiming that it “urges the
Port of San Francisco to consider the recommendations of the Northeast Embarcadero Study when
considering proposals for development in the study area.” The EIR also concedes that “the proposed
project is intended to respond to the urban design recommendations” contained in the Study. (DEIR at
Intro.2.)

C.10.32
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Since the Northeast Embarcadero Study received no environmental review, it cannot legally be utilized as
the basis for environmental analysis of the 8 Washington Project. Please revise the EIR to so state in the
Introduction and also at pages I11.8 and 9, at pages IV.D.33 through 35. The EIR’s assessment of project
environmental impacts and alternatives should not reference consistency with the Study until the Study
itself is subjected to environmental review.

The DEIR should be revised to include analysis of the environmental impacts, and alternatives to, the
Northeast Embarcadero Study, before applying any of the Study's recommendations to the 8 Washington
project. The revised EIR should then be recirculated.

The DEIR is biased because it fails to include a discussion of A Community Vision for San
Francisco’s Northeast Waterfront. The DEIR is biased because it discusses the Planning Department’s
Northeast Embarcadero Study, while failing to include an equally detailed and professional discussion of
the background and recommendations of the study by a coalition of community organizations. Prepared
by Asian Neighborhood Design, 4 Community Vision for San Francisco’s Northeast Waterfront, dated
February 2011, was presented to the Planning Commission on July 7, 2011. The DEIR should describe
the reasons why an alternative community planning process was undertaken and should discuss the
recommendations contained in A Community Vision for San Francisco’s Northeast Waterfront.

B. STATE PLANS AND POLICIES -- TIDELANDS TRUST AND STATE LANDS
COMMISSION

According to the DEIR, “[t]he project sponsor proposes to exchange privately held property within the
project site that is not currently subject to the public trust (portions of Block 168 and 171, as well as
portions of former street rights-of-way along Jackson Street, Pacific Avenue, and Drumm Street) with the
portion of SWL 351 south of the former Jackson Street right-of-way that would be occupied by
residential and other non-trust development.” This information is insufficient to provide for an adequate
understanding of the project sponsor’s proposed public trust exchange. The DEIR should include a new
figure showing all of the following areas on a detailed sketch of the proposed project on the project site:

*  The privately owned portions of Blocks 168 and 171, and of former street rights-of-way along
Jackson Street, Pacific Avenue and Drum Street (not currently subject to the public trust) that are
proposed for exchange into trust.

* The specific area of SWL 351 that would be exchanged out of the public trust.

* The specific area of SWL 351 that would remain in the public trust.

* The specific area of SWL 351 that would be occupied by residential and other non-trust development.

» All open space areas upon which the public trust limitations will be placed.

*  Any developed areas upon which the public trust limitations will be placed.

The DEIR states that among the property to be transferred into the public trust would be “widening of the
existing Drumm Street pedestrian walkway.” How does the project’s proposed use of the Drumm Street
elevation for the project’s trash area and loading zones (uses which require curb cuts and access over the
sidewalks) conflict with the transfer of this “sidewalk” into the public trust?

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACTS (Chapter 1V)

The DEIR Incorrectly Determines that Certain Environmental Effects Do Not Require Further

Study in the EIR. The DEIR concludes (on page Intro.3) that certain potential individual and cumulative

environmental effects were identified as less than significant or less than significant with mitigation in the
December 8, 2007 NOP/Initial Study for the previous project proposal and, therefore, do not require
further study in this DEIR for the currently proposed project.

C.10.32,
cont'd

C.10.33

C.10.34

C.10.35
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As will be discussed below, we disagree that the potential environmental impacts to Land Use, Population C.10.35
and Housing, Historical (Architectural) Resources, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality T
were adequately studied in the NOP/Initial Study. Each of these environmental impacts must be addressed
in this EIR as to the currently proposed project.

cont'd

A. LAND USE

The evaluation of Land Use impacts contained in this section of the DEIR is incorrect. As explained on

page III.1 of the DEIR, the required evaluation under CEQA with respect to Land Use is to evaluate the C.10.36
proposed project’s conflicts with land use plans and policies to determine if these conflicts may result in

physical environmental impacts. Here, such conflicts would clearly result in substantial impacts on the

existing character of the vicinity and in significant cumulative impact related to Land Use.

The DEIR incorrectly determines that the project would not have a substantial impact on the
existing character of the vicinity (Impact LU-2). C.10.37

1. The proposed project conflicts with the Port’s Design and Access Element for the Ferry Building
Area and Design Criteria for Seawall Lot 351, which were adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating physical environmental impacts of new development.

The DEIR fails to adequately evaluate the proposed project’s conflicts with the Port’s Design and Access
Element for the Ferry Building Area, which defines the urban design character of this area a follows:

“The urban design character of this area derives from the historic Ferry, Agriculture and bulkhead
buildings which line The Embarcadero. Together, these buildings provide a civic architectural
character and mark the center of the waterfront and the beginning of Market Street. This area also
contains some of the waterfront’s most expansive and celebrated views and opens spaces, including
the 1800 foot long Embarcadero Promenade walkway south of the Agriculture Building, Justin
Herman Plaza, and the Ferry Plaza on the waterside of The Embarcadero. These open spaces are
used by office workers on a daily basis, by residents of the adjacent Golden Gateway, Telegraph Hill
and South Beach neighborhoods, and by visitors for a variety of celebrations and ceremonies.”

Further defining this urban design character, the Design Criteria for Seawall Lot 351 specify that the
massing of any development on the site should acknowledge the massing and street enclosure relationship
with the bulkhead buildings across The Embarcadero and be of similar height:

“MASSING: To define the north edge of adjacent open space, new development should acknowledge
the massing and street enclosure relationship with the bulkhead buildings across The Embarcadero
(e.g. bold forms of similar height, constructed to the Embarcadero edge).”

The following physical environmental impacts result from the proposed project’s conflicts with the Port’s
Design and Access Element for the Ferry Building Area and Design Criteria for Seawall Lot 351:

(1) Impacts on Architectural Character. The height and massing of the proposed project, which
conflict with the existing zoning, height and bulk districts, impact the area’s architectural
character because the proposed new buildings are not of similar height and massing with the
bulkhead buildings across The Embarcadero. The character of the area is not derived from the
high-rise, high-density buildings of the Golden Gateway, One Maritime Plaza and the
Embarcadero Center, as emphasized in the DEIR, but from the architectural character of the
“historic Ferry, Agriculture and bulkhead buildings which line The Embarcadero.”
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The DEIR incorrectly determines that the project would not result in significant cumulative
impacts related to Land Use (Impact LU-3).

(2) Impacts on Views and Open Spaces. The height and massing of the proposed project, which |c 10.38.3

conflict with the existing zoning, height and bulk districts, impact the areas “celebrated views
and opens spaces” that further define the character of this area. The proposed project would
completely block the iconic views to Coit Tower from the Ferry Building and Pier 1./In

addition, the proposed project would negatively impact public open spaces including The C.10.38.b

Embarcadero Promenade walkway and Sue Bierman Park by casting new shadows on them.
Other impacts to Sue Bierman Park include traffic impacts from locating the project’s garage
entrance and drop-off area on Washington Street across from the park and the elimination of
the buffer (the Washington Street median and its trees) between the park and the proposed
project. 1

The proposed project conflicts with the Priority Planning Policies related to environmental
impacts. The DEIR fails to evaluate the physical environmental impacts that would result from

the project’s conflicts with the Priority Planning Policies, including the following impacts:

Policy 2 — Because the height and massing of the proposed project is incompatible with that of
historic Ferry, Agriculture and bulkhead buildings on The Embarcadero, the
proposed project will impact neighborhood character.

Policy 3 — Because the proposed project creates 165 luxury condominium units, it fails to
preserve and enhance the City’s supply of affordable housing.

Policy 4 — Because the proposed project seeks exceptions to the City’s minimum parking
requirements, it will encourage, and therefore impact, commuter traffic in the area.

Policy 7— Because the proposed project is incompatible with the height and bulk of the historic
Ferry, Agriculture and bulkhead buildings that line The Embarcadero, it will impact
the character of the Port’s Embarcadero National Register Historic District and the
nearby buildings individually listed on the National Register.

Policy 8 — Because the proposed project will cast new shadows on the Embarcadero Promenade
walkway, Sidney Walton Square and Sue Bierman Park (as well as on the proposed
Jackson Common and Pacific Avenue Park), it will impact parks and open space and
their access to sunlight.

The DEIR fails to include and evaluate all other anticipated development cumulatively with the proposed
project, including those projects more than 0.5 miles of the project site for purposes of assessing
cumulative impacts to traffic.

C.10.39

The DEIR avoids consideration of the impacts of the America’s Cup by characterizing it as
“temporary in nature.” In fact, the duration of the America’s Cup event is not merely temporary, but
potentially long-term. The winner of the America’s Cup gets to determine where the next race will be
held. The races were held in Rhode Island for more than half of a century. Therefore, if the Golden
Gate Yacht Club (GGYC) retains the America’s Cup title, the race events will likely continue to be
held in San Francisco. This must be disclosed and considered in the EIR’s cumulative impact analysis
relating to increased vehicle and pedestrian activity in the project area since this is a reasonably likely
outcome. Assuming the America’s Cup is merely “temporary in nature” is speculative at best.

As to the long-term development that will result from the America’s Cup, the DEIR states that “it is
likely that they would be similar in uses and intensities to those projects previously developed for
those sites under consideration (Piers 19/23, Piers 26/28, Piers 30/32, etc.), which are included in the
current land use and traffic projections.” Please describe and discuss each of the development
projects assumed by the DEIR in its cumulative impact analysis.

C.10.41




The DEIR does not adequately address the project’s impacts on Aesthetics. The DEIR’s descriptions of
the visual character of the project vicinity, its scenic resources and existing scenic vistas are inadequate,
biased and misleading. In addition, contrary to the DEIR’s conclusions, it is clear that the proposed
project would have significant adverse effects on the visual quality of the area because it would cause
substantial and demonstrable negative changes in the physical environment that affects the public.

DEIR’s description of the Visual Character of the Project Vicinity is inadequate and biased:
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The DEIR fails to disclose or evaluate the construction impacts of the proposed project cumulatively
with the construction of the proposed the America’s Cup Village on Piers 27-29, which is proposed to
include demolishing all of the Pier 27 shed and a portion of the Pier 29 shed to create a 160,000 sq. ft.
public viewing platform or outdoor amphitheater at the eastern end of Pier 27-29 to accommodate up
to 10,000 spectators. According to the DEIR, construction of the proposed project is estimated to
occur during the same time period.

How will the construction of the proposed project impact the America’s Cup planned activities on
The Embarcadero?

How is the gsf of the proposed new cruise ship terminal related to cumulative transportation analysis?
A much better measure of traffic impacts would be its estimated use, the number of cruise ship calls,
estimated numbers of passengers, special event planning for the space, etc.

Include in the analysis of the cumulative impacts of the proposed project the following estimates from
the current DEIR for the Port’s proposed cruise terminal: “The annual number of ship calls is
expected to remain the same in the future, with approximately 40 to 80 calls per year. However, in
anticipation of the current trends in the cruise ship industry towards larger cruise ships, the proposed
cruise terminal would be designed to better accommodate newer, larger ships holding larger numbers
of passengers than are currently served at Pier 35. Optimally, the proposed terminal would handle
vessels carrying 2,600 passengers, but it would have additional capacity at key areas to serve vessels
carrying up to 4,000 passengers.” As to special events, the Port’s DEIR for the cruise terminal
provides that: “The proposed cruise terminal would allow for shared uses in down times between
cruise ship calls. These shared uses could include events such as conferences, public or private
gatherings, and maritime-oriented events. It is estimated that up to 100 shared-use events could occur
at the cruise terminal site annually.” [Emphasis added]

Because of the DEIR’s failure to include an adequate evaluation of the impacts of all other planned and
anticipated development in the area, its conclusion that cumulative development would not result in
significant changes in land use character is unsound and not based on substantial evidence.

AESTHETICS

Add into the description of the area’s visual character a clear description of Piers 1, 1-1/2, 3, and 5
bulkhead buildings, which line the east side of The Embarcadero across from the project site, as
visual resources defining the visual character of the project vicinity. As stated in the Port’s Design
and Access Element for the Ferry Building Area, the urban design character of this area derives from
these historic buildings.

Remove the biased description of these Piers 1-5 bulkhead buildings as “obstructing scenic views of
the Bay and East Bay Hills.” This statement is an obvious attempt to evade the conclusion that the
proposed project’s height, massing and design would significantly impact the visual character of these
historic and scenic resources, which define the visual character of the project vicinity.

Add to the first sentence under Photographic Views a statement that the project site occupies a
prominent position along The Embarcadero “across from the significant historic resources which line
the east side of The Embarcadero.”

E.10.4l
cont'd

C.10.42

C.10.43.a
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DEIR’s description of Existing Scenic Vistas and Scenic Resources inadequate and biased:

* Include in the DEIR’s description of the area’s scenic resources a description of the visual qualities of
Piers 1, 1-1/2, 3, and 5 bulkhead buildings which qualified them for individual listing on the National
Register of Historic Places and as contributing resources to the Port’s Embarcadero National Register
Historic District.

* Remove the two biased statements (on pages IV.B.11 and IV.B.12) that Piers 1-5 bulkhead buildings
obstruct views of the Bay and East Bay Hills. This statement is an obvious attempt to deflect the fact
that the proposed project itself will block the iconic views of Coit Tower and Telegraph Hill from the
Ferry Building and Pier 1, as well as views of the Ferry Building from public locations on Telegraph
Hill.

The DEIR incorrectly determines that the proposed project would not substantially affect scenic
vistas or scenic resources visible from publicly accessible areas in the project vicinity (Impact AE-

1).

The DEIR’s conclusion that the project’s impacts on scenic vistas and scenic resources would be
considered “Less than Significant” is a subjective judgment not based on an independent presentation of
the facts. Impacts to the following scenic vistas and scenic resources would be significant without
adequate mitigation:

1. Views of Coit Tower and Telegraph Hill Obstructed. As clearly demonstrated in Figure IV.B-
3: View B (page IV.B.7), the height and mass of the proposed project would completely obstruct views of
Coit Tower and Telegraph Hill currently seen from the Embarcadero Promenade at the northern end of
the Ferry Building. This significant adverse effect on the visual quality and scenic vistas enjoyed by the
public conflicts with all of the following objectives and plans:

* The Port’s project objective for Seawall Lot 351, which provides that the proposed project “maintain
and enhance the view corridors along the Embarcadero” and that it “[r]Jecognize the visual connection
from the Ferry Building and Pier 1 to Coit Tower in a manner that preserves the iconic vista and
acknowledges the landmark status of these sites.”

* The Port’s Waterfront Design and Access Element which provides that design policies will be applied
to new development and open space projects along the waterfront to address ways to preserve and
enhance existing views and to create a variety of new views.

* Policy 10.1 of the Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan provides that new development “preserve the
physical form of the waterfront and reinforce San Francisco’s distinctive hill form by maintaining low
structures near the water, with an increase in vertical development near hills or the downtown core
area.”

»  The Urban Design Element of the City’s General Plan calls for preserving and enhancing views and
visual quality, and calls for new development to complement existing patterns of development.

The DEIR’s conclusion this would not create a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista because “Coit
Tower and Telegraph Hill would continue to be visible from numerous vantage pointes in the vicinity of
the Project site and the City” is a biased and subjective judgment that is not based on fact.

*  What will prevent other buildings from being constructed along The Embarcadero that would further
block views of Coit Tower and Telegraph Hill? How is this project unique?

2. Views of the Ferry Building Obstructed. As demonstrated in Figure [V.B-7: View F (page
IV.B.12), the height and mass of the proposed project would obstruct views of the Ferry Building from
locations on Telegraph Hill. Although the view from only one location is chosen to show this impact, it is

C.10.43.a
cont'd

C.10.43.b(1)

IC.10.43.b(2)

C.10.43.c
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clear that the proposed project will have a potentially significant adverse effect on the visual quality and
scenic vistas enjoyed by the public. C.10.43.c

. . . . cont'd
* The DEIR must analyze how such obstruction of views of the Ferry Building would comply with

Policy 10.7 of the Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan, which provides that new development enhance
and maintain the physical prominence of the Ferry Building.

* Please explain the statement on page IV.B.18 that: “The proposed project would not obstruct the view
of the Ferry Building Clock Tower from any of the proposed viewpoints.” What are “any of the
proposed viewpoints”? Why is it relevant that only the view of the Clock Tower would remain?

The DEIR’s conclusion that the proposed project would not create a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista by obstructing views “because the Ferry Building would continue to be visible from numerous
vantage points on Telegraph Hill” is a plainly subjective judgment not based on the facts presented.

3. Views from a Significant Number of Private Residences Obstructed. As described in the
DEIR, a significant number of private residences will have their views completely blocked or obstructed | 10.43.d

by the construction of the proposed project, in particular by the 12-story building on the southern portion
of the project site that would require the City to approve a zoning amendment to accommodate a site-
specific height increase or spot zoning.

+ Discuss why these private residential owners and tenants do not have a reasonable expectation that
the City will uphold its existing height and bulk limits and respect its prior redevelopment plans and
approvals.

* Given the facts of the instant case, where a site-specific up-zoning and deviations from existing plans
and policies would result in blocking views and light to a significant number of residential units,
discuss the basis for the DEIR’s statement that such impacts are “a commonly expected and
experienced consequent of new construction within a densely populated urban setting.”

The DEIR incorrectly determines that the proposed project would not substantially alter the
existing visual character of the project site and its surroundings (Impact AE-2). C.10.43.e

There is simply no basis for the DEIR’s conclusion that the proposed project would not substantially alter
the existing visual character of the area surrounding the project site. For the reasons set forth below, the
DEIR’s conclusion is biased, subjective and not based on evidence or fact.

1. Conflicts with the “Urban Design Element” of the General Plan. The DEIR states that “[t]he
proposed project is intended to further the following policies of the Urban Design Element” of the
General Plan, but the DEIR fails to provide evidence that the proposed project furthers these policies,
including the following:

+ Policy 3.4 (promote building forms that will respect and improve the integrity of open spaces and
other public areas). The proposed project does not further this policy. The height and massing of the
proposed project would damage and deteriorate open spaces and other public areas by casting new
shade on the Embarcadero Promenade walkway, Sidney Walton Square and Sue Bierman Park (as
well as on the proposed Jackson Common and Pacific Avenue Park). As shown in Figure IV.B-4:
View C and Figure IV.B-5: View D, the massive new walled-in effect that the proposed project
would create on the Park’s northern side would further enclose and darken Sue Bierman Park.
Additional damage to Sue Bierman Park would result from the proposed removal of the Washington
Street median and all its trees, which would eliminate a buffer between the Park and the increased
traffic impacts from the garage and drop off proposed immediately across from the Park. The impacts
of the proposed project on these parks and open spaces and their access to sunlight would also
conflict with Policy 8 of the City’s Priority Planning Policies.
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2.
project is intended to further the following policies of the Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan,” but the
DEIR fails to provide evidence that the proposed project furthers these policies, including the following:

3.
project is intended to further the policies of the Port’s Waterfront Design & Access Element of the
Waterfront Land Use Plan specific to Seawall Lot 351,” but the DEIR fails to provide evidence that the
proposed project furthers these policies, including the following:

Policy 3.5 (relate the height of buildings to important attributes of the City pattern and to the height

and character of existing development) and Policy 3.6 (relate the bulk of buildings to the prevailing
scale of development to avoid an overwhelming or dominating appearance in new construction). The

DEIR fails to consider that the size and massing of the proposed project would contrast significantly
with the smaller, finer-scale character and height of the structures and bulkheads in the Port’s
Embarcadero National Register Historic District, and in particular with the Ferry Building and Piers 1
through 5, which are each individually listed on the National Register of Historic Resources. The
contrast between the size, scale and character of these historic buildings, the horizontal mass of which
are no more than 37 feet in height, and the proposed height and massing of the proposed project
would constitute a “substantial degradation” of the visual character of the area. The DEIR presents no
facts to support a different conclusion.

Conflicts with the Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan. The DEIR states that “[t]he proposed

Policy 10.1 (preserve the physical form of the waterfront and reinforce San Francisco’s distinctive
hill form by maintaining low structures near the water, with an increase in vertical development near
hills or the downtown core area). Given the height of the proposed project in relation to the 37-foot
tall historic bulkhead buildings across The Embarcadero, how can the DEIR conclude that it
maintains low structures near the water?

Policy 10.7 (enhance and maintain the physical prominence of the Ferry Building). Given the height
and mass of the proposed project, how does it enhance and maintain the Ferry Building?

Policy 10.11 (maintain and enhance existing grade-level view corridors to the bulkhead buildings).
The DEIR claims (on page IV.B.19) that the addition of the new project buildings would “frame and
direct views along the Embarcadero and along Washington Street toward the Pier 1 Bulkhead
Building.” However, as shown in Figure I.B.6: View E, a clear and open grade-level view corridor
looking east along Washington Street to the Pier 1 Bulkhead Building currently exists. As shown in
the figure with the addition of the proposed project, the existing view would not be enhanced. Rather,
the new buildings would create a tunnel effect along Washington Street and impede the existing view
of the Pier 1. Thus, the evidence provided in the DEIR does not support the DEIR’s conclusion.
Please explain the statement in the DEIR that the proposed project would “frame and direct views
along the Embarcadero ... toward the Pier 1 Bulkhead Building.” Please include a photomontage to
support this conclusion.

Conflicts with the Waterfront Design & Access Element. The DEIR states that “[t]he proposed

Massing (acknowledge the massing and street enclosure relationship with the bulkhead buildings
across The Embarcadero [e.g., bold forms of similar height, constructed to The Embarcadero edge]).
In spite of this clear guiding principle that development on the project site be of similar height and
massing and detailing with the bulkhead buildings across The Embarcadero, the DEIR repeatedly
refers to the site as being located near (or in) the downtown high-rise office core in a clear and biased
attempt to defend the excessive height and massing of the proposed project.

Orientation (locate primary uses and pedestrian entrances on The Embarcadero) and Transparency
(avoid blank ground floor walls along The Embarcadero by providing views into the ground floor of
buildings). Please describe the ground floor wall along the length of the proposed new swimming

C.10.43.e
cont'd

C.10.43.f

C.10.43.g
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pools on the east elevation along The Embarcadero. Will there be views into the swimming pool?
What is the length of this blank ground floor wall? Describe all the uses (including the secondary C.10.43.g
entrance to the condominium units) that will occupy the ground floor walls along the length of the cont'd

project on The Embarcadero.

+ Embarcadero Character (reinforce the large scale of The Embarcadero by using bold forms, deep
recessed building openings, and strong detailing on building facades facing The Embarcadero).
Describe the character of the proposed new building along its entire east elevation. Please describe
how the “recessed bays” that according to the DEIR are to “contribute to a greater sense of human
scale ...” are compatible with the detailing of the bulkhead buildings across The Embarcadero. Are
there any bay windows on any of these bulkhead buildings? How are projected awnings consistent
with the bulkhead buildings?

4. Conflicts with the Port’s Design Objectives. The design of the proposed project conflicts with
substantially all of the Port’s Design Objectives set forth in this EIR (pages 11.21-11.22) and articulated in
the Port’s RFP for this project, which the DEIR completely ignores in its discussion and conclusions
regarding the proposed project’s impacts on the existing visual character of the area surrounding the
project site. The EIR should disclose each of the following conflicts with the Port’s Design Objectives as
a part of its analysis of the aesthetic impacts of the proposed project:

C.10.43.h

*  The design of the new development does not “respect the character of the Ferry Building” because it
is incompatible with the Ferry Building’s design details, height, bulk and scale.

*  The design of the new development does not “respect the character of ... Sue Bierman Park” because
it would not only cast new shade on Sue Bierman Park, but would create a giant new wall on the
Park’s northern side and, with the removal of the Washington Street median and its trees, would
effectively remove a buffer between the Park and the development on the project site.

*  The design of the new development would not “compliment the rich architectural character of the
Embarcadero National Register Historic District” nor is it “complementary to the architectural
features of the pier bulkhead buildings.” Rather, the design of the new building is incompatible with
the height, bulk and scale and architectural detail of these historic buildings and detracts from the
significance of the historic district.

* Because of the height and scale of the proposed new development, it does not “acknowledge the
massing and street enclosure relationship with the bulkhead buildings across The Embarcadero” and
is clearly not “of similar height” as the bulkhead buildings.

*  The proposed building does not “maintain and enhance the view corridors along the Embarcadero”
nor does it “[r]ecognize the visual connection from the Ferry Building and Pier 1 to Coit Tower in a
manner that preserves the iconic vista and acknowledges the landmark status of these sites.” Instead
it completely blocks views to Coit Tower from the Ferry Building and Pier 1 and impedes views of
the Ferry Building from Telegraph Hill.

*  The height and massing of the proposed new building clearly does not “fit within the neighborhood
context” given its sharp contrast with “the heights of the historic Pier 1 through 5 bulkhead
buildings.”

* The DEIR provides no design or consideration of “the appearance of all rooftop equipment as seen
from the street and elevation of neighboring buildings and hills.” As rooftop equipment impacts
aesthetics, this must be considered in the EIR.

* The proposed project’s “primary uses and pedestrian entrance,” i.e. the main entrance to the
residential units, face Washington Street instead of The Embarcadero.

* As noted above, the proposed project will have “blank ground floor walls along The Embarcadero
and Washington Street.” Washington Street will have the project’s garage vehicle entrance as a well
as a separate elevator entrance to the garage. The Embarcadero will have a blank ground floor wall
along the length of the swimming pool.
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5. Light and glare impacts should have been considered in the DEIR. The proposed project’s
potential aesthetic impacts from light and glare should have been discussed in the DEIR and should not C.10.43.i
have been dismissed based on the 2007 Initial Study, which simply concluded that “the project would
have less than significant light and glare impacts because the project would comply with City Planning
Commission Resolution 9212, which prohibits mirrored or reflective glass, and because it would not
result in additional glare beyond that of other typical buildings in the area.” Why was there no
consideration of the project’s cumulative impacts considered together with other nearby projects,
including the Embarcadero Center, the new cruise ship terminal, the Exploratorium project, the America’s
Cup long-term development projects, and the Yerba Buena/Treasure Island development? What is the
measurable additional light impact generated by the proposed project? What is the increase in light
pollution individually and cumulatively?

The DEIR incorrectly determines that the proposed project would not result in a significant
cumulative impact related to Aesthetics (Impact AE-3). C,10,43,j

There is no basis for the DEIR’s conclusion that the cruise terminal at Pier 27, the Exploratorium project
at Piers 15-17, and the proposed America’s Cup development are not a part of the visual setting for the
proposed project. All of these projects are within the Port’s Embarcadero National Register Historic
District and each project individually and cumulatively will impact the visual environment of this historic
resource. Absolutely no design details or other aspects of these projects were discussed in the EIR.

In addition, the DEIR failed to consider the impacts on the visual environment of the proposed project
cumulatively with the impact of the Treasure Island development project on the visual environment of the
waterfront in the project area. The final certified EIR for the Treasure Island development project found
that that project would have a significant effect on the visual environment that could not be mitigated.

The DEIR’s cumulative analysis of the proposed project’s cumulative impact related to Aesthetics is
inadequate and incomplete. There is simply no factual basis or evidence for the DEIR’s conclusion that
the proposed project and cumulative development would not contribute to a significant degradation of the
visual environment of the greater project area.

C. HISTORICAL RESOURCES
Impacts on Historic Resources are not Adequately Analyzed in the DEIR. Unbelievably, the DEIR
concludes that potentially significant impacts to historic “architectural” resources will not be discussed in
the DEIR because the 2007 NOP/Initial Study found that the proposed project would not adversely affect
them. The 2007 NOP/Initial Study incorrectly assumed that because “[t]he project site contains no
buildings included in, or determined eligible for inclusion in, any federal, State, or adopted local register
of historic resources,” the proposed project could not result in any impacts to historic “architectural”
resources. This reasoning and its conclusion are flawed for at least three reasons: First, the proposed
project must be analyzed for its potentially significant impacts on historic resources within its setting and
context. Second, the Old Seawall, which runs through the project site within Seawall Lot 351, has been
determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places and therefore constitutes a
historic resource for all purposes of CEQA. Third, the construction of the proposed project must be
analyzed for its potentially significant physical damage to historic resources.

C.10.44.a

1. The proposed project must be analyzed for its potentially significant impacts on historic C.10.44.p
resources within its setting and context. The DEIR is inadequate, incomplete and biased in its failure to D
analyze the potentially significant impacts of the proposed project on its immediate environmental setting

and context, including Pier 1 and the Ferry Building, which are individually listed on the National
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Register of Historic Places; the Central Embarcadero Piers National Register Historic District, which
includes Piers 1, 1-1/2, 3, and 5 located across The Embarcadero from the project site; and the Port’s
Embarcadero National Register Historic District. The EIR must analyze the proposed project’s potentially
significant impacts on these historic resources resulting from its conflicts with the City’s General Plan
and the Port’s plans and objectives applicable to the project, including the following:

(a) Conflicts with the Port’s Waterfront Design & Access Element. The EIR must analyze
the proposed project’s potentially significant impacts on these historic resources resulting from its
conflicts with the Waterfront Design & Access Element as to massing and design character. (See also our
comments above relating to the proposed project’s aesthetic impacts, which are included here by
reference.)

*  Analyze and discuss how the proposed project acknowledges the massing and street enclosure
relationship with these historic resources (the Ferry Building and bulkhead buildings) across The
Embarcadero. Explain how the height of the proposed project is “similar” to the historic bulkhead
buildings.

* Analyze and discuss how the character and design of the proposed project reinforces the scale of the
historic resources along The Embarcadero. Describe how the project’s proposed “recessed bays” are
compatible with the detailing of the historic resources. Are there any bay windows on any of these
bulkhead buildings? How are projected awnings consistent with the bulkhead buildings?

(b) Conflicts with the Port’s Design Objectives. The EIR must disclose and acknowledge
the proposed project’s potentially significant impacts on these historic resources resulting from its
conflicts with substantially all of the Port’s Design Objectives (set forth in this EIR pages I11.21-11.22)
which are articulated in the Port’s RFP for this project. The objectives relating specifically to historic
resources are the following:

o “The design of new buildings should respect the character of the Ferry Building. ” Disclose and
acknowledge the project’s incompatibility with the Ferry Building’s design details and, in particular,
with its height, bulk and scale, which impacts the significance of the Ferry Building.

*  “Construct new development which compliments the rich architectural character of the Embarcadero
National Register Historic District and is complementary to the architectural features of the pier
bulkhead buildings.” Disclose and discuss the design details of the proposed project, in particular, its
height and massing in relation to the architectural character of the historic district and bulkhead
building, disclosing and acknowledging the project’s conflict with this objective and resulting impact
on the significance of these historic resources.

o “[N]ew development should acknowledge the massing and street enclosure relationship with the
bulkhead buildings across The Embarcadero (e.g. bold forms of similar height...)” As the proposed
project is clearly not of similar height or massing as the bulkhead buildings, the DEIR must disclose
and acknowledge this impact on the significance of these historic resources.

*  “Recognize the visual connection from the Ferry Building and Pier 1 to Coit Tower in a manner that
preserves the iconic vista and acknowledges the landmark status of these sites.” As the proposed new
building would completely block views to Coit Tower from the Ferry Building and impede views of
the Ferry Building from Telegraph Hill, the DEIR must disclose and acknowledge this impact on the
significance of these historic resources.

C.10.44.b
cont'd
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(c) Conflict with General Plan Objective 12, Policy 12.3. The EIR must disclose and C.10.44.b
acknowledge the proposed project’s potentially significant impacts on these historic resources resulting cont'd
from its conflicts with General Plan Objective 12, Policy 12.3: “Design new buildings to respect the
character of older development nearby.”

2. The proposed project would have a significant impact on the Old Seawall. Because the Old
Seawall is a “historic resource” for all purposes of CEQA, the proposed project’s substantial adverse C.10.44.c
change in its significance cannot be mitigated.

The DEIR discloses that: “A segment of the Old Seawall runs through the project site within Seawall Lot
351 along The Embarcadero, approximately 10 feet below the ground surface.” The DEIR further reveals
that:

“The Old Seawall was determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places in 1979 under Criterion A as a resource associated with “events that made a significant
contribution to the broad pattern of our history” (i.e., for its connection with waterfront
infrastructure development). As such, it is deemed a historical resource under CRHR
Criterion 1 (Events). It may also be significant under CRHR Criterion 3
(Design/Construction) and Criterion 4 (Information Potential) if the actual construction of
the seawall is found to deviate from the BSHC’s detailed construction plans and
specifications for the Old Seawall. Deviation (including changes in size, extent, location, of
materials) may contribute information to our understanding of the construction of this feature
that is not available in the documentary record.

Therefore, the Old Seawall must be considered a “historic resource” for all purposes of CEQA. As
admitted by the DEIR, the construction of the proposed project would require the destruction of a
significant segment of the Old Seawall causing “the largest disturbance of the Old Seawall to date,”
thereby diminishing the overall integrity of the this historic resource. This effect would constitute a
substantial adverse change in the significance of this historic resource and, therefore, a significant impact
under CEQA, which cannot be adequately mitigated by the mitigation measures M-CP-1a (Archeological
Testing, Monitoring and Data Recovery and Reporting) and M-CP-1b (Interpretation) proposed by the
DEIR.

« Include a description of seawall lots and how they relate to the city’s historic seawall.’

* Include a sketch of the project site and proposed development showing the location of the Old
Seawall.

* Because of this substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource, the EIR must
include project alternatives that avoid this significant impact while accomplishing most of the project
objectives.

* Please explain in detail how the project can be re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on the
Old Seawall and include this in the EIR as a project alternative.

3. The proposed project must be analyzed for its potentially significant impacts on historic

resources from pile driving, dewatering, and other construction-related impacts. The EIR fails to C.1044.4d
analyze the potentially significant impacts on nearby historic resources, and on the Old Seawall and the

New Seawall (a contributing resource to the Port’s National Register Historic District), resulting from the

3 The “seawall” refers to the foundation upon which the waterfront was constructed and consists of a linear embankment of stone,
concrete, and wood. The “bulkhead wharf” consists of the pile-supported platform that runs parallel to the seawall between piers and
upon which bulkhead buildings, pier entrances and other supporting structures are constructed. The seawall is integrated with the
bulkhead wharf to form a continuous, unifying structure. Seawall lots are parcels that are landward of the city’s historic seawall, west of
The Embarcadero.
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pile driving and dewatering that will be a part of the construction of the project. As disclosed on page

I1.20 of the DEIR: C.10.44d
cont'd

“[T]he proposed buildings would have a pile foundation system supporting a thick mat. The
estimated depth of proposed excavation would be as much as 38 feet below the ground at the site of
the proposed residential buildings (with excavation of as much as about 40 feet deep for elevator
pits), and 2 feet to 4 feet beneath the tennis courts and proposed athletic club building north of
Jackson Street. Pile driving would be required; pile lengths would average about 130 feet.
Approximately 110,000 cubic yards of soil would be removed from the project site.”

Include a professional assessment of all potential construction impacts to the nearby historic bulkhead
buildings, the Old Seawall and the New Seawall, including without limitation, damage that could be
caused by the vibration from pile driving and from the impacts of excavation and dewatering the project
site during construction. Include proposed mitigation measures for all such potential impacts.

4, The project’s impacts on Archeological Resources are not adequately analyzed and
mitigated. Please address the following questions and comments:

* Include more detailed information as to the exact location of the New Seawall, a contributing
resource within the Embarcadero Historic District, in relation to the project site and explain in greater
detail why it would or would not be affected by the proposed project’s construction, excavation and
pile driving.

+ The DEIR states that “[c]onstruction activities within or near the area along the north side of the
Jackson Street alignment and The Embarcadero may disturb the remains of the scuttled ship Bethel.”
Please provide a more specific estimated location of the Bethel in relation to the proposed buildings
on the project site?

* According to the DEIR, the Bethel “could be eligible for inclusion in the California Gold Rush
Shipwreck Thematic Group and is thus eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.”
Three other ships may also be present within the project site and would likewise be eligible. Please
explain why it would not be feasible to maintain the Bethel in place.

+ If'the Bethel is in fact present on the site and eligible for listing in the National Register, how is it
possible that its destruction by the proposed project “would not cause a substantial adverse change to
the significance of this resource” as claimed by the DEIR? The mitigation plan is inadequate to
address the potentially significant impacts on this known historic resource.

* Please explain in detail how the project can be re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on the
Bethel.

D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

The DEIR does not adequately address or analyze the proposed project’s impacts on Transportation and
Circulation. Not only are the DEIR’s descriptions of the existing conditions inadequate, but also contrary
to the DEIR’s conclusions, it is clear that the proposed project would have significant adverse effects on
traffic, transit and pedestrian safety.

1. Condition of Regional Freeways Not Adequately Described. The DEIR does not adequately
describe the condition of the regional freeways. Given that regional access to and from the project site
and the East Bay will be provided by I-80 and the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, the numerous

C.10.44.e

C.10.44.1

C.10.45a



Letter C.10
Bill Wycko
August 15,2011
Page 24

significant and unavoidable impacts of the YBI/Treasure Island project must be disclosed as a part of the
description of the project setting and taken into consideration in the analysis of the proposed project. The
impacts of the America’s Cup and the Cruise Terminal undergoing environmental review at this time
must also be must be disclosed as a part of the description of the project setting and taken into
consideration.

* Include a list and discussion of all significant and unavoidable transportation and circulation impacts
of the Yerba Buena Island/Treasure Island project as set forth in the final certified EIR for that
project.

* Include a list and discussion of the transportation and circulation impacts of the America’s Cup
project and the Cruise Ship Terminal project as set forth in the draft EIR for those projects.

2. Impacts on Local Streets Not Adequately Analyzed. The DEIR states that “[v]ehicle access to
the parking below the buildings would be through a two-way entrance ramp directly off Washington
Street west of the lobby entrance,” near Drumm Street. The General Plan identifies Washington Street as
a “Major Arterial in the Congestion Management Network between Kearny and The Embarcadero.
Washington Street operates two ways between The Embarcadero and Drumm and on way west bound
between Drumm and Powell.”

These facts raise the following questions not addressed in the DEIR’s analysis of local traffic impacts:

* How wide will this entrance ramp on Washington Street be?

*  How wide will the curb cut be?

*  How will queuing be accomplished?

* How many metered parking spaces will be lost on Washington Street, including those to
accommodated the garage entrance and passenger zones for the main entrance to the residential units
and the restaurant to be located at the corner of Washington and The Embarcadero?

Because Washington Street is one way westbound between Drumm and Powell Streets, this means that all
vehicles entering the garage will have to turn off of The Embarcadero onto Washington Street. This raises
the following questions:

* How will this impact traffic flow on The Embarcadero?

*  Will queuing on Washington Street result in traffic back-ups onto The Embarcadero?

* How will an electronic sign installed at the garage entrance on Washington Street (suggested as
Improvement Measure TR-1) eliminate the impacts of queuing? Will the proposed signage provide
directions to drivers as to how to get to a nearby alternative garage or just indicate that it is full?

* Obtain and include in the EIR an assessment by MTA as the impacts of queuing and the adequacy of
queuing space provided for the garage.

3. Traffic and Transit Data are Out of Date.

The traffic data relied upon by the DEIR in reaching its conclusion that the project would not result in
significant transportation impacts due to vehicle traffic (Impact TR-1) is stale, having been based on
surveys done in 2006-2007 with 2000 census data (page IV.D.5 of the DEIR). These studies must be
updated with accurate, recent information based on 2010 census data.

For example, the assumption made in the DEIR that the existing conditions at the Embarcadero/Broadway
and Embarcadero/Washington intersections are “satisfactory” (at LOS D) conflicts with actual conditions.

C.10.45a,
cont'd
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Also out of date is the transit information relied upon by the DEIR in reaching its conclusion that the
project would not result in significant transportation impacts to transit systems (Impact TR-2), having
been based upon screenline data on capacity and utilization of individual MUNI lines from 2007 (page
IV.D.9 of the DEIR). This data should also be updated. For example, based on an assumption that the
existing condition on the F-Line along The Embarcadero is not at capacity during peak periods, the DEIR
concludes that an additional “44 trips to/from the proposed project on the F-line” would have “less-than-
significant impact on MUNI service.” The assumption made in the DEIR that the F-Line is not at capacity
during peak periods conflicts with actual conditions, which show the F-Line is at capacity during peak
periods.

In addition, the DEIR states that “[t]he travel, parking and freight/service loading demand estimates for
the proposed project were based on the methodology and assumptions developed by the San Francisco
Planning Department...in October 2002.” Assumptions that are nearly a decade old are out-of-date, given
the rapidly changing conditions along San Francisco’s waterfront.

4. The Proposed Project Will Impact Pedestrian Safety. Based on the information presented in
the DEIR, the proposed project could create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, considered a
significant effect on the environment under CEQA.

The DEIR states that: "Conflicts between pedestrians and vehicles could occur at the project garage
driveway, which could cause the potential inbound vehicles to queue onto Washington Street. Outbound
vehicles would queue inside the garage and would not affect street traffic. Conflicts between outbound
vehicles and pedestrians could still occur, but their effect on pedestrians would be reduced because
pedestrians on the sidewalk have the right-of-way." [emphasis added] (page IV.D.25)

In the very next paragraph it makes the following statement about these potential vehicular and pedestrian
conflicts at the garage driveway:

"The number of vehicles and pedestrians per minute are relatively small (about one vehicle
and three pedestrians every 30 seconds on average) and it is therefore not anticipated that the
proposed project would cause any major conflict or interfere with pedestrian movements in
the area." (page IV.D.25)

The numbers given translate to 2 cars and 6 pedestrians every minute or 120 cars and 360 pedestrians an
hour (or approximately 1,440 cars and 4,320 pedestrians coming into potential conflict in any given 7 am
to 7 pm period). The DEIR’s conclusion that such conflict between vehicles and pedestrian movement
would be “less than significant” is questionable and simply not supported by the facts presented in the
DEIR. The additional statement in the DEIR that because "pedestrians on the sidewalk have the right-of-
way" such conflicts would be reduced is a further faulty assumption that is not based in fact.

5. Amount of Parking Conflicts with the Transit First Policy and Other City Ordinances,
Plans & Policies. The proposed 240-space, three level underground parking garage conflicts with
existing Planning Code provisions, Priority Planning Policy No. 4 (discouragement of commuter
automobiles), the Transit First Policy, and the Transportation Element of the General Plan. These
conflicts would impact the physical environment because they would cause more people to drive to and
from the already congested area, thereby impacting transportation and circulation, pedestrian safety and
air quality. The impacts resulting from the proposed project’s failure to conform to these ordinances,
plans and policies must also be (but are not) considered cumulatively with other projects that impact local
and regional transportation systems, including the Exploratorium, the America’s Cup, the Cruise Ship
Terminal and Treasure Island.

C.10.45e,
cont'd
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Please disclose and discuss the project’s conflicts with the Transit First Policy.

Please disclose and discuss the project’s conflicts with Priority Planning Policy No. 4
(discouragement of commuter automobiles).

Please disclose and discuss the project’s conflicts with the Transportation Element of the General
Plan.

The DEIR’s conclusion that “[t]he proposed project would not result in significant transportation impacts
in the proposed project vicinity due to vehicle traffic” (Impact TR-1) is not substantiated. The DEIR fails
to disclose exactly how the project will comply with existing Planning Code provisions applicable to the
project site. Please explain exactly how the proposed project will comply with each of the following
Planning Code provisions:

How many off-street parking spaces are allowed (the maximum accessory amount) for 165 residential
units as of right without a special exception to increase this amount?

How many off-street parking spaces would be required for approximately 81,900 gsf of non-
residential uses without a special exception to reduce this amount? Include in these calculations, all of
the following types and sizes of uses (from DEIR pages I1.7 and I1.17):

* 17,000 gsf of Retail

* 12,100 gsf of Restaurant/Bar

* 12,800 gsf of fitness center (including a 1,850 gsf cafe)

* 40,000 gsf of athletic club (27,000 sq ft of tennis courts plus 13,000 sq ft of pools and related
outdoor space)

Information presented in the DEIR in Table IV.D-3 (on pg IV.D.15), shows that there are 459 off-
street parking spaces currently available close to the project site. Please discuss why this would not
eliminate the need for the proposed 420-car underground garage.

Please respond to and discuss the following comment: The residential parking ratio proposed for the
project, one parking space per dwelling unit, is far too high, and will make this project yet another
unsustainable automobile-oriented development. The ratio should be reduced to one space for every
two units. Reducing residential parking below 1 space per unit has also been proven effective as a
housing affordability strategy, which lowers the cost of housing for households willing to do without
a private car. In this case, eliminating a level of parking would significantly lower the construction
cost of the project, lowering the cost of the units, and would lessen project impacts on traffic and
circulation, pedestrian safety, and air quality.

A reduced parking alternative should be analyzed in the EIR.

6. Construction Impacts Must Be Considered Cumulatively With Other Projects. The DEIR’s
conclusion that the construction of the proposed project would not cause a significant increase in traffic
(Impact TR-8) does not take into consideration other major projects that will be under construction during
the same time period.

The DEIR failed to consider the proposed project’s construction related impacts on traffic, transit, and
pedestrian movement, cumulatively with the following:

America’s Cup events and related construction. According to the DEIR, the project’s proposed

C.10.47
cont'd
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period of 7 to 8 months (4 trucks/hour) which will overlap with the 2012/2013 America’s Cup events
and, therefore, violate the City’s Host and Venue Agreement which provides:

10.4 The City will use all lawful means to restrict noise and debris generating activities on public
works and large private construction projects (if any) in areas reasonably proximate to the Event
during America's Cup World Series Pre-regattas and the Regatta.

* How can the project construction take place without violating the America’s Cup Host Agreement?

* Because the construction schedule for the proposed project coincides with America’s Cup-related
construction,” all traffic-related construction impacts (construction truck traffic, street and sidewalk
closures, etc.), including the initial and final phases of the Cruise Ship Terminal, must be considered
cumulatively with the proposed project.

*  Because the construction schedule for the proposed project coincides with America’ Cup-related race
events, construction-related conflicts with the significant levels of spectator traffic and pedestrians
must be taken into consideration.

«  Also taken into consideration should be the significant traffic-related construction impacts of the
Treasure Island development project, including hauling significant amounts of soil to the Island for
geologic stabilization and increased ground elevations which, if trucks are used, will alone require as
many as 110,000 round trips on [-80 and the Bay Bridge.

Considered cumulatively, it is clear that the project’s construction related impacts on traffic, transit, and
pedestrian movement would be very significant. The DEIR’s suggested Improvement Measure TR-8b
(Agency Consultation to determine the best method to minimize the traffic impacts during construction)
would likely result in significant construction delays necessary to time construction to avoid the above-
listed conflicts. Delays in the construction of the proposed project would be inconsistent with the project
sponsor’s objective to “/tJo complete the project on time and within budget.”

7. Cumulative Future Conditions. The DEIR says that, if the recommendations of the
Department’s Northeast Embarcadero Study were adopted, the proposed project would make a significant
and unavoidable, “considerable contribution” to cumulative traffic impacts at the study intersections.
(Impact TR-9, DEIR at IV.D.34). Since the Northeast Embarcadero Study received no environmental
review, it cannot legally be utilized as the basis for environmental analysis of the proposed project. Please
revise the EIR to so state at pages I11.8 and 9 and at pages IV.D.33 - 35. The EIR’s assessment of project
environmental impacts and alternatives should not reference consistency with the Study until the Study
itself is subjected to environmental review.

This section of the DEIR raises several questions and issues:

* The DEIR contains an extensive discussion of the recommendations contained in the Planning
Department’s Northeast Embarcadero Study in determining that the proposed project would make a
“considerable” contribution to cumulative traffic impacts only if the proposed changes in the street
geometry for The Embarcadero, Broadway, and Washington recommended in the Northeast
Embarcadero Study are adopted. And that otherwise, there would merely need to be “minor
adjustments in traffic signal timings.” The DEIR’s conclusion that “both intersections would operate
at an acceptable level of service in 2035 if the number of lanes were maintained at the status quo, and

* Demolition and construction would occur over a 28-month period assumed to occur between January 1 2012 and
May 1 2014. (DEIR page IV.E.18)

C.10.51,
cont'd

C.10.52a
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with minor adjustments to the traffic signal timings” is unsupported by the facts contained in the
DEIR.

*  Proposed Mitigation Measure M-TR-9, is inadequate. It provides that the project sponsor will
develop and implement a “Travel Demand Management Plan” that will “build upon elements already

being provided as a part of the proposed project, such as secured bicycle parking and car share spaces,

to which it will add additional components such as facilitating maps of local pedestrian and bicycle
routes and a taxi call service for the restaurant.” Car share spaces and bicycle parking are already
required. A taxi call service is a typical benefit to the restaurant. Therefore, no additional mitigation
is being offered that will mitigate significant traffic impacts. The DEIR also states that this so-called
mitigation measure will only be triggered if and at the time the changes to The
Embarcadero/Washington Street recommended by the Department’s Northeast Embarcadero Study
are adopted. As stated above, the Study cannot be legally utilized as the basis for environmental
analysis in this DEIR.

* Explain why cumulative traffic volumes were developed based on the gross square feet of other
developments instead of based on their anticipated traffic generation from their proposed uses. For
example, the proposed Cruise Ship Terminal at Pier 27 will not generate traffic based on its gsf, but
based on its use — how often cruise ships come into port. Likewise, traffic generated by the
Exploratorium will not be similar to that generated by a residential development. Please explain why
the DEIR’s assumptions are accurate in this regard.

* The DEIR incorrectly avoids consideration of the very significant traffic and transit impacts of the
America’s Cup races by characterizing them as “temporary in nature.” As noted in our comments
above, the duration of the event is highly unclear since the winner of the America’s Cup race will
determine the location of the next race. The races were held in Rhode Island for more than half of a
century. So, if the Golden Gate Yacht Club retains the America’s Cup title, the race events will
continue to be held in San Francisco, and the significant transportation and circulation impacts of
these race events must be considered (at least as a project variant) in the EIR’s cumulative impact
analysis of foreseeable vehicle and pedestrian activity in the project area.

* Add a discussion of the proposed project’s traffic conflicts with striped bicycle lanes in both
directions on Washington Street between Drumm Street and The Embarcadero.

*  The conclusion in the DEIR that the proposed project would not make a “considerable contribution”
to a significant cumulative impact on transit systems (Impact TR-10) is not based on facts presented
in the DEIR. Basically, this conclusion is based on the reasoning that because in the future all MUNI
capacity will be at overcapacity and no matter how many additional riders will be generated from the
proposed project it will still be at overcapacity, so it cannot be significant. This is an inadequate
analysis and conclusion.

* Does the regional transit screenline analysis for AC Transit take into consideration the significant
impacts of the Treasure Island development project?

E. AIR QUALITY
A number of the proposed project’s impacts on air quality have been identified as “significant and

unavoidable” because it would expose sensitive receptors to significant levels of fine particulate matter
(PM) and toxic air contaminants (TAC), including traffic-related air pollutants.

C.10.52a,
cont'd
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C.10.52¢

C.10.52d

C.10.52¢

C.10.52¢

C.10.53a




Letter C.10
Bill Wycko
August 15,2011
Page 29

* The DEIR provides factual evidence that the impacts of the proposed project’s on air quality are C.10.53a,
among the most significant impacts of the project, saying these impacts will have the greatest effect on
seniors and children. Please discuss how the benefits of the proposed luxury condo project outweigh
this serious impact.

cont'd

* According to the project description, ingress/egress to the underground 420-space parking garage
would be provided from Washington Street. What are the air quality impacts of this increased C.10.53b
volume of cars, taking into consideration the impacts of them being queued up on Washington Street
right across from Sue Bierman Park? 1

* How would the garage be vented? How many vents will be required? Where will they be located?
What will be the physical dimensions of each vent? Would it be vented onto pedestrian sidewalks or
onto the new open space areas to be created as a part of the project, or would it be vented on the C.10.53¢
Washington Street side toward Sue Bierman Park? Such air quality impacts on pedestrians and those
using the existing and proposed open spaces must be considered in the EIR.

* According to the project description in the DEIR, the project sponsor will seek to have the proposed
buildings “LEED” certified. How does exceeding the Planning Code’s minimum parking amounts
and the resulting traffic and air impacts relate to LEED certification? Wouldn’t a “green” project C.10.53d
alternative be one that minimizes parking rather than proposing more parking than the code allows?
Reducing the amount of parking would lessen project impacts on traffic/circulation as well as on air
quality. Please include a reduced-parking alternative.

* Although the DEIR touts the proposed project’s consistency with the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District’s 2010 Clean Air Plan, Transportation Control Measure (TCM D-3 — Local
Land Use Strategies), the DIER fails to mention that the project is inconsistent with that Plan’s C.10.53¢
Transportation Control Measure (TCM E[12 [J Promote Parking Policies to Reduce Motor Vehicle
Travel), which calls for parking policies to reduce the amount of parking and parking ratios in new
development well served by transit and close to places of employment, services and other attractions.
This measure acknowledges that reducing the number of parking spaces impacts travel behavior and
encourage non-auto trips.

«  The 1-to-1 ratio of parking spaces to residential units, as requested by the project sponsor, should be |
denied and the amount of parking spaces substantially reduced as a mitigation measure to lessen the

o . . ) . C.10.53f

significant impacts of the project on air quality.

F. GREENHOUSE GASES

The DEIR’s conclusion that the proposed project “would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but not in
levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or C.10.54
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions”(Impact GG-1) is not based on
an accurate assessment of the programs collectively referred to as San Francisco’s GHG Reduction
Strategy.

* The proposed 420-space, three level underground parking garage would conflict with the City’s
Transit First Policy that adopts parking policies to discourage increased automobile traffic. The
Transit First Policy is part of the City’s GHG Reduction Strategy. Please address this issue.

* The proposed 420-space parking garage also conflicts with the Transportation Element of the
General Plan, Priority Planning Policy No. 4 (discouragement of commuter automobiles), and
Planning Code Sections 151 & 204.5(c), which were all adopted to limit the amount of parking in
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new development in order to discourage increased automobile traffic and encourage the use of transit,
bicycling and walking instead of single-occupant vehicles as a part of the City’s GHG Reduction
Strategy. Please address each of these issues.

* The proposed 420-space parking garage also conflicts with the Climate Action Plan for San
Francisco, which includes in its proposed actions: “Cap or Reduce the Number of Parking Spaces.
Change requirements for new developments to lower parking minimums or switch to parking
maximums. Reduce parking in areas well-served by transit.” (page 3-13) Please address this issue.

+ Explain how the proposed project, with its 420-space parking garage, will help to achieve the City’s
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Ordinance, which was adopted to establish GHG emissions targets and
departmental action plans. In particular, how will it further a shift to sustainable modes of
transportation?

G. SHADOW AND WIND IMPACTS

\C.10.54
cont'd

The DEIR Does Not Adequately Address or Analyze Impacts on Impacts on Shadow and Wind. :[ C.10.55

The conclusions of the DEIR that the proposed project would not create new shadows that would
adversely affect any park or open space, outdoor recreation facility or other public area is not supported
by the facts presented in the DEIR. The shadow analysis prepared for the project sponsor and included
in the DEIR clearly shows that the proposed project will cast new shadows on the Embarcadero
Promenade walkway, Sidney Walton Square and Sue Bierman Park (a Prop K protected park), and will
cast significant shadows on the project’s proposed new tennis courts and pool area, and on its new
“Jackson Common” and “Pacific Avenue Park.”

SETTING

The description of Sue Bierman Park is inaccurate, misleading and biased.

First, the statement in the DEIR that “no cumulative limit currently exists for Sue Bierman Park in its
current configuration” is misleading and biased. The criteria adopted by the Planning Commission and
Recreation & Park Commission in 1989 established absolute cumulative limits for additional shadows on
14 downtown parks throughout San Francisco, including an absolute cumulative limit of zero for
Embarcadero Plaza I, which consisted of the northern portion of Assessor’s Block 202, including the
area to be shadowed by the proposed project. Although the southern portion of Assessor’s Block 202
(previously occupied by an on-ramp to the Embarcadero Freeway) was transferred to the Recreation and
Park Department in 2001 and added to the park, the notion that the absolute cumulative limit established
in 1989 for the area of the park previously known Embarcadero Plaza I somehow vanished appears to be
an attempt to get around the absolute cumulative limit of zero new shadows on that very area of the park
to be shaded by the proposed project.

Second, the DEIR is biased in its detailed description of a 2004 Planning Commission action that found
new shadow cast by a previous development on Embarcadero Plaza I to be “de minimis.” Such reference
is inappropriate and unrelated. Not only was the 2004 action of the Planning Commission of no effect
because the Board of Supervisors overturned the Department’s negative declaration for the project, but
the action of the Commission was inconsistent with the absolute cumulative limit of zero established for
this park established pursuant to Proposition K, the Sunlight Ordinance (Section 295 of the Planning
Code).

C.10.56a

C.10.56b
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Corrections: The reference to Block 203 at the end of the first paragraph on page IV.G.3 should be

changed to Block 202. The last 3 sentences at the end of the second paragraph should be deleted, as they C.10.56¢
do not apply to Block 203, but just repeats what is in the first paragraph. The western block is not fenced

and work is not ongoing. However, the pedestrian bridge has already been removed, which should be

noted, and footnote 1 on this page should be deleted.

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK
1. Clarify the Requirements of Planning Code Section 295. The description of the requirements |
of Planning Code Section 295 (Proposition K) contained in the DEIR is incomplete and inaccurate
without the addition of the following clarification of the requirements of Proposition K: The Planning
Commission Resolution 11595, adopted in 1989, which set the absolute cumulative shadow limits for the
14 downtown parks throughout San Francisco, specifically provides that “any shadow cast beyond this
limit would be considered significant and could not be allowed.” Therefore, the Planning Commission
and Recreation & Park Commission cannot establish a new cumulative limits or find that new shadow
beyond the absolute cumulative shadow limit is insignificant or de minimis in order to permit new shadow
on any park that is subject to an absolute cumulative limit of zero.

C.10.56d

2. Add a Discussion of Priority Planning Policy No. 8 from Section 101.1 of the Planning Code. T
Add a description of the applicable Priority Planning Policy No. 8: “That our parks and open space and C.10.56¢
their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development.” According to Section 101.1 these

Priority Planning Policies “shall be the basis upon which inconsistencies in the Master Plan are resolved.”

SHADOW IMPACTS W

1. The DEIR incorrectly concludes that the new shadow cast by the proposed project would C.10.56f
not cause a significant adverse affect on Sue Bierman Park under the jurisdiction of the
Recreation and Park Commission (Impact SH-1).

The size of Embarcadero Plaza I (Lot 18 of Assessor’s Block 202) is 58,385 sq feet. Therefore there are
217,250,585 of square-foot-hours of potential sunlight. In 1989, approximately 76,254,955 square-foot-
hours (35.1%) were consumed by shadows from existing buildings. Since the park is subject to an
absolute cumulative limit of zero, any new shadow would be considered “significant” and would not be
allowed.

The Planning Commission and Recreation & Park Commission cannot establish a new cumulative limits
or find that new shadow beyond the absolute cumulative shadow limit is insignificant or de minimis in

order to permit new shadow on that portion of Sue Bierman Park (Embarcadero Plaza I) that is subject to
absolute cumulative limit of zero. L

2. The DEIR incorrectly concludes that the new shadow cast by the proposed project would
not cause a significant adverse affect on existing public open spaces (Impact SH-2).

Based on a review of the Shadow Diagrams presented in the DEIR, the proposed project will cast C.10.56¢g
significant new shadow on existing public open spaces in clear conflict with Priority Planning Policy No.
8, which provides that “our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development.” Each of the following parks and open space would be receive less sunlight as a result of
the proposed project:

* The Embarcadero Promenade -- As shown in Shadow Diagrams IV.G.5, IV.G.6, IV.G.10, IV.G.11,
IV.G.15,1V.G.16,IV.G.19 IV.G.21, IV.G.22, and I1V.G.23, the proposed project would add
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significant new shadow to the Embarcadero Promenade throughout the entire year. The basis for the
DEIR’s determination that this impact would be “less than significant” is subjective and inaccurate —
it says that, as to the “cyclists, in-line skaters, pedestrians, and runners” that use this promenade, that:
“Their enjoyment of the Embarcadero Promenade is not dependent on upon access to sunlight.” How
does the DEIR reach this conclusion? Particularly when this shadow impact is considered C.10.56g,
cumulatively with the project’s new shadow on other public open space, it would constitute a cont'd
significant adverse impact on a high-use public open space.

+ Sidney Walton Square — As shown in Shadow Diagrams IV.G.2, IV.G.12 and IV.G.24, the proposed
project would add significant new shadow to Sidney Walton Square in the spring and fall. The
DEIR’s conclusion that this impact would be “less than significant” based on a “field observation”
conducted on a single day in October is highly subjective. Even so, 420 people were observed using
the park on that day. Particularly when this shadow impact is considered cumulatively with the
project’s shadow impacts on other public open space, the project’s addition of shadow on Sidney
Walton Square would constitute a significant adverse impact on this well-used public open space.

e Drumm Street Pedestrian Path and Sidewalk -- As shown in Shadow Diagrams IV.G.2, IV.G.3,
IV.G4,1V.G.7,1IV.G.8,IV.G.9, IV.G.12,IV.G.13, IV.G.14, IV.G.17, IV.G.18, IV.G.24 and IV.G.25,
the proposed project would add new shadow throughout the entire year to the existing Drumm Street
Pedestrian Path and sidewalk that is proposed to be widened in by the project. The DEIR’s conclusion
that this impact would be “less than significant” based on an unsupported assumption that “the
shadows of the proposed project would not be harmful to the growth or health of landscaping and
vegetation and would not significantly affect the use of the pedestrian path” is highly subjective,
particularly when considered cumulatively with the project’s shadow impacts on other public open
space.

»  Jackson Street and Pacific Avenue Sidewalks -- The DEIR fails to mention that the proposed project
would also add new shadow on Jackson Street sidewalks between Drumm and Front Streets; and on
the Pacific Avenue sidewalk between Drumm and Davis Streets.

+  Port Walk Promenade -- As shown in Shadow Diagrams IV.G.2 through IV.G.6 and IV.G.12 through
IV.G.16, the proposed project would add new shadow to the Port Walk Promenade in the summer and
winter. The DEIR conclusion that this impact would be “less than significant” based on a subjective
assumption that new shadows on the Port Walk Promenade would not substantially affects its use “for
passive recreation such as sitting or strolling.” Again, when this new shadow is considered
cumulatively with the project’s other shadow impacts on public open space, it cannot be considered
less than significant.

3. The DEIR incorrectly concludes that the new shadow cast by the proposed project would
not cause a significant adverse affect on the proposed project’s new on-site outdoor
recreation facilities, parks and open space created as a part of the project (Impact SH-2).

*  Proposed Jackson Common — As shown in Shadow Diagrams, the proposed project would shade most C.10.56h

of the Jackson Common during spring and autumn and would cast significant shade on Jackson
Common during summer and winter. See Shadow Diagram IV.G.25. But, according to the DEIR,
this shadow would be “less than significant” because they would plant shade-loving plants and
pedestrians would only be passing through. This is not an objective analysis of the project’s shadow
impacts on this new proposed open space.

*  Proposed Pacific Avenue Park -- The Shadow Diagrams clearly show that this new park would be in
shade most of the year, with the proposed project adding new net shadow in the spring and winter.
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Again, the DEIR assures us that the shadow impacts would be “less than significant” because they

would plant shade-loving plants and because it will not affect the park’s use “for passive recreation C.10.56h,
such as sitting or strolling.” This is not an objective analysis of the project’s shadow impacts on this cont'd
new proposed open space.

* Golden Gate Tennis and Swim Club — The DEIR admits that “[t]he relocated tennis courts would
receive less sunlight during the day than the existing tennis courts.” How much less is unclear. The
DEIR is inadequate and incomplete because it does not include side-by-side diagrams of the shadow C.10.561
cast by existing buildings on the existing tennis and swimming facilities along with its diagrams of
the proposed project’s shadows on the proposed new recreational facilities.

Just how much shadow the project would cast on the new courts is very clearly shown in Shadow
Diagrams IV.G.2, IV.G.7, IV.G.12 and IV.G.18, which reveal that the proposed project would
completely shadow all four new tennis courts at certain times in the spring, summer, autumn, and
winter — throughout the entire year. The DEIR concludes that these significant shadows are really
“less than significant” based on the following set of flawed, highly subjective assertions:

“Since outdoor tennis courts and outdoor swimming pools can be illuminated, the
enjoyment of these two activities is not dependent on sunlight. People can play tennis or
swim outdoors at night if a facility has lighting. Weather conditions have a greater impact
on outdoor tennis than a lack of sunlight. Rain can make an outdoor tennis court slippery,
thus posing a danger to participants. For these reasons, the shadow impact of the
proposed project on the tennis courts and swimming pools would be considered less than
significant, and no mitigation measures are required.” (Page IV.G.45)

4, The DEIR incorrectly concludes that the proposed project would have a “less than
significant” cumulative impact related to Shadow (Impact SH-3).
C.10.56j
Given the project’s impacts on each of the existing parks and public open space discussed above, it is
clear that the proposed project will contribute to the cumulative yearly shadow loads on these public
open spaces. Each new shadow that the proposed project will cast on Sue Bierman Park, the
Embarcadero Promenade, Sidney Walton Square, the Drumm Street Pedestrian Path, the Port Walk
Promenade, and the Drumm Street, Jackson Street and Pacific Avenue sidewalks must be considered
cumulatively. The only reasonable, objective conclusion that can be reached is that the proposed
project will have a significant impact related to Shadow.

WIND IMPACTS

The DEIR is inadequate and incomplete because it fails to analyze the proposed project’s impacts
related to Wind. C.10.57

The proposed project that was the subject of the Initial Study was of a different height and configuration.
An independent consultant should study the potential pedestrian-level wind impacts of the currently
proposed project as a part of this EIR.
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H. RECREATION

The DEIR’s use of the word “private” throughout the DEIR to describe existing recreation activities at the
Golden Gateway is biased, misleading and inaccurate. The term “private” appears to have been used in
an attempt to diminish the impact of closing the Golden Gateway Tennis and Swim Center for 3-4 years
during construction, along with the permanent loss of five of nine existing tennis courts, a basketball
court and the current, family-friendly ground level swimming pools.

The DEIR must include and analyze the City’s existing recreation facilities in comparison to the Golden
Gateway Tennis and Swim Center, including the following information:

* The Recreation & Park Department (RPD) has been increasing user fees, reducing hours and leasing
(23 of'its 47) recreation centers to “private” interests. Out of a total of 47 city recreation centers, city
workers staff only 12 of them where they oversee programs, many of them for a fee, during reduced
days and hours. The RPD also runs nine “public” swimming pools in neighborhoods such as North
Beach, the Mission, Bayview and Visitacion Valley. These pools were previously open five or six
days a week and were free for residents. Today, residents pay $5 for each swim and $7 for adult swim
lessons/water exercise. Children under 17 pay $1 per swim and $2 for swim lessons/water exercise
($3 for a swim & a class together).

* Given the recent shift by the City’s RPD toward “privatization” and imposition of a fee system for the
use of the City’s “public” recreation facilities and pools, what it the real difference between “private”
and “public” in terms of accessibility and affordability? Isn’t the result that both the “private” Golden
Gateway facility and the “public” pools are open to anyone who is willing to pay to use them since
neither is free to the public?

* A complete and factual explanation of this issue must be included in the EIR. Further, as requested in
other comments, a chart must be added to the EIR comparing the costs to San Francisco residents of
the City’s 9 “public” swimming pools to the current costs of the Golden Gateway community
recreation facility.

Without such information and analysis, critical information is lacking that the Planning Commissioners,
the Park and Recreation Commission, the Port Commission and the members of the Board of Supervisors
will need in order to accurately assess the validity of the developer’s claims as to who is being served by
the current facilities versus who will be served by the proposed project.

I. SEA LEVEL RISE

The DEIR finds that because of the location and elevation of the project site, the proposed project
would expose people and structures to increased risk of flooding due sea level rise and that such

impact is “Significant and Unavoidable” (Impact SLR-3).

* The DEIR does not adequately address the applicability of BCDC’s Climate Change Program on the
proposed project. Specifically, because the project site is located in an area “vulnerable to future
climate-induced shoreline flooding” due to sea level rise, please address the relevancy of the proposed
amendment to the Bay Plan (quoted on page IV.1.10) to the considerations by the Port Commission,
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in determining whether development on the project
site should be allowed.

* The DEIR does not adequately address the applicability of the State Lands Commission’s directive to
its staff “to evaluate proposed development projects in relation to sea level rise scenarios of 16 and 55

C.10.58

C.10.59
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inches...” Specifically, because the project site is located within the inundation zones for 16 and 55
inches, how will this apply to the proposed project? How could this staff evaluation affect the C.10.59
b b f)
developer’s proposed public trust exchange? cont'd
* In light of the project site’s vulnerability to future to sea level rise, which according to the DEIR
cannot be mitigated, discuss how the benefits of the proposed project would outweigh the risks to
people and structures.

* Asdisclosed in other sections of the DEIR, the old seawall runs underground and parallel to The
Embarcadero through Seawall Lot 351. Seawall Lot 351was created when the bay was filled in. Is
there still tidal action under the surface of that lot? How close is the water table to the surface of the
seawall lot? Explain how excavation and dewatering will take place and how the 3-level underground
garage will be kept dry.

J. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

* Please explain in detail the proposed features of the buildings as to their compatibility with the City’s
adopted Standards for Bird Safe Buildings.

C.10.60a

* Specifically, would it contain any of the design features that are identified in the Standards for Bird
Safe Buildings as posing the greatest hazards to birds? Please list any of these design features.

*  As a matter of law under the existing Urban Forestry Ordinance (Article 16 of the Public Works
Code), the removal of 75 “significant” trees is a clear conflict with local ordinance and would
constitute a significant impact on biological resources. This would be the largest number of
“significant” trees that have been removed since the enactment of the Ordinance. The DEIR’s C.10.60b
conclusion that “the proposed project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting trees” is simply incorrect and must be corrected.

+ Explain in detail why 136 trees have to be removed to accommodate the proposed project and discuss
alternatives.

» Explain in detail why the existing landscaped median (and all its trees) on Washington Street must be
removed to accommodate the proposed project and discuss alternatives.

I C.10.60¢

K. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Impacts on the City’s Housing Needs were Not Analyzed in the DEIR. The DEIR incorrectly
concludes that potentially significant impacts to Population and Housing will not be discussed in the C.1061a
DEIR because the 2007 NOP/Initial Study found that the proposed project would not adversely affect
them.

*  One of the project “objectives” (Pg I1.14) is to “help meet the projected City housing needs.” The final
EIR must state the average cost to build each unit and the range of sales prices expected so that public
officials can assess how the project will meet this objective. Estimates are that these condos will cost
$2 million/unit to build® with projected sales prices of $2.5 - $5 million and up ($6-8 million for
penthouses).

> This number was derived by taking the project’s total cost ($345 million), deducting the cost of the non-
residential parking (165 residential spaces out of 420 total spaces leaves 255 non-residential spaces [60.6%]
X the $40 million garage cost = $24.2 million) and dividing this by the 165 units: $345 million - 824.2 million =
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*  The Draft Housing Element, recently approved by the Planning Commission, says that the housing
need in San Francisco is more than 60% below market rate. How does this project relate to the C.10.61a,
objectives, policies and goals of the Housing Element of the General Plan? What portion of San cont'd
Francisco’s affordable and middle-income housing needs will the proposed project meet?

*  What are the requirements for including permanent below market rate (BMR) units of housing for this
project? There is no discussion of affordable housing, no mention of considering on-site BMR units
or any mention of how, or where, in-licu funds would be used. Would they be used within a 1-mile
radius of the project? -

* Please discuss the following finding from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s 2010
Clean Air Plan, Transportation Control Measure TCM E-2 (on pg C-79) in relation to the proposed
project’s 240 space parking garage: C.10.61b

“An oversupply of parking and ineffective parking management policies creates a
number of adverse impacts. For example, parking in dense areas requires using high-
value land for parking lots and structures. The high cost of land and construction to build
parking drives up development costs. Construction costs for structured parking can range
from $30,000 to $60,000 per parking spot. These costs are typically hidden in purchase
prices and rents. This exacerbates the shortfall of affordable housing in the Bay Area,
creates obstacles to transit[Joriented development, and reduces the land available for
other uses.” -+

» The DEIR fails to analyze the cumulative impacts on affordable housing in the City of past, present :[ C.10.61c
and future market rate condo projects.

*  What the total number of existing market rate condominium units available for purchase in San T
Francisco? What is the total number of approved market rate condominium units that will be
available? How many units of market rate condominiums have already been approved, but not yet C.10.61d
completed? Include a list of all market rate condos currently on the market, including the total
number of units sold and still available, and a list of those that have already been approved, including
the number of units in each. Include those projects listed in the appraisal report prepared by
Martorana*Bohegian & Co in connection with the proposed 555 Washington Street project (see the
attached list from this report) and any new projects that have been approved by the City since.

* Given the total number of market rate condos currently on the market and those that have been
approved, the EIR must evaluate how the proposed project will “help meet the projected City housing
needs” for market rate housing in San Francisco.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This proposed project, if approved, would forever alter the appearance of one of the world’s spectacular |~ 10 62
urban waterfronts, with profound implications on the urban form of the San Francisco waterfront.
For all the reasons stated in this letter, we believe this DEIR is seriously incomplete and inadequate to

. . . ) . , . C.10.63
address the potentially significant impacts of this precedent-setting project. We urge you to revise the
document and re-circulate it in draft form.

8320.8 million/165 units = $2 million/unit to build
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We hope the information provided in this letter will contribute to the Department’s and the Commission’s
thorough review and decision on the proposed project.

Lastly, we request that THD be included on the list to receive all notices and documents relating to this
project and its environmental review.

Sincerely,

Jon Golinger
President
Telegraph Hill Dwellers

cc: Nannie Turrell, Environmental Planning Division
John Rahaim, Director, Planning Department
Phil Williamson, Port of San Francisco
San Francisco Planning Commission
Supervisor David Chiu, District 3
Susan Brandt-Hawley, Esq.

Enclosure
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MARTORANA ® BOHEGIAN & CO,

Letter C.10

Project/ Tatal  Units Units Units Size
Location Stories Units Sold  Available Range HOA Fees
EXESTING PROJECTS ) -
The Millennium (1) GO 419 99 320 700~ 3,300 S775 - 51,750
301 Mission Street
The Infinity 37/42 650 348 302 (Not Available) -
300 Spear Street
One Rincon Hill (1) S04 382 267 115 600 - 2,000 S675 - $1,000
425 First Street (Phase 1)
Blu (1) 21 108 11 97 950-1,300 5650 - 5900
631 Folsom Street
Radiance 106 59 62 37 850~ 2,175 S650 - $750
330 Mission Bay Phase 1)
Totai Existing Units Available 871
| FUTURE APPROVED PROJECTS
340 Barry Street 129 0 129
Radiance Il 319 0 318
One Rincon 312 0 312
240 Fremant Street 338 Q 338
Mission Bay (Pcl. 5) 270 0 270
Mission Bay (Pcl.11) 270 0 270
Mission Bay [Pcl. 12) 273 0 273
Mission Bay (Pcl, 13W) 273 0 273
| 201 Folsnm Street 725 ¢ 725
45 Lansing Street 217 0 217
399 Iremont Street 132 0 432
Total Approved Units Availoble 3,558 0 3,558
Total Existing & Approved 4,429
Units Available
1) Uriits sold Include units under contract,
11
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SFT Comments on 8 Washington DEIR

Please find attached SFT's comments on the 8 Washinglon Draft FIR
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— A

San Francisco Tomorrow

Since 1970, Working to Protect the Urban Ernvironment

August 15, 2011
Via E-Mail

Bill Wycko

Environmental Review Officer

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Sfreet, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR FOR 8§ WASHINGTON STREET / SEAWALL
LOT 351 PROJECT (Case No. 2007.0030E)

Dear Mr. Wycko:

On behalf of San Francisco Tomorrow, I would like to submit the following comments on the
draft EIR referenced in the subject line.

Project Description. The Project Description requires clarification, as followings

> Describing the project location as “Downtown San Francisco” is incomplete and inaccurate.| C.11.1

The immediately adjacent uses to the project are recreational and residential, obviously not

“downtown” uses. Please modify the description. _
> The description of the Golden Gateway Swim and Tennis Club as “private athletic club” 1s
incomplete and therefore inaccurate. The club was established as a required community

space in the original Redevelopment agreement. This document must recognize this use as

an essential part of this planned community.

Project Objectives —
A profit motive is not an appropriate objective for CEQA. For that reason, the following
objectives should be deleted:
» “construct a high-quality project that includes a sufficient number of residential units to
produce a reasonable return on investment for the project sponsor and its investors and is
able to attract investment capital and construction financing, while generating sufficient

revenue to finance the recreation, parking, and open space amenities proposed as a part of the

project.”
» “complete the project on time and within budget”
> “increase the supply of public underground parking to support the continued economic

viability of ... the retail and restaurant uses at ... Piers 1-1/2 — 5” Since the project sponsor is

also a leaseholder/manager of Piers 1-1/2-5, this reflects a direct financial gain.

Will you want to live in San Francisco — tomorrow?

41 Sutter Street, Suite 1579 . San Francisco CA 94104-4903 . (415) 566-7050
. Recycted Paper B .

C.11.2

C.11.3
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San Franczsco T Omorrow

Since 1970, Working to Protect the Urban Environment

Port’s Design Objectives — the project design fails to achieve several Port Design objectives, in | 113
terms of the height and bulk of the building and its relationship to the buildings in the cont'd
Embarcadero National Register Historic District. Most significantly, it not only fails to
“Recognize the visual connection from the Ferry Building and Pier 1 to Coit Tower in a manner
that preserves the iconic vista and acknowledges the landmark status of these sites,” it actually
obscures the view of Coit Tower from the Ferry Building.

Project Overview.

» The DEIR inaccurately states that: “the existing Golden Gateway Tennis & Swim Club
facility would be temporarily removed from the project site.” This statement should instead
be written as “the existing Golden Gateway Tennis & Swim Club facility would be
demolished.” 1l

» The statement in the Project Overview that the proposed project would include new smaller
“athletic club facilities,” should be clarified to indicate the specific changes in the facilities,
including the reduction in the number of tennis courts from 9 to 4 and the elimination of the
half basketball court. 1

Project Parking — The parking provided by this project significantly exceeds the parking C.11.6
standards in the General Plan. Please specifically identify how many spaces are reserved for
each use and how that complies with Planning Code standards for this area.

The project is inconsistent with that the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s 2010 Clean
Air Plan, which calls for parking policies to reduce the amount of parking and parking ratios in
new development well served by transit and close to places of employment, services and other
attractions.

C.11.7

Thls project will provide market—rate parking. The assumption should be made that the parkmg

4l [ | ROV tnilas Tasral aw A nfface rmn A€ Atk I rmAanifiaalls,
lll LI PLUJ\.J\/L VVlll aturawvu a Dllllllal 1\./\’\41 u,11u PuLLUAAI \Jl UOU \VJ§ ULALUL 11uu1 UJ suAUEUO, uyuv;;;uuLl_y

the underground parking at Embarcadero Four. If the additional parking provided by this project C.11.8
is used by fewer cars than the available parking at that garage, or if both garages are filled to
capacity only during weekday business hours, then the excess parking does not fulfill its stated
function to provide parking for Ferry Building users. Since it is actually a longer walk from the
Ferry Building to the Project than it is to Embarcardero Four, this lot will always be a secondary
lot. 1

Tree Removal. The plan must describe how the removal of 136 trees, particularly the 50 street
trees and 36 “significant” trees will be mitigated. The limited tree cover in the area increases the [C.11.9
impact of the proposed tree removal, and replaced of significant trees cannot be mitigated by
simply planting replacement trees, as the time period for them to grow to maturity will ensure
that the impact is felt for years, if not decades. Further, there should be some discussion of the

Will you want to live in San Francisco — tomorrow?

41 Sutter Street, Suite 1579 . San Francisco CA 94104-4903 . (415) 366-7050
Recycled Paper e

RS BT
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San Franasco T OMOrrow

Since 1970, Working to Protect the Urban Environment

proposed size of new trees; that is, which if any of the trees planted as mitigation for the removal
of significant trees be of a species or in a location that will allow it to become a significant tree.
In particular, the removal of the median on Washington street essentially removes the best
location for allowing trees to reach maturity and significant status.

Timing of Construction Activities. The construction of this project is scheduled to occur in 2012- |

2014. This will create a cumulative impact with the construction of the Pier 27 Cruise Terminal
and construction and other actions related to the America’s Cup races that must be identified and
addressed in this document.

The document fails to identify and mitigate the significant impact on Sue Bierman Park.
Specifically, the document
» Fails to conduct an analysis of the wind impacts of the project on the Park.

large wall, coupled with the removal of the median strip along Washington Street and its
mature trees

» Fails to analyze the increase in traffic, noise and emissions due to the creation of a 420- space
parking garage that would have its entrance and exit on Washington Street, including the
impacts of queuing along Washington Street.

» Fails to identify the location of vents for the underground garage and their potential impact
on Sue Bierman Park and area sidewalks.

C.11.9
cont'd

C.11.10

Jeirn

» Fails to note the aesthetic impact of changes north of the park created by the construction of aT

C.11.12

C.11.13

Tc.11.14

Thank you for considering our comments.

Sincerely,

%

Jennifer Clary
President

Will you want to live in San Francisco — tomorrow?

41 Sutter Street. Suite 1579 . San Francisco CA 94104-4903 . (415) 566-7050
) Recycled Paper 5;-:*.‘:“
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F RECEWED
ARCHITECT JuLZ "
William Wycko CIT\;L&NEPUNTY OF Sk
Environmental Review Officer ANNINGIE & TTMENT July 19,2011
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Missions St. Suite 400 RE: 8 Washington Street /Seawall 351 Project
San Francisco, CA 94103 Planning Department Case File No.2007.0030E

Dear Mr. Wycko,

After reviewing the DEIR for this project I strongly object to the building heights, which are

proposed. I have attended nearly all the meetings and workshops for this project and have made the
same comments in meetings and in writing to the Planning Department during the Northeast D.11
Waterfront Study process. I still feel the same about this extremely important project.

Unfortunately I will be out of town during the June 21, 2011 hearing on the DEIR, so I’m sending my
abbreviated comments here and with the 4 enclosures herein.

Simply stated, I am not opposed to a residential mixed-use project on this extremely important site
and am happy to see the parking lot on Seawall Lot 351 appropriately utilized. I'm also happy to see
that the Developer has chosen one of the best Architects in the Country in SOM.

But, I am strongly opposed to the proposed height and massing and bulk of the present proposal.

I am aware of the fact that the Northeast Waterfront Study suggests the heights that the project
presently shows, but as far as I know, this document has not been officially adopted yet and I have
objected to this part of The NES in writing more than once during the time of the Study and think it is
absolutely wrong.

So, to make my position clear, I propose the following height limits:

1. 38’ along the Embarcadero (The same height as the pier heads on the Bay side.)

2. 220’ in a very slender tower at the corner of Drum St. and Washington St.... (And, I mean
only at the corner, not all along Drum St.)

3. 65’ on the western half of Washington St. (not to the corner of Washington and
Embarcadero)

4. 38 at the northern corner of Drum St. and Jackson St.

Please see the enclosures for further clarification of these height proposals.

I know it may seem presumptuous of me to make such finite suggestions for this project and many of
my neighbors who are totally opposed to this project will be upset with me, but I believe this is one of
the most visible and critical sites in San Francisco and any development on this parcel should be the
best possible and absolutely the state of the art.

Sincerely.

Robert J. Geering FAIA
Architect

177 HAZEL AVENUE, CA 94941 4153833627 4153833627
550 DAVIS STREET NO. 45, CA94111 4153981929
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ENCLESURE! NO (. %97
/
Comments on Northeast Embarcadero study

From: Kate McGee (Kate.McGee@sfgov.org)
Sent: Wed 3/24/10 12:27 PM
To:  robert geering (r_geering@msn.com)

Hi Mr. Geering,

Thank you for taking the time to submit your comments to us, both in
November and today. As you know, we record your comments and use them to
inform our future work. Thanks for your continued interest.

Sincerely,

Kate McGee, AICP, LEED AP

Planner, Citywide Policy and Analysis

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103-2414 - e ——

From: robert geering (r_geering@msn.com)
Sent: Wed 3/24/10 12:12 PM
To:  kate.mcgee@sfgov.org

Hello Kate,
I know this is the last day to comment on the Feb. 24th study. So here goes.

In general I think The Preliminary Design Recommendations & Urban Design Guidelines is a very well
conceived document.

D.1.1,
cont'd

But there is one major flaw in the height limits which is included in Guideline 7.1.1 on pgs.23 &
24 "Carefully sculpted"”, they should be, but not the way it is stated

in 7.1.111 As I have included in my original comments in my emait to you of 11.05.2009 ( I know
you probably don't have time to look them up, but if you do have time please do)....

Anyway, I reiterate;

From Washington to Jackson along the Face of The Embarcadero the height should not be
67' to 70', but should be kept to The same height as the Pier Heads on the

East side of the Boulevard which is about 35 to 38'. This should be the maximum height
allowed on this portion of this very important site!!!!

I agree that some leeway should be considered in the height limit on Drum St., and specifically on the
ﬂé Drum and Washington corner§ This obviously would require further discussion and consideration.
=

I also think that the heights North of Jackson St. to Pacific Ave. along the Embarcadero
should be no higher than 15’ and no development should be allowed from Pacific to Broadway.

I sincerely hope that you will seriously consider these comments for your final document.

Robert J. Geering FAIA
Architect & Urban Designer

KONLY o0 HE CoRNER NoT ALL ALoNG DRUM ST ’l_/
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Letter D.2

8 Washington St/Seawall Lot 351 DEIR Comments — Alec Bashy TH24/COUNTY OF S.F

DLANNIN(E DEPARTMENT

ME A
In a prior life, I initiated and staffed San Francisco’s CEQA process as a Planner II in
1972, and was the Environmental Review Officer from 1979 to 1985.

I have reviewed the Draft EIR and consider it adequate, accurate and complete. Having
said that, there’s always room for improvement before certification as a Final EIR, and |
urge three additions:

1) Page IV.B.11: Photographic Views from Telegraph Hill — The F erry Building and

2)

3)

the Project Site are visible from three public spaces on Telegraph Hill: Calhoun
Terrace, Alta Street, and Coit Tower with its south-facing Pioneer Park area.
View F provides the Calhoun Terrace view. I suggest adding a View G for the
Pioneer Park view, the highest and most public point on Telegraph Hill. An Alta
Street view is not necessary, as it is a dead end street on the Hill between Calhoun

Terrace and Pioneer Park, and its view was largely obstructed by trees when I last
looked.

Page IV.H.3: Sue Bierman Park’s Assessor’s Block 203 across Washington Street

from the Project and next to One Maritime Plaza has been discussed as a possible
site for four public tennis courts or three tennis and one basketball court,
constructed at the Project Sponsor’s expense. While the DEIR on Pages IV.H.10-
12 concludes that the Project would not have a significant adverse effect on
recreational opportunities or create a need for physically altered park facilities, a
Less Than Significant Impact with which I agree, it would be useful for the Final
EIR to include the potential for adding public courts nearby.

Page IV.27 and 1V.30: Alternative E: Develop Only 8 Washington Lots Under
Existing Height and Bulk; and Environmentally Superior Alternative — This
discussion ignores the undesirable aesthetic impacts of failing to improve existing
visual conditions and the pedestrian experience along The Embarcadero, and
having a more abrupt step down in heights from the Golden Gateway Center
towers to The Embarcadero. This should be noted in Alternative E. I suggest this
be reflected in the Environmentally Superior Alternative discussion as follows:

“Beside the No Project Alternative, Alternative E: Develop Only 8 Washington
Lots Under Existing Height and Bulk would be the environmentally superior
alternative on balance, due 10 its reduced development program; and site
disturbance—and-buitding-heights. However, it would not improve existing visual
conditions or the pedestrian experience along The Embarcadero, and the step
down from the Golden Gateway Center towers to The Embarcadero would be

more abrupt.”

D.21

D.2.2

D.23
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RECEWED
o ot Letter D.3
Comments on the Draft EIR Report JUL ¢ i
for the 8 Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351  pITV & GUUNTY OF S.F
sy O “ J.a
Case No. 2007.0030E ! r'tﬁxﬂbxr&:t}gz;fggﬁfxnimgﬁ St

Comments presented at the Public Hearing, July 21, 2011
by A. E. Glassgold, 155 Jackson St. San Francisco, 94111

From my apartment in the Golden Gateway, I have a view of The Embarcadero,
Drumm and Jackson Streets./My comments address several transportation D.3.1
issues in Part IV D of the EIR:

TR-1 Impact on transportation

TR-3 Impact on pedestrians

TR-5 Impact due to an increase in parking
It is incredible that the EIR regards these impacts as insignificant and
that it proposes only minor remedies for what will be serious increases in
traffic and congestion.

Part IV D of the EIR is based on a study of peak hour traffic on a single
weekday afternoon in May four years ago. Actually there are two rush hour
peaks on weekdays; plus a morning and afternoon/evening peak on Saturdays;
and an afternoon/evening peak on Sundays. At these times, traffic is often
bumper to bumper, and the nearby streets are clogged with cars escaping the
Embarcadero. Due to the random and turbulent nature of traffic, near
gridlock conditions can occur at almost any time,We all know bumper to T
bumper traffic generates pollution, including soot: a significant component D.3.2
of automobile soot are polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon molecules, a well
known carcinogen.

A 165 luxury condo with many stores and a garage with over 400 spaces will ]
aggravate the current nexus of congestion at the proposed project location D.3.3
at the intersection of The Embarcadero and Washington St. In addition to

the increase in auto traffic, the proposed narrowing of Washington St. will
further magnify congestion, as will the elimination of the double left turn

from the Embarcadero. l

Thus the EIR characterization of TR-1 (impact on transportation) is off the [D.34
mark, as are TR-3 (impact on pedestrians) and TR-5 (impact on an increase

in parking). Crossing the Embarcadero is dangerous right now, what with the

very congested intersection at Embarcadero and Washington St., turning

traffic, and short crossing times,/fifis naive to think that cars going to ;L'D:35

the project will simply enter the project garage without first roaming for
street parking.
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Letter D.3

The specific sources of the congestion that would be generated by the 8 DJ&?’
Washington project are the parking entrance on Washington and the two /T cont'd
driveways and loading dock around the corner on Drummv/The west side of

Drumm St. already has two garage entrances, a waste facility, and a moving | D.3.6
location. Thus the last block of Drumm St. would become an ugly alley - a

poor way to connect the city with the waterfront.

In conclusion, this EIR is grossly inadequate with regard to automobile
congestion and pollution, while failing to protect the rights of
pedestrians. It is also deficient in not being based on adequate studies of
traffic and pollution in the neighborhood to the project.

D.3.7
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Letter D.4
JuLz . 201

Reference to Draft DEIR Report Case NO 2007.0030E , 8 Washingto!TY & GUUNTY OF S.r.
& ANNINGMDEEgAP.TMENT
Street/Seawall Lot 351, partially presented at the Public Hearing, July 7,2011 by

Irene Glassgold ,155 jackson St., San Francisco 94111.

Because of limited time, I shall focus on part IV H, Recreation. W D41
This section of the DEIR is biased toward proving that the demolition and reduction B
of the Golden Gateway Tennis and Swimming Club is of unsubstantial impact, to
recreation in the project site district, though there is ample evidence that it would
be of substantial negative impact.

If the proposed project is approved, the Golden Gateway Swim
and Tennis Club will be demolished . The conclusions the DEIR draws on the impact
on the recreation needs of those living and working in the neighborhood are
mistaken. And they sometimes use out of date statistics..to support their
conclusions. For instance, on page 7. statistics are partly cited based on the 1980
U.S. census , before the Embarcadero Expressway was destroyed, to show the 8
Washington Project site is not considered a “high need’ recreation area. They fail to
reference the 2010 census statistics which would be more relevant to a 2011 DEIR,
census statistics which have been available since the beginning of the year. L

The Golden Gateway Tennis and Swim Club is an affordable [D.4.1b
place to play tennis and swim in the open air. It is green. It was built as a part of an
affordable rental development, Golden Gateway Apartments. and is a low key
simple place. It has green grass and ivy. It provides summer day camps for kids and

swimming and tennis lessons.
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The DEIR underestimates membership which consists of 1750
members plus 650 members who have access to all Western Athetic Clubs. In
addition, there were 3000 guests who used the club this year. The swimming pools
and tennis courts are in constant use.

According to the DEIR, the time frame for the demolishment of ]
the club and the rebuilding of a much modified recreation club will be two years
which is optimistic, considering the many impediments listed in the DEIR which can
interfere with construction. However even for the two years, the lack of the club
would prove a hardship for those who avail themselves of the club’s facilities,that is
seniors , those who work in the area,and swim and play tennis before and after the
work day and in lunch hours a nd to families citywide. There are not adequate
substitute facilities for these tennis players and swimmers.

The DEIR has classified the impact as less than significant.,
even though they state on {p.12} and[13}, and I quote, “The interim closure of the
facilities would displace current users and they would be forced to find other
recreational opportunities. Some users might choose different forms of recreation;
others might search for replacement tennis swim /and or basketball facilities .These
facilities could be further or closer from the users’ homes or workplace. Other

private facilities could cost more than Golden Gateway and Swim Club and public

D.4.1b
cont'd

D.4.1c

facilities might not be of equal quality.

What the DEIR doesn’t acknowledge is The Golden Gateway
Swimming and Tennis Club is in District 3 which has the lowest level of recreational

resources per capita of any district in the city. Any reduction in the size or access to

D.4.1d
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the Golden Gateway Tennis &Swim Club that forced Golden Gateway residents to
depend on City swimming and tennis facilities must be considered significant.

On page 13 and following, the claim is there would be no
significant impact on recreation when the construction is finished, even though
there will only be 4 tennis courts instead of 9, the green lawn near the swimming
pools will be gone as will the basketball court. Some of the open space of the
former tennis courts will be replaced by buildings for retail /restaurant/ residence
purposes. The swimming pools will be less accessible as they will be on the roof of
the fitness building rather than on the entrance level as they are now. This will
make it difficult for seniors to enter the pools and less safe for families with young
children without the green grass play area . Though the DEIR claims the day camps
will proceed as before with the same activities, this is improbable, considering the
enormous reduction of outdoor recreation. area

On p.8, in the methodology section, there is a statement . “This
report assumes that if there are recreational facilities within a service distance with
sufficient capacity to provide a variety of recreational opportunities, there wouldn't
be significant adverse effect.. But even when they cite a 2004 Recreation and Parks
Department Report evaluating the needs of San Francisco residents which states the
project site is not within the defined service areas for existing public ball fields,
recreation centers, pool, basketball courts, tennis courts, the DEIR still maintains
the demolition and change of the Golden Gateway Tennis and Swim Club is of less
than significant impact. A more logical conclusion consistent with the information

in the DEIR would be that if the 8 Washington Street development proceeds, it will

D.4.1d
cont'd.

[D.4.1e

D.4.1f
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have a significantly deleterious effect on the recreation in the neighborhood and in |D.4.1f
cont'd.
San Francisco.



cre Near] <

Zeov

L)w«u
D.5

L
o], o6 3gE

Nl

A Proposal

The following diagrams a possible solution that
would bring all of the above to the site. This is only
an example, but illustrates a very possible and real
solution to the area.
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Letter D.6

The Golden Gateway

Redevelopment Project



The city’s plah for the Golden Gateway redevelopment project, as prepared by
Owings & Merrill. Central Mall and surrounding buildings are shown.-

Skidmore,

Young Architect Throws Curve at the Golden Gateway

A radically redesigned
Golden Gateway redevelop-
ment project for San Fran-
cisco earned Charles Perry
his architecture degree
from Yale last month.

Apartment buildings on the
side of the proposed Mall of
the $200 million Golden Gate-

way should be curved, not/

Cwvronicle  duwnday,

cubed, Perry asserted yester-
day. - 7
“Instead of sticking up
more towers—which already
are all over the place—we
should use curvilinear
shapes.”

Perry said his version of
Golden Gateway design would
provide 1650 housing units,

Jwualy 195%

parking for 1650 cars, and |Market street and west of the
plenty of shopping area on/ Embarcadero.
the 15-acre site where the: Perry, 28, of 2912 Clare-
city’s firm, Skidmore, Owings| mont avenue, Berkeley, has
& Merrill, has suggested the|just gone to work for a private
use of towers. firm in San Francisco.
The Golden Gateway proj-} Perry admitted his Yale
ect is planned to- supplant| professors found his ideas
the city’s ramshackle whole-| “controversial” because “no-
sale produce district north of ' body has designed two ‘op-

A model of Charles Perry’s plan showsMfdﬁ?4bl6'6k-:i6n'g‘~*curvé’d

posed’ curves before,” and be-
cause “they said I was putting
curvilinear shapes in a rec-
tilinear city.”

But Perry’s Golden Gate-
way apartments would be
raised on 60-foot stilts to look
over the Embarcadero Free-
way—"4nd that's a curve, and

Letter D.6

! . " apartiment; build-
ings which would be built on stilts at one side of proposed Golden Gateway Malil.

the hills are curved.”

“Besides,” Perry added,
“the way I have designed
them, the large apartments
would have views on both
sides—plenty of light, plen-
ty of sun.

“Probably this curvilinear
approach would be very ex-

Coit Tower is curved, and| pensive. I'm not equipped to
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A resumé of a proposal to the Redevelopment Agency for the De-
velopment of the Public Garage and Residential Areas of the old
Produce Market area in San Francisco submitted by Golden Gate-
way Center.

Lewis E. Kitchen Developer
Skidmore, Owings & Merrill Architects
Keil and Connolly Legal Counsel
William J. Moran Company Construction Management
William Blair & Company Investment Banker
Crocker-Anglo National Bank Banker

John F. Forbes & Company Auditor
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BELL & STARMNTON MG, pudlic refations (Overall Story )

757 THIRD AVENUE, NEW YORK 17, N.Y.
PLAZA 9-4800

BY: Alan Bell

100 California Street
San Francisco

(k15) 989-6170

- - o e e - . = 2 o ww > = €D 0B

2106 Peachtree Center
Peachtree Street
Atlanta

(4Ol ) 688-3643

FOR RELEASE: 3:30 PM, Pacific Time,
Feb. 14, 1967

SAN FRANCISCO, Feb. 14 -- Details of a $125 million extension of
the San Francisco finanecial distriét were unveiled here todsy by an
investing group consisting of David Rockefeller of New York, Trammell
Crow of San Francisco and Dallas, John Portmen of Atlanta and Cloyce K.
Box of New York.

To be called Embarcadero Center, and comparable in scope to
Rockefeller Center in New York, the complex is to cover five entire

blocks in downtown San Francisco, adjacent to Market and California , . &

e } Mr. Portman said in his presentation today that all office

Vs

structures will be so designed and so located on the site that a clear

east-west view is retained of the Bay, around the Ferry Building.
Further, it is felt, the lines of sight for viewers high on the e
hills will tendbto "slide over" the Center's buildings, toward the Bay.
Northesouth views within the Center will be preserved through sharply

etehed breaks in the structuresauj



Washington St
Draft EIR

Case No. 2007.0030E
State Clearinghouse No. 200712207

Submitted by Lisa Schreiber, working mother and area resident.
Comments can be sent to Lisa@Schreibermail.net
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A few facts

* Northeast Waterfront Study

— Not accepted by the Planning Department and should not
be so often referenced

D.7.1

— Flawed conclusions — not representative of the community

— The SF Port was in dire need of money and entered into a
non-competitive negotiation process with 8 Washington;
with the America’s Cup coming to SF the Port of SF will
gain financial relief and hopefully perspective.

— 8 Washington is not a proposal in response to this study —
itis a for profit project regardless of community sentiment
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More facts

The Community

D.7.2

e Highest density of all districts in SF

e Least amount of Active Recreational Space in
all of SF.

* Reserve fields for soccer practice.
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Omissions
° |mpact to Fauna (CEQA Guidelines Section 15382)

(Fauna or faunae is all of the animal life of any

particular region or time.)

— Health Impact of a 2+ vear loss of active recreational space with no
replacement.

— Permanent loss of active recreational space in an area that already hastoo | D.7.30

D.7.3a

little.
— Personal Safety issues that arise with increased traffic of more peopleand | -,
vehicles.
— Loss of the neighborhood. [ ois
— Effect on those that cannot advocate for themselves — elderly and young. [ D76
— Impact to the community long term when key things that attract a diverse | D77

group to a community are missing. Where are the children??

— Disturbance of residents — including old and young being exposed to the

. : . D.7.8
building noise and pollution.
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EIR Correction Areas

Land Use — LU 1- LU 3 should be marked significant impact. I D.7.9

Aesthetics — AE 1 - AE 3 should be marked as significant impact. |  D.7.0

Tra nspo rtation - Tr- 3,5, and 6 should be marked as significant | D.7.11
impact. -

Air Quality - is missing asthma and allergy consideration. D.7.12

Recreation - R1, 3, and 4 should be marked as significant
impact. 1
Geologic and Historical features are well mitigated. D.7.14

D.7.13
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Our Ask

Courage

“The mark of a great community is one that
takes care of its weakest.”

Does this Draft EIR consider that?

(please allow responses electronically)
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Ryan Clark To "Nannie.turrell@sfgov.org” <Nannie.turrell@sfgov.org>
<rclark ncap.com>
relark @gencap cc "coaches@fogg.us" <coaches@fogg.us>,
08/01/2011 09:13 PM "david.chiu@sfgov.org™ <david.chiu@sfgov.org>
bce

Subject 8 Washington Street DEIR

History: &=, This message has been forwarded.

Dear Ms. Turrell:

| work in the Financial District and wanted to share my thoughts on the Golden Gateway recreational
area. | have lived in many cities — Boston, New York, and San Diego. | have found the Financial District
one of the most enjoyable places to work because of all the amenities — from the bustling commercial
offices, to the retail stores, to the Ferry Building, but most importantly, to the open recreational space
the city has actively preserved. | applaud San Francisco and the enlightened planners who have
preserved this treasure and made this a better community to live and work in. | am a regular user
(every day} of the swim and tennis facilities and it is a large part of my social community outside of
work, and consider this an important reason why | work in the Financial District (despite options outside
of San Francisco). As | understand it, the Golden Gateway area was intended to be preserved as
recreational facility — please honor this commitment and keep San Francisco one of the best cities to
work in and be a citizen of.

Thank you,

J. Ryan Clark

Managing Director
Genstar Capital

Four Embarcadero Center
Suite 1900

San Francisco, CA 94111
415-834-2360 (w)
415-834-2383 (f)

D.8.1
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Carol Parlette To Nannie turrell@sfgov.org
<ing@pacbell.net>

08/01/2011 12:49 PM

cc David Chiu <David.Chiu@sfgov.org>
bce

Subject 8 Washington Project

History: & This message has been forwarded.

I live in the Golden Gateway Commons, nearer to the Broadway corner, close to
Pacific. I know there are several issues bothering people about this project,
but I want to object to something that may not be getting much attention, and
that is the proposed restaurant at Pacific. This is a quiet neighborhood, and
a restaurant is totally out of place in this location. The noise, the smells,
the site of the rooftop with it's usual pipes and venting, leaves me very
upset. We have some wonderful restaurants in the neighborhood, so it's not as
if we're hurting for places to go to. Please consider eliminating this

restaurant from consideration in the project. Thank you. - Carol Parlette

D.9.1
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Aleem Choudhry To "Nannie.turrell@sfgov.org" <Nannie.turrell@sfgov.org>
<aleem@cranestreetcapital .c ) . .
om> @ P cc "David.chiu@sfgov.org” <David.chiu@sfgov.org>,

"coaches@fogg.us" <coaches@fogg.us>

08/02/2011 09:10 PM bcc

Subject 8 Washington Street DEIR

Dear Ms. Turrell:

I have lived in the Financial District for the last 6 years and wanted to share my thoughts on the Golden Gateway
recreational area. Although I work in Menlo Park and commute every day, there are many good reasons why my
wife and I bave chosen to stay where we are (Golden Gate Commons) — the vibrant financial community, shopping,
Ferry Building markets and restaurants, and most importantly, the open recreational space the city has actively
preserved. This area in San Francisco is incredibly unique to have preserved this open space for sports and
recreation. Iam a regular user of the swim and tenuis facilities and it is a large part of my social community outside
of work, and consider this an important reason why I live in the Financial District (despite more convenient locations
closer to my work outside of San Francisco). As I understand it, the Golden Gateway area was intended to be
preserved as recreational facility — please honor this commitment and keep San Francisco one of the best cities to
work in and be a citizen of.

Thank you,

Aleem

Aleem Choudhry
Partner

Crane Street Capital LLC
1142 Crane Street #1
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Office: 1-650-561-7227
Fax: 1-866-612-8115

D.10.1
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Janet Lautenberger To Nannie.turrell@sfgov.org

<- .

nzznetlautenberger 1@mac.co cc David.chiu@sfgov.org, Coaches@fogg.us
08/02/2011 01:55 PM bee

Subject 8 Washington Street Project

Dear Ms. Turrell, -

I am writing you as a neighbor of the proposed 8 Washington Street Project. I live two blocks D.111
away from the proposed project and I can tell you that if this project is approves and moves
forward it will change my life and the lives of many other residents for the worse. I can not see
myself living in San Francisco if the Golden Gateway Tennis and Swim Club is gone and million
dollar apartments and parking are going in it's place. I can not see living in a neighborhood that
is all shops, restaurants, overpriced condos for the wealthy and traffic jams.

I LOVE San Francisco and have lived in this city and New York City for all my adult life. While
the charms of San Francisco won me back as a resident I can tell you that if our city becomes just
a bunch of high priced condos with no outdoor activity then [ might as well move back to New
York or to any number of suburban areas. I will definitely not stay in a city that does not provide
outdoor space for activity and social venues that are not bars or restaurants (I am an avid tennis
player and play at least 4 times a week). Much of my social life revolves around friends I have
met through tennis and staying in shape together has grown those neighborhood bonds and
friendships. -

A new underground garage that does not promote the use of public transportation is the last thing D.11.2
that this city needs. We are just turning a corner to get people off the roads and using Muni, Bart
and Ferries and now you want to promote clogging the neighborhood streets with a 400 car
garage? That is NOT what I want in my neighborhood.

The Golden Gateway Tennis and Swim Club has kept me and thousands of San Francisco
residents healthy and happy for over 40 years. It brings me and my fellow tennis players and
swimmers such joy ... I literally can not imagine my life without it. It is such an important part of
my life and such a unique place that [ would have to leave the city to find another outlet like it
and that would be a shame.

D.11.3

Please take the neighborhood and San Francisco residents into consideration when you plan this
project. Please do not just take the developer and big business into consideration. This city can
not lose the things about it that make it special like people who care about environmental impact,
a healthy lifestyle, the charm of San Francisco and staying in a city that respects its citizens.
Please do not allow this project to move forward as the developer has proposed.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Janet Lautenberger

733 Front Street, #404

San Francisco, CA 94111
Janetlautenbergerl@mac.com
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D Muratore To Nannie.turrell@sfgov.org
<drmuratore @gmail .com>

@g cc David.Chiu@sfgov.org
08/02/2011 12:16 PM bec

Subject Golden Gate Tennis & Swim Club

The GGT&SC is an incredible asset to the City of San Francisco. They have wonderful
programs all year long for every age group in this City. Their summer program for kids is a
WOW.

Do we really need a condo complex and parking lot at that particular spot. If so build it in the
open space directly across the street adjacent to Justin Herman Plaza.

Why destroy something so many San Franciscans want. Does it always have to be "follow the
money"?

Dolores Muratore
170 Pacific #5
A native San Franciscan and proud of it. Let me continue to be.

D.121
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"jim oakes, jr*
<jimoakes 63@yahoo.com> To nannie.turrell@sfgov.org -

08/03/2011 10:06 AM cc david.chiu@sfgov.org

Subject * Wahington Project

Tam vehemently against the 8 Washington St. luxury condominium project. [My main concern,
among many, is environmental. There will be more cars, people, and pollution. The air quality D.13.1
will be severely negatively impacted which will seriously affect seniors and children especially. 1
The condominiums to be built are for the rich, not average, hard working San Franciscans. - ID.13.2
In addition, the recreation space in the densest part of San Francisco will be eliminated not onlyT D133
for the current membership, but for the 500 plus underprivileged youths that use the club free o
every year. | This whole plan is ridiculous. It breaks previous agreements made years agoto [ D.13.4
preserve this area as an active recreation facility in perpetuity. [ If this project goes forward, “D 135
I'and my family will move to the suburbs after more than 20 years in the neighborhood. o
Do the right thing and kill this project. | Sincerely, Jim Oakes
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"Renne, Paul” To "Nannie.turrell@sfgov.org" <Nannie.turrell@sfgov.org>

< ley. >
rennepa@cooley .com cc "David.chiu@sfgov.org” <David.chiu@sfgov.org>,

08/03/2011 10:50 PM "coaches@fogg.usa” <coaches @fogg.usa>, "Renne, Paul”
<rennepa@cooley.com>

bcc

Subject Response to draft EIR re: 8 Washington Street Project

Dear Ms. Turrell,

Attached you will find my response and comments to the Draft EIR for the proposed 8 Washington Street Project
as requested by the San Francisco Planning Department for consideration by the San Francisco Planning
Commission. These comments are my personal views and are not intended to represent those of the law firm with
which | am associated. | look forward to a response at an appropriate time.

Paul A. Renne

Senior Counsel

Cooley LLP » 101 California Street » 5th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94111-5800

Direct: (415) 693-2073 » Fax: (415) 693-2222

Bio: www.cooley.com/prenne » Practice: www.cooley.com/litigation

This email message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by
reply email and destroy all copies of the original message. If you are the intended recipient, please be advised that the content of
this message is subject to access, review and disclosure by the sender's Email System Administrator.

IRS Circular 230 disclosure: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS, we inform you that any U.S. federal tax
advice contained in this communication (including any attachment) is not intended or written by us to be used, and cannot be used,
(i) by any taxpayer for the purpose of avoiding tax penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (ii) for promoting, marketing or

L

recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein. SF-#1230236-v1-Draft_EIR.DOCK
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Dear Commissioners & Staff of the San Francisco Planning Commision:

RESPONSE AND COMMENTS RE; DEIR IN CASE #2007.0030E

While believing that the DEIR for the 8 Washington Street Project contains numerous
inaccuracies and misstatements, many of which I am certain will be poihted out by others who |
know represent the overwhelming opposition to this proposed project, I wish to focus primarily
on the discussion in Section IV B, “AESTHETICS” and particularly “Impact Evaluation” AE-3

where you conclude “The proposed project wound not result to a significant cumulative impact

related to Aesthetics.” IT IS MY BELIEF THAT IF THE 8 WASHINGTON STREET

PROJECT IS ALLOWED TO GO FORWARD IN ITS PRESENT FORM IT WILL BE

THE OPENING WEDGE IN UNDERMINING THE OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES OF

THE NORTHEASTERN WATERFRONT AREA PLAN AND WILL HAVE A

D.14.1

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON THE LONG TERM AESTHETICS OF THE AREA.|ONLY ]

ALTERNATIVE A WILL GUARANTEE THE PRESERVATION OF THE AREA’S

D.14.2a

AESTHETICS] ALTHOUGH, PROPERLY DESIGNED ALTERNATIVE B MIGHT BE

TD.14.2b

DEEMED TO BE CONSISTENT WITH THAT PLAN.J_Let me elaborate, but first I would
like to discuss a little history about the destruction by high-rise development in San Francisco
“which I think illustrates why we have to be eternally vigilant in opposing any proposed project

which would further negatively impact the aesthetics of the Northeastern Waterfront.

When I first approached San Francisco in the early 1950s on the Bay Bridge I could see
the City’s natural typography — the City business center in immediate view with the buildings
climbing the hills culminating with the Mark Hopkins and Fairmont to the West and Telegraph
Hill and Coit Tower to the North. When we moved here to live in 1964 that view had not

changed dramatically; today all you see is a wall of big buildings from the Golden Gateway

1230236 v1/SF

1D.14.3
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Apartments on the North to the Millennium Towers on the South. With the building of the Alcoa
Building (now One Maritime Plaza) and the erection of the Golden Gateway Apartments to the
North, concerns were expressed that further high-rise development to the North and East of
Jackson Street could adversely effect the northeastern waterfront area. In addition, with the
construction of the Fontana Apartments at Northpoint which completely blocked off the
waterfront and the threat of turning the North waterfront into another Miami Beach wall of
buildings, the citizens became concerned that continued development of high-rise buildings
along the Northeast waterfront would result in destroying the character of San Francisco’s long
connection with the Bay. Out of these concerns came the renovation of Ghirardelli Square and
the Cannery — buildings that retained the charm and character of their original architecture.
Also, out of these concerns came the adoption of the Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan which,

as noted in the DEIR called “for maintaining low structures near the water and increasing

vertical development toward downtown...” As a result, up to this point, from Market Street
going North, the Commission has not approved any development East of Drumm Street nor
closer to the waterfront than two block West of the Embarcadero that 'in anyway exceeded
existing structure height or was out of keeping with the existing architecture. If the 8
Washington Street Project is approved it will be the first development North of Market Street
that is to be built immediately adjacent to the Embarcadero and of a bulk and size totally out of
keeping with the adjacent area and in clear violation of the policy of the Northeastern Waterfront
Area Plan. To suggest that the development is consistent with the Plan by maintaining a “low
structure” near the water in comparison to the higher building along Drumm Street is sheer
nonsense. The “low structure™ is almost double the height of any other structure in the adjacent

area; it is not a “low structure” within the meaning of the Plan..

1230236 v1/SF

D.14.3
cont'd.
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On page IB.17 the DEIR concedes that the proposed project will obstruct views of Coit
Tower and Telegraph Hill when viewed from the Embarcadero by the Ferry Building, but seek to
minimize the significance of that fact based on the ability of a pedestrian to move north along the

Embarcadero to obtain the view. Based on that reasoning, a single structure never

D.14.4

“significantly” effects the view.l However, if 8 Washington Street Project is allowed to go
forward what would be the basis for denying a permit to build an equally massive structure at
any other point along the west side of the Embarcadero? We will soon find the Embarcadero
north of Market Street a wall of buildings similar to what exists in the immediate area South of |
Market, although even in that area no new high-rise development has occurred immediately
adjacent to the Embarcadero. ]
On page 11.20 of the DEIR the Project Sponsor’s list as the first objective of the proposed ]
project is to meet the “projected City housing needs and satisfy the City’s inclusionary
affordable housing requirements.” No explanation or support is given to show that there is a

projected need for more multi-million dollar condominiums in San Francisco; it is ludicrous to

suggest that the units projected at 8§ Washington Street are intended to be occupied by individuals

Ip.1as

D.14.6

who require “affordable housing.”l The purpose of this Project is not to enhance or improve the
surrounding environment or to meet some strongly felt need of the community, its only purpose
is to make a profit for the developers. In that regard, there is inadequate discussion in the DEIR
as to the real economic feasibility of this project without some form of economic support by the
City or other governmental agency. In today’s economic climate it is difficult to see how this
project can be completed and it may well be that the Project Sponsors are merely seeking to
obtain the approval of the Commission in anticipation that they will be able to sell the

development rights to some other entity.

D147

1230236 v1/SF
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Another area of concern is the lack of discussion about the fact that Seawall 351 1s
subject to the Public Rights doctrine which obligates that Port to utilize the property for a public
use. I do not believe that the development by a private entity for its economic benefit on Seawall
351 meets the requirements of that Doctrine and I do not believe, absent an action by the
California Le gislaturé, that the Port has the authority to allow this project to go forward.

Finally, one glaring void in the DEIR is the lack of discussion about the impact of this
proposed construction on the 2013 America’s Cup races which are scheduled to take place in
2012 and 2013.. The construction timetable of this project would appear to be directly contrary
to what the City promised to the Sponsors of the those races. Is it feasible, or even desirable, that
the excavation for the project could go forward while the races are in progress? At a minimum,
we submit that no DEIR can be finalized without careful consideration of this Project’s impact
on the City’s commitment to the America’s Cup races.

I STRONGLY RECOMMEND THAT THIS PROJECT NOT BE APPROVED IN

ITS PRESENT FORM.

Respectfully submitted,
Paul A. Renne

640 Davis Street, Unit 8
San Francisco, CA 94111

1230236 v1/SF

TD.14.8

D.14.9

'D.14.10
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John Siegel <jcs@jcs1.com> To Nannie.turrell@sfgov.org
08/04/2011 08:48 AM cc David.chiu@sfgov.org, coaches@fogg.us
bcc

Subject Golden Gateway

Dear Ms. Turrell

My wife and I are long time member of the Golden Gateway Swim and Tennis club. We have
been following the proceedings and are compelled to write.

The GGSTC is a gem in this city and the proposed development would be a tragedy. I am old ID-15-1
enough to remember the arguments pro and con for tearing down the freeway that used to be a

X . o D.15.2
waterfront eyesore, a traffic congestion problem and air quality disgrace on the embarcadero. If
this proposed development were to proceed it would nullify in large part the benefits gained by
opening up the WaterfrontHTrafﬁc will be horrendous especially with the underground garage J-D.15. 3
accommodating of 420 new cars.

The views of Telegraph Hill from the ever popular and Ferry Building currently enjoyed by San | D.154
Francisco and Bay Area residents not to mention millions of tourists will be blocked.|For what D155
purpose or goal? To construct $2.5-$5 million+ condos?

Further we are dumbfounded as to how the proposed project with units costing millions of

dollars each meets San Francisco’s affordable and middle-income housing needs. Moreover,

these millionaire owners of their pie- a-tiers will likely never use public transit.

I am convinced that the No Project Alternative is environmentally superior because it eliminates:[D-15-6
the problems I raise.

Sincerely,
Jane and John Siegel

jcs@jcsl.com
San Francisco Residents
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August 5, 2011

Bill Wyco, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Subj: Draft Environmental impact Report for 8 Washmgton Street/Seawall Lot 351
Case No. 2007 0030E

Dear Mr. Wyco,

Please see below my comments on the DEIR for the 8 Washington Street luxury condominium and
underground parking garage project.

D.16.1

In summary, the DEIR statement that there is ‘no significant impact’ to Recreation is incorrect.

Further, the impact on seniors by this proposed project has not been addressed. it is imperative that
this is addressed in the next revision of the DEIR.

Both of these issues cannot be mitigated with any of the alternatives cited in the DEIR except the most |D.16.2
obvious: Alternative A: NO PROJECT.

What | found most disturbing is the overall theme of the DEIR regarding Recreation. It is the same D.16.3
theme that the SF Planning Department exhibited in their NES. It is very easy to conclude that all these
words are being written to justify the proposed project at the expense of Recreation.

As | continue to look further into the DEIR, | am concluding that the overall reliability of the consultants
who prepared the document must be challenged. There is a clear bias in their presentation to favor the

proposed project.

You are requested to include the Asian Neighborhood Design (AND) Community Vision Plan as an D.16.4a
additional alternative in the next revision of the DEIR. A link to this Plan is provided later in these

comments.

DEIR Comments — ltem H — Recreation . D.16.4b
The DEIR Statement that there is ‘no significant impact’ to Recreation is incorrect. ‘

This is based on the CEQA Guidelines statement; ‘A social or economic change may be considered in
determining whether the physical change is significant.’

There are 2,300 individuals who pay for membership to use the facility. D.16.4c
What is the difference in requiring residents of SF to pay for use of city facilities?
Why does the DEIR make a distinction between public and private? Payment is required for both.

There are examples where it is cheaper to play tennis at GGTSC than it is to play the same type of
organized programs at public courts such as Golden Gate Park.




Letter D.16

The four public courts listed are inadequate to support the existing programs offered at the GGTSC. If
you go to these public courts, you would draw the same conclusion.

Concerning the private courts available, 2 miles or more from GGTSC, the DEIR makes no assessment
of their willingness or capability of supporting existing programs. The existing programs at GGTSC will

not be replaceable. 1
D.16.4e

None of what is documented in DEIR address the aggregate loss to the immediate neighborhood of the

existing tennis programs. These can never be reconstituted at another location, and certainly not at the
proposed ‘new’ tennis courts.

The REGULATORY FRAMEWORK statement is misleading concerning ‘high need’. It does not
mention active recreation.

The element criteria fail to mention ‘active recreation.’

The statement on page IV.H.7 quoting the 2004 Recreation Assessment Report says *..the project site
is not within the defined service areas for the existing public ball fields, multi-use/soccer fields,
recreation centers, pools, basketball courts, or tennis courts in the City.” Regardless of the remainder
of the statements in that paragraph, it is clear that there are inadequate active recreation facilities in the
project area. Coupled with the initial statement in the IMPACT section ‘The City and County of San
Francisco has not formally adopted significance thresholds for impacts related to recreation.’

Explain how the DEIR can state no significant impact based on what is quoted above. This must be in
the next revision of the DEIR.

Request the next revision of the DEIR look at the senior population in the project area based on the
2010 Census. The 2000 Census shows the area has a senior population of over 25%, nearly twice the
national average.

Impact on seniors losing active recreation for the term of project construction will be devastating and
significant to us. Request that this be addressed in detail.

The METHODOLOGY assumptions are dismissive of what is presently available at the existing Club
site. ‘This report assumes that if there are recreational facilities within a service distance with sufficient
capacity to provide a variety of recreational opportunities, there would not be a significant adverse
effect. However, this analysis does not assume that a lack of prescribed capacity for each type of
recreational activity, in itself, constitutes a significant adverse impact, provided that recreational options
continue to be available to nearby and proposed project residents.” There is no discussion of the effect
on the aggregate of programs currently available.

Explain how the DEIR can state no significant impact when there will be City-wide impact as the
existing facility serves more than nearby residents. '

The IMPACT EVALUATION statements are dismissive of existing Club members and their loss of a
community benefit. Again, there is no assessment of the aggregate impact of the proposed project.
The following statements are particularly dismissive.

‘Comments on the NOF/Initial Study indicate that the club’s existing members may be inconvenienced
by the reduced availability of tennis courts. The reduction in the number of tennis courts could result in

TD.16.4f

D.16.4d

D.16.4g

longer wait times for tennis courts at the proposed new facility, and fewer scheduling options and longer
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lead times for making reservations than those to which GGTSC tennis users are now accustomed.
Some tennis users may seek courts elsewhere in the area or City.24 As indicated above, 168 public
tennis courts and 52 tennis courts at private facilities are available elsewhere within the City. Some
tennis users may be deterred by inconvenience from playing tennis as often as they otherwise might
have under existing conditions. Such inconvenience is not considered a significant impact for purposes
of CEQA because it would not result in a significant change to the physical environment.’

‘The interim closure of the facilities would displace current users and they would be forced to find other
recreational opportunities. Some users might choose different forms of recreation; others might search
for replacement tennis, swim, and/or basketball facilities, which could temporarily or permanently
increase the use of those tennis or swim facilities. These facilities could be further or closer from the
users’ homes and/or workplaces. Other private facilities might cost more than the Golden Gateway
Tennis & Swim Club facilities, and other public facilities (and programs) might not be of equal quality to
the private athletic club. Assuming users must substitute less convenient,_ more costly facilities for those
available now, the changes are likely to be perceived negatively by those accustomed to existing
conditions. However, the changes would, in some instances, be temporary, and at least some of the
changes would result in social rather than environmental impacts. In addition, there would be other
opportunities for recreation in the project area. Therefore, the loss of the existing recreational facilities
on the project site during construction would not be considered a significant degradation of recreational
resources under CEQA, and no mitigation measures are required.’

The last sentence conclusion is completely without support, merely a way to not address the impact on
the existing community.

Further statements in the DEIR are equally dismissive.

‘The reduction in the number of tennis courts would have negative impacts on some current tennis
members, who would be forced to find recreational opportunities elsewhere, These people might have
" to travel longer distances to find a replacement private (or public) facility, but there are a number of
such facilities available in the City. For these reasons, the proposed reduction in tennis courts would
not constitute a significant degradation of recreational resources, and no mitigation measures are
required.’

These statements completely disregard the existing community social structure that will be eliminated
by the proposed project. CEQA guidelines can be used in this regard to support significant impact.

Explain how the DEIR can state no significant impact when this existing community social structure will
be destroyed.

There are other considerations that need to be addressed in the DEIR.
The consultant who wrote the words in the DEIR about Recreation and not including the impact on the

senior population must take an in-depth look at this issue, preferably as themselves as a senior, as |
do. You must look at the seniors. We have movement challenges that are not addressed. They must

be. J
TD.16.4h

The Recreation loss is more than an inconvenience. This is devastating. We seniors do not have 3
years to go somewhere else as suggested in the DEIR. The impact on us is significant. For the DEIR
to state no significant impact on Recreation from this project is an absolute failure of community
awareness. | am most anxious to see your review of the 2010 Census for senior residents in this area.

D.16.4g
cont'd.

You must acknowledge that with the steady increase of the aging population, emphasis on a healthy
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and independent lifestyle and less isolation for us city dwellers must be addressed in the DEIR. The D'1§'4h
proposed project will decrease what is already working and available. cont'd.

I have lived in this immediate project area for over 31 years. | had my first date with my wife on court 3
at our community recreation center. Others who assemble here have similar stories. This existing
recreation facility is our ‘back yard’ which my wife and | have happily shared with thousands of others.
The DEIR dismisses all of us as insignificant, and my wife and | feel betrayed by the DEIR portrayal of
us. i

D.16.5
Alternative A: NO PROJECT is clearly superior to the proposed project and should be adopted.

This proposed development is eligible to seek PUD approval. The Golden Gateway Center is a PUD. |D.16.6
The GGTSC is within the existing PUD. Explain the rationale for allowing the proposed project to be
built within an existing PUD without violating its original *...integrated units of stable and desirable
character...”. Request that you include a discussion of this in the next revision of the DEIR including
how the term length of an existing PUD is determined. 1
In addition, you are requested to include the AND Community Vision Plan in the next revision of the D.16.7
DEIR as an alternative. This Plan has community consensus: The SF Planning Department NES
referenced in the DEIR and upon which the proposed project is based, does not. The AND Plan
balances revenue generating, open space and active recreation uses across all seawall lots, including
Seawall Lot 351, and is both financially and politically feasible.

This Vision Plan is available at this link. http:/lwww.andnet.org/storage/pdfs-
cp/NE%20Waterfront%20Community%20Vision-FINAL-2%209%202011 .pdf

I look forward to receiving your detailed written response to my comments.

William Benkavitch

19 Whaleship Plaza

San Francisco CA 94111
bill. benkavitch@gmail.com

copy to (email): David Chiu; Friends of Golden Gateway
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james cunningham To <nannie.turreli@sfgov.org>
<jscsloanegdns @hotmail.co
m>
08/05/2011 11:23 AM bee

Subject David.chiu@sfgov.org; coaches@fogg.us

ccC

Dear Ms. Turrell:

I am writing concerning the project proposed for 8 Washington Street, and the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) recently submitted by the sponsor of the project, and discussed at a Planning
Commission meeting. It is clearly a one-sided and deficient report, leaving out numerous matters that

17

D171

will be perninent to the decisions the Planning Commission will be required to make. | I believe the
proposed project should be evaluated in conjunction with the comprehensive Asian Neighboorhood Design
Community Vision Plan, which addresses development of the entire seawall in @ manner that is both
financially and politically feasible. That Plan also has the benefit of wide community support, unlike the 8
Washington Street Project, which has the support only of the project sponsor, and the enmity of many
people and groups in the community.

The last thing our community needs is a tall, view disturbing building along The Embarcadero, which the

1D.17.2

D.17.3

city has been in the process of so well enhancing and beautifying over the past 20 years. | This is
especially so when the building at the heart of the project will primarly provide housing only for those

D.17.4

who can afford to purchase a condominium costing in the $2,500,000 plus range. | At the same time the
project would destroy The Golden Gateway, a popular and well used recreational facility, enjoyed by
many in the community both near and far for many years, and replacing it several years later by a much
smaller, off the street facility that, as a practical matter, is likely to end up serving as a private club for
those owning the $2,500,000 condominiums.

D.17.5

The DEIR should be rejected as inadequate, and the project itself declined. :[D-17-6

Thank you.
Yours sincerely,

James Cunningham

640 Davis Street - #18
San Francisco, CA 94111
415 291 0543
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"Norman Patrick Doyle " To "Nannie Turrell" <Nannie.turrell@sfgov.org>
<norman.doyle @sbcglobal .ne
t>
08/06/2011 10:39 AM bee

Subject 8 Washington Project

cc "David Chiu" <David.chiu@sfgov.org>

Based on a reading of the recently released DEIR for the 8 Washington condominium
project, | wish to state my opposition to this project as currently proposed.

My main concerns are, in brief:
e The loss of five tennis courts and the ground-level swimming pools will D.18.1a
completely change the character of the Golden Gateway Swim and Tennis Club,
a treasured neighborhood asset.

e The closure of the Club for two to three years during construction is D.18.1b
unacceptable.
e The construction activity itself is also a most unwelcome prospect. 1D.18.2

e The proposed structure is entirely too massive, blocking views of Telegraph Hill |p.18.3
from the Embarcadero and creating a "canyon” on Drumm Street. I
e lItis unlikely that the type of luxury housing proposed will attract full-time D.18.4
residents who will be a positive addition to the life of the neighborhood. i

Of the alternatives proposed in the DEIR, the "No Project Alternative" looks the best to D.185
me. 1

Norman Patrick Doyle, 640 Davis Street, #11; San Francisco; CA 94111
Phone/Fax: (415) 677-9734; Mobile: (415) 215-2781
Email: norman.doyle@sbcglobal.net
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D & P Kretschmer To Nannie.turrell@sfgov.org
<krtschmr @comcast.net>

cc David.chiu@sfgov.org
08/07/2011 09:18 AM

bcc

Subject 8 Washington project comment

Hello,

I'd just like you to know that a resident of the area impacted by the project D.19.1
(101 Lombard) is entirely enthusiastic about it. I like the fact that it will |~ "™
transform the ugly parking lots along the Embarcadero and turn the Golden

Gateway area into a modern pedestrian friendly/family friendly area with parks

and attractive landscaping. I see no need to keep an outdated recreation site

when a new, more useful and efficient recreation site has been proposed.

Thanks for your attention,
Diane Kretschmer
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David Bumnett To Nannie.turrell@sfgov.org
<ddburnett @gmail.com>

cc David.Chiu@sfgov.org, coaches@fogg.us
08/08/2011 03:42 PM

bce

Subject Comment of 8 Washington Draft EIR

On page IV.D.34 the EIR states that the impacts of a 430 car garage on the Embarcadero and
Washington St. intersection would be considerable. The predicted level of service drops to F in
2035 from D now. Even after mitigation measures the impact is deemed to remain significant.
The developer's desire to remove the existing landscape median will only acerbate the situation
as autos will make left turns into the proposed garage making pedestrian life very difficult. The
developer could easily increase the setback of his proposed building to attain the wide sidewalk
that he desires without removing the attractive median which provides a place for pedestrians to

get out of the way of automobiles when the light changes.|The proposed large garage is a
non-starter in this location which is well served by mass transit.

Dave Burnett

D.20.1

D.20.2




sol silver
<ssilver7@comcast.net> To Nannie.turreli@sfgov.org Letter D.21

08/08/2011 05:05 PM cc

Subject Comments on the DEIR for the 8 Washington Street Project

to: Nannie Turrell
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco CA , 94103

copies to: David.chiu@sfgov.org, and coaches@fogg.us

Based on my review of the draft EIR for the 8 Washington Street
Project, I wish to submit my comments for your consideration.

1. I urge the Planning Commission to strongly consider keeping the
existing recreational usage and open space of the Golden Gate Tennis

and Swim Club and to reject the proposed destruction of
this

excellent facility. The many issues of Parking, Pedestrian Safety,
Housing and both physical and esthetic damage that would be caused
should this luxury condo development and parking
project be

approved, have not beerr adequately addressed by the draft EIR.

2. I urge the Planning Commission to carefully review " A Community
Vision for the San Francisco Northeast Waterfront " , produced by a
consortium of Community Groups

as a more fitting development solution as it does respond to the
public desire to retain what presently works well and advocates a No
Project Alternative.

3. If the Planning Commission does consider approving an increase in
the density of residential development by demolishing the existing
facility, , it should consider 2
alternatives as part of the EIR.
One would be the relocation of the existing Tennis and Swim Club

in

its full footprint by relocating it to a portion of the existing low

density townhouse section and the second alternative is to
leave

the existing recreation facility exactly where it is and replace a

portion of the low density townhouses with higher density units. While

I am not in favor of either of these alternatives, the EIR
should

discuss these as they are obvious logical altermatives to the

proposed project.

respectfully submitted, Sol Silver,

Ip.21.1

D.21.2

D.21.3
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Deborah Smith
2170 Vallejo Street, Apt. 401
San Francisco, CA 94123

August 8, 2011
Ms. Nannie Turrell
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Golden Gateway Tennis and Swim Club
Ms. Turrell,

| am writing to you as an 11 year member of the Golden Gateway Tennis and Swim Club. | am an
avid tennis player and swimmer. | am at the club at least four times per week to be outside, active

and social. | am appalled that the idea of destroying the club for yet another high-rise building in the

city, and more parking, is still on the table.

| was under the impression that the city wanted to encourage families and healthy outdoor living;
destroying a club that serves the community and it's children seems to contradict San Francisco's
“family friendly” advertizing.

Here are the issues | see with the current proposal to destroy the club:

1. PARKING: the proposed project includes a $40 million, 420-car underground (below sea level)
garage creating big problems for transit/traffic/pedestrians. There are 459 off street parking spaces
currently available adjacent to the project eliminating the need for a 420-car underground garage at

TD.22.1
8

Washington.

Question: Why would a city with a clear “transit first” policy ever allow this?

2. IMPACT ON AMERICA’S CUP: The underground garage requires removing 110,000 cubic yards “D.22.2

of soil from the site over 7-8+ months (4 trucks/hour) overlapping with the 2012/2013 America’'s Cup

events and therefore violating the City’s Host and Venue Agreement which states:

10.4 The City will use all lawful means to restrict noise and debris generating activities on public
works and large private construction projects (if any) in areas reasonably proximate to the Event
during America’s Cup World Series Pre-reqattas and the Regatta.

Question: What will be the truck route and what bus/streetcar lines will be impacted?

Question: How can the construction take place without violating the Host Agreement?

[D.22.3

:[D.22.4

3. PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Page IV.D.25 says: “Conflicts between outbound vehicles [from qaraqe]“D_22.5

and pedestrians could occur, but their effect on pedestrians would be reduced because pedestrians
on the sidewalk have the right-of-way”.

Question: Does knowing pedestrians have the right-of-way comfort the families of seniors, children
and adults killed by cars as they cross streets and driveways”?
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Question: Does the city agree with this ridiculous and insensitive statement?
The next paragraph states:

“The number of vehicles and pedestrians per minute are relatively small (about one vehicle and three
pedestrians every 30 seconds on average) and it is therefore not anticipated that the proposed
project would cause any major conflict or interfere with pedestrian movements”.

This equals 2 cars/6 pedestrian trips a minute, 120 cars/360 pedestrian trips per hour or 1,440
vehicular/4,320 pedestrian trips in any given 7AM to 7PM period. No conflicts?

Question: How could any reasonable person view this level of activity as ‘not significant’ in terms of
conflicts with cars or interference with pedestrian movement?

Question: Given the obvious inaccuracy of the two statements quoted above, is this indicative of the
overall quality of the traffic/pedestrian consultant's work for this EIR?

4. HOUSING IMPACTS. A project “goal’ is to “help meet the projected City housing needs’. These
condos will cost $2 million/unit JUST TO BUILD with sales prices of $2.5-$5million and up ($6-8
million for penthouses). Studies show transit use goes down as income goes up, with buyers like
these—people making millions of dollars a year—being the least likely to use transit.

(This ‘cost per unit number was derived by taking the project’s total cost ($345 million), deducting
the cost of the non- residential parking (165 residential spaces out of 420 total spaces leaves 255
non-residential spaces [60.6%] X the $40 million garage cost = $24.2 million) and dividing this by the
165 units: $345 million — $24.2 million = $320.8 million/165 units = $2 million/unit to build.)

Question: Exactly what portion of San Francisco's affordable and middle-income housing needs will
these pied-a-tiers for millionaires actually meet?

Question: How likely is it that these new, part-time residents will use transit?

The final EIR must state the average cost to build each unit and the range of sales prices expected so
that public officials can assess the unsubstantiated claims in DIER about “sustainability”, the “transit
oriented” nature of project or claims that it “helps meet the projected City housing needs’.

D.22.5
cont'd.

D.22.6

5. BREAKING PREVIOUS AGREEMENTS tied to original approval by Redevelopment of the larger 1

Goliden Gateway project. The two major community benefits required by Redevelopment back then
were Sidney Walton Sq. and an active recreation center (9 tennis courts, 2 swimming pools, a
basketball court, etc.). Two former Redevelopment Directors and Mayor/Senator Feinstein have sent
letters in the past confirming this.

Nowhere in the Draft EIR does it mention that this is now the 4" attempt to develop this site in
violation of earlier public commitments to preserve it as an active recreation facility in perpetuity. You
must include in the Draft EIR a summary of the 3 previous attempts (1980’s, 1990’s, early 2000’s)

and why each failed.

6. ACTIVE RECREATION: Public vs. Private—is there any real difference today?

| challenge the word “private” throughout the DEIR to describe recreation activities at the Golden
Gateway as both misleading and inaccurate in the light of the recent privatization/fee system imposed
on San Francisco’s “public” recreation facilities/pools, a fee structure that can exceed prices charged
by the “private” Golden Gateway facilities. The term “private” is being used here to minimize the loss

D.22.7

D.22.8
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| challenge the word “private” throughout the DEIR to describe recreation activities at the Golden D.22.8
Gateway as both misleading and inaccurate in the light of the recent privatization/fee system imposed |cont'd.
on San Francisco’s “public” recreation facilities/pools, a fee structure that can exceed prices charged
by the “private” Golden Gateway facilities. The term “private” is being used here to minimize the loss
of the entire facility for 2-3 years during construction as well as the permanent loss of five (5) of nine
(9) tennis courts and the current, family-friendly ground level swimming pools.

The Parks and Recreation Department keeps increasing user fees, reducing hours, and leasing
recreation centers to ‘private’ interests (e.g. martial arts schools, private exercise classes). Today,
both the ‘private’ Golden Gateway facility and ‘public’ pools are open to anyone who is willing to pay
to use them. Neither is free.

7. ADDITIONAL ISSUE TO ADDRESS

[D.22.9
Blocking iconic San Francisco views of Telegraph Hill from the Ferry Building, views currently

enjoyed by millions of San Francisco and Bay area residents as well as tourists, commuters and
office workers. And why? To build $2.5-$5 million+ condos?

Creating Significant and Unavoidable Air Quality problems. The draft EIR documents these D.22.10
impacts as among the most significant, say they will have the greatest affect seniors and children. So
the City should put the health of our most vulnerable citizens at risk for the crying public need of ...
$2.5-$5 million+ condos?

Shadowing of Sue Bierman Park in violation of Prop. K protections. :[D.22.11

Asian Neighborhood Design (AND) Community Vision Plan. The AND Community Vision Plan D.22.12
must be included in the next revision of the DEIR as an alternative. This Plan has community

consensus. The San Francisco Planning Department NES referenced in the DEIR and upon which
the proposed project is based, does not. The AND Plan balances revenue generating, open space
and active recreation uses across all seawall lots, including Seawall Lot 351, and is both financially
and politically feasible.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. | certainly hope that the city of San Francisco does begin
to consider its citizens first and recognize there is no better aiternative to having the Golden Gateway
Tennis and Swim club at its present location.

Deborah Smith
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SARELLE T. WEISBERG, FAIA 2
ARCHITECT =
440 DAVIS COURT #2212 « SAN FRANCISCO. CA 94111 %QC >
TEL 415 374-7606 + FAX 415 525-4352 « STwW33@mindspring.com gC‘;‘ g«
o0
w_S =
M. Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer August 8, 2011 b%% ~
San Francisco Planning Department 2o &
1650 Mission Street. Suite 400 3
San Francisco, CA 94103 T_

Dear Mr. Wycko,

These are my Comments on the Draft EIR for Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351 Project;
Planning Department Case File No. 2007.0030E:

As a resident of 440 Davis Court, the Golden Gateway apartment building adjacent to the proposed

8 Washington Street/Scawall Lot #351 project, I am sure I am joining many of my neighbors in our
residential community that would vastly prefer Section VI, Alternatives to the proposed Project.
Alternative A: No Project on that site, as we enjoy the existing relatively residential quality and the
valued athletic facilities that exist today. This Alternative does not disturb our immediate
neighborhood's relative quiet on streets and pedestrian access opportunities. In addition, the arduous
and intrusive, as well as relatively unhealthy, construction period would be avoided.

As and Architect and Planner, I must express my knowledge that the time frame that is given in the
Draft EIR of 27 to 29 months is totally unrealistic. The engineering complexity to develop a major
under- ground parking facility for so many cars (400+), as well as the necessary pilings and structural

support systems required for new high rise residential towers, will require at least three to four years
of construction down time on this site!

This also raises the issue of whether major construction activity will be desirable, or even legal, during
the planned Americus Cup trials and races, scheduled within the next two years, which will require
open access all along the Embarcadero, just when the proposed project would be launched!

We also feel that the Planing Commission's endorsement of the Northeast Embarcadero Study, as well
as the Port Commission's approval of the project's term sheet, together interfered with the EIR process,

as they essentially pre-approved this controversial project before we in the community could comment
on the Draft EIR.

Having pursued the Draft Report of June 15, 2011 in some detail, I have a few specific comments and

RETESELS!

TD.23.1

[D.23.2

D.23.3

suggestions, in addition to the ones stated above. /As a non-driver myself these days, I have become
very sensitive to the pedestrian realm as it exists, and the proposal's focus on Washington Street's
becoming a widened 20-foot landscaped sidewalk experience, from the Embacardero to Drumm Street.
I do believe that the plan indicates several significant interruptions along this walkway, seriously
endangering this new pedestrian route: (a) all traffic using the new garage will be entering and exiting
along Washington Street, which will as well (b) be providing the only drop-off curb-side location
serving both the new residences and the proposed commercial tenants. These represent relatively
unsafe intrusions along this busy street, and I do not really accept that these will “have less than
significant impact” or that the “pedestrian has the right of way” will sufficiently cover my safety
concerns. Since Drumm Street has already been designated for deliveries and refuse collection (and
will also be interrupting the pedestrian sidewalk), perhaps the garage access could be relocated here?

-’

D.23.4
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SARELLE T. WEISBERG, FAILA
ARCHITECT
440 DAVIS COURT #2212 - SAN FRANCISCO. CA 94111
TEL 415 374-7606 - FAX 415 525-4352 + STW33@mindspring.com

Regarding the major housing component, I found no reference to the stated planning goal of the “need |D.23.5
to satisfy inclusionary affordable housing” here. What are the alternative options for the developer in
San Francisco, as these project units have been described as upscale condos, which does not translate,
for me, into “affordable housing.”

In referring back to my concern re the time that completing this project will require, it must be noted, -D.23.6
that the number of restrictions and the extent of approvals that this multi-use development must meet,
will add significant time and cost before being able to proceed, on the schedule proposed in your Draft.
[ counted a minimum of eight local and state Commissions and Departments that will have to be
consulted and that must ultimately approve this project before it can proceed.

[ am aware that if the No Project Alternative were to be the result of comments on this Draft EIR, that D.23.7
does not preclude other developers or sponsors from working toward developing another project on this
site, but it would certainly delay our loss of some of the cherished and valuable athletic facilities and

the disruption by major construction activities, which is to be desired at this time.

I did not comment on the aesthetics or the shadow studies for this project, as I feel that until the

architects have developed their building designs more fully, under the new zoning and other ,
constraints, these aspects will have to come to our attention at a later date. /Some impacts for sustaining| D.23.8
quality and health standards are noted as having insignificant impacts, unless an identified level of

safety has been noted as required.

I trust these issues will have been addressed in July; as I am unable to attend the City Hall session , the

President of the Golden Gateway Tenants Association, William Hannan, will perhaps mention some of
them at that time

relle T.Weisberg, FAW

(Board Member, GGTA)
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Nannie Turrell

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

David Chiu

Board President & District Supervisor
City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Franciso, CA 94102-4689

Dear Nannie Turrell and David Chiu, August 9, 2011

RE: DEIR 2007.0030E - Remarks Arising from Planning Commission meeting July 21,
2011

“First life, then spaces, then buildings - the other way around never
works.”

I'am writing in support of Chapter IV, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, to endorse ID-24-1
Alternative A: NO PROJECT.

“The San Francisco General Plan is designed as a guide to the attainment of the following goals:
Protection, preservation and enhancement of the economic, social, cultural, and esthetic values that
establish the desirable quality and unique character of the city.’

Improvement of the city as a place for living, by aiding in making it more healthful, safe, pleasant, and
satisfying with housing representing good standards for all residents and by providing adequate open
spaces and appropriate community facilities.’

www. sfplanning.org

Approval of 8 Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351 Project thwarts the stated goals of the |D.24.2
planning commission: the protection and preservation of social amenities. Demolishing a
unique and thriving community recreational facility serving 3,000 plus members and
visitors and replacing it with a high rise gated building complex, that shadows and mocks
the esthetic values exemplified by the Golden Gateway Development, is an ill-advised
precedent for carte blanche over-development of Seawall lots owned/managed by the San
Francisco Port.

Points Addressed in this Letter

1. Aesthetics/ Blocking Views

2. Traffic/ Impacts on Pedestrians

3. Recreation

4. Environmental Effects Found to Be Less Than Significant in the NOP/Initial
Study pertaining to wind.

5. The proposed project would not result in a significant cumulative impact related
to Land Use.

6. A Gated Community

7. The Role of the Port of San Francisco
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1. AESTHETICS

San Francisco is a special place. Foremost is its dramatic physical beauty, created by
bay and ocean surrounding a cluster of hills that are ofien illuminated by brilliant sun or
shrouded in silvery fog. The views from these hilltops were given to us inadvertently. The
early settlers, in their scramble to forge a new life, imposed a simple grid system on the
land. So instead of streets winding themselves around the hills we have streets that can
scale the hilltops to reveal extraordinary vistas. These vistas give us a city that appeals
Jrom any perspective and sparks our imagination.’

This is the introduction to the general plan published by the San Francisco Planning
Commission.

www.sfplanning.org

Impact AE-I:

The proposed project would not substantially affect scenic vistas and scenic resources
visible from publicly accessible areas in the project vicinity. (Less than Significant)
IV.A.10 ‘The proposed project would result in the introduction of residential, retail and
restaurant uses to the site.

The Embarcadero walk from the Ferry Building north is a popular San Francisco activity
for both tourists and locals. The Ferry Building provides remarkable local market stalls,
shops and services at the start of their walk. There is no reason to shop or eat at the site
of the proposed restaurants and shops, one small block into their walk. Nor is anyone on a
quest to see a 12 story high rise housing complex (strangely reminiscent of the Bryant &
7™ Street San Francisco City Jail) looming over and shading Sue Bierman park.

The tourists who walk along the Embarcadero are on a walking experience— not a buying
jaunt. Their goals are to reach Pier 39, or TCHO chocolate tasting, Pier 33 for boat
excursions to Alcatraz pier and/or in the future the Exploratorium and Fisherman’s Wharf
beyond.

Most pedestrians on the Embarcadero walk along the piers on the bay side of the
Embarcadero. They do so for the views, both towards the bay and towards Telegraph Hill
- best seen from the water’s edge side.

The 8 Washington Street Project that aims to replace the car park, is not a pleasing
prospect, as the development will in-fill the currently unblocked skyline site lines with
bricks and mortar, cast large shadows, and obscure views forever for the hundreds of
people living and walking, driving and walking and biking in the area. Additionally, 8
Washington Street/Seawall 351 project has no connection aesthetically to anything
around it. This is an inappropriate alien outsized complex pushing its gigantic presence
into a perfectly ordered development.

Seawall 351 is presently a useful ground level parking lot — unremarkable, casting no
shadows, with ivy on fences and trees on the frontage. It is ripe for a landscaping ‘make-
over’and a few new trees would smarten it up nicely.

D.24.3a
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There are, and have been for years, many empty units in SOMA available for the price
point of these projected units. There are many, and have been for years, empty
retail/restaurant units one block away in the Embarcadero Center.

IMPACTS/BLOCKING VIEWS

‘Impact LU-2: The Proposed project would not have a substantial impact on the existing
character of the vicinity. (Less than Significant.)’

Traveling north of the Ferry Building, along the Embarcadero, the outstanding
impression is that no buildings rising more than four stories/ 40 feet limit. The height
constraint on the built environment is on a sympathetic human scale. Intentional and
protected, the urban planners legislated to ensure a vista that gradually lowers in height,
reaching the bay with minimum structural impediments to the iconic views.

This proposed twelve-story development would be a singular blot on the landscape at the
proposed position. It would become the only high rise building complex along the
Embarcadero north of the Ferry Building. This proposal is a blatant attempt to flaunt
planning laws that prohibit buildings rising above four stories and to obscure our vista.

I refer to ‘Figure 11I-1: Exiting Use Districts and Figure III-2: Existing Height and Bulk
Districts’.

Strangely, the charts used to justify the erection of a 12 story building only reference
buildings to the south of the Ferry Building on the Embarcadero. These maps are
irrelevant as they outline buildings that are no where near the area proposed for 8
Washington Street/351 Seawall Lot Project. These two charts referenced should be
covering the area to the north of the Ferry Building, starting at Sue Bierman park and
covering a mile north westerly direction, which is actually the relevant frontage for height
comparisons. Thus, the existing height and bulk districts are erroneously presented as
relevant. They are not. They have included no relevant street plans because they would
patently show that no such high-rise buildings exist to the north.

The existing policy referenced on page I1I-5 of the report explains as follows. The
project would require Conditional Use authorization under Planning Code Section 253
because both buildings would exceed 40 feet in height in an R. district.

The authorization for conditional use would have an enormous impact on the character of
the vicinity.

The ‘Proposed Project Building in Figure IV.B-5 View D-Along Drumm Street, Looking
Northeast’, shows the present view of trees at street level to be replaced with the view of
a monumental 12 story tower block situated where open space and trees currently stand.
This is a vivid illustration of the enormous impact that we be place on the character of the
vicinity.

In ‘Figure IV.B-6 View E- along Washington Street, Looking East’, the new proposed 12
story tower block shown behind the William Heath Davis Building, gives an excellent
illustration of how 8 Washington Street/ Seawall 351 Project will be blocking available

D.24.3b
cont'd.
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light and filling in the sky obviously to the detriment to all who have at present these
lovely vistas. And how is it that purchasers for 2.5 million dollars can buy the views
provided by 8 Washington Street/ Seawall 351 Project, whilst these views will be
obscured for the hundreds of residents currently in residence, who thought they were
buying property with these views? (I do not live or own any property in this area but I
would certainly not want this to happen next door to me i.e planning rules finessed to
take away other’s rights purely for the financial gain of developers.

2. TRAFFIC/IMPACTS ON PEDESTRIANS

The 8 Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351 proposes the following additions;

1. 450 underground parking spaces with an exit/entrance out onto Washington Street

2. A drop off and pick up space catering for the clients of an 8,000 square foot restaurant
also located on Washington street,

3. A trash area and loading dock area along Drumm street would serve the buildings
(i.e. 165 residential units plus restaurants and retail units).

The loading dock would include three spaces for commercial vehicles plus an adjacent
Jacility where residential and commercial trash would be handled and held for pick-up’.
Page I1.8

This proposed Drumm street trash area serving 165 units, retail units, restaurants and the
health club, will be situated opposite a similar existing trash area currently serving the
440 unit William Heath Davis building. Numerous large wheeled trash bins, the size of
small trucks, line the street 3-4 mornings a week. They motor about and generally
obstruct traffic. The proposed trash area and loading dock mirroring the one across the
street, will add significantly to the traffic, noise and pollution levels.

This industrial traffic will spill on to the Embarcadero increasing loads and frequency at
the intersection of the Embarcadero and Washington street as well as adding to the
congestion at the intersections of both Drumm and Washington and Drumm and Jackson.

The Embarcadero is a busy thoroughfare. Cars, bikes, rickshaws, trucks, MUNI buses
traveling back to the car barns, tour buses; the congestion is existing and quantifiable
now. On Giants game days, there is a back-up of traffic to Bay street in a northerly
direction directly affecting Washington and Embarcadero intersection. Accidents occur
with regularity and I enclose photographs of a bike hit and run that occurred Dec 2008 at
the Embarcadero near Washington street junction.

The proposed site of the 8 Washington/ Seawall 351 Project site is on a quiet tree lined
street. The majority of pedestrians carry fruits, nuts, flowers and tennis racquets, against a
background of ivy clad fencing system. However, this intersection is one of our cities
major thoroughfares. Any proposal that creates intensification of traffic on such levels
should be seen to be a frightening prospect for all pedestrians. It should also be seen to
have a monumental impact.

D.24.4h
cont'd.
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3. RECREATION

Cities across the world strive for planning remedies to bring urban centers back to life.
San Francisco is fortunate it has a lively urban community-based sports center thriving
with activity seven days a week with participating people numbering 2,600 club
members, 100 summer camp attendants, plus 1,000’s of guests yearly. The Golden
Gateway Tennis & Swim Club is San Francisco’s premiere ‘appropriate facility’.

On par fees to all other city and private health clubs, but with stellar open air sports
opportunities- this one is a keeper!

-Impact RE-3: The proposed project would not have a significant adverse effect on
recreational opportunities. (Less than Significant)

- ‘Impact RE-4: The proposed project would not result in a significant impact related to
Recreation. (Less than Significant).

- ‘Current members who chose not to re-join the athletic club would need to find
alternative recreation opportunities elsewhere.

Every single one of the 2,300 members will need to find alternative recreation
opportunities elsewhere, initially for at least three years, whether they plan to re~join or
not. The Golden Gateway Development is physically connected of the Golden Gateway
Tennis & Swim Club with the exercise area accessible from the William Heath Davis
building. The pools and courts are located opposite with club participants walking,
hobbling, scooting on their mobility scooters or jogging over to the club. However, many
members are senior citizens, women with small children, people with disabilities, with no
form of transport and additionally there are no nearby direct buses to any of the
alternatives mentioned in the DEIR.

Actually, individual tennis courts, local municipal pools, random basketball courts miles
away from the site of the Golden Gate Tennis & Swim Club provide no alternative
whatsoever because Golden Gate Tennis & Swim Club is a well established community
based entity, with continuity of membership and a shared communal interest in playing
tennis together, swimming together, playing basketball together, working out in the gym
side by side, sharing tips, trends and company.

The alternative put forward by the developers when they demolish this center is that
people can ‘go somewhere else’. Where?

- No club in the city has two open-air pools at ground level.

- No club in the city has nine open-air tennis courts.

- Add an outdoor basketball court and you have a list of facilities that no club or YMCA,
or public tennis court/public pool locations can match.

- Sports activities are community activities, not solo, and clubs offer interactions on a
personal level.

-The only city venue that mirrors the above criteria is The Golden Gate Tennis & Swim
Club.

D.24.8
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Two miles away the UCSF Mission Bay Club has two pools, one heavily chlorinated
indoor pool, and 4 stories up, made of stainless steel, situated on a windswept roof
rendering it highly unsuitable for family sports activity, is an outdoor pool. Even so, two
miles away, as opposed to two minutes away makes for a preposterous community
‘alternative’.

4. ‘Intro. 4. Environmental Effects Found to Be Less Than Significant in the
NOP/Initial Study pertaining to wind’.

‘Because the proposed project would be...up to 12 stories, there is a potential from
greater impacts related to wind.” Donald Ballantini, Certified Consulting Meteorologist,
is quoted as ruling out any problems concerning the proposed development. It would be
prudent to hear from a meteorologist who would present a counter-argument.

[ Jan Gehl, Architect, author of Life Between Buildings, ... all buildings over S stories
will create wind channels that are unpredictable in their direction with extraordinary
wind patterns circulating from both above and from below. Wind levels at the foot of a
high rise, notated as any building over 5 stories, are 4 times stronger and may come from
all directions in hard gusts.

S. ‘Impact LU-3: The proposed project would not result in a significant
cumulative impact related to Land Use. (Less than Significant.’)

“The policies currently in the San Francisco Bay Plan are in the process of being
amended. These policies generally discourage building in shoreline areas that are
vulnerable to current or future flooding (San Francisco Bay Plan, Safety of Fills).’
www.paladinlaw.com

8 Washington Street/Seawall 351 Project proposes to build the only underground car park
servicing a high-rise building directly on the Embarcadero, which is land fill. Such
proposed engineering is a radical departure from the status quo whereby it would appear
that no other such underground car parks exist on the Embarcadero Seawall lands.

6. A GATED COMMUNITY

1.2 ‘A private central courtyard accessible to residents, would be located

in the ground floor area between the two buildings’

If this project is approved, San Francisco will gain short-term cash benefits, in exchange
for allowing the protected height limits to be flaunted. San Francisco will exchange a
protected vista, a homogenous community base, for a 12- story luxury gated complex.

I challenge whether the Planning Commission’s decision makers appointed agenda is to
destroy such a singular amenity that over 3,000 people currently benefit from and replace
it with a gated community for millionaires. San Francisco depends on you to make
honorable and equitable decisions that protect and preserve our valuable city.

D.24.8
cont'd.
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7. PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO

‘The Port of San Francisco is a public enterprise committed to promoting a balance of maritime,
recreational, industrial, transportation, public access and commercial activities on a self-
supporting basis through appropriate management and development of the waterfront for the
benefit of the public.

In 1968, the State transferred its responsibilities for the San Francisco waterfront to the City and
County of San Francisco through the Burton Act. As a condition of the transfer, the State required
the City to create a Port Commission that has the authority to manage the San Francisco
waterfront for the citizens of California. Although the Port is a department of the City and County
of San Francisco, the Port receives no financial support from the City, and relies almost solely on
the leasing of Port property for its revenues.’ www.sfport.com

If the Port of San Francisco has ultimate jurisdiction over usage of Seawall Lot 351,
what powers i.e. rights and decisions does the San Francisco Planning Commission
have over such projects as 8 Washington Street/ Seawall 351 Project, which appears
to have been developed primarily for the extraordinary amount of revenue to be
reaped for the benefit of the Port of San Francisco/ State of California?

If the Port of San Francisco has the ultimate say in re-shaping its Seawall Properties
along the Embarcadero into a newly constructed cement corridor of high rise
buildings to reap such revenue, is there any point in rebuttal to 8 Washington
Street/Seawall 351 Project?

‘Throwing the baby out with the bathwater’, an English saying, comes to mind with
the actions of the Port of San Francisco Authority. Selling off and developing its
seawall properties while flaunting the building height restrictions, to build high-rise
buildings along the Embarcadero, will 100% block the very vistas that people come
to see and the Port of San Francisco is meant to be protecting and promoting.

8 Washington Street/ Seawall 351 Project provides no real recreational, maritime,
nor public access benefits, but instead heralds the erection of the Embarcadero’s
first luxury high rise gated community that will begin the blot on the landscape that
will surely be mimicked by more such projects as the Port of San Francisco sells off
and develops more ‘block-the-vista tower blocks’ to further shadow our city’s pride.

Regards, :

0"

Paula Eve Aspin
25 Prosper Street
San Francisco, CA 94114

I have written this letter as a San Francisco resident, property owner, employee in
the San Francisco hospitality industry, registered voter, and member of The Golden
Gateway Tennis & Swim Club.

D.24.12
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"Richard Cardello " To <Nannie.Turrell@sfgov.org>

<rich ign .

>nc ard @cardellodesign .com cc <dzlu@googlegroups.com>, "Tina Moylan™
<tinamoysf@yahoo.com>

08/09/2011 12:37 PM bee

Subject RE: RHN/DZLU -- 8 WASHINGTON STREET -
BLOCK/LOT: 168/58, 171/69, 201/12, SEAWALL 351
(201/13)

Nannie R. Turrell, Senior Environmental Planner
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103
nannie.turrell@sfgov.org

t. (415) 575-9047
f. (415) 558-6409

Nannie

Thank you for sending the "hugely voluminous" DEIR (Draft
Environmental Impact Report) to me for the proposed 8 Washington /
Seawall Lot 351 Project (SF Case no. 2007.0030E, CA no. 2007122027).

Although I certainly have not had time to read the entire document, I
have begun to look at particular areas of it.

Certainly, such complex projects are dynamic and go through an

evolutionary process. /If this proposed project were to have further D.25.1
revision, which differs from the project studied in the DEIR, how

would these differences be accommodated by the DEIR?

The current condition has Jackson and Pacific Streets stop at Drumm D.25.2
Street with no direct pedestrian access to the Embarcadero due to the
existing Club. The developers seem to have addressed this by creating

direct pedestrian access. '

Also, I am personally concerned about the "public scenic views", D.25.3
particularly the view of Coit Tower from the Ferry Building and North
along the Embarcadero, and conversely, the view of the Ferry Building
from the Coit Tower parking lot. What weight was given to this in the
DEIR?

Please keep me posted, and thank you again for being so helpful and
informative.



Letter D.25

Has this project been assigned to a specific planner? If so, who?

Richard

Richard Cardello
999 Green #903
San Francisco, California 94133

Tel 415.923.5810

Fax 415.923.5812

E richard@cardellodesign.com
W www.cardellodesign.com

————— Original Message-----

From: Richard Cardello [mailto:richard@cardellodesign.com]

Sent: Tuesday, August 02, 2011 3:08 PM

To: 'Nannie.Turrell@sfgov.org’

Subject: RE: RHN / DZLU -- 8 WASHINGTON STREET -- BLOCK/LOT: 168/58,
171/69, 201/12, SEAWALL 351 (201/13)

Nannie

Thank you so much for providing this information.

I very much appreciate any additional information you can provide as
it arises, regarding 8 Washington.

Richard

Richard Cardello
999 Green #903
San Francisco, California 94133

Tel 415.923.58190

Fax 415.923.5812

E richard@cardellodesign.com
W www.cardellodesign.com

————— Original Message-----

From: Nannie.Turrell@sfgov.org [mailto:Nannie.Turrell@sfgov.org]
Sent: Tuesday, August 02, 2011 3:00 PM

To: Richard Cardello

Subject: Re: RHN / DZLU -- 8 WASHINGTON STREET -- BLOCK/LOT: 168/58,
171/69, 201/12, SEAWALL 351 (201/13)

This is the answer I received concerning the definition of
"high-rise":
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"High-rise" is a term of art in the building code for a building that

is

75" or more. Buildings of such height trigger different building code

requirements.

Nannie R. Turrell, Senior Environmental Planner

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
nannie.turrell@sfgov.org

t. (415) 575-9047
f. (415) 558-6409

"Richard

Cardello”
<richard@cardello
To
design.com>
<nannie.turrell@sfgov.org>

cc
07/29/2011 04:49
<dzlu@googlegroups.com>
PM
Subject
STREET
171/69,

(201/13)

-- BLOCK/LOT: 168/58,

201/12, SEAWALL 351

RHN / DZLU -- 8 WASHINGTON
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Nannie Turrell
SF Planning, Environmental Review
415.575.9047

Nannie:

Thank you once again for being so helpful and informative over the
phone

this afternoon.

As we discussed, there seem to be quite diverse points of opposition
to the

proposed development.

One that I am interested in focusing on at this point are height
limits.

My understanding from you, is that the current zoning for the
blocks/lots :

in question is eighty-five feet (85) -- 84-E height and bulk.

People have been using the term hi-rise, and I am wondering if there
is a

specific legal / planning definition of that term what is a hi-rise?
Can you tell me the height of the adjacent existing Golden Gateway
buildings?

Another point of opposition concerns public view, specifically the D.25.4
view

of Coit Tower from the Ferry Building and from along the Embarcadero.
Has

this issue been addressed in the DEIR? Section?

I look forward to receiving the hard copy of the magnum opus from you.

Any additional information you think relevant, will be greatly
appreciated.

I hope you have a wonderful weekend.
Richard

Richard Cardello
999 Green #9903
San Francisco, California 94133
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Tel 415.923.5810
Fax 415.923.5812

E richard@cardellodesign.com
W www.cardellodesign.com
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"Charles Dutkin " To <Nannie.turrell@sfgov.org>
<cdutkin @comcast.net>

08/10/2011 04:35 PM

cc <Coaches@fogg.us>, <David.chiu@sfgov.org>
bce

Subject  Objection To DEIR, Section H. Recreation - 8 Washington
Street Project, As Inadequate

Although the City and County of San Francisco has not formally adopted significance thresholds for
impacts related to recreation,

the Planning Department Initial Study Checklist form provides a framework of topics to be considered in
evaluating potential impacts

under CEQA. Among such impacts is: Physically degrade existing recreational resources (IV.H.8).

The Impact Evaluation, Impact RE-3: The proposed project would not have a significant adverse effect on
recreational opportunities
(Less than Significant) is inadequate in at least 2 respects:

1. The Evaluation assumes that after construction, the replacement facilities would remain open to
membership by the general public,

as non-residents of the proposed condominiums, and without significant restrictions favoring
condominium owners and their guests.

So the impact on Recreation is deemed less than significant.

However, what if the facts after construction are substantially different? Virtually unrestricted public
access to membership in lively,

often noisy, outdoor recreational facilities located in the common area of a compact urban condominium
development, with such

facilities in close proximity to residences (perhaps including as many as 1,300 public memberships after
the attrition of 300 tennis

members), where public members outnumber residents at least 5 or perhaps 10 to 1, has no precedent.
An adequate DEIR would

not assume that this would be the resuit, especially when the target market of the developer are
purchasers qualified at $2.5 million

and above, many of whom likely have had or desire their own private pool and/or tennis court.

A memorandum from Monique Moyer dated 2/19/2009 to members of the Port Commission requesting
approval of SWL 351 to be

part of the 8 Washington project summarized the result of the transaction as follows: "The
condominiums would be sold. The developer _

would lease the retail and restaurant portions of the project to private operators. The developer or future
transferee would own the

private recreation club.”

Perhaps changes have been made to the Port's and the developer's strategies since that
memorandum, but in the event the gist of

that plan remains intact, the DEIR and Planning Commission should consider this: we know of no prior
interest or experience by the

developer in the operation of such club facilities, and also consider the reasonable assumption that the
developer would instead intend

to, at some point after garnering approvals and purchasing the lots, to next obligate himself to transfer
the ownership of the recreation

club to the condominium Homeowners Assn so that the listed Sales Prices actually made sense to
prospective purchasers.

[D.26.1
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The DEIR does not question whether the general public will be protected on an ongoing basis, and
whether the condominium owners

and Homeowners Assn will be bound, by proper legal documents creating protective legal
arrangements running with the land. No

exhibits in this regard are made part of the DEIR. For this reason the DEIR is inadequate an should be
rejected.
2. The Evaluation assumes that during the years of construction that the facilities of the North Beach Pool
and of the UCSF Mission Bay will

be available, and so the differences are only in distance, cost, and quality of these other facilities, thus
"at least some of the changes

would result in social rather than environmental impacts” (IV.H.13).

But what if these other facilities were not in fact available? Clearly, an environmental impact shoutd
result from the closing for years of

the existing recreationai faciiities to Embarcadero o
thousands of residents in the area and

kids alike if alternative facilities are in reality unavailable.

Beginning in September the North Beach Pool will be closed both Sundays and Mondays. On Tuesday
and Thursdays it will not open for

lap swimming until 10:00 am and then only until 11:30. On Tuesdays, Fridays and Saturdays there is no
lap swimming at the lunch hour.

During the critical opening hours of 5:30 am - 8:30 am on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, the
UCSF rooftop pool has only 2 lanes
available for lap swimming. Only 2 lanes are available Saturday mornings as well from 7:30 - 9:00.

By contrast all facilities of the Golden Gateway Tennis and Swim Club are open every day of the year,
with the exception of Christmas, from

5:30 am weekdays and from 7:00 am on the weekends. The entirety of the 6 lane larger pool is wholly
allocated to lap swimming each and

every day, all day long, and every lane remains fully utilized continuously all day until closing.

The DEIR did not include a review of the days the alternative facilities are closed, the limited hours
available for lap swimming when they are

onen. and the restricted numbers of lanes made available to lap swimmers. The DEIR was predicated
on only the existence of alternative

facilities without examining the substance of the alternative offerings. The DEIR is therefore inadequate
and so for this reason too, it

should be rejected.

D.26.1
cont'd.

D.26.2
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RECEIVED

ALY 201
Nannie Turrell August 10,2011 CITY & COUNTY OF S.F
San Francisco Planning Department PLANNING DEPARTMENT o
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103 RE: 8 Washington Street/Seawall 351 project

Planning Dept. Case File 2007.0030E
Dear Ms.Turrell,

After further reviewing the DEIR for this project and watching the June 21 hearing I have found several
more important points that have not been addressed in this document.

They are as follows:

1.The proposed Design for 8 Washington does not come close to meeting the present Planning Code height
limit for this zone. Nor does it meet the newly proposed, but not adopted, heights shown in the Northeast
Waterfront Study. This fact should certainly be included in The EIR.

2. The proposed project also does not come close to meeting the bulk limits shown in section 270 of the
SF Planning Code. Again, this fact must be included in The EIR.

I have previously made additional comments about this DEIR for the subject project and for the sake of
brevity | won’t reiterate them here. But, please refer to my letter and diagrams which I sent to William

Wycko on July 19,2011.1 have enclosed a copy of this letter. Both of these letters should be part of the
record.

TD.271




Reinhard Ludke
<rludke @cdengineers .com>

08/12/2011 12:52 PM

Ms. Turrell
Mr. Chiu
Honorable Mayor Lee

Letter D.28&

To "Nannie.turreli@sfgov.org” <Nannie.turreli@sfgov.org>,
"David.chiu@sfgov.org" <David.chiu@sfgov.org>,
"Ed.Lee@sfgov.org" <Ed.Lee@sfgov.org>

cc

bece

Subject 8 Washington Street Luxury Condomiums EIR

| request that the City of San Francisco Planning Department and the Planning Commission respond to
the questions and consider the issues that | raise in the attached letter.

Reinhard Ludke, S.E.
170 Columbus Avenue, # 240
San Francisco, California 94133

E: 1?’/\..
Py
™ .

GGTSC SF Planning Letter 110810.pdf
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D

Creegan+D’Angelo

August 10, 2011

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Attn: Nannie Turrell
Nannie.turrell@sfgov.org

Subiject: 8 Washington Street Development
Planning Commission and EIR
Golden Gateway Tennis & Swim Club

Dear Ms. Turrell:

The City has authorized construction of 1000’s of luxury high rise condominium projects along
the waterfront in the past 10 years. Many of these luxury housing units are unsold or sit empty
because wealthy absentee owners don’t even live in them. The proposed 8 Washington Street
luxury condominium project will replace an open, sunny, parklike, recreation center, with a
dense, high, shadow creating barrier that eliminates a unique San Francisco neighborhood
recreation asset. The proposed project creates an 85 feet high tall wall along the Embarcadero,
Washington, and Drumm streets. It cast shadows and eliminates the existing open vista along
the Embarcadero. | know the City, the Port and the Developer see only the money from the
development and luxury condominiums. The price to San Francisco and our community is
losing an open sunny park space; a unique, accessible, and diverse recreation site in the
Chinatown, Telegraph Hill, and Financial District neighborhood(s); eliminates access to healthy
exercise for 100,000 local people. The project violates development agreements stipulated by
the City when the Golden Gateway Residential buildings were authorized by the Planning
Commission. It makes no sense to add a high rise building, adjacent to the parks across the
street including the recently improved public park at the Drumm/Washingtom/Embarcadero.
The last thing San Francisco needs is another luxury condominium building that creates urban
canyons, shadow, and wind along the waterfront. Make the right choice - SAVE
RECREATION, HEALTH, OPEN SPACE AND A NEIGHBORHOOD and reject this
development plan.

| strongly support maintaining the health, exercise, children camps, and recreation provided by
the existing Golden Gateway Tennis & Swim Club. The club is one of the only outdoor lap
swimming pools in the City and has nine (9) tennis courts. It is a unique recreation facility in
San Francisco, and available to everyone.

Assets of the existing facility:
e Outside swimming pools — in the sun (not blocked by a high rise luxury condo building)
¢ Close to neighborhoods and financial district — making it accessible by walking to
100,000 people
e Senior water exercise, aerobics, and healthy life classes
e Kids camps

Ib.28.1

D.28.2

170 Columbus Ave., Suite 240, San Francisco, CA 94133 Tel (415) 834-2010 Fax (415) 834-2011 www.cden

gineers.com
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Page 2 of 2 Creegan+D’Angelo

e Swim and tennis lessons
¢ Nine tennis courts fully booked within 10 minutes of sign up commencement every day
of the week!

”

A project “goal” (Pg I1.14) is to “help meet the projected City housing needs”. The condo
construction cost is over $2 million/unit with sale prices of $2.5million up to $6-8 million for a
penthouse. The residents of these luxury condos will not use public transit. .

EIR Question: How does this project meet the City of San Francisco’s affordable and middle-
income housing goals. It does not.

EIR Question: These luxury condos and parking structure will generate more local traffic and
add to traffic and air pollution. Where does the EIR address these traffic and air quality issues?

D.28.2
cont'd.

D.28.3

D.28.4

Public vs. Private the EIR purposely distorts reality to tell a “negative” story. D.28.5a

One can argue that a church is PRIVATE. Members of the congregation pay for the church
and pastor. A recreation club like the GGTSC has members who pay to have recreation, swim
and exercise. To many this part of their daily life is spiritual, healthy, and positive — not unlike
attending church. The City of San Francisco swimming pools are PRIVATE - you have to pay
to use the pool? This is the distortion represented in the EIR. This is also true of other Park &
recreation facilities and field use. Pay to play — no longer a “free” public resource — the City
collects taxes — and still charges for use? Anyone can pay the daily or monthly fee to use
GGTSC. There is no discrimination.

EIR Comment: Remove the word “private”, to describe the club, throughout the DEIRand
modify the document to remove distortions of truth and fact.

I and many other members can use this facility during the day because of the location near our
home and office. It is an oasis in the city that provides a welcome separation from business,
work and stress. The popularity of the facility is demonstrated by lap lanes full of swimmers,
summer camps full of laughter and happy children, and nine full tennis courts with practice and
matches all day long. Do not certify the EIR and do not approve this project. Don’t destroy our
neighborhood, park, and recreation.

D.28.5b

Respectfully yours,

Reinhard Ludke, SE

Cc: Kate McGee City Planner — kate.mcgee@sfgov.org
Edward Lee Mayor of San Francisco
David Chiu Board of Supervisors President and District 3 Supervisor




Letter D.29

Eric McGhee To Nannie.turrell@sfgov.org
<emcghee 73@gmail.com>

08/10/2011 10:11 PM

cc David.chiu@sfgov.org
bce

Subject Draft EIR

I am writing this message to express my concerns about certain aspects of the draft
environmental impact report (EIR) for the 8 Washington Street luxury condominium and
underground parking garage project.

First, the proposed project clearly violates the city's Transit First policy through the construction
of a large, 420-car underground garage. This despite the 459 off-street parking spaces currently
available adjacent to the project space, as detailed in Table IV.D-3 on page IV.D.15 of the EIR. 1
do not understand how a city that seeks to encourage the use of transit could believe that such a
project is consistent with that goal, especially since the new housing units will cater to wealthy

D.29.1

residents who are least likely to use transit.] The No Project Alternative is environmentally
superior because it eliminates the need to build this congestion-inducing garage.

Second, the city has made a commitment to the America's Cup to use "all lawful means to restrict]
noise and debris generating activities" next to the Regatta site. The underground garage will
remove massive amounts of earth, requiring untold amounts of "noise and debris" right during
the Cup. It is upsetting that the project developers believe they can exempt themselves from the
city's prior commitments in this fashion.

TD.29.2

D.29.3

Thank you for considering my concermns as part of the project review.

Sincerely,
Eric McGhee



Letter D.30

Stan G. Roman
3725 20" Street
San Francisco, CA 94110

August 10, 2011

Ms. Nannie Turrell

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

re: 8 Washington Street Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear San Francisco Planning Department:

I write to express my deep concern with the draft EIR that has been prepared for
this project, as well as to voice my overall opposition to the project.

By way of background, I have practiced law in San Francisco for 32 years. My
wife and I moved to the City directly out of college, despite no ties here, because it is the
most beautiful and enchanting city in the world. Despite many pressures, we stayed in
the City and raised three sons in the Mission District. I have swum at the Golden
Gateway Tennis and Swim Club (which is near my office) almost every day since 1995.
Our children attended summer camps there. We love the City and hate to see it hurt.

I am opposed to the proposed condominium development for two reasons:

1. As a San Francisco resident, I think it would be an abomination to place a
massive, multi-story condominium complex on what, since the 1989 earthquake, has
become a jewel of a waterfront. I think you already allowed the Southern end of the
Embarcadero to be compromised with the two restaurants and hotel directly on the street.
But north of that is currently delightful open space along the Embarcadero — a pleasure to
walk or drive along. Moving along that street, with piers to one side, and views of San
Francisco's hills and skyscrapers on the other and then - wham, a huge, chunky condo
building right on the waterfront. I cannot imagine that a planning department looking out
for the greatness of San Francisco could possibly approve such a thing. There are
multiple other locations for condos. There is no compelling need to destroy the
Embarcadero waterfront that should belong to all residents of the City for a developer or
a few parking spaces. Some have said that the Golden Gateway club is not such a
beautiful sight along the Embarcadero, either. But it is much better than a huge condo
complex would be because it allows the feeling of open space. And with clear (rather
than green) enclosures the club would be an interesting enhancement of the waterfront’s
look and feel

2. It would be a true shame to get rid of the open recreational space offered by
the Golden Gateway Tennis & Swim Club. I cannot think of anything like it in other

D.30.1



Letter D.30

great cities. It has long been a very important part of the lives of a great many City /]\ D.30.1,
residents. cont'd

More specifically, I have read the draft EIR that you are considering and have the
following concerns in addition to my general opposition to the project:

1. Recreational alternatives. The EIT suggests that there are ample alternatives
for the users of the “private” GGTSC club. That ignores reality. It is not a “private” club
in any real sense. There is not any waiting time or any requirements for any City resident

to use the facility, and it is cheaper than “public” facilities suggested as alternatives. And D.30.2
anyone who says that the alternatives listed in the draft EIR are actually acceptable
alternatives (particularly for the many older users of the GGTSC) is not being honest.
2. America’s Cup. The report does not adequately consider what the impact
would be of having massive construction going on when we are showing our city off to D.30.3

the world. Even if active construction were held in abeyance during races, the blight of
the sight would be awful. i

3. Housing impact. The suggestion that the proposed project would address San
Francisco’s housing needs is ludicrous. The few high-end condos it would provide are
already (or could be) available elsewhere, and would likely be owned in significant part D.30.4
by non-residents. The low income housing that would be funded by the project would be
negligible because based on the number of units in the project, not its value or impact.

4. Water table issues. I understand that the project will extend far below the
water table, which is rising as is the water level in the Bay. I am not an engineer, but the D.30.5
draft EIR does not seem to adequately address this very significant issue.

Finally, I do not believe that these issues can be adequately addressed by
modifications of this massive project, nor do I believe that any project alternative would D.30.6
address my concerns. I do believe that the Asian Neighborhood Design is certainly
preferable to the currently proposed condo plan and it would seem to me should be
considered as an alternative in the DEIR.

I thank you for your consideration of my views.

Sincerely,

/”//W

/Stan (. Roman

cc: David Chiu



Letter D.31

Mstgeme @aol.com To nannie.turrell@sfgov.org, david.chiu@sfgov.org
08/10/2011 09:15 PM cc coaches@fogg.us
bce

Subject DEIR 8 WASHINGTON PROJECT

| am a resident of the Waterfront neighbor hood and reside at the intersection of “D.Sl.l

Broadway and the Embarcadero. | have a bird's eye view of one of the busiest
intersections in the City and | am writing to protest the DEIR for the 8 Washington
Development which was presented to the Planning Commission on July 21, 2011.

As a resident of the NE Waterfront neighborhood for seventeen years, | find the city's
denial of the well-being of thousands of fellow residents to be reprehensible.

| protest the findings of the DEIR that denies the effect of increased traffic, pedestrian
safety, and upscale housing of the proposed development. Most of all, | disagree with
the finding that this area has sufficient active recreation opportunities for the residents.
The citing of Portsmouth Park as meeting the needs of our community for active
recreation is insulting.

The Golden Gateway Tennis and Swim Club is private only in the sense that the YMCA
is private. Monthly dues are required but membership is open and not controlled by a
private group or board. It is central to the opportunity for active recreation for hundreds
of residents of this neighborhood and open to all city residents.

D.31.2

This is the fourth attempt to develop this site since the 1980's ,in violation of earlier
public commitments. What makes this application for development any different than
those of the past? :

| am a senior member of the Golden Gateway Tennis and Swim Club and depend upon
the facilities in my neighborhood for therapeutic exercise. | am not a person of great
means and consider this "amenity" part of the civic compact to provide a safe and
healthy environment for tax paying citizens of San Francisco.

I have observed the traffic patterns on the Embarcadero go from bad to worse over the
past fifteen years. This development, which includes underground parking, will worsen
the present bumper to bumper traffic every single day of the week, even in the attempt
to divert vehicular traffic onto quieter adjacent streets.

D.31.3

D.31.4

D.31.5

Please consider the negative impact of this development on a vibrant new
neighborhood of thousands in the Northeast Waterfront area.

Sincerely,

Monica St.Geme

640 Davis St. #14

San Francisco, CA 94111



Letter D.32

"d arnstein” To <Nannie.turrell@sfgov.org>
<dm_amstein @comcast.net>

08/11/2011 11:54 PM

cc <David.chiu@sfgov.org>

bce

Subject Citizen comments on the 8 Washington project DEIR

Nannie Turrell

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Assumptions. The 8 Washington DEIR is full of them. In my professional life, | deal with assumptions on
a daily basis. | conduct training about assumptions. When | ask my trainees “what is an assumption?”, |
get many blank stares. It is a word that we use frequently, yet many of us do not know the definition.
An assumption is something that we believe to be true at the point in time that it is stated. What | have
learned over many years is that assumptions more often than not turn out to not be true months or
years down the road.

And that is the fatal flaw of the 8 Washington DEIR. There are so many assumptions about how well
things will turn out that it would be hard to make the tough decision to stop this project before it sees
the light of day. Yet, if you factor in the fact that over 50% of those assumptions will turn out to be NOT
true, you are left with only one conclusion; this is the WRONG project, at the WRONG time, at the
WRONG place.

| live in a condo complex less than a mile from the Golden Gateway Tennis and Swim Club of which | am
a member. The assumption when my condo complex was built was that one of the buildings would be
dedicated to senior housing and therefore did not need parking spaces or fully functional kitchens, and
the bedrooms and living areas were small. At the last minute, something changed and the City
abandoned the senior housing requirement. That building is now predominantly rental units because
the owners move out once they have children. A bad cutcome all the way around.

So, the 8 Washington DEIR assumes:

1.  thatthere will be no traffic congestion problems, ID 32.1
2. thatall the new residents of the $2M+ condos will gladly use public transportation that is ]:D 32.2

currently inadequate today {try climbing on a trolley during tourist season),
3. that the members of the current club will find club memberships at nearby facilities that
are clearly not able to add the capacity that will besiege them,

4, that 3 to 4 years down the road the owners of the new club on the 8 Washington property==

will gladly accept all those current club members into the fold no questions asked,
5.  and last but not least, that locals and tourists will gladly rejoice at the inability to view C0|t

Tower as they stroll the Embarcadero due the preposterous height of the proposed building.

| beg you to come to your senses and reject the 8 Washington project. It is the WRONG project, at the
WRONG time, at the WRONG place.

San Francisco can do better.

D.32.3

D.324

D.32.5



Letter D.32

Douglas Arnstein
415-291-9650 h
415-793-7504 m
dm_arnstein@comcast.net



Letter D.33

August 12, 2011

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Subj:  Additional Comments Draft Environmental Impact Report for
8 Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351 Case No. 2007.0030E

Dear Mr. Wycko,
Please find attached an email | sent to Ms. Nannie Turrell dated August 11, 2011.

Please add this email to my letter to you dated August 5, 2011.

A

William Benkavitch \w
19 Whaleship Plaza

San Francisco CA 94111
bill.benkavitch@gmail.com

Nl

S
P

—



Letter D.33

Gmail - Additional Comments on Draft Environmental impact Report for 8 Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351 - Case No.2007.0030E 8/12/11 1:49 PM

Bill Benkavitch <bill.benkavitch@gmail.com>

Additional Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report
for 8 Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351 - Case
No.2007.0030E

2 messages

Bill Benkavitch <bill.benkavitch@gmail.com> Thu, Aug 11, 2011 at 6:23 PM
To: nannie.turrell@sfgov.org
Cc: David Chiu <david.chiu@sfgov.org>, Coaches@fogg.us

Dear Ms. Turrell,

Please add these additional comments to the email | sent to you on August 6, 2011. v
RECREATION - Request for more information to be included in next DEIR. D.33.1a
There is no analysis on the number of people who will be negatively impacted by the loss of the existing tennis
programs should this project be built. It is the tennis courts that are being demolished and there is a significant
impact which is not addressed in the DEIR.

Request that the next DEIR provide the following analysis. A chart and/or table listing each existing program and
the number of people who participate. Include the programs listed below as a minimum. Request this review cover
at least the past 3 years so a trend can be established. All this information is readily available. Include data
source so that information can be verified independently.

Specifically discuss the USTA Adult League Program including Men's, Women's, Senior, Combo Leagues. Include
the number of players who participate, not just members of the GGTSC but all teams in the USTA Adult League
who play matches at the GGTSC. List all teams and number of players on each.

Specifically discuss tennis lessons, both individual and group lessons and identify numbers both of GGTSC
members and non-members. inciude gender.

Specifically discuss the Circuit tennis program available and identify the numbers of players. Include gender.

Specifically identify the high school and college tennis teams that practice at the GGTSC and the number of
players. Include gender.

Specifically discuss the junior tennis programs at the GGTSC and the number of players. Include gender.

Specifically discuss the tennis component of the Kids Camp program at the GGTSC and the number of kids in it.
Include both GGTSC members and non-members. Include gender.

Specifically discuss spontaneous tennis and the number of players. Analyize how spontaneous play is mangaged
in context with the other tennis programs.

Specifically provide the number of guests who play tennis at the GGTSC, including where they are from. Include
gender.

Assess the impact on the existing tennis staff should the proposed project be built. Include number of existing

https:/{mail.google .com/mail{uf 0 ui=2&ik=36f4abt74&view=pt&search=sent&th=131bbA6624f48593 Page 1af 2



Letter D.33

Gmail - Additional Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report for 8 Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351 - Case No0.2007.0030E 8/12/11 1:49 PM
‘ D.33.1a
positions and number of positions should the proposed project be built. cont'd

Concerning the analysis requested here, provide details about the consuitant who prepares this information. This |D.33.1b
should include the consultant name, qualifications and previous experience doing the same or similar type of

analysis. Further, request that the DEIR include the consultant work history with the developer of the proposed

project and whether the consultant - or any of its pnncnpals and staff, past or present - have a financial interest in

having this proposed project approved.

D.33.1c

As stated in my previous email, the DEIR is incorrect about no significant impact to Recréation. When these
existing programs are viewed in the aggregate, it is illogical for the DEIR to state that there is no significant impact
on Recreation. The information requested here will clearly show this.

I look forward to seeing the requested information in the next DEIR.




Letter D.34

"Liz Doyle" To <nannie.turrell@sfgov.org>
<liz.doyle @sbcglobal .net>

08/11/2011 10:54 PM

cc

bce

Subject Fw: DEIR Washington Plan

----- Original Message -----

From: Liz Doyle

To: nannie.turrell@sf.org

Cc: Coaches@fogg.us ; board of supes
Sent: Thursday, August 11,2011 1:17 PM
Subject: DEIR Washington Plan

Regarding the DEIR for 8 Washington Condo Development Plan

[ very much object to the planned change to the Tennis and Swim Club on Drumm St. [ have
been a member for 6 years at a very reasonable cost per year, the equivalent of one dinner for two
at a restaurant and attend their water aerobics classes 3 times a week. i

D.34.1

The thought of the club being closed for three years is horrible/However that is not my main
objection. My reason is the loss of the recreational feel that the pool and lawn area have at
ground level, especially for families wanting to picnic and just hang out.

The loss of the lawn will be a great shame and the putting of the pools on the second level has to

D.34.2

increase the wind and for the children and the elderly, it will be most uncomfortable. |
Right now we have a very pleasing to the eye, gathering place for young and old. Hundreds of
children attend swimming lessons and tennis camps. The elderly find great comfort in the
recreational pool and the exposure to the outdoors. Open to all and a valuable asset to the city
that wants to attract more families, the club is a gem.

To a city that says it wants to reduce the number of cars on the road, I suggest that instead
of another parking lot that we concentrate on developing more ferries from the East and
the Southern areas. We will need these desperately when the Exploratorium transitions to
the Embarcadero and the American Cup begins.

I too dislike the parking lots along the Embarcadero but please find a solution that leaves the club

(D.34.3

and it's atmosphere intact.
Sincerely

Leah Doyle

640 Davis St. #11

SF 94111



Letter D.35

EDWARD HELFELD

August 11,2011

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Comments on the 8 Washington Street/SWL 351 Project DEIR

Dear Mr. Wycko,

The conclusion of the EIR that, "... the proposed project would not have a significant
adverse effect on recreational opportunities ..." is based on disingenuous and mechanistic
quantitative analyses with no consideration of the qualitative. The EIR ignores the
importance of (A) History, (B) Retaining Families with Children, (C) Economics and (D)
Location. Consideration of these four factors, demonstrates that the proposed project
would have a significant negative impact on recreational opportunities in San Francisco.

The 8 Washington Street project should not be buiit.

A. History

Golden Gateway Center is one of the highest density areas in the City. The Golden
Gateway Tennis and Swim Club (GGTSC), an active recreation center, was seen as
essential in the planning of the redevelopment project. It has been extraordinarily successful
for more than forty years serving thousands of families and individuals. Many families
with children are in its swimming and summer camp programs. The pools and tennis courts
not only serve the residents of Golden Gateway Center, but also attract working people in
the immediate downtown, who use the facilities over the lunch hour and both before and
after work. Many members also reside throughout the city. The ground level lawn and pool
area is a unique oasis in the heart of downtown.

This is the fourth attempt to build housing on this site and drastically reduce or eliminate the
GGTSC. Earlier attempts were opposed by then Mayor and now Senator Dianne Feinstein
(letters of May 9, 1984 and January 24, 2003.) Also opposed were the Boards and Staffs
of the Redevelopment Agency. In his letter of August 8, 1990, former Executive Director
Robert Rumsey notes that the land price for Gateway commons was discounted in
exchange for keeping both the open space (Sidney Walton Square) and active recreation
facilities (GGTSC) "in perpetuity”. As Executive Director (1987-1994) I was in total
support of retaining GGTSC.

10 Miller Place. No. 1601, San Francisco, California 94108 (415) 399-9209

D.35.1

D.35.2
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Surely, drastically eliminating most of the ground floor footprint and reducing the number
of tennis courts from nine (9) to four (4), while increasing the number of dwellings
(“approximately 165”) for very wealthy occupants has a significant effect ~ on recreation
opportunities.

B. Retaining Families with Children

For many years, City elected officials have declared that retaining families with children is
important for the health of the City. As noted in a July 24 (page 21A) article in the New
York Times this year:

“Census data from 2010 revealed that even though the City’s population
grew by 4 percent in the last decade, the City lost 5 percent of its children leaving -
it with just 116,000 or 14 percent of the total population.”

This percentage is lower than Manhattan’s. The same article notes that,”...a 2006 decree by
then Mayor Gavin Newsom made it an official mission of the City’s Department of
Children, Youth and Families to increase the number of children in the City...”

The Golden Gateway Tennis and Swim Club provides a significant amenity for middle
class families. Drastically reducing the facilities, programs and ground floor footprint of the
GGTSC is a major blow to the important goal of retaining families with children in San
Francisco.

C. Economics

The EIR analysis ignores the need for active recreation facilities to serve a variety of income
groups. GGTSC has provided superior recreational opportunities at affordable rates for

D.35.2
cont'd.

D353

ID.35.4a

lower middle class families/In the consideration of private tennis facilities, the EIR fails to
include consumer fees (see Table A).

Table A: Private Tennis Facilities: Consumer Costs*

Number Facility Initiation Monthly Court Food/
Drink
of courts _fee dues fees
minimums
9 Golden Gateway T&SC** $95 $147 - -
24 SF Tennis Club** $350 $220 $ 6/hr. -

10 CA Tennis Club $9,500 $165 -- $100/mo.

D.35.4b
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8 Olympic Club $10,500 $259 -- $ 45/mo.

* Updated 8/2/11 for individual membership

** Part of same ownership (Western Athletic
Club)

Clearly, the cost to members of the GGTSC is at the affordable range compared to the other
clubs.

The public tennis courts referenced in the EIR within two miles of the 8 Washington site all
have problems with parking and no ability to reserve court time (GGTSC has 15 off street
parking spaces available free to members and Drumm Street, in front of the club, has 2
hour meters).

D. Location

The EIR analysis fails to recognize the importance of location. The Golden Gate Tennis and
Swim Club is conveniently sited to serve the immediate high density neighborhood and the
large downtown workforce. The alternate swimming and tennis facilities listed in the EIR
are particularly inconvenient for downtown users trying to fit their athletic programs in
busy work schedules. :

Conclusion

The proposed 8 Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351 project results in the emasculation of
an existing, highly successful recreation amenity with significant deleterious environmental
impacts. In exchange, some 165 very high income condominiums are proposed, many of
which will serve as second homes for wealthy people from other parts of the country. If the
city truly cares about keeping families, particularly middle class families, in San Francisco,
this project should not be built. The NO PROJECT alternative would preserve this
irreplaceable recreation resource for the long-term use of City residents and families.

Sincerely,

LAl

Edward Helfeld, FAICP, ASLA
10 Miller Place #1601

D.35.4b
cont'd.

D.355
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Letter D.35
EDWARD HELFELD

Resume

Interim Director of Planning & Permitting, City of Pasadena, CA, August 2000
through February 2001.

City Planning Consultant serving public and private clients, January 1994 to the
present.

Executive Director of three city redevelopment and housing agencies from 1966
through 1993: St. Paul, MN; Los Angeles, CA; and San Francisco, CA

*  Revitalization of neighborhood, downtown and industrial areas, working
with citizen groups. In excess of $7 billion of private investment made through
agency negotiations.

Housing of all types, serving varied needs, by new construction or
rehabilitation, totaling 30,000 dwellings, 1/3 market rate and 2/3 low and
moderate income.

Economic empowerment through support of community development corpo-
rations, job training and aid to minority / women business enterprises.

*

Public infrastructure constructed by the redevelopment agencies - streets,
utilities, parks, playgrounds and community buildings.

Design quality for public and private development emphasized; historic
buildings preserved.

* Culture and the arts advanced through subsidy and/or direct agency con-
struction of cultural institutions, per-cent-for-art requirement of developers,
agency direct art purchases, and subsidy for art festivals.

University teaching in planning, urban design and development at : Harvard
University, University of Pittsburgh, and University of Southern California.

Member Fellow, American Institute of Certified Planners
American Society of Landscape Architects

Education Master of City Planning
Master of Landscape Architecture
( both from Harvard University )



Letter D.36

Bob Iwersen To nannie.turrell@sfgov.org
<biwersen @gmail.com>

08/11/2011 01:01 PM

cc david.chiu@sfgov.org, coaches <coaches@fogg.us>

bce

Subject Draft Environmental Impact Report for 8 Washington
Street/Seawall Lot 351 - Case No. 2007.0030E

Dear Ms. Turrell,

The following are my comments on the DEIR for the 8 Washington Street project at the corner of
Washington and the Embarcadero.

In all, as a practicing Architect, I believe this process has become broken exemplified by

the matter that these documents that have become simply rote matter. This document indicates
every aspect of this dysfunction. The result is nothing more than an engineered result - approval
of the project in question. It is rife with unsupported opinion and conjecture masquerading

as study and conclusion. There is no real careful and objective thought. Therefore, it is difficult
and way too time consuming to pinpoint items upon which I can comment. Nonetheless, I have
selected four items of discussion.

1. In the Environmental Settings and Impact Part H - Recreation.

2. Housing

The statement and conclusuion thd¢Bedause there are 168 public courts and 58
private courts within the city and the subsequent loss of 5 courts is "insignificant"
lacks any incite and qualitative analysis. The quantity of courts at any given site is
actually a critical matter. Single and up to S courts at any given location lack the
ability to support many functions for which organizations, teaching professionals,
team tennis and other functions are able to exist. If this were taken into account,
one could see that within the city there are 5 lovcations for these activities to be
vital - Golden Gateway Tennis and Swim Club (to be removed by this project),
San Francisco Tennis Club, the Olympic Club, The Cal Club and Golden Gate
Park. Both the Olympic Club and Cal Club are extremely exclusive and not
readily available to most of the population. SFTC and Golden Gateway are
affordable (Golden Gateway moreso) and the GGpark courts are under a plan to
be downsized. Take away the Golden Gateway and you will have stressed the only
two viable courts -SFTC and GGPark.

This section also slights the fact that allthough there is a projected poulation
increase, loss of recreation is not an issue.

This document cites the SF General Plan and Housing Element. The housing
element speaks of "achieveing decent, suitable, and affordable housing for current
and future San Franciscans. Apparently 170 of the most expensive codominiums
and a future 31 affordable units somewher else fills this need. I am fine with
housing for the wealthy, but a 6:1 ratio hardly speaks to the demographics of the
US, but could easliy do so for a future San Francisco as a playground for the
wealthy. 1 do not believe this meets the intent of the Housing element and greater
subsidies to affordable housing should be sought.

D.36.1
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3. Parking (II1.6)
® 420 new parking spaces - 165 for new residents, 255 for retail and general public,
90 for the Ferry Building. This should be highly scrutinized and strong provisions
for use should be upheld. Not only do I believe that 5 owners paying a minimum
of $2 million for a unit will not accept being shut out of a parking space, I don't
believe those payng $5 million will accept just one space. Additionally, the
general public uses should be carefully considere. The project sponsor has made it
perfectly clear that his tenant across the Emabarcadero at Piers 1.5-5 need parking.
Are these spaces allready spoken for? Finally, with 90 spaces for the Ferry
Building, there are allready more than that available in the existing lot.
® Also, at no point are the lost street parking, the tennis and swim club spaces, and
the existing lot considered as a comparison in the net change. This project actually
becomes no more than camoflage for the project sponsor providing parking for his
own needs. Only statistics as to present conditions are presented (IV.D.13 -18) 1
e Page IV.ID.18 concludes that parking is not static and therfore only defined by [
social impacts. Then no conclusion to parking is drawn and tangential ramblings D.36.6
about traffic and other transportation modes are part of an udefined set of pages.
4. Alternative Projects
e This section is particularly galling. The alternatives presented are unimaginative
and clearly not worth an effort. No wonder they are discarded as uncompetitive
with the proposal! THey are plain and simply bad. Both Asian Neighborhood
Design and FOGG have taken the issue further. These are limited funded groups
providing better looks at the are than the Planning Department. I believe the
solutions provided by AND and FOGG are just the beginning of what should be
considered for the entire area. This one proposed project does little (I believe after
a careful study it actually detracts) for the area as a whole. The alternatives only
provide a substandard background for approval of the project.
Once again, | would like to iterate my thought that the EIR process lacks the teeth for which 1b is
intended when these documents are guided toward a desired conclusion. This document is an
clear indication of this. I wish I had more time to do a careful analysis, but alas.. I am but one
person with a job. I wish the Planning Department would do my work for me. I do pay their
salaries.

D.36.4

D.36.5

D.36.7

Sincerely,

Bob Iwersen
405 Davis Court #1906
San Francisco CA 94111



john lee
<jlee94111@yahoo.com>

08/11/2011 02:10 PM

Letter D.37

To david chiu <david.chiu@sfgov.org>

cC "nannie.turreli@sfgov.org” <nannie.turrell@sfgov.org>

Please respond to bee
) john lee Subject | am strongly opposed to approval of 8 Washington St project
<jlee94111@yahoo.com>
History: %, This message has been forwarded.

As a resident of Telegraph Hill(1406 Montgomery) and a financial district business
owner(555 Montgomery, suite 603), I feel that the demolition of a valuable recreational |p 371

facility, and it replacement by

luxury condos, is deterimental to the quality of life in the area.

John Lee



Letter D.38

Etxalar @comcast.net To Nannie.turrell@sfgov.org
08/11/2011 03:03 PM cc David Chiu <David.Chiu@sfgov.org>, coaches@fogg.us
bce

Subject 8 Washington DRAFT EIR

To Nannie Turrell:

On July 21 my husband and | were returning home after the presentation at your
meeting re: 8 Washington's DEIR. After leaving the Embarcadero underground MUNI
station, we walked to the corner of Washington and Drumm. When the pedestrian light
turned to the white figure,we proceeded to cross to the middle of that intersection and
were almost hit by a small SUV that was making a left hand turn onto Washington
Street.

The driver was not on a cell phone and after | yelled at him to stop he continued his
turn and just glared at us. This event was not the first time this has happened, but
seemed particularly alarming when considering the DEIR claims that 420 more cars
allowed in the underground garage for the development with have "no effect on
pedestrians”....

Yesterday a similar experience happened to us and our guest while in the same
intersection across the street. Two bikers almost rammed us as they turned right on to
Washington going toward The Embarcadero. Their light was red, but they made no
motion to stop.

How can you allow more traffic in this area when it is currently very unsafe for
residents and any pedestrian? Closures of the streets due to marathons, Street Walks
and the like make walking in this area even more dangerous at this time.

Please, vote no on the project.
Lloyd and Diane Root

440 Davis Court #921
San Francisco, CA 94111

D.38.1



Letter D.39

"Harry Shulman" To <Nannie.turrell@sfgov.org>

<hshul HEALTH-LAW.C

0I\:>u man@ cc <David.chiu.@sfgov.org>, <coaches@fogg.us>
08/11/2011 06:17 PM bce

Subject DEIR for Golden Gateway Tennis and Swim Club Site

Dear Ms. Turrell,
This is to comment briefly on the DEIR for the GGTSC site.

The DEIR is a biased document that favors the proposed development project atthe T D.39 1
cost of destroying a facility that is tremendously important to those who use it. The R
DEIR cavalierly dismisses the negative impacts of the project by referring to them as
merely "perceived," and by suggesting that the GGTSC facility will be substantially
replaced by something as good or better, with adequate alternative options for those
who are displaced in both the short term and the long term. The author of the DEIR
appears not to have any direct familiarity with the facility or its place in the lives of those
who use it. Much less does the author have any appreciation for the inherent value and
beauty of the facility as it exists. The conclusions embraced by the DEIR are no more
thoughtful or sound than if one were to say that the Palace of Fine Arts could be
replaced with a nice new facility that would include housing and also have a theater; or
that Crissy Field could be ripped out and it would not have a substantial impact on the
people who use it because running, dog walking, and windsurfing can be done in other
locations, just a bus ride away. There is nothing that cannot be dismissed as lacking
sufficient importance to be saved using these types of arguments. /And, even if the new
facility were to have pools and tennis courts that could be viewed as "substitutes" for D.39.2
those at the GGTSC, there is no guarantee that they would be available to current club
members, as a practical matter. What would preclude the residents of the new building

from simply changing their CC&Rs or using other means to price other users out of the

market or exclude them altogether? The representations in the "plan" mean nothing. /If

the Planning Department is truly dedicated to the City and protecting its assets, it D.39.3
should reject this project. The people who would buy the condos will never feel the

loss; but if the GGTSC is destroyed, it will cause enormous harm to the hundreds of

people who currently use it, need it, and love it.

Sincerely

Harry Shulman

hshulman@health-law.com

Tel 415.875.8480
Fax 415.875.8519



Letter D.40

LnL <Inl433@att.net> To nannie.turrell@sfgov.org, david.chiu@sfgov.org,
08/11/2011 11:07 PM CC coaches@fogg.us
bcc

Subject DEIR - 8 Washington St Project

Nannie Turrell
San Francisco Planning Department

Below are my comments on the DEIR - 8 Washington St luxury condominium
and underground parking lot project.

The City of San Francisco has a clear "Transit First" Policy in place.

There is no need for creating a 420-car underground parking garage at
the 8 Washington project location. There are already over 450 available
off-street parking spaces and a large number of on-street parking spaces
in the 8 Washington project area.

The City of San Francisco should not permit a 420-car underground
parking garage since there clearly is not a need for one.

With over 450 off-street parking spaces currently available in the 8
Washington project area, building (below sea level) a 420-car
underground parking garage would create major problems with pedestrian
safety, vehicle traffic, and public transit.

The No Project Alternative is far superior and more environmentally
sound, and eliminates this unnecessary, traffic-increasing underground
garage that violates the City's "Transit First" Policy.

Lorraine Sorensen

350 Union Street, Apt 610

San Francisco, CA 94133

cc: David Chiu, Board President and District 3 Supervisor

cc: Friends of Golden Gateway

D.40.1

[ D.402




Letter D.41

"Tom Verhauz" To <nannie.turrell@sfgov.org>, <david.chiu@sfgov.org>
<tverhauz @comcast.net>

08/11/2011 07:00 PM

cc <coaches@fogg.us>

bcc

Subject Opposed to 8 Washington

 History: © = This message has been forwarded.

Dear Planning Department,

My name is Tom Verhauz and I've been a resident of the Golden Gateway Apartment community for 7
years and a member of the Golden Gateway Tennis & Swim Club for 6 years. | am writing a letter because
I’m opposed to the proposed Luxury Condo project at 8 Washington.

P've reviewed and read as much as | could understand of the EIR (Recreation section) pertaining to the
condo project and I'm concerned about some of the items presented in the report. And, I'm also
concerned the report is biased or uses language designed to “tilt” the report toward minimizing the value
of the tennis and swim club.

I’m opposed to the condo project and the language or conclusions of the EIR because:

1)  The club is not all that “private”. The club is open to any individual or family (at a reasonable |
cost of membership) seeking access to first class facilities designed for healthy lifestyles and a
better quality of life. My membership allowing me access to the gym and the pool costs only $80
dollars a month (approx. $2.66 per day). The per day price for having access to these facilities is
less than single day use prices at the alternatives suggested in the EIR. Also, the quality of the
current facilities is much better and at a much higher level than the alternatives suggested (some
of the alternatives are not even comparable). The potential for serving the community is much
greater and unlimited if the site is allowed to remain as a health and fitness club. Whereas, it

would become even more private and more restricted if the developer is allowed to destroy this
valuable health facility and erode the quality of life for the current population and the financial
district public the club currently serves. -
2)  The condo project will erode and damage the open space of the waterfront. The proposed
design of the building is going to block the views of the millions of visitors to the ferry building,

D411

D.41.2

people in the park or along the waterfront./Also, I'd like to address something I'm certain | read in 1
the EIR regarding the condo project helping to ensure the viability of the ferry building farmers
market. All one needs to do is; visit the ferry building any day of the week right now and see for
themselves, the farmers markets and the businesses in the ferry building are already “viable” and
thriving and need no further assistance from a developer. i
3) The 2-3 year construction timeline and the addition of 400+ parking spaces are not viable for 7
the greater community in the short term or long term. In the short term, we (everyone who visits or
lives in the bay area) will feel major pain from everything that comes with heavy equipment,
materials and construction snarling a major transit artery of our world famous
downtown/waterfront while the project is underway, In the long term, the area streets are not

D.41.3

D.414

designed for the overload of vehicles navigating in/around and attempting to enter and exit the

condo lot in the Jackson St., Embarcadero and/or Washington St. areas./l thought we were a
“transit first” city by public policy. But, building a 400+ parking lot downtown (underground or
otherwise) seems to contradict the public policy.

4)  Finally, the most important is the trust of the public governance. It's my understanding the
citizens of San Francisco and the greater public at large was given promises in the original
re-development plan of the Golden Gateway Center that the health and fitness club is to remain -
as a community benefit in order to provide a “quality of life” commitment and benefit for the public
and local community at large.

D.415

D.41.6

I'm almost 55 years old. And, over two years a go | realized if | wanted a better quality of life for myself in J/ D417
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my “retirement” years, I'd need a place near my home (walking distance) where | could have access to
first class health and fitness facilities to help me live a better and longer life. And, | feel like the Golden D.41.7,
Gateway Tennis and Swim Club helped save my life (its most assuredly extended my life). 'm not alone in cont'd
this quest. There are others (even older than 1) who utilize the health and fitness facilities for a better
quality of life. The proposed replacement facility and the time it will take to build will not be satisfactory and
is not a compromise to the previous “public benefit commitment” and other items mentioned above.
Please do not allow a developer and a few wealthy private property owners to take this away from us and
future generations. 1

The condo project will surely do irreparable harm to our open space and overall quality of life in the
waterfront and downtown district.

Sincerely,
Tom Verhauz



Letter D.42

Marian Wallace To Nannie.turrell@sfgov.org

<marian. arch @gmail.co

mr:arlan research @gmai cc David.chiu@sfgov.org, coaches@fogg.us
08/11/2011 02:34 PM bee

Subject 8 Washington Street development project and DEIR

Dear Nannie Turrell and the San Francisco Planning Department,
I am writing in regard to the proposed project at 8 Washington Street.

As a long-time resident of San Francisco, I have always appreciated being on the San Francisco
bay and waterfront, starting out as a student at San Francisco Art Institute, and then remaining

here in North Beach since 1976. I feel strongly that the view of the bay belongs to all of the I
D.42.1

residents and visitors to San Francisco, and to block it in any way, for only a few to have a better
vantage point, is not in the interests of our city./It sounds much like someone or some people
who have nothing to lose, i.e. a wealthy non-residents, are pushing this agenda for the benefit of
themselves and a few others, much to the detriment of our city.

It would be a tragedy for construction to happen as described at this site. It is an unfair, and from
the sounds of it quite possibly illegal project. Who will benefit? What is their interest in our city?
Why would this be allowed to happen by our very own Planning Department?

There is no reason to build another luxury condominium in the San Francisco Northern
Waterfront area, plenty of that type of housing remains vacant, for example on Fresno Alley - a
project of 5 condominiums is at least 80% vacant after several years.

San Francisco should be looking to the future with more public transportation, affordable
housing and preserving our beauty for everyone. Please help the long-time residents of San
Francisco maintain our vistas and fabulous waterfront for all residents and our visitors.

Best regards,
Marian Wallace

1251 Pacific Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94109
(415) 776-3736 hm

(415) 362-1465 wk

cc: David Chiu

Board President & District 3 Supervisor
City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
David.chiu@sfgov.org

D.42.2

D.42.3
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cc: Friends of Golden Gateway
405 Davis Court #703

San Francisco, CA 94111
coaches@fogg.us




Letter D.4
Mardi Kildebeck etet 3

405 Davis Ct #2406
San Francisco CA 94111

August 12, 2011

Nannie Turrell

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St Ste 400

San Francisco CA 94103

RE: Project Known as 8 Washington Street
Dear Ms. Turrell:

[f it can be said that San Francisco received a “gift” from the 1989 earthquake, it would be that we
had to demolish the Embarcadero Freeway. Having lived in the City for over thirty years, I am still
in awe of how an entire section of the waterfront opened up and was rebom when the Freeway
disappeared. [ am distressed that the Planning Department 1s now considering a six to twelve-story
development at Embarcadero and Washington Streets to consume what little open space we have in
the neighborhood of the Ferry Building. It was always my understanding that a trade-off was
reached when Embarcadero Center was built. In exchange for breaking all height and square-
footage limits near the waterfront, the City would maintain the existing open spaces in the Center’s
vicinity forever.

The most disturbing fact about this project is that our precious open space is to be lost to luxury
condominiums and a parking garage. In San Francisco’s quest for affordable housing, how can any
average-income resident afford a $2 to $5 million condo? When the City 1s trying to implement a
“Transit First” policy, constructing a 420-car garage on a major boulevard where we are trying to
reduce the number of cars makes no sense. This entire project seems totally antithetical to San
Francisco’s stated goals for the waterfront.

Unlike Market Street that continues to dream of becoming an attractive boulevard, The
Embarcadero has achieved that dream and is one of the most appealing roadways in the City. With
the water on one side and mostly low-rise buildings on the other, it is a wonderful place to walk, jog
and bicycle. It is wide open and does not give one the feeling of being in a tunnel, like so many of
the financial district streets. Residents and tourists alike flock to The Embarcadero.

[ fear that if the proposed project at 8§ Washington is approved, it will encourage similar
construction along The Embarcadero, providing housing for a privileged few, blocking views both
to the east and the west, and limiting the use and enjoyment of this lovely boulevard for the public
at large.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

N Wl delosd

Margaretta C. Kildebeck

cc: David Chiu

D.43.1

D.43.2



Letter D. 44

Joan rees To Nannie.turrell@sfgov.org
<joan.rees@gmail.com>

08/12/2011 05:39 PM

cC

bece

Subject |uxary condos and parking area

The location of this project certainly does not benefit the citizens and tax payers of
this area. It mainly puts money in the pockets of the developer and creates
unreasonable noise and construction traffic. Emphasis at this time should be on the
America Cup and Exploratorium which are projects already underway. A city such
as ours which prides itself on uniqueness and environmental issues should not
even consider that the existing club facilities are to be changed. The atmosphere
brings families together and the summer camp has been a great source to our
children for many years. Yes, there is always a need for growth but not at 8
Washington .

D.44.1

Joan Rees



Letter D. 45

Matt Harris To <nannie.turrell@sfgov.org>
<mbharris 76 @hotmail .com>

08/13/2011 04:53 PM

cc

bce

Subject 8 Washington project

Dear Planning Staff,

As a resident of North Beach/Russian Hill, I support the 8W project because it presents a
generous, creative reuse of underutilized urban land. Dense housing and retail are key to creating
lively neighborhoods with pedestrian culture and urban energy.

D.45.1

It is ideal that the developer is willing to preserve part of the Golden Gateway Tennis and Swim T
Club as health and fitness are also paramount to creating a healthy urban community. I like that | D.45.2
there will still be a large amount of recreational uses at the site - in both the public and private
form. However, it seems like tennis courts would still consume a large proportion of the land, at
the sacrifice of the fitness club and swimming pools. The planners should consider an
alternative for more swimming facilities and open space that would afford greater utilization of
the land by a greater diversity of people than would be afforded by the four tennis courts shown
in the plan.

Thank you for your consideration.

Matt Harris



Letter D. 46

"Joan Knutson " To <nannie.turrell@sfgov.org>
<jk@joanknutson .com> cc
08/14/2011 11:02 AM

bcc

Subject DEIR Report - GGTSC

Nancy Turrell

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Please Stop!

i have been a resident of Golden Gate Commons [l for 10 years. This is a quiet community with a
pleasant feel of a neighborhood within a big city.

I have just reread the DEIR issues (http://fogg.us/deir-issues/). Each one of those items are detrimental
to this section of San Francisco and would take away the privacy, the calm and the civilized atmosphere
that surrounds those of us that live here every day of our lives.

Specifically, | am asking you to stop the partial destruction of the GGTSC to be replaced by a “luxury”
condominium and 420 space underground parking garage.
Thank you for your consideration.

Joan Knutson
170 Pacific Ave. Apt 32

T
Joan Knutsan.vcf

D.46.1




Letter D. 47

<lisa@schreibermail .net> To Nannie.turrell@sfgov.org
08/14/2011 02:00 PM cc David.chiu@sfgov.org, coaches@fogg.us, "Aabi Shapoorian”
<aabi@shapoorian.com>
bce

Subject Response to 8 Washington St Draft EIR Case No.
2007.0030E

Dear Nannie Turrell,
I object to the DEIR for four reasons.
1. The Northeast Waterfront Study was flawed and is referred to as supporting data
for the DEIR.

2. The plan increased the density and reduces active recreational space in &
neighborhood that has the highest density and lowest amount of active recreational
space in all of San Francisco.

3. The DEIR does not consider at all the Impact to Fauna, the community residents, as
per the CEQA Guidelines Section 15382.

4. The study is deficient in understanding significant impact areas.

Regards,
Lisa Schreiber - resident, mother, and active pedestrian in the Financial District of SF

Details
1. Northeast Waterfront Study Issues
o Not accepted by the Planning Department and should not be so often referenced

k . . D.47.1
o Flawed conclusions - not representative of the community. I attended many of
the sessions and never once saw any comments from myself or my work groups
included in the summary of comments.
o The SF Port was in dire need of money and entered into a non-competitive “D 472

negotiation process with 8 Washington; with the America's Cup coming to SF the
Port of SF will gain financial relief and hopefully perspective.

o 8 Washington is not a proposal in response to this study - it is a for profit prOJect (.47 3

regardless of community sentiment
2. Density and Active Recreational Space Issues

o Highest density of all districts in SF

o Least amount of Active Recreational Space in all of SF.

0 My son's soccer team needs to reserve fields for soccer practice and are limited
to 2 per week because there is not enough active recreational space in SF. This
plan promises to remove an active recreational space for 2+ years and to reduce
it drastically. The active recreational needs of the children and adults in this city
need to be addressed and not made worse.

D.47.4

3. (Fauna or faunae is all of the animal life of any particular region or time.)
0 Health Impact of a 2+ year loss of active recreational space with no ID'M'S
replacement.
o Permanent loss of active recreational space in an area that already has too little. :[D.47.6
o Personal Safety issues that arise with increased traffic of more people and ID 477
vehicles. o
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0 Loss of the neighborhood. ID.47.8

o Effect on those that cannot advocate for themselves - elderly and young.

o Impact to the community long term when key things that attract a diverse group ID'47'9
to a community are missing. Where are the children??

o Disturbance of residents - including old and young being exposed to the building Tpa710

noise/and pollution. 1D.47.11
o You need to consider why all the children are leaving SF, aren't they part of a D47 12
thriving community?
4. Areas of the DEIR that are deficient and need to be corrected:

e Land Use - LU 1 - LU 3 should be marked significant impact D.47.13

e Aesthetics - AE 1 - AE 3 should be marked as significant impact :[D.47~14

e Transportation - TR- 3, 5, and 6 should be marked as significant impact ID.47.15

e Air Quality - is missing asthma and allergy consideration. [D.47.16

e Recreation - R1. 3. and 4 should be marked as sianificant impact. ID‘47'17



Letter D.48

8 Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351 Project: Initial Study, December 2007
and the Draft Environmental Impact Review (DEIR), June 2011.

Comments of
Richard and Barbara Stewart
550 Davis Street #29
San Francisco, CA 94111



Letter D.48

The San Francisco Planning Department has published a Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for 8 Washington Street and Seawall Lot 351, dated June 15, 2011, and an
Initial Study, published December 8, 2007.

The San Francisco Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors are being asked to
certify the DEIR as well as accepting the conclusions of the Initial Study as to which
environmental impacts should be addressed in the DEIR and which can be ignored in the
DEIR. Unfortunately in a number of important areas, the DEIR offers little convincing
evidence concerning the environmental impact of the proposed project. They generally
dismiss the potential for impact, a defect that renders both documents inadequate bases
for administrative action. Many topics that are historically (earthquake) or obviously
relevant (ligifaction) are brushed aside as not needing study or entrusted to the developer
during construction.

Impact of project on environment “less than significant” includes:

Land use (all 3 variables)

Aesthetics (all 3 variables)

Air Quality, (5 of 11 variables)

Green house gases (1 of 1 variable)
Shadow (all 3 variables)

Recreation (all 4 variables)

Sea level rise (3 of 4 variables)
Transportation (9 of 10 variables)
Biological resources (2 of 4 variables)

LRI R W=

Impact of project on environment judged to exist but mitigation measures can be taken

Air Quality, (6 of 11 variables)

Archeological resources ( 7 variables, all having some impact)
Biological resources (3 of 5 variables)

Hazards and hazardous materials (1 variable of some impact)
Noise (2 variables, both having some impact)

Sea level rise (1 of 4 variables)

Biological resources (2 of 5 variables)

ARl e

Improvement Measures Identified in the DEIR
1. Transportation (all 3 variables would become “ less than significant™)
Variables for Which Mitigation and Improvement Measures Identified in the Initial Study

1. Noise (2 variables)
2. Air Quality (1 variable)
3. Biological resources

In all of the above, mitigation measures are to be undertaken by the project
sponsor to reduce the impact to less than or of moderate significance.
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POPULATION

The Initial Study concluded that the project would not result in substantial population
growth. (Initial Study, 2007, pp. 47-50)

Comment: It would, however, result in a substantial increase in demand for the Tennis | D.48.1a
and Swim Club facilities which are to be replaced with a reduced Club with the added
membership of the 165 condominiums at § Washington, roughly an additional 320

members. i

It also increases the number of people coming into the area surrounding the Club by
extending Pacific Avenue at Front Street and Jackson Street at Drumm Street for D.48.1b
pedestrian use by opening them up to the Embarcadero. At present, the streets and
walkways around Sidney Walton Park, one of the loveliest parks in the City, are shielded
from direct access from the Embarcadero, which has created a small neighborhood. This
would be compromised by opening Pacific Avenue and Jackson Street to pedestrians on
the Embarcadero.

NOISE DURING CONSTRUCTION

The DEIR indicates that noise from construction would be prohibited from 8:00 pm until
7:00 am, would be subject to other mitigations and would therefore “not be significant or

require further environmental analysis. (Initial Study, 2007, pp. 53-57)
+ D.48.2

Comment: The DEIR does not examine noise generated by the construction which would
use the following construction equipment listed in the section on Air Quality, including
excavators, backhoes, rubber-tired dozers, concrete boom pumps, concrete trailer pumps,
concrete placing booms, soils mix drill rigs, soldier pile rigs, shoring drill rigs. This
activity would be ongoing 13 hours a day (7:00 am until 8:00 pm)

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

The Initial Study includes a lengthy discussion of emissions acknowledging “potential for
substantial environmental, social, and economic consequences over the long term may be
great.” But in the end it concludes that “the project would not conflict with the State’s
goals of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, and the project’s impact on
GHG emissions would be less than significant and will not be discussed further in the
EIR.” (Initial Study, 2007, pp. 61-63.)

D.48.3

RECREATION

The current DEIR does not discuss recreation, because the Initial Study considered it and
concluded that “the proposed project would not result in a significant cumulative impact
related to Recreation”. (Initial Study, 2007, pp. 65-68.)

Comment: Reference is made to the Tennis and Swim Club as private. It is private, but | D.48.4a
membership is open to anyone. No sponsorship is required.

The study fails to consider that the project will reduce the Golden Gateway Tennis and  p 48.4b
Swim Club facilities to 4 tennis courts from the present 9 and remove the swimming
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pools from ground level to on top of the health facility but will increase the potential
number of users by as many as 330 (165 new condominiums, or around twice as many | D.48.4b
persons). cont'd.

The study assumes that the existing membership can go to other recreation facilities in  |D.48.4¢
the city, but many of the members are unable to go out of the neighborhood, either
because their mobility is impaired (one reason they go to the club) or they cannot travel.
Also, the club is a social setting, for many a very meaningful one.

TRANSPORTATION

The DEIR concludes that “the proposed project would make a considerable contribution
to cumulative traffic impacts at study intersections. (Significant and Unavoidable with
mitigation)”

(not result in significant impacts in the proposed project vicinity due to vehicle traffic.”
(Nor) would there be impacts to pedestrians or bicycles or impair emergency vehicle
access or a significant increase in traffic near the project site or study intersections.

The DEIR claims that the impact significance without mitigation would be “Less than
Significant” (LS). It states that no mitigation measures are required.

Comment: In actuality, the garage with 420 parking spaces located with only one T
entrance and exit located on Washington Street between the Embarcadero and Drumm St.| p 48 5
would produce as many as 1,350 cars daily in and out of the garage on to Washington
Street, including 165 cars belonging to residents exiting and reentering every day, or 330
cars, and 255 cars belonging to public users entering and exiting 2 times daily, or 1,020
cars every day. These cars would all be using Washington Street where there is
oncoming traffic in 2 lanes turning left from the Embarcadero and turning on to the two
lanes of Washington Street.

The left-turning cars move at considerable speed in order to make the left-dedicated light
that lasts about 15 seconds. During those 15 seconds there would be no opportunity to
safely exit the garage, leaving about under 45 seconds in every minute when it would be
safe to exit and turn on to Washington Street. The cars that leave the garage may head
towards the Embarcadero, if a left turn in feasible. Otherwise they would go to Drumm,
proceed up Washington or turn on Drumm to Davis or Front Street to Broadway. This
could result in substantially more traffic on Davis and Front Streets and cause challenges
to the cars using the Jackson Street garage for residents of Golden Gateway Commons
and employees of Arden Realty.

SEA LEVEL RISE
Various documents are referenced:

A Preliminary Geotechnical Study made in April 2006 by Treadwell & Rollo for the
Planning Department is referenced but not included in the DEIR. Publications by the
City of San Francisco, Port of San Francisco, a State of California report on Sea-Level
Rise (2011 but not to be released until 2012), City of San Francisco 2008 interim
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floodplain map, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC)
sea level rise maps, a Final EIR for the Exploratorium. No EIR was prepared for the
construction of the Embarcadero Center 4 which has a 2-level underground garage.

The Initial Study acknowledged that “future potential climate-induced sea level rise could
pose risks of inundation to existing and proposed development located in low —lying
areas close to San Francisco Bay like the project”. An earthquake in 1964 in the Gulf of
Alaska was accompanied by a run-up of 3.6 feet at San Francisco. The BCDC maps
show the inundation zone which includes the project site with 55 inches of sea level rise
by 2100.

Comment: In spite of varying projections which point to sea-level rise, the DEIR
concludes that the “proposed project would not expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding....”

Moreover, the DEIR does not include a discussion of the effect of rising sea level on the
garage construction 3 levels below sea level.

GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

These hazards were considered in the Initial Study, but the conclusion was that further
study would not be necessary and hence, these were not examined in the DEIR.

Groundshaking

Although the USGS Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities concluded
there is a 62 percent probability of a magnitude earthquake of greater than or equal to 6.7
before 2032, the Initial Study concluded that “the project would not expose people or
structures to substantial adverse effects related to ground shaking, because the
construction would adhere to all San Francisco Building Code provisions for structural
safety” and thereby stated there was no need for further analysis.

Liquifaction, lateral spreading, seismically induced densification

Reference is made to the Association of Bay Area Governments Hazard Maps. The
Initial Study states that fill that could liquefy would be removed during construction of
the garage below sea level. It does not indicate where the fill would be deposited. Nor
does it discuss the possible lateral spread. It indicates a study should be underwritten by
the project sponsor, but it does not state that such a study be undertaken prior to approval
of the EIR. And it concludes that “impacts related to liquefaction-induced settlement and
lateral spreading are considered less than significant” and will not be discussed in the
EIR.

The study acknowledges that “ground settlement could result from excavation to a depth
of as much as 38-40 feet for the given construction of 3 levels subsurface (i.e., below sea
level), resulting from dewatering and heave during installation of piles. It claims that
dewatering would not be required long-term, because the underground structure would be
waterproof. But the study does not provide any data or require any expert analysis and
concludes that “the effects of long-term dewatering do not need to be discussed further.”

D.48.6

D.48.7a

D.48.7b
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Excavation

The Initial Study calls for a rigid, water-tight internally braced secant walling as shoring
but only recommends an inclinometer monitory program, not a preliminary study of the
ground under the proposed 3-level garage.

Dewatering

The Initial Study acknowledges that “there is the potential for substantial water inflow
into the excavation and dewatering could be necessary”. The geotechnical study by
Treadwell & Rollo (2006) recommends a site-specific dewatering plan should be
prepared. This is missing from the DEIR.

Heave as a Result of Pile Driving

“Ground may heave up to several inches, adversely affecting adjacent structures”
(presumably the Golden Gateway Commons at Jackson between Drumm and Davis
Streets and parts of the Golden Gateway apartments along Drumm Street. Monitoring of
the process was recommended. No additional studies or data are provided. The
conclusion: “With implementation of the recommendations of the detailed geotechnical
study, subject to review and approval by the DBI, and monitoring by a DBI Special
Inspector (if required), impacts related to the potential for settlement and subsidence due
to construction on soil that is unstable, or could become unstable as a result of the project,
are less than significant and will not be discussed in the EIR.”

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
San Francisco Parrots

San Francisco’s parrots are completely overlooked in the DEIR discussion of the effects
of the proposed project on animals and vegetation. (DEIR, IV.J.1-11.) Parrots may not
be endangered but they are treasured members of the San Francisco community.
Everyone, residents and visitors alike, finds great enjoyment in spotting, watching and
listening to the parrots.

One place they live in the city is Telegraph Hill and the area near the Embarcadero. In
daytime they travel around the city. But at night huge flocks roost in trees along the
southern side of Washington Street across from the proposed project at 8§ Washington and
on either side of Drumm between Washington and Clay.

Every evening great “gangs” of parrots streak low over the Club tennis courts and
swimming pools, heading towards their roosts in the trees just south of Washington Street
at Drumm. Their flight path is on a collision course, one that would take them straight
into the two proposed buildings.

D.48.7b
cont'd.

D.48.8



Letter D.49

Comments
on
8 Washington Draft EIR

Is this really what “99% Midday Occupancy” looks like?

Photo of SWL 351 taken 08-15-2011 at 12:10 pm

Prepared by Theo Armour
theo@evereverland.net
2011-08-15

Executive Summary
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The first section examines the San Francisco General Plan, its Transportation Plan, a number
of recent EIRs and several other relevant documents relating to San Francisco transportation.
In all these documents, without exception, there is a remarkable consensus of an ongoing

and ubiquitous commitment to the Transit First policy. The second section attempts to verify
the outcome these guidelines by looking at RFPs and various as-built projects in the general
neighborhood of the proposed project. These works show a remarkable agreement with the
goals of the planners. Finally this paper looks at the proposed project. The project proposes 165
parking spaces for residential use whereas all other similar recent projects would only supply
124 spaces. The Port of San Francisco RFP asked for 90 spaces. The developer proposes 255
spaces. This draft EIR is an apparent repudiation of all the good efforts and works that have
made the Transit First policy such a success.

Contents
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Introduction
These comments are in three sections
1. An examination of current San Francisco planning guidelines regarding parking,

2. Outcomes from those guidelines
3. A comparison of the proposed project with the guidelines.



Letter D.49

San Francisco Parking Guidelines

Eight documents that relate to transportation - and more specifically parking - in San Francisco
are looked at. These documents were prepared by the San Francisco Planning Department, the
Post of San Francisco and the San Francisco Office of Economic and Workforce Development
and all have links provided.

The San Francisco General Plan

Prepared by San Francisco Planning Department
Undated.

The San Francisco Planning Department home page says the General Plan is San
Francisco’s “Guiding Document”.

The General Plan includes the Plan for Transportation. A vital element of the plan is the Transit
First policy: “This policy encourages multi-modalism, including the use of transit and other
transportation choices, including bicycling and walking, rather than the continued use of the
single-occupant vehicle.”

The Plan has forty objectives - each of which have a number of policies. Below are two of the
objectives and their policies. Highlights are the author’s.

OBJECTIVE 16

DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT PROGRAMS THAT WILL EFFICIENTLY MANAGE THE

SUPPLY OF PARKING AT EMPLOYMENT CENTERS THROUGHOUT THE CITY SO AS

TO DISCOURAGE SINGLE-OCCUPANT RIDERSHIP AND ENCOURAGE RIDESHARING,
TRANSIT AND OTHER ALTERNATIVES TO THE SINGLE-OCCUPANT AUTOMOBILE.
POLICY 16.1

Reduce parking demand through the provision of comprehensive information that encourages the
use of alternative modes of transportation.

POLICY 16.2

Reduce parking demand where parking is subsidized by employers with "cash-out" programs in
which the equivalency of the cost of subsidized parking is offered to those employees who do not
use the parking facilities.

POLICY 16.3

Reduce parking demand through the provision of incentives for the use of carpools and vanpools
at new and existing parking facilities throughout the City.

POLICY 16.4

Manage parking demand through appropriate pricing policies including the use of premium rates
near employment centers well-served by transit, walking and bicycling, and progressive rate
structures to encourage turnover and the efficient use of parking.

POLICY 16.5

Reduce parking demand through limiting the absolute amount of spaces and prioritizing the
spaces for short-term and ride-share uses.

POLICY 16.6

Encourage alternatives to the private automobile by locating public transit access and ride-share
vehicle and bicycle parking at more close-in and convenient locations on-site, and by locating
parking facilities for single-occupant vehicles more remotely.

OBJECTIVE 17
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DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT PARKING MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS IN THE DOWNTOWN
THAT WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVES ENCOURAGING THE EFFICIENT USE OF THE
AREA'S LIMITED PARKING SUPPLY AND ABUNDANT TRANSIT SERVICES.

POLICY 171

Discourage the provision of new long-term parking downtown and near major employment
centers.

POLICY 17.2

Encourage collaboration and cooperation between property owners, neighboring uses and
developers to allow for the most efficient use of existing and new parking facilities.

Here is another policy that specifacally mentions the northeastern portion of the city.

POLICY 34.3
Permit minimal or reduced off-street parking supply for new buildings in residential and
commercial areas adjacent to transit centers and along transit preferential streets.

Where there is a high concentration of transit service, as in the northeastern portions of the city,
census tract figures indicate that residents are less likely to own automobiles and more likely

to use public transit. High-density housing and housing for the elderly are already eligible for
reductions in the standard provisions for off-street parking, enabling the building sponsors to build
more economically. These buildings should be encouraged where transit service is plentiful and
comprehensive.

The Plan includes a map that shows where short tem parking should be located
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/images/|4.transportation/tra_map14.pdf

Note that the 8 Washington Project is not in any of the specified areas.

NorthEastern Waterfront Area Plan

Prepared by San Francisco Planning Department
Undated

As part of the General Plan, the NorthEastern Waterfront Area Plan is very much in keeping
with its parent. The local plan is specific about parking in the NorthEastern area.

OBJECTIVE 8

TO FACILITATE THE MOVEMENT OF PEOPLE AND GOODS WITHIN THE NORTHEASTERN
WATERFRONT IN SUCH A WAY AS TO MINIMIZE THE ADVERSE IMPACT OF THIS
MOVEMENT.

POLICY 8.1

Intercept and divert as much automobile traffic as feasible away from the water's edge and areas
of intense pedestrian activity in order to make conditions more pleasurable, safe, and interesting
for the pedestrian, and in order to facilitate the commercial and recreational development of the
area.

POLICY 8.2

Limit additional parking facilities in the Northeastern Waterfront and minimize the impact of this
parking. Discourage long-term parking for work trips which could be accommodated by transit.
Restrict additional parking to: (a) Short-term (less than four hour) parking facilities to meet needs
of additional business, retail, restaurant, marina, and entertainment activities; (b) Long-term
parking facilities for maritime activities, hotel and residential uses. To the extent possible, locate
parking away from areas of intense pedestrian activity. Encourage shared parking at adjacent or
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nearby facilities.

Northeast Embarcadero Study

Prepared by San Francisco Planning Department
June 2010

The Northeast Embarcadero Study is a document that engendered significant controversy,,
nevetherless still has many strong and valid points.

Page 50:
Recommendation 7.3

Discourage Automobile use
The portions of the study area south of Broadway have a diversity of uses and provision of transit

unequaled in the City. New development here should be expected to build on this diversity and
discouraged from developing in ways that encourage the ownership and use of the automobile.
Just as new development should relate to downtown, new development here should approximate
parking levels allowed in the immediately adjacent C-3-O district.

Embarcadero Parking and Transportation Analysis

Prepared by Port of San Francisco
June 2005

The Embarcadero Parking and Transportation Analysis looks at parking all along Port Authority
property.

Page 29:

The Port has incorporated Transit First principles into new waterfront revitalization projects.

The Port’s Waterfront Land Use Plan includes policies to “Promote the use of public transit as

a primary mode of transportation and maximize the efficient use of new and existing parking

facilities...by implementing any of the following, where applicable . . .”:
o Shared parking among Port-operated facilities and non-Port facilities in adjacent areas;
o Limit the amount of available long-term parking;
o Promote ride sharing and use of public transit through the sale of transit passes,

provision of van/car pool spaces, and joint promotional campaigns with transit providers;

o Provide shuttle service where sufficient nearby parking is not available; and
o Provide parking information and signage systems to nearby underutilized parking

locations
Accordingly, new projects have been developed with little or no net increase in off-street parking.
Port parking lots in the Ferry Building subarea have been priced to create major disincentives
for long-term parking, to avail spaces for visitors and customers of the Ferry Building and
Marketplace, Pier 1, and Piers 1-1/2, 3 and 5 developments. New public access and open
spaces promote increased travel by walking and bicycle. Where new off-street parking has
been proposed, they are at levels below the parking requirements set forth in the San Francisco
Planning Code.
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Exploratorium Relocation Project EIR

Prepared by San Francisco Planning Department
July, 2009

The Exploratorium Relocation Project says

Pages Ill.E-31-32
Therefore, additional analysis was conducted to determine the available supply of off-street
parking within a half-mile radius of the Project Site, which is typically considered a walkable
distance. Based on field observations, it was found that during the weekday midday period, the

current off-street parking occupancy is 78 percent during the weekday midday, 32 percent during
the weekday evening, and 32 percent during the weekend midday.

Given that there is currently a surplus of available parking at other nearby facilities for all
evaluated time periods, it is anticipated that any shortfalls in parking availability at Seawall Lot
321 would be accommodated in these facilities. The Project and Expanded Project occupancies
would be 83 percent or less under weekday or weekend conditions.

America’s Cup People Plan

Prepared by San Francisco Office of Economic and Workforce Development
March 2011

The America’s Cup People Plan was prepared to solve transportation issues relating to the
America’s cup regattas in 2012 and 2013:

Page 1-1:
One of the most significant efforts will be to identify a package of transportation options to reliably
transport racing teams, event personnel, event sponsors, members of the media and thousands
of America's Cup spectators to and from their desired destinations on any given race day, while
at the same time satisfying the daily transportation needs of residents, businesses and visitors
not associated with the races.

These principles favor bicycling and transit over the private automobile while emphasizing the
need for effective communication and information tools that allow large numbers of users to make
individual decisions that support the success of the system as a whole.

An interesting sidelight is that in Figure 5: SWL 351 is shown as a possibly available parking lot.
There is no footnote to say that it might not be available because it might become a construction
site.

34th America’s Cup and James R. Herman Cruise
Terminal and Northeast Wharf Project EIR



Letter D.49

Prepared by San Francisco Planning Department
July 11, 2011

This EIR followed the People Plan. It happens to includes clear and succinct summary of the
Transit First Policy:

Page 5.6-37

Transit First Policy
In 1998, the San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115)

to include a Transit-First Policy, which was first articulated as a City priority policy by the Board

of Supervisors in 1973. The Transit-First Policy is a set of principles that underscore the City’s
commitment that travel by transit, bicycle, and foot be given priority over the private automobile.
These principles are embodied in the policies and objectives of the Transportation Element of the
San Francisco General Plan. All City boards, commissions, and departments are required, by
law,

to implement transit-first principles in conducting City affairs.

Rather than encouraging traffic, this EIR proposes abolishing cars altogether:

Page 5.6-43
The Embarcadero Northbound Roadway Closure
On AC34 event days that are projected to attract a large number of spectators, one of the
strategies in the People Plan is closure of the northbound lanes of The Embarcadero to private
vehicles between Howard Street and Bay Street; access for emergency response vehicles and

Port tenants on piers within the restricted area would be provided

Conclusions

Only a small number of the salient pints have been transcribed here. In all of these documents | p.49.1
there is an overarching consistency and consensus regarding the need to control the use of

the automobile with single driver and to encourage the health, safety and beauty of of people

walking and riding collectively in a city.
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RFPs and “As Built”

The best laid schemes of mice and men / Go oft awry. Robert Burns, 1785

Here we try to find examples where the planning considerations have been put into effect and
the outcomes of the plans may be considered as to their success or lack thereof.

Request For Proposals - SWL 351 Mixed Use Development
Opportunity

Prepared by Port of San Francisco
November 2008

This document defines what the Port of San Francisco needs:

Page 2
The overall project will require that no fewer than 90 parking spaces be provided for short-term
visitors to the Ferry Building either on SWL 351 or by other means.

Page 4
The Site is currently paved with asphalt, striped with 80 parking stalls and is operated by Ace
Parking. A very small building accommodates the parking operation. In the past, SWL 351 has
accommodated up to 110 parking stalls.

Page 9
D. Parking Commitments
Currently, SWL 351 is used as a surface parking lot under a Parking Agreement between the Port
andFerry Building Investors, LLC as part of the $100 million historic rehabilitation of the Ferry
Building. Under that agreement, the Port must make available 150 parking spaces for short term
visitors to the Ferry Building. Currently, SWL 351 provides a portion of the required 150 parking
spaces. This RFP requires that any mixed use development on SWL 351 would need to maintain
at least 90 parking spaces available for short term visitors to the Ferry Building.

Understanding the Port’s parking commitment to the Ferry Building Investors requires review of
the history of the Ferry Building project. The Board of Supervisors in 1996 (Resolution No. 828-
96) gave preliminary endorsement to a two-level underground garage under Blocks 202 and 203
(now Sue Bierman Park) for up to 350 parking spaces, provided that construction not begin until
the Port had entered into a contract to rehabilitate the Ferry Building.

Following that endorsement, the Port proceeded to offer the Ferry Building as a development
opportunity, secure a developer, and negotiate a complex transaction for rehabilitation of that
landmark structure. Just as the Port was completing the Ferry Building transaction, the Board
rejected the concept of creating an underground parking facility. Consequently, prior to entering
into a 66 year ground lease, the Ferry Building Investors sought the assurances provided in the
Parking Agreement that no fewer than 150 parking spaces would be made available to visitors to
the Ferry Building at a number of locations including Pier 72, SWL 351, and the Golden Gateway
Garage.
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Appendix C provides the Parking Agreement with the Ferry Building Investors, including the
letters from 2003 and 2008 identifying the specific sites assigned under the agreement. The
Parking Agreement is renewable at 10 year intervals until a new public parking garage of at least
150 parking spaces is built in the area. Either Ferry Building Investors or a parking operator under
contract to the Port can operate the assigned parking. In responses to this RFP, the Port requires
a minimum of 90 short term, public parking spaces beyond those required for the project’s own
use and the Port encourages additional parking to meet the needs of retail and restaurant uses
along the waterfront.

It is worth noting:

1.
2.

The RFP asks to replace 110 spaces with just 90 spaces

The cancellation of a project to build 350 parking spaces is prominently detailed - very
Transit First

Up to 150 spaces may be required but these spaces should be allocated to other lots
besides SWL 351

Embarcadero Parking and Transportation Analysis

Prepared by Port of San Francisco
June 2005

This report was already mentioned above and is used again to try to highlight, at least
anecdotally, some of the actual success of the Transit First policy.

Page 1

No great city is known for its abundant parking supply. San Francisco itself is one of the best
examples in the United States of how limited parking can result in a compact, vibrant downtown
and walkable neighborhood commercial districts. By reducing space allocated for private cars,
San Francisco has achieved new development that creates or maintains a strong sense of urban
place and pedestrian scale which make walking, cycling and public transit viable alternatives to
the car.

Here’s the evidence Transit First is working: The Port of San Francisco for its own uses and of
its own volition projected in its own development projected a net drop of 400 parking spaces in
the area surrounding the Ferry Building.

Page 20

The above development will result in changes to the parking supply as summarized in Table 5
and Figure 3, below. As shown in the table, there will be a net reduction in the future of about 400
spaces (approximately four percent of the current supply), with half of them being eliminated in
the Northeast subarea between Pier 35 and Pier 7.

As Built Projects

Getting parking space statistics for these projects is not easy. It appears that the developers do
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not want to make it known that the ratio 0.75 car spaces per residence is the state of affairs in
these new projects

Millennium Tower

Delivered 2009
419 condos with just 340 parking spaces in the building

http://www.socketsite.com/archives/2007/11/
the _millennium_a_few_things _vou_might know_and a_few_ yo.html

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Millennium_Tower_%28San_Francisco%29

One Rincom Hill South Tower
Delivered 2008
709 residences, number of parking spaces not revealed Valet parking offered

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/One_Rincon_Hill
http://www.sparkparking.com/blogs/cooper/?cat=14

The Infinity

Delivered 2008

640 units, number of parking spaces not revealed. Valet parking offered
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Infinity
http://www.webcor.com/projects/all-projects/mixed-use/the-infinity/

New SOMA Parking Controls

For SOMA, Minimum off-street residential parking requirements would be eliminated, and a
maximum of 0.75 off-street parking spaces per dwelling unlt would be put in place.
ki

mission-bay/
Will this happen north of Market?

Conclusions

Given an outcome based on the Transit fFrst policy, what sort of numbers would be indicated for
the 8 Washington project?

165 residences at 0.75 spaces per unit = 123.75 spaces. Say 124 spaces.

The Port Authority RFP asks for 90 spaces.

The GGTSC currently has 17 spaces and this appears to be adeqaute. Membership will be cut
and half and a significant portion of the membership will reside in the project and will thus not

require spaces.

Therefore Club needs can be reduced from 17 down to 10 spaces.

D.49.2
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Will the parking space needs of the new restarants and commercial facilities be greater than
those of the Club which has two pools, four tennis courts etc, etc? D.49.2
cont'd

So we can allocate again 10 spaces for restaurants and commercial.
This all adds up to 234 parking spaces. Allowing for error, call it 250 spaces.

In other words, a Transit First policy for the 8 Washington project might call for approximately
250 parking spaces 1
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Parking as Proposed

The Draft EIR states that the proposal “exceeds” Planning Code allwances. Very often the word
exceed means “to perform better than...” In this case, please take it to mean “fail”.

Page 11.14

? The City’s Transit First Policy provides that “parking policies for areas well served by public
transit shall be designed to encourage travel by public transportation and alternative
transportation” (City Charter, Section 8A.115). As discussed in EIR Section IV.D, Transportation,
the proposed project would exceed Planning Code allowances for accessory parking, requiring
Conditional Use authorization or adoption of a Special Use District to allow for the proposed
parking ratio. Provision of parking in excess of required and accessory amounts could encourage
additional residents and users of the proposed project to choose driving over
other forms of travel.

The proposed parking would include up to approximately 420 spaces, with approximately 165
spaces for residents and 255 public spaces for retail, restaurant, and health club uses and the
public, including 90 spaces required to serve the Ferry Building waterfront area under the Port
of San Francisco’s Request for Proposals. All public spaces would be available with no access
restrictions. The proposed vehicle parking would replace the existing 17 surface spaces used
for the athletic club and 105 surface spaces on Seawall Lot 351 that serve the Ferry Building,
resulting in a net increase of 133 publicly available parking spaces.

Please note that there is no mention of the Transit First policy in the objectives of the proposed
project. Note also there is an objective not to decrease but to increase the supply of parking
spaces.

Page 11.20
C. OBJECTIVES OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

To increase the supply of public underground parking to support the continued economic
viability of the Ferry Building Farmer’s Market and the retail and restaurant uses at the
Ferry Building, Pier 1 and Piers 1-1/2 - 5;

Page 11.23
Review and approval of a Planned Unit Development/Conditional Use Permit
pursuant to Planning Code Sections ... 151 and 204.5(c) (off-street parking for residential uses in

excess of maximum accessory amounts)

The wording of the last line is quite subtle. Unless you really look for the word “not”, you will
think that the project does indeed contribute to a net reduction in parking spaces.

Page 111.6
? The proposed project would provide a total of 420 parking spaces (165 spaces for project
residents and 255 spaces for the retail uses and the general public, including 90 spaces required
to serve the Ferry Building waterfront area under the Port of San Francisco’s Request for
Proposals). These 420 parking spaces would meet the midday project parking demand of 298
spaces,1 as well as replace and relocate the existing surface spaces on the project site that
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would be removed as part of the proposed project (17 existing spaces for the Golden Gateway
Tennis and Swim Club and 105 existing spaces on Seawall Lot 351. 298+17+105=420). Thus,
proposed project would not contribute to a net reduction of available parking spaces in the area
that could encourage more project residents, project visitors, and visitors to the area, to choose
alternative forms of transportation over driving.

Note that a ratio of 1.1 spaces per unit is significantly higher than the 0.75 spaces per unit as
noted in other recent nearby projects.

Page IV.D15
This is the page that has the 99% Midday Occupancy Rate for SWL 351 that the cover
of this document refers to.

Page IV.D.21
Parking and Loading Demand
Parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on methodology presented in

the SF Guidelines. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically residents and
employees) and short-term demand (typically visitors). Long-term parking demand for the
residential uses was estimated assuming 1.1 spaces for every studio/one-bedroom residential
unit and 1.5 spaces for every residential unit with two or more bedrooms, then applying a

midday or evening peak demand percentage. Long-term parking demand for the commercial
uses (retail, restaurant, athletic club) was estimated by applying the average mode split and the
vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the number of employees for each of the
proposed land uses. Short-term parking for the commercial use was estimated based on the total
daily visitor trips and average daily parking turnover rate (5.5 vehicles per space per day).

Again this section discusses “exceeding” the minimum - as if this were a good thing.

The spaces for residential, retail and restaurant use all conform to section 151 of the San
Francisco Administrative code. | cannot find where the number of 80 spaces for the athletic
club comes from. | note that the current number of spaces used by the club is 17. | also note
that the proposal would cut the membership in half and that may of the members would actually
be residents and if the current trend continued the great majority of members would live in th
Gateway or Golden Gateway Commons. Also members of athletic clubs tend to be healthy
people - they may well tend to walk or bike longer distances than the average person. So a
number like 10 spaces might be more likely. This gives a total of 146 spaces needed for the
new project and 236 when the 90 spaces are added due to the Port of San Francisco RFP -
which is close to the 250 spaces suggested in the previous section.

Page IV.D.28
The proposed project would be required by the Planning Code to provide a total of 216 off-street
parking spaces, of which 41 spaces would be for residential uses, 80 for the athletic club use,
34 for retail uses and 61 for restaurant uses. The proposed project would meet and exceed the
minimum Planning Code requirements for off-street parking spaces.

Section 204.5(c) of the Planning Code allows a maximum accessory parking for the residential
use of 150 percent of the required number of parking spaces, resulting in a total allowance of 62
parking spaces. Since the proposed project would have 165 parking spaces for the residential
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units, it would exceed the Planning Code allowance for the provision of off-street residential
parking and the Project Sponsor would need to seek a Conditional Use authorization (Sections
157 and 204.5 of the Planning Code), or seek adoption of a Special Use District under Section
235 that would allow for the proposed parking ratio.

Section 204.5(c) would also allow a maximum accessory parking for the restaurant, retail, and
athletic club uses of 150 percent of the required number of parking spaces, resulting in a total
allowance of 263 spaces permitted as accessory parking for the nonresidential uses of the
project.

The proposed project would allocate 255 parking spaces for the commercial and other public
uses, which would be within the Planning Code allowance for the provision of nonresidential
offstreet parking.
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Conclusions

My contention is that the following statement copied from page IV.D.28 of the 8 Washington
Draft EIR is not valid.

Impact TR-5: The proposed project would not result in a significant impact related to an
increase in the number of vehicles parking in the project vicinity. (Less than
Significant)

The addition of an extra 312 car parking spaces (calculation 420 proposed - 90 in SWL 351 -
17 belonging to Club + 14 existing to be removed) to the vicinity of the Ferry Building subarea
would increase parking by over 7%.

Calculation: 312/ 4440 See page 21 of the Embarcadero Parking and Transportation Analysis

The addition of such a large number of parking spaces must be considered as contradictory to a
Transit First policy that seek to reduce car parking.

It is further worth noting that the draft report explains that the sponsor will need to seek
conditional use authorization in order to go over the maximum but offers no good reason or any
sort of justification as to why providing so many more parking spaces would be a good thing
thing for the city or who the scheme would help. The proposal simply seems to assume that
everybody naturally wants more cars.

Even allowing for some development, using two separate (admittedly seat of the pants)
calculations, | have come up with a total number of 250 spaces being suitable for use by a

project of this type. The proposal call for 420.

This proposal is not a Transit First effort. This proposal is a More Cars More Better policy.

D.49.3
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Comment on Draft Environment Impact Report on
8 Washington Street/Seawall Lot 351 Project

Mr. Bill Wycko August 15, 2011
Environmental Review Office

San Francisco Planning Department  ~  ERE{-E T/ ]
1650 Mission ST. Suite 400 N )

San Francisco, CA 94105 AUG 15 2011
SITY & COUNTY ok 50
Mr. Wycko: “ PLANNING DEPARTMEN'

SECEPTION NESK

With solemn delight I offer my comments and observations about this
Draft Environment Impact Report (DEIR) by your department. It is an
extraordinary demonstration of form (headings, mandated categories,
pagination format etc.) per (Pub. Res. Code § 21002 et seq.), but lacking
substance in examining and identifying areas of potential significant
environmental impact as defined by CEQA legislation and its guidelines.

Your examination of the proposal record has led to your relegating 17 |

major topics to the category of LS (less than significant) designation as if to
reassert the Department's previous conclusion that the proposed project in
2002 with the environment evaluation application at that time producing a
PMND is appropriate today for the 2011 EIR consideration, but that plan and
proposal is very different than the one being considered now. Even though
the December 4, 2007 submission of a new EE application determination by
reviewing officers Wycko and Muraoka found that the proposal project “may
have significant effect on the environment and an ENVIRONMENT IMPACT
REPORT is required. So to satisfy that determination, we have herewith a
DEIR dated June 15, 2011

This 2011 DEIR is rendered almost the next best thing to the PMND
submitted in 2002 in that this DEIR (with mitigation) has so many of he

major areas for potential significant environmental impacts eliminated for
consideration.

D.50.1



Letter D.50

This report's relegation of major categories of consideration such
as:“Land use, LU 1-3; Aesthetics 1-3; Transportation TR 1-8 only
mitigating TR-9; Shadows SH1-1-3; to the less than significant (LS) category
(on page Into 3) consisting of 17 items is a maneuver to effect almost a
negative declaration. What's left — all that which facilitates the development
of the project as much as the lead agency had concluded in 2002 (Case No.
2007.00.30E) in the developer prepared NOP/Initial Study for which this lead
agency concluded was worthy of a negative declaration (Neg Dec) based on
the records submitted by the developers to to the Department. But, that was
rejected on appeal to the Board of Supervisors. It appears in 2011, this same
lead agency still pursues almost a Neg Dec option in tiering this report
submitted as though there are no significant environmental impacts, except
those due to construction with an entirely different plan and proposal before
them to be analyzed.

This DEIR is full of pronouncements that in themselves are
contradicted by the stated descriptions of the proposal which it purports to
examine in support of its pronouncements. It even even begins with quotes
from CEQA Guidelines Section 15382 to ensure our understanding of the
“Purpose of this Impact Report and the meaning of a “significant effect on
the environment” as quoted on (B of page - Intro 2). But, in just quoting this
section “g” of the guideline, it fails to include the description of the confusion
surrounding the second and third sentence of this paragraph quoted with
regard to social and economic effects. This confusion is cleared-up in the
legislative annotation and uses another code citation which requires such
considerations — the authority cited; case law (Hector v. People of the State of
California, 58 Cal. App. 3d). The discussion follows:

Discussion: The first sentence combines the statutory language in the

definitions of "significant effect” and "environment" in the interest of clarity
because they are interrelated.

“The second and third sentence pose a problem of interpretation that

has caused controversy for many years. The controversy centers around the

2
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extent to which CEQA applies to economic and social effects of projects. In
determining whether an effect is significant, however, Section 21083(c)
requires an effect to be found significant if the activity would cause an
adverse effect on people.”

This 2011 DEIR, except for the format, is closer to a real estate sales
promotion document of the developer — this is not surprising! Since it is an
adaptation of the first NOP Initial Study of April 10, 2002 without any
exception to the new plans and proposals prepared by the developers and
those problematic conclusions are taken unto the bosoms of the
environmental division of the Planning Department without the slightest
earnest questioning of its applicability to the CEQA standards - quote:

“Although the NOP/Initial Study was prepared for the initial project
proposal, the conclusion of the NOP/Initial Study continues to be applicable
to the proposed project that are determined to be less than significant or to
be reduced to a less than significant level through recommended mitigation

measures included in the the NOP/Initial Study.” (pg - Intro. 4) of the 2011
DEIR.

The plausibility of the January 3, 2007 EE application adapting the
NOP/Initial Study of 2002 needs to be challenged, then, as this adaptation
now in a further integration of the July 2011 DEIR with the 2007 EE App.
needs to be challenged.

How it must be comforting for planners in the department's
environmental division who took on the responsibility of adapting the 2007
EE App for the 2011 DEIR herein provided, confident that facts that don't
support assertions, won't be questioned since this over- burdensome form of
this report overwhelms and befuddles common grasp of logical incoherence
of the assertions, especially working on the interchangeability of the two
reports (really three reports) rolled into one and by just declaring ex cathedra
that these topics are less than significant, or with mitigation, rendered less
than significant — indeed a unique approach to preparing a DEIR!

D.50.2
cont'd
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In so taking this approach, it may invoke Pub. Res. Code Chap 1 §
21005 (a) which states:

“@) The Legislature finds and declares that it is the policy of the state
that noncompliance with the information disclosure provisions of this
division which precludes relevant information from being presented to the
public agency, or noncompliance with substantive requirements of this
division, may constitute a prejudicial abuse of discretion within the meaning
of Sections 21168 and 21168.5, regardless of whether a different outcome
would have resulted if the public agency had complied with those
provisions.”’

It is apparent that the City by its staff both at the Planning Department |
and the Port wishes to both influence 8 Washington Project development and | P30
facilitate it to happen. This has been cited in litigation filed by twelve
neighborhood groups and John Does etc. in Superior Court of San Francisco,
Case No. CPF -10-510634 in which the following statement on page 4 of
the brief appears:

Internal City documents confirm staff s careful efforts to facilitate the 8
Washington project’s reductions in open space and to alter current
restrictions on building height limits. (AR:3:1318; 1348.) The Study
recommends height increases from 84 feet to 130 feet, despite the fact that,
among other environmental concerns, acceptable land uses for Seawall Lot
351 must be consistent with the public trust and the purposes of the
Waterfront Land Use Plan, prepared in response to a 1990 citizen's ballot
initiative. (AR1:65, 261; 2: 623, 662, 3:967; see Opening Brief at 10-11.)
The Exclusive Negotiating Agreement and the term sheet resolution confirm

the Study s ambitious intentions to mold the 8 Washington project.
(AR3:1558,1:33.)

The diminishing of CEQA, its content, timing and relevancy is patently
clear and surely must constitute the prejudicial abuse of discretion within the
meaning of Sections 21168 and 21168.5,

D.50.6
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The City's perilous course taken by its staff surely will result in reversal
of much of these prejudicial abuses of discretion. So what should this come

to?/The proper preparation of an EIR examining real and sound alternatives
that are clearly presented without minimalist treatment of significant impacts
that's reduced to less than significant by mere designation and explained
away as merely changing the various adopted City plans (3 of them) affecting
this proposal and possibly changing State legislation to exempt land from the
constraints of the Public Trust Doctrine or exchange properties of equal value
in order to effectuate the plan proposal by the developer. It almost appears
that city staff has a larger stake in seeing this particular development to
fruition that is beyond the normal role and just duties of public employees. Is
there something fishy down by the waterfront?

What this DEIR has totally left out without even a casual reference as |

though it's irrelevant, but which is a major thrust of CEQA: is feasibility!
This is where economics play an important role in CEQA and the CEQA
guidelines.

To quote an eminent CEQA attorney on this topic, Arthur Pugsley on
the significance of feasibility for CEQA as follows:

The concept of feasibility is essential to CEQA, and the word “feasible”
appears throughout the statute (Pub. Res. Code. § 21000 et seq.) and the
guidelines (14 Cal Code Reg §15000 et seq.). The concept of feasibility is
built into CEQA's substantive mandate that’public agencies should not
apporove projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the
significant environmental effects of such projects” (my emphasis)Pub.Res.
Code §21992). Central to the concept of feasibility is an economic evaluation
— so central that the CEQA definition of feasibility lists economic factors
first, ahead of of environmental factors, Feasible “means capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time,
taking into account economic, environmental, social and technological

factors” [Pub. Res. Code §21061.1; Guidelines § 15002 (a)(3)].

D.50.7
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The alternative and mitigation analysis, described as “the core of an
EIR” [In Re Bay Delt Programmatic EIR Coordinated Proceedings (2008)
43 Cal. 4™ 1143, 11621] is also firmly rooted in the concept of feasibility
[Guidelines ¢ 15128.6 (a) (alternatives studied must feasibly attain most of
the basic objectives of the project while avoiding or lessening environmental
impacts); Guidelines § 15126.6(f) (rule of reason based on feasibility).]
Certified regulatory programs must also comply with the substantive
mandate to avoid environment impacts when feasible. [guidelines § 15250].
Thus to comply with CEQA's substantive requirements, economic evaluation
of both the proposed project and the potential alternatives and mitigation
measures will likely prove necessary during the environmental review
process.

In real estate development, economics is the ultimate criteria to
measure feasibility. This DEIR has virtually no economic or financial
information. What makes this proposal feasible as an investment? In terms of
supporting real estate development data which any investor would want
before signing a check for property acquisition and development of
condominiums in San Francisco would want at a minimum: a) feasibility
analysis, b) demand analysis, ¢) marketability and rate of absorption analysis.
Although any such information produced for the developer may need be kept
in confidence, but the City must for satisfying their own purpose the
determination of financial feasibility of the proposal since Port property
(SWL 351)would be involved. And accordingly, some intricate exchange of
financing of public capital improvements for the developer to provide 250
public parking spaces in an outlandish three level below grade parking garage
which would also include the replacement of the SWI 351 surface parking
loss to building development on the site.

Such complex financial exchange will inevitably involve absorbing the
excessive cost of the incredibly problematical three level below grade
parking garage with the creating an Infrastructure Financing District (IFD).
A premise of financial possibility in theory although predicated on legislation
by then State Senator Carroll Migden created for the Port, but, which now
under the City's and the State's financial bind are not likely to allowed

6
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materialize, just as the Redevelopment projects reliant on similar type of
financing may see itself evaporating or already have been eliminated.
Questions raised by Friends of Golden Gateway and Neighbors to Preserve
the Waterfront back in September 28, 2010 addressing these questions of
financial reality relating to the “Term Sheet for Seawall Lot 351 have never
been properly answered, if even the Port is in the position to answer. All these
shaky financial structures need be subject to CEQA analysis. Pub. Res. Code
21000 (g) requires it as follows:

(9) Require governmental agencies at all levels to consider qualitative
factors as well as economic and technical factors and long-term benefits and
costs, in addition to short-term benefits and costs and to consider
alternatives to proposed actions affecting the environment

CEQA also offers procedural protections that foster governmental
transparency and accountability [Citizens of Goleta Vally v BD of
Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal 3d 553, 564 (“Goleta II”’)] And, an Agency must
discharge its disclosure obligations: [In Re Bay-dlta Programmatic EIR
coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal 4™ 1143, 1162] My neighbors
(referenced earlier) inform me that with the Port, it's a hide-and-seek game
for information. Which game will we be engaged in with the new EIR, which
litigation referenced earlier will surely by Court mandate require to be
produced different terms than the present DEIR was authorized or will further

Court action be necessary for the Lead Agency to discharge its disclosure
obligations?

By way of illustrating a challenge to the Reports first LS conclusion -
addressing the unaddressable of the Reports LS categorization of LS 1 & 2
i.e. “the proposed project does not divide an established community “and
“the proposed project will not have a substantial impact on the existing

D.50.9
cont'd

D.50.10

character of the vincinity./Granted that CEQA has made it clear that CEQA
does not require analysis of of potential project effects that do not result,
directly or indirectly in “physical change”to the environment per CEQA
(Section 21080 (e) and CEQA Guidelines (e.g., Section 15131), however, the

same CEQA Guidelines provide that socioeconomic issues may be

7
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considered if they would cause physical environmental effect.

This proposed “bunker for expensive furniture” is a vertical gated
community comparable to the worst examples found in the suburbs (many
more on the horizon in large cities) As such this proposed development will
create significant environment impact. The price range publicly quoted by the
development's lead spokesman is that these units will be the most expensive
in the city. As per announcement of the projected cost for the development, it
will average out to be $2.1 million per condo.

This is a fortress island in an otherwise open integrated middle class
neighborhood whose physical structures are accessible from all corners and
streets at the street level and a story above with pedestrian crossing (in the
case of GGG Apts) over streets. The contrast will be shockingly distinct.
These units slated for multi-million/billionaire pied-a-terres will be vacant
storage bins for expensive furniture until the owner's occasional weekend use
from time to time. The socioeconomic impetus to produce this kind of
development yields this kind of physical environment. These structures are
built to achieve class distinctions not unlike private clubs such as the
Bohemian Club or Virgin Island resorts which Sir Richard Branson owns
and cater to the very rich. This development divides the community both
physically and socioeconomically This should be analyzed under CCEQA.

Such a product proposal as 8 Washington, the lead agency surely need
examine what the City's housing objectives are to be achieved. Just because
City ordinance requires a 12 % affordable hosing units as part of the
development (in this case off-site) are required for the development license so
to speak, how many more such units would be secured with a development
doubling the size. But then, these two City Departments are not in the
business of promoting affordable housing for the City. From the standpoint of]
project feasibility, this city should closely examine the finances of the
developer entity. Just because it has the ostensible commitment from the
California Teachers Pension Fund, doesn't mean that when the actual time
arrives to put in the equity, the California Teachers Pension Fund would be

able to do so, especially when there are outstanding investigation by the

8
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various State Departments including the State Attorney's Generals office and

the Department of Corporations of some of the funds placement agents who 2;22;1“
have cross certain line of propriety and investments improperly investigated

have bellied-up.

MEE a national real estate surveyor of housing development has noted that in| | _ .,

the downtown area/ Telegraph Hill South of Market the”Class A cap rates are
a sub (-)5 percent. And if you understand cap rates - a sub -5% is not terribly
exciting (really insupportable for investment) and would raise some serious
questions about this project.

It is clear that the litigation of the 12 neighborhood groups (the plaintive
s) is likely to prevail according to knowledgeable CEQA litigants which
implies that the EIR will have to start all over to before the pre-NorthEast
Embarcadero Study and preTerm Sheet agreement etc. I trust with this
prospect that you would be well advised to take my and my neighbors
comments seriously and discharge your duty on disclosure and transparency
and accountability.

Arthur Chang

P.O. Box 26709

San Francisco, CA 94126
(4150 981-5282
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Ms. Nannie Turreli
Planning Department
City and County of San Francisco

Re: 8 Washington Street Project
Dear Ms. Turrell,

"These days you might meet a man,

heart missing, dumb as a plank...

When he talks, nothing you can understand comes out
of his mouth, except when he says, 'l don't care'."
(Han Shan, Cold Mountain Poems, T'ang Era)

This poem was written over a 1000 years ago and sums up my
feelings of the 8 Washington DEIR.

This project is going to be shoved down the throats of the 2200
people who use the open space and recreation facilities at the
GGSA&T facility and the people of Golden Gate Commons. The
people who use GGS&T are from almost all of the supervisor
districts, those who work in the Embarcadero, and those who
live in the Golden Gateway complexes.

The DEIR fails to adequately address the incredible hole that |[P-!!
is to be made to accommodate an underground garage and the
resulting effects from displacing water on the Embarcadero and
the Ferry Building. Will there be a water drainage problem?
Where will the water be pumped? Into the bay via pipes that
back up during high tide and a full moon?

Have federal and state agencies been consulted about toxic [D.51.2
waste being pumped into the bay?/Does any one know the D513
chemical elements of the existing landfill? I

This has the traits of another "BIG DIG of BOSTON. "

The height and mass of the project will destroy the openness ID‘S 1.4

of the waterfront and, in my opinion, the design is very East
German, from the era of Walter Ulbricht.
"Qu'ils mangent de la brioche"
"Let them eat cake"
The 8 Washington Project is extremely elitist and D.51.5
Machiavellian in nature, it replaces a facility FOR the PEOPLE
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with a very restrictive and expensive living facility and, more than TD-5{-5
likely, a very expensive and restrictive private club. contd.

The DEIR comments on area recreation facilities are
sophisms and flawed. Did the author ever visit these sites, ID'SW‘
inspect them?

Does the author ever try to get on a bus with a hip whose D.51.6b
implant has gone sour? Does the author ever exercise, does he/
she live in this city?

"Here, sir, the people govern.”
Alexander Hamilton

The people do not want this project.

The developers want this project. They do not live in this [
neighborhood.

D.51.7

Sincerely ypurs,

Timothy F. Geraci

51 Ironship Plaza

San Francisco 94 1((
August 10, 2011
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