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SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

October 28, 2010

To: Members of the Planning Commission and Interested Parties

From: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer

Re: ~ Attached Comments and Responses on Draft Environmental Impact Report

Case No. 2008.0021E: Parkmerced Project

The attached Comments and Responses document, responding to comments made on
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the above referenced project, is
presented for your information. This document has been provided in PDF format on the
Planning Department website, on a CD or as a hard copy. This document, along with
the Draft EIR, will be considered by the Planning Commission in an advertised public
meeting on November 18, 2010, at which time the Planning Commission will determine
whether to certify the EIR as complete and adequate.

We are sending this to you so that you will have time to review the documents. The
Planning Commission does not conduct a hearing to receive comments on the
Comments and Responses document, and no such hearing is required by the California
Environmental Quality Act. Interested parties may, however, write to the Commission
members or to the President of the Commission at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400,
San Francisco, CA, 94103, and express an opinion about the Comments and Responses
document, or the Commission’s decision to certify the completion of the Final EIR for
this project. Letters should be sent in time to be received at 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400 on the Wednesday (i.e. by November 17, 2010) before the Planning
Commission meeting for which the EIR approval is calendared on November 18, 2010.
The certification of the EIR does not indicate a decision by the City to approve or
disapprove the proposed project. Approval hearing would occur after the EIR
certification. '

You should note that if you receive a copy of the Comments and Responses document in
addition to the Draft EIR published on May 12, 2010, you will technically have a copy of
the Final EIR. Thank you for your interest in this project.

If you have questions about the attached Comments and Responses document, or about
this process, please call the EIR Coordinator, Rick Cooper at (415) 575-9027 or
Rick.Cooper@sfgov.oig.

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377
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I. INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE OF THIS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES DOCUMENT

The purpose of this Comments and Responses (C&R) document is to present comments
submitted on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the proposed Parkmerced
Project, to respond in writing to comments on environmental issues, and to revise the Draft EIR
as necessary to provide additional clarity. Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Public Resources Code Section 21091 (d)(2)(A) and (B), the City has considered the
comments received, evaluated the issues raised, and herein provides written responses that
describe the disposition of each environmental issue that has been raised by the commentors.
Comments were made in written form during the public comment period from May 12 to July 12,
2010, and as oral testimony received before the Planning Commission at the public hearing on the
Draft EIR held on June 17, 2010. A complete transcript of proceedings from the public hearing
on the Draft EIR and all written comments are included in their entirety.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

The San Francisco Planning Department prepared the Draft EIR for the Parkmerced Project in
accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines in Title 14 of the California Code of
Regulations. The Draft EIR was published on May 12, 2010. A public review and comment
period was then held from May 12 to July 12, 2010, which exceeds the minimum requirements of
CEQA for a 45-day review period, to solicit public comment on the adequacy and accuracy of
information presented in the Draft EIR. The comments received during the public review period
are the subject of this C&R document, which addresses all substantive written and oral comments
on the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR, together with this C&R document, will be presented to the Planning Commission in
an advertised public hearing for certification as a Final Environmental Impact Report if deemed
adequate with respect to accuracy, objectiveness, and completeness. The Final EIR will consist of
the Draft EIR, the comments received during the public review period, responses to the comments,
and any revisions to the Draft EIR that result from public agency and public comments and from
staff-initiated text changes. The City decision-makers will consider the certified Final EIR, along
with other information and the public process, to determine whether to approve, modify, or
disapprove the Proposed Project, and to specify any applicable environmental conditions as part of
project approvals in a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

If the City decides to approve the Proposed Project with significant effects that are identified in the
Final EIR, but which are not avoided or reduced to a less-than-significant level, the City must
indicate that any such unavoidable significant effects are acceptable due to overriding
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I. Introduction

considerations as described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15093. This is known as a Statement of
Overriding Considerations. In preparing this Statement, the City must balance the benefits of a .
proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks. If the benefits of a project outweigh
the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be
considered acceptable (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093). If an agency makes a Statement of
Overriding Considerations, the statement must be included in the record of project approval.

DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

Following this introductory section, Section II presents the List of Commentors. The names of
persons who spoke at the public hearing are presented first, in the order of the speakers at the
hearing. Written comments follow, organized into three groups: comments from agencies,
comments from organizations, and comments from individuals. Within each group, written
comments are organized chronologically by the date of the communication, and those with the
same date are presented in alphabetical order by the organization’s name or commentor’s last

name.

Section III, Comments and Responses, presents the oral and written comments on the Draft EIR
received by the City and responses to the substantive comments they raise. Master Responses,
which address issues raised in multiple comments, are presented first, followed by a transcript of
the public hearing and responses to these comments. The section concludes with the written
comments, each followed by its corresponding responses.

Some responses include revisions or additions to the EIR. Revisions or additions to EIR text are
shown as indented text. New or revised text is underlined; deleted material is shown as
strikethrough text. The subject matter of one topic may overlap with another, so the reader may
occasionally have to refer to more than one group of comments and responses to review all the
information on a given subject. Cross-references to other responses are provided in these

instances.

Section TV presents text changes to the EIR reflecting both text changes made as a result of a
response to comments as well as staff-initiated text changes identified by San Francisco Planning
Department staff to update, correct, or clarify the EIR text. The changes have not resulted in
significant new information with respect to the proposed project, do not identify any new
significant unmitigated environmental impacts, and do not identify new mitigation measures that
are not included as part of the Proposed Project. Therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 is not required.

This C&R document will be incorporated into the Final EIR as a new chapter. The changes to the
EIR’s text and figures called out in Section III, Comments and Responses, and in Section IV,
Draft EIR Text Changes, will be incorporated into the Final EIR text.

October 28, 2010 12 Parkmerced Project
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II. LIST OF PERSONS COMMENTING

Public agencies, organizations, and individuals submitted written comments (letters, emails, and
facsimiles) on the Parkmerced Project Draft EIR, which the City received during the public
comment period from May 12 to July 12, 2010. In addition, the Planning Commission held a
public hearing about the EIR on June 17, 2010, and Commissioners, organizations, and
individuals made oral comments at that hearing. A complete list of commentors, with the
corresponding transcript and/or written communication designation for each, is provided below.
The names of persons who spoke at the public hearing are presented first, in the order of the
speakers at the hearing. Written comments follow, organized into three groups: comments from
agencies, comments from organizations, and comments from individuals. Within each group,
written comments are organized chronologically by the date of the communication, and those
with the same date are presented in alphabetical order by the organization’s name or commentor’s

last name.
PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

The following persons made oral comments about the EIR at the public hearing on June 17, 2010:

Designation Commentor
TR.1 Cathy Lentz
TR.2 Bernie Choden, San Francisco Tomorrow
TR.3 Elizabeth Ranieri
TR.4 Arne Larsen
TR.5 Bert Hill, Board Member, Livable City
TR.6 Jacklynn Jweinat, Yousef Realty
TR.7 Aaron Goodman
TR.8 Julian Lagos
TR.9 Mary Beth Sanders, Co-Chair, Project Review Committee, San
Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association
TR.10 Fred Kriebel, Kriebel and Associates
TR.11 Linh Le
TR.12 David Meckel, Director of Research and Planning, California
: College of the Arts
TR.13 Jim Coppfer
TR.14 Daniel Phillips, President, Board of Directors, Parkmerced

Residents Organization

October 28,2010 II.1 Parkmerced Project
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II. List of Persons Commenting

Designation Commentor

TR.15 Jeremey Setzer

TR.16 Joel Koppel

TR.17 Maria Elena Guerrero Engber

TR.18 Dennis Norrington

TR.19 Kevin McDonough

TR.20 Mitchell Omerberg, Affordable Housing Alliance

TR.21 Michael Pappas, Executive Director, San Francisco Interfaith
Council

TR.22 Dr. Terrance Faulkner, J.D.

TR.23 Kate Lefkowitz, Program Manager, San Francisco Housing
Action Coalition

TR.24 Dean Preston, Executive Director, Tenants Together

TR.25 Inge Horton, Board of Directors, Sunset Parkside Education
and Action Committee

TR.26 Mary Ann Miller, Member of the Board, San Francisco
Tomorrow

TR.27 Jeanne D’ Arcy

TR.28 Jeanne Scott

TR.29 Maria-Elena Mestayer

TR.30 Judith Flynn, Director, Montessori Children’s Center

TR.31 Dan Weaver

TR.32 Nan Roth

TR.33 John Kim

TR.34 Commissioner Christina R. Olague, San Francisco Planning
Commission

TR.35 Commissioner Michael J. Antonini, San Francisco Planning
Commission

TR.36 Commissioner Hisashi Sugaya, San Francisco Planning

) Commission

TR.37 Commissioner Kathrin Moore, San Francisco Planning
Commission

TR.38 President Ron Miguel, San Francisco Planning Commission

October 28,2010
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II. List of Persons Commenting

WRITTEN COMMENTS

The folloWing persons submitted written comments about the EIR during the public comment
period of May 12 to July 12, 2010:

Designation Commentor Date of Written
Comments
Agencies
1 Department of Transportation, Lisa Carboni, District Branch  June 28, 2010
Chief, Local Development — Intergovernmental Review
2 National Trust for Historic Preservation and the California June 29, 2010
Preservation Foundation, Anthea M. Hartig, Ph.D., Director,
Western Office, National Trust for Historic Preservation,
and Cathy Heitzman, Executive Director, California
Preservation Foundation
3 Office of Historic Preservation Department of Parks and July 9, 2010
Recreation, Milford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA, State
Historic Preservation Officer
4 San Francisco County Transportation Authority, Tilly July 12, 2010
Chang, Deputy Director for Planning
5 Historic Preservation Commission, San Francisco Planning ~ July 17, 2010
Department
Organizations
6 San Francisco Planning + Urban Research Association, May 27,2010
Charmaine Curtis, Mary Beth Sanders, Reuben Schwartz,
SPUR Project Review Committee Co-Chairs
7 The San Francisco Preservation Consortium, Vincent May 31, 2010
Marsh, Acting Chair
8 Montessori Children’s Center, Judith Flynn, Director June 17, 2010
9 Lakeshore Acres Improvement Club, Chris S. Manitsas June 21, 2010
10 Sunset Parkside Education and Action Committee, Marc June 21, 2010
Duffett, President
11 Lakeshore Acres Improvement Club, Bruce H. Selby June 23, 2010
12 Sierra Club, San Francisco Group, Howard Strassner, July 6, 2010
Emeritus Chair, Transportation Committee
13 Merced Extension Triangle Neighborhood Association, July 7, 2010
Glen Hatakeyama
14 West of Twin Peaks Central Council, George Wooding, July 11, 2010
President
15 Affordable Housing Alliance, Mitchell Omerberg July 12, 2010
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II. List of Persons Commenting

Designation Commentor Date of Written
Comments
16 San Francisco Architectural Heritage, David Cannon, Chair  July 12,2010
of Issues Committee
17 San Francisco Tomorrow, Jennifer Clary July 12,2010
Individuals
18 Marty Walker
19 Janet Karesh May 27, 2010
20 L. P. De Martini May 28, 2010
21 Dorothy Lefkovits June 3, 2010
22 Aaron Goodman June 8§, 2010
23 Steve Lawrence June 6, 2010
24 Jim Musselman June 12, 2010
25 Daniel W. Phillips June 13, 2010
26 Dr. Terence Faulkner, J.D. June 14, 2010
27 Bernard Choden June 16, 2010
28 Petition submitted individually by the following persons:
Bernard Choden June 16, 2010
Aaron Goodman June 19, 2010
29 Maria Elena Guerrero Engber and Marigen Hellen Engber June 17, 2010
de Guerrero
30 Aaron Goodman June 17, 2010
31 Carla Lehmann June 17,2010
32 Cathy Lentz June 17, 2010
33 Denis J. Norrington June 17, 2010
34 Daniel W. Phillips June 17, 2010
35 Robin Horner June 23, 2010
36 Maria Elena Guerrero Engber and Marigen Hellen Engber June 25, 2010
de Guerrero
37 Eileen Boken June 28, 2010
38 Robin Cowen June 29, 2010
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II. List of Persons Commenting

Designation Commentor Date of Written
Comments
39 Letter submitted individually by the following business July 1, 2010
owners from the Parkmerced Shopping Center:
Café Rina:
e Anthony Pastor
¢ Reina Pastor
Frozen Cup:
o Terry Walker
Herb N’ Legend:
¢ Samer Jweinat
e Naji El-khuri (also for Hall of Flame Burgers)
Hall of Flame Burgers:
¢ Basil El-khuri
¢ Ramzi El-khuri
Manuia Polynesian Dance Studio:
e Kay Tualauddlei
o Tommy Tualauddlei
Papa John’s Pizza:
e Paul Shamieh
o  Yousef Shamieh
Park Plaza Fine Foods:
e John Jweinat
¢ Maha Jweinat
Parkmerced Postal Service:
e Jamie Jweinat
Parkmerced Sports Club:.
¢ Angelo N. Basso
¢ Gaetano Basso
e Thomas Basso
Parkmerced Tacqueria:
e Peter Foundas
e Vincent Schofield
e Tim Drolapas
Promax Martial Arts Academy:
e Al Castillo
e PerlaJ. Castillo
Wash N’ Dry Laundry:
o Tim Drolapas (submitted letter twice)
40 Margaret E. Leahy et al. July 1, 2010
41 Letter submitted individually by the following persons: July 1, 2010
John Charles Jweinat, Yousef Realty L.L.C.
Maha Sami Jweinat, Yousef Realty L.L.C.
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II. List of Persons Commenting

Designation Commentor Date of Written
Comments
42 Diana Scott and Jole Schechter July 5, 2010
43 Sharon Brock July 7, 2010
44 Kenneth Cervisi & Family July 7, 2010
45 Marc Christensen July 7, 2010
46 Lorene Nugent July 7, 2010
47 Cathy Lentz July 8, 2010
48 Leon Cowen July 11, 2010
49 Etsuko Sakimura and Yoshiko Sakimura July 11, 2010
50 Julian P. Lagos July 12, 2010
51 Lynne Sonenberg July 12, 2010
52 M. K. Venkatachari July 12, 2010
53 Fiona Zhong July 12, 2010
54 Aaron Goodman July 12, 2010
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III. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Section III, Comments and Responses, presents the oral and written comments on the Draft EIR
received by the City and responses to the comments that raise substantive environmental issues
related to the Proposed Project. In a few cases, more than one commentor submitted the same
letter or petition. Duplicate communications are shown only once, but the names of all the
commentors who submitted a particular set of written comments are listed, where practical,
before the first response, as well as in Section II.

The section begins with four Master Responses, which address issues raised in multiple
comments. The Master Responses address the topics of Historic Resources, Transportation,
Seismic Hazards, and Alternatives. Public hearing comments are then presented in the form of a
transcript of the hearing, and responses to these comments begin at the end of the transcript.
Written comments follow, organized into three groups: comments from agencies, comments
from organizations, and comments from individuals. Within each group, written comments are
organized chronologically by the date of the communication, and those with the same date are
presented in alphabetical order by the organization’s name or commentor’s last name. These
communications are presented in their entirety, and each written communication is followed by
responses to the substantive comments raised. Each set of responses follows the order of the
commenter’s public hearing or letter comments, and each response is prefaced by a comment
code that ties it to its corresponding bracketed comment.

Each comment in the transcript and written comments that raises a substantive environmental
issue related to the Proposed Project is bracketed and coded. Public hearing comments are coded
as “TR?” for transcript, a number that reflects the sequential order of the speakers, and a sequential
comment number. (For example, the first comment made by the fourth speaker is coded as
TR.4.1.) Letters and other written communications are sequentially numbered throughout Section
I1I, and each bracketed comment within the letter is also sequentially numbered. (For example,
the third bracketed comment in the fifth letter is coded as 5.3.) Each response is preceded by the
code of the comment to which it corresponds. Statements made during the public hearing and in
written comments that do not relate to the Proposed Project or do not raise potential
environmental issues have not been bracketed and are not responded to in this C&R document.
Those statements may be taken into consideration by decisionmakers during their deliberations on
the approval actions requested by the Project Sponsor, to the extent that they are relevant to the

Proposed Project.
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III. Comments and Responses

III.A MASTER RESPONSES

Many comments on the Parkmerced Draft EIR raise the same or similar issues about a topic. This
section contains four “Master Responses™ that provide a comprehensive discussion of the issues
and themes expressed in these comments. The Master Responses and topics addressed are listed

below.
e Master Response A.1: Historic Resources

— Definition of the Historic Resource and District Boundaries
— Social Significance and Evaluation of Parkmerced as Cultural Landscape
— Cumulative Impacts on Thomas Church-Designed Housing Complexes
— Adequacy of Historic Architectural Resources Mitigation Measures
— Demolition of Historic Resources
— Parkmerced as a “Work of a Master”
— Past Historical Studies of Parkmerced
e Master Response A.2: Transportation
— Travel Demand Forecasting
— Transportation Analysis
— Funding for Project Infrastructure Improvements
e Master Response A.3: Seismic Hazards
- Proposed Project Development
— Safety of the Existing Residential Towers
e Master Response A.4: Alternatives
— Requirements for Alternatives in EIRs
— Alternatives Suggested in Comments
— Alternatives Supported in Comments

— Feasibility of Alternatives

October 28, 2010 II1.A.1 Parkmerced Project
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II. Comments and Responses
A. Master Responses
A.1: Historic Resources

MASTER RESPONSE A.1: HISTORIC RESOURCES

1. INTRODUCTION

Due to the level of interest by the public and the number of comment letters received, many
comments raise similar issues related to historic resources that are more easily addressed in a
Master Response rather than individual responses to each letter. This Master Response addresses

these issues.

The main points raised in the comments on historic resources fall into the following categories,
each addressed in a corresponding section of this Master Response:

e Definition of the Historic Resource and District Boundaries;

e Social Significance and Evaluation of Parkmerced as Cultural Landscape;
e Cumulative Impacts on Thomas Church-Designed Housing Complexes;

e Adequacy of Historic Architectural Resources Mitigation Measures;

o Demolition of Historic Resources;

e Parkmerced as a “Work of a Master”; and

e Past Historical Studies of Parkmerced.

The EIR discusses Historic Resources in detail in Section V.D.a, Historic Architectural
Resources, pp. V.D.1-V.D.29. The findings provided in the EIR are based upon the Parkmerced
Historic Resource Evaluation & Cultural Landscape Assessment (HRE) and Historic Resources
Alternatives Siudy, both published on November 13, 2009, and cited in the EIR.

2. DEFINITION OF HISTORIC RESOURCE AND DISTRICT BOUNDARIES

The following comments discuss the definition of the historic resource and district boundaries
and are responded to either entirely or in part in this Master Response: TR.7.3, TR.7.4, 2.1, 5.1,
22.2,54.A.6,54.A.19, 54.A.21, 54.A.29, 54.A.36, 54.A.40, 54.A.41, 54.A.43, 54.A.45,54.C.17,
and 54.C.30.

These comments assert that the Draft EIR does not provide sufficient information on the historic
resources at the Project Site, as well as on the boundaries of the identified potential historic
district. Many comments question the Draft EIR’s conclusions regarding which features
contribute to the historic district and the extent of the potential historic district boundaries. The
comments request a visual and narrative description of the district boundaries. Some comments
question the adequacy of the research for the HRE, which was the basis of the Draft EIR Historic
Architectural Resources section. Also, some comments correctly identify that a historic resource,
under CEQA, does not distinguish between being eligible for, and being listed in the California
Register of Historical Resources. Comments also assert that the evaluation of the Proposed

October 28,2010 IIL.A.2 Parkmerced Project
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III. Comments and Responses
A. Master Responses
A.1: Historic Resources

Project did not examine the effects of the Proposed Project within the boundaries of the proposed
historic district.

Under CEQA, the environmental review of a proposed project must examine the project site and
vicinity for potential historic resources that could be affected by the Proposed Project, and assess
their eligibility for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources. The EIR and the
associated technical reports, including the HRE, identify the existing Parkmerced housing
complex as a historic resource on the Project Site. As noted in the HRE:

Parkmerced would be classified as a district under the National Register, since it
“possesses a significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings,
structures, or objects united historically or aesthetically by plan or physical
development. As previously specified, Parkmerced developed from 1941 to 1951
and is composed of several buildings, structures, sites, objects, and landscape
features. The boundaries of this district would be based upon its historical
association and shared relationships, and include the area bounded by Lake
Merced Boulevard, Font Boulevard (including Tapia Drive), Holloway
Boulevard, Nineteen Avenue, Junipero Serra Boulevard, and Stanley Boulevard.!

As indicated by the above quote, the boundaries of the historic district encompass the Parkmerced
development as conceived in 1951. (See Figure C&R.1: Existing and Original Parkmerced
Property Boundary.) Specifically, the historic district boundaries start at the southwest
intersection of 19" Avenue and Holloway Avenue, run west along Holloway Avenue, turn north
on and around the south/east side of Tapia Drive, then run northwest along Font Boulevard, turn
south on Lake Merced Boulevard, then east on Brotherhood Way, then north on Junipero Serra
Boulevard to 19" Avenue. Therefore, the potential Parkmerced Historic District boundaries
encompass all parts of the original Parkmerced property, including those portions currently
owned by other entities, such as the vacant property at 800 Brotherhood Way and the portions
owned by San Francisco State University.

The EIR identifies Parkmerced as a historic district that is eligible for inclusion in the California
Register under Criterion 1 (Events) and Criterion 3 (Design/Construction) with a period of
significance from 1941 to 1951 (see Section V.D.a, Historic Architectural Resources, p. V.D.26).
The EIR does not differentiate between being eligible and being listed in a historic resource
inventory; both classifications are considered historic resources for the purposes of CEQA and
this EIR’s analysis. For the purposes of CEQA, the Project Site was considered a historic
resource.

! Page & Turnbull, Parkmerced Historic Resource Evaluation & Cultural Landscape Assessment,
November 13, 2009, p. 63.
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III. Comments and Responses
A. Master Responses
A.1: Historic Resources

The character-defining features of the potential Parkmerced Historic District identified on
pp- V.D.16-V.D.18 of the Draft EIR and in the HRE include the following:

Spatial Organization

Overall site plan, includes street grid, placement of buildings in blocks, the Meadow,
and the Commons

Garden apartment blocks and courtyards (interior, entry, and laundry)

Tower arrangement and courtyards

Cluster Arrangement

Garden apartment blocks

Tower clusters

Circulation

e Landscaped drives

®

— Font Boulevard
—  Crespi Drive

— Bucareli Drive
— Grijalva Drive
Juan Bautista Circle
Traffic circles

Aggregate and concrete paths (in courtyards and between buildings)

Topography

Individual garden apartment courtyard grading

Buildings and Structures

Garden apartments
Towers

Maintenance building
Administration building
Carports

Laundry buildings
Storage buildings

Vegetation

Location and rhythm of street trees and plantings along drives and secondary
streets, garden courtyard apartments, and towers

Placement of specimen trees, lawns, and vegetation in courtyards of garden
apartments and towers (actual species of vegetation has been altered in certain

October 28,2010 II1.A.5 Parkmerced Project
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III. Comments and Responses
A. Master Responses
A.1l: Historic Resources

cases; this character-defining feature should be evaluated on case-by-case
basis)
e The Commons plantings

e Ornamental median plantings in traffic circles and along landscaped drives,
where remaining

Landscape Features

e Terrace divider walls in courtyards
e Planters (concrete, wood and brick)
e Low concrete and/or brick site walls
e Courtyard stairs (brick and concrete)

Views and Vistas

e Vistas down landscaped drives (see circulation above)
e Vistas to and from garden apartment courtyard breezeways
e Views to and from the Commons

e Views from the ground-floor-level of mid-rise towers to garden apartments and
landscape

The character-defining features were identified by the HRE consultant using the cultural
landscape methodology defined by the National Park Service. These character-defining features
were further developed by the San Francisco Planning Department.> Overall, the EIR provides
sufficient information regarding the definition of the historic resource on the Project Site.

Furthermore, the evaluation of Parkmerced as a historic resource follows accepted standards for
evaluating potential historic resources. As noted in the HRE, pp. 4-5:

The purpose of this Historic Resource Evaluation Report and Cultural Landscape
Assessment is to evaluate Parkmerced for its eligibility as a historic district (and
subsequently a cultural landscape), determine whether or not the property is a
historic resource as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), and to analyze the proposed project for its impacts upon any qualified
historic resources on the project site. The methodology for this report was
developed with assistance from the City of San Francisco Planning Department
and according to the following National Park Service (NPS) bulletins and
guidelines:

— The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties with Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes,

2 San Francisco Planning Department Memo, Re: Case No. 2008.0021E: Comments on the Draft “Historic
Resource Evaluation and Cultural Landscape Assessment,” from Sophie Middlebrook, Preservation
Technical Specialist to Rick Cooper, Major Environmental Analysis (July 2, 2009).
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III. Comments and Responses
A. Master Responses
A.1: Historic Resources

— National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register
Criteria for Evaluation;

— National Register Bulletin 18: How to Evaluate and Nominate Designed
Historic Landscapes;

— National Register Bulletin: Historic Residential Suburbs: Guidelines for
Evaluation and Documentation for the National Register of Historic
Places; -

— Historic Residential Suburbs in the United States: 1830-1960 - Multiple
Property Documentation Form; and

— A Guide to Cultural Landscape Reports: Content, Process, Technique.

Page & Turnbull also consulted the State of California’s Office of Historic
Preservation (OHP) bulletin: California Office of Historic Preservation
Technical Assistance Series #7: How to Nominate a Resource to the California
Register of Historical Resources. The publications listed above outline the
commonly accepted methodologies for evaluating the significance of cultural
landscapes and, more specifically, designed residential communities in the
United States. As stated within California Office of Historic Preservation
Technical Assistance Series #7: How to Nominate a Resource to the California
Register of Historical Resources, further information on applying and
interpreting the California Register criteria may be obtained from California
Office of Historic Preservation Technical Assistance Series #6: California
Register and National Register: A Comparison, and National Register Bulletin
15: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation.

The publications listed above outline the commonly accepted methodologies for evaluating
the significance of cultural landscapes and, more specifically, designed residential
communities in the United States.

Survey methodology is also discussed in the HRE, p. 48:

In August 2007, Page & Turnbull completed a reconnaissance-level survey of
Parkmerced. This survey examined the current condition of the site as a whole
and the property’s historic integrity. The team conducted the survey according to
the eleven cultural landscape characteristics defined by the NPS as outlined in the
following publications:

— How to Evaluate and Nominate Designed Historic Landscapes
(Bulletin 18);

— Historic Residential Suburbs: Guidelines for Evaluation and
Documentation for the National Register of Historic Places;

— The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties with Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes; and

— A Guide to Cultural Landscape Reports: Contents, Process, and
Techniques.
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III. Comments and Responses
A. Master Responses
A.1: Historic Resources

Survey data was collected on a block-by-block basis, and focused on common
building types and landscape features. Detailed analysis of individual buildings
and landscape features was not within the scope of this survey, nor was the
survey meant to provide comprehensive intensive-level documentation of all
individual site features. Survey forms were completed in the field for each of the
forty-seven residential blocks, as well as for associated service buildings and
open spaces. Digital photographs were taken to provide an overview of the
common characteristics of each block. The products of this survey are included
in the appendices.

As part of the reconnaissance survey, the HRE examined the entire original Parkmerced complex,
including those properties not currently owned by the Project Sponsor. The HRE provided
information on the classification of the historic resource, and also determined that none of the
resources on the Project Site would be individually distinctive in their own right (see HRE, p. 64).
This information was factored in to the definition of the property’s character-defining features
and evaluation for the California Register. The additional information provided by the
comments, including the article entitled “Metropolitan Life Makes Housing Pay — ‘How To Order
A City’,” does not present any new information that is not already addressed within the HRE, and
does not affect the identification of historic resources on the Project Site.

Therefore, the EIR and the HRE provide sufficient definition of the historic resources present at
the Project Site, including the boundaries of the potential historic district and its associated

character-defining features.

3. SOCIAL SIGNIFICANCE AND EVALUATION OF PARKMERCED AS
CULTURAL LANDSCAPE

The following comments discuss the significance and evaluation of Parkmerced as a cultural
landscape and are responded to either entirely or in part in this Master Response: 5.2, 22.1, 28.2,
54.A.5,54.A.24, and 54.C.13.

The comments assert that the Draft EIR does not sufficiently discuss the social significance of
Parkmerced as a historic rental community, and that Parkmerced was not sufficiently evaluated as
a cultural landscape. These comments also assert that the original purpose of Parkmerced was not
fully investigated in the Draft EIR. The comments also state that the HRE inadequately evaluates
the landscape gardens of Parkmerced’s internal and external courtyards.

The EIR, Section V.D.a, Historic Architectural Resources, p. V.D.26, identifies Parkmerced as a
historic district that is eligible for inclusion in the California Register under Criterion 1 (Events)
and Criterion 3 (Design/Construction) with a period of significance from 1941 to 1951. The
significance of Parkmerced is defined in detail on pp. V.D.18-V.D.26.

October 28, 2010 II1.A.8 Parkmerced Project
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III. Comments and Responses
A. Master Responses
A.1: Historic Resources

Parkmerced is identified and evaluated as a cultural landscape in the HRE (pp. 51-62). As noted
in the HRE on p. 51:

According to the NPS, a cultural landscape is defined as, “a geographic area,
associated with a historic event, activity, or person or exhibiting other cultural or
aesthetic values.” The NPS defines a historic district as an area that “possesses a
significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures, or
objects united historically or aesthetically by plan or physical development.™
Parkmerced possesses many characteristics that define the site as a cultural
landscape, including the character of the property as an organization of clusters
of buildings and structures around a series of open spaces, made accessible via
vehicular and pedestrian circulation systems and accentuated by vegetation and
small-scale features associated with the property. According to the NPS
definitions above, the property may be identified as a historic district because it is
a single site that includes a significant concentration of buildings, structures, and
objects. The property’s potential significance as a historic district is linked to its
character as a cultural landscape, which assists in defining those qualities of the
site and landscape, which may be considered significant. For the purposes of this
study, the property’s cultural landscape characteristics will also constitute the
character of the property as a historic district.

Subsequent to this discussion, the HRE assesses the property’s cultural landscape characteristics,
including the Natural Systems & Features, Spatial Organization, Cluster Arrangement,
Circulation, Topography, Vegetation, Building and Structures, Views and Vistas, and Small-
Scale Features. As part of the cultural landscape evaluation, Parkmerced’s internal and external
courtyards were identified as a character-defining feature of the cultural landscape and historic
district (see character-defining features of the Parkmerced Historic District listed above on

pp- IILA.5-II1.A.6). Thus, the HRE and the EIR adequately address the evaluation of Parkmerced
as a cultural landscape, as defined by the National Park Service.

In addition to the evaluation of the site as a cultural landscape, comments suggest that the Draft
EIR does not adequately evaluate the social significance of Parkmerced. The social significance
of Parkmerced is defined in the historic context in Section III. Historic Context, in the HRE,

pp- 13-45. This historic context includes descriptions of the following:

o Early Site History;

s Development of Parkmerced: Phase I (1941 to 1945), including Site Planning and
Landscaping;

e Development of Parkmerced Phase II (1948 to 1951);

o Contextual Planning History, including The Garden City, LeCorbusier’s Ideal City, New
Deal Housing Initiatives, and Greenbelt Towns;

3 Birnbaum, 4.
* National Park Service, “How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation,” National Register

Bulletin. 15, 2002.
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e Bay Area Housing Context, including Public Housing and Low-Income Housing
Projects, Defense Housing Projects, Private Investment and Middle-Income Housing
Projects;

*  Metropolitan Life Insurance Company-History and Development, including MetLife
Insurance Company Projects in California;

* Related Properties Listed in the National Register of Historic Places;
e Leonard Schultze (architect of Parkmerced);

e Thomas Church (landscape architect of Parkmerced);

o Frederick Meyer (associated architect of Parkmerced); and

e Starrett Brothers & Eken (general contractor of Parkmerced).

The HRE historic context examines the original purpose of Parkmerced as a middle-income
postwar housing project, and as San Francisco’s first all-rental housing community (HRE, pp. 14-
33). This information was factored in to the significance statement of the historic district, which
includes the social significance of Parkmerced. Specifically, the HRE discusses the social
significance of Parkmerced in the historic context of private investment and middle-income
housing projects, and within a portion of the significance statement, which states:

Parkmerced reflects an important historic trend in the development of middle-
income housing in San Francisco, and is representative of one of the earliest
wartime planned residential communities within San Francisco and the Bay Area.
After World War II, the need for housing within the Bay Area reached new
heights with housing vacancy rates dropping from 8.6 percent to 1 percent.
During this time, government agencies and private investors sought to rectify this
problem by building new housing developments, which were targeted towards
certain sectors of the population, including low-income families, middle-income
families, and the military. In response to this housing demand, the first phase of
Parkmerced was commissioned to capture the housing fervor that occurred across
the Bay Area. Approximately twenty-eight housing developments of varying
scales (from approximately one hundred units to approximately 3,500 units) were
constructed in communities, including San Francisco, Richmond, Oakland, and
Vallejo. As wartime restrictions and housing demands further increased, MetLife
responded to the regional need for higher density housing with the construction
of second phase of Parkmerced, which included high-rise towers and additional
garden court apartments. Parkmerced is significant within this context as a local
representative of the nationwide housing boom that occurred during and after
World War IL.°

Therefore, the EIR and the associated technical studies which are part of the administrative record
adequately address the significance of the historic resources present on the Project Site, and also
adequately identify the site as a cultural landscape. The associated technical studies are part of
the administrative record for the Proposed Project.

> HRE, pp. 64-65.
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4. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON THOMAS CHURCH-DESIGNED HOUSING
COMPLEXES

The following comments discuss the cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project on Thomas
Church-designed housing complexes and are responded to either entirely or in part in this Master
Response: TR 7.4 and 5.4.

The comments suggest that the Draft EIR should analyze a potential cumulative impact centered
on Thomas Church’s large-scale landscape architecture planning projects.

Impact CR-2, on p. V.D.29 of the EIR, identifies one significant and unavoidable cumulative
impact to historic resources:

The proposed demolition of the existing garden apartment buildings and removal
of existing landscape features on the Project Site would contribute to a
cumulative impact on the historic significance of the Parkmerced historic district
historical resource.

CEQA defines cumulative impacts as follows:

“Cumulative impacts” refers to two or more individual effects which, when
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other
environmental impacts.

a) The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or
a number of separate projects.

b) The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the
environment which results from the incremental impact of the project
when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over
a period of time.®

The Proposed Project would not contribute to any additional cumulative impacts upon historic
resources. CEQA requires analysis of potential cumulative impacts to historic resources, which
may include buildings, potential geographically related districts or cultural landscapes (such as
here), among other types of resources.

The demolition of a portion of Parkmerced is not considered to be a cumulative impact upon
Thomas Church-designed large-scale landscape architecture planning projects because Thomas
Church’s body of work is not considered in itself to be one historic resource for the purposes of
CEQA. For a cumulative impact upon this historic resource to exist, all of Thomas Church’s
large-scale housing projects would need to be considered an historic resource eligible for listing
in the California Register of Historical Resources, for the purposes of CEQA. Therefore, the EIR

6 CEQA Guidelines, Article 20, subsection 15355.
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identifies of cumulative impacts caused by the Proposed Project, as related to identified Historic
Architectural Resources.

Table 2 in the HRE, p. 35, includes reference to a number of Bay Area housing projects
constructed during the same time as Parkmerced, from 1940 to 1951. This table was provided to
fit Parkmerced within the context of other larger-scale housing developments occurring during
the postwar era, and to show Parkmerced as an important example in the emerging trend of
development of middle-income housing. Of the twenty-eight housing developments examined in
the HRE for the significance evaluation, Thomas Church was involved in five large-scale housing
projects. Of these five projects, the Vallejo Defense Worker’s Housing, North Beach Place, and
Valencia Gardens have since been demolished, while Sunnydale still exists. As stated in the
HRE, Thomas Church was most likely engaged to work on these projects because of his work on
smaller-scale gardens in Northern California (HRE, p. 34). Thomas Church was a landscape
architect recognized for his celebrated residential gardens and the development of the ‘California
Style’ of landscape design (HRE, p. 41). Church’s practice mainly focused upon private
residential gardens, as best exemplified by his work on the Donnell Garden in Sonoma. Some of
Church’s larger scale work, like Parkmerced, shows this design aesthetic and methodblogy that
was typically found in his smaller-scale residential work.

To identify the demolition of Parkmerced as contributing to a cumulative impact to Church’s
entire body of work, his body of work would have to be considered an historic resource under
CEQA. This is not appropriate because his body of work is spread out across California and the
United States, lacks cohesion as a whole, encompasses a range of types of work from landscapes
for individual private homes to landscapes and site planning for large public sites, and occurs at
different points of time. Additionally, his body of work would need to be weighed and evaluated
to ascertain a trend in the demolition and/or alteration of his properties.

5. ADEQUACY OF HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES MITIGATION
MEASURES

The following comments discuss the adequacy of the historic architectural resources mitigation
measures and are responded to either entirely or in part in this Master Response: 2.8, 3.1, 5.6,
16.8, 54.A.22, 54.A.23, and 54.A.38.

These comments assert that the Draft EIR does not include sufficient mitigation measures for the
impacts to historic architectural resources, and that these mitigation measures would not reduce
the impacts upon historic resources to a less-than-significant level. The comments also assert that
additional mitigation measures should be included in the EIR to prevent demolition until a
replacement project is approved. These comments assert that the mitigation measures for impacts
to historic architectural resources should include standards for production/implementation and be
refined to focus not only on architecture, but also on landscape resources.
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As described in the EIR in Section V.D.a, Historic Architectural Resources, pp. V.D.28-V.D.29,
Mitigation Measure M-CR-1 would reduce the adverse impacts of the Proposed Project, but not
to a less-than-significant level. The Proposed Project would still result in significant and
unavoidable impacts to qualified historic resources present on the Project Site. Specifically, the
Proposed Project would demolish a portion of a historic resource that justifies inclusion of the
resource in the California Register of Historical Resources. Demolition of a historic resource
cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.

Several of the comments propose revisions to the existing mitigation measures for impacts to
historic architectural resources. Some of the recommendations from the comments address
appropriate review and additional standards, and accordingly the mitigation measures have been
revised to include the proposed changes as well as to address landscape resources, in addition to
the architectural resources. The EIR includes the following revisions to Mitigation Measure
M-CR-1 in the Draft EIR and additional mitigation measures. These modifications to the
mitigation measure in the Draft EIR assist in reducing the impacts, but would not reduce the
impacts to a less—than-significant level and do not change the conclusions of the EIR. The
Proposed Project would still have a significant, direct and cumulative, unavoidable impact on

historic resources at the Project Site.

Mitigation Measure M-CR-1, on pp. V.D.28-V.D.29, has been refined as follows:

Documentation

The Project Sponsor shall retain a professional who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualifications Standards for Architectural History to prepare written and
photographic documentation of the Parkmerced complex within the Project Site.

The documentation for the property shall be prepared based on the National Park Service’s
(NPS) Historic American Building Survey (HABS) / Historic American Engineering Record
(HAER) Historical Report Guidelines, and will include a selection of measured drawings
based upon NPS Historic American Landscape Survey (HALS) Guidelines. This type of
documentation is based on a combination of both HABS/HAER standards (Levels L, IT and
IIT) and NPS’s policy for photographic documentation as outlined in the National Register of
Historic Places and National Historic Landmarks Survey Photo Policy Expansion.

The measured drawings for this documentation shall follow HALS Level I standards. To
determine the number of the measured drawings, the professional shall consult with the San
Francisco Planning Department’s Preservation Coordinator.

The written historical data for this documentation shall follow HABS / HAER Level 11
standards. The written data shall be accompanied by a sketch plan of the property. Efforts
should also be made to locate original construction drawings or plans of the property during
the period of significance. If located, these drawings should be photographed, reproduced,
and included in the dataset. If construction drawings or plans cannot be located, as-built
drawings shall be produced.

Either HABS/HAER standard large format or digital photography shall be used. If digital
photography is used, the ink and paper combinations for printing photographs must be in
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compliance with NR-NHL Photo Policy Expansion and have a permanency rating of
approximately 115 years. Digital photographs will be taken as uncompressed, TIF file
format. The size of each image will be 1600x1200 pixels at 330 ppi (pixels per inch) or
larger, color format, and printed in black and white. The file name for each electronic image
shall correspond with the index of photographs and photograph label.

Photograph views for the dataset shall include (a) contextual views; (b) views of each side of
each building and interior views, where possible; (c) oblique views of buildings; and (d)
detail views of character-defining features, including features on the interiors of some
buildings. All views shall be referenced on a photographic key. This photographic key shall
be on a map of the property and shall show the photograph number with an arrow to indicate
the direction of the view. Historic photographs shall also be collected, reproduced, and
included in the dataset.

The Project Sponsor shall transmit such documentation to the History Room of the San
Francisco Public Library, and to the Northwest Information Center of the California
Historical Information Resource System.

All documentation will be reviewed and approved by the San Francisco Planning
Department’s Preservation Coordinator prior to granting any demolition permit.

Interpretation

The Project Sponsor shall provide a permanent display of interpretive materials concerning
the history and architectural features of the original Parkmerced complex within public spaces
of the Project Site. Interpretation of the site’s history shall be conducted and written by an
architectural historian or historian, who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional
Qualification Standards, and shall be conducted in coordination with an exhibit designer. The
interpretative materials should be placed in a prominent public setting and be permanent. The
speeifiecloeation; media, and other characteristics of such interpretive display shall be
approved by the Historie Preservation-Commission San Francisco Planning Department’s
Preservation Coordinator prior to any demolition or removal activities.

Archives

The Project Sponsor shall donate original Leonard Schultze and Thomas Church architectural
drawings of Parkmerced to the University of California, Berkeley Environmental Design
Archives. Confirmation from UC Berkeley shall be received and the San Francisco Planning
Department’s Preservation Coordinator shall be notified.

Mitigation measures governing the demolition of existing resources on the Project Site and the
approval of a replacement project are not necessary, since these provisions are part of the San
Francisco Planning Code and the Proposed Project’s review process. To provide clarification in
the Draft EIR, Section V. Environmental Setting and Impacts, D.a. Historic Architectural
Resources, Impact CR-1, the first full paragraph on p. V.D.28, has been revised as follows:

This significant impact is considered unavoidable because no feasible mitigation is available
that would preserve the essential integrity of the Parkmerced complex yet allow the Proposed
Project to be substantially implemented. Demolition of most of this historical resource is
necessary to implement the Proposed Project and realize the majority of its objectives.
Pursuant to the San Francisco Planning Code Section 317.d(1), the Proposed Project will not
be issued a demolition permit until a building permit for the replacement buildings are finally
approved. Note, however, that full and partial retention schemes for this historical resource
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are analyzed as alternatives to the Proposed Project in Chapter VII, Alternatives to the
Proposed Project, in this EIR.

6. DEMOLITION OF HISTORIC RESOURCES

The following comments discuss the demolition of a historic resource and are responded to either
entirely or in part in this Master Response: TR.32.2and 10.8.

These comments assert that demolition of the historic landscape at Parkmerced would mean a
significant loss in cultural resources at the Project Site. The EIR, p. V.D.27, concludes that the
Proposed Project would have a significant and unavoidable adverse impact upon a qualified
historic resource on the Project Site. Specifically, the proposed demolition of the existing garden
apartment buildings and removal of existing landscape features on the Project Site would impair
the historical significance of the Parkmerced historic district historical resource. The EIR
identifies some of the vegetation and landscape features as character-defining features of the
Parkmerced complex (pp. V.D.16-V.D.18). In the discussion of eligibility for the California
Register, the EIR discusses the landscape as a design feature and as part of the material relevant
to integrity (pp. V.D.21-V.D.26). The EIR concludes that Parkmerced is eligible for inclusion in
the California Register as a historic district, taking into account cultural landscape, among other
things (p. V.D.26). Therefore, these comments are in agreement with the conclusions of the Draft
EIR.

7. PARKMERCED AS A “WORK OF A MASTER”

The following comment discusses the significance of Parkmerced as a “work of a master” and is
responded to either entirely or in part in this Master Response: 54.A.22.

This comment asserts that the Draft EIR does not provide a sufficient analysis to conclude
Parkmerced is significant as the “work of a master,” Thomas Church. The comment asserts that
the Draft EIR does not provide sufficient contextual information on Thomas Church’s work to
support the conclusion that the Parkmerced garden designs are an insignificant example of his
body of work.

The descriptions on p. V.D.20 of the EIR and p. 66 of the HRE identify Parkmerced as a “work of
a master” that is significant under California Register Criterion 3 (Design/Construction).
Specifically, the HRE states:

Parkmerced appears significant under Criterion C (Design/Construction) within the
areas of community planning and development, and landscape architecture as an
example of a post-war planned residential community in San Francisco with site
planning and building designs by Leonard Schultze & Associates, and landscape
designs by Thomas Church. Parkmerced is significant under Criterion C
(Design/Construction) as a resource that represents the work of masters, Leonard
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Schultze and Thomas Church, as the embodiment of the distinctive characteristics of
a type and period, and as a property that represents a significant and distinguishable
entity whose components may lack individual distinction. As associated with the
property’s significance under Criterion C (Design/Construction), the recommended
period of significance for Parkmerced begins in 1941, the initial date of construction,
and ends in 1951, the end date of construction.

The HRE includes contextual and biographical information about Thomas Church and his
body of work (pp. 41-44). To evaluate a historic resource, a historic context is necessary
to identify the significance of a resource. The HRE and the EIR provide sufficient
information to identify the historic resource on the Project Site, and to determine
Parkmerced as a “work of a master” under California Register Criterion 3
(Architecture)/National Register Criterion C (Design/Construction) for its association
with Thomas Church.

The comment’s suggestion that the Draft EIR finds that the Parkmerced garden designs are an
insignificant example of Thomas Church’s body of work is incorrect. The EIR and HRE identify
the Parkmerced gardens as a character-defining feature of the historic district and cultural
landscape (Section V.D.a, Historic Architectural Resources, of the EIR, pp. V.D.16-V.D.18).

8. PAST HISTORICAL STUDIES OF PARKMERCED

The following comment discusses the past historical studies of Parkmerced and is
responded to either entirely or in part in this Master Response: 54.A.41.

The comment suggests that the historic resources analysis in the Draft EIR notes
historical studies of the San Francisco State University (SFSU) Campus Master Plan, and
then states that these studies are an inadequate review of historical district boundaries and

eligibility.

Section V.D.a, Historic Architectural Resources, of the EIR does not cite to any historical
studies performed by SFSU. The HRE examined a number of past historical studies, not
only studies performed for SFSU, to understand if the property was determined eligible
or listed in any prior historic resource evaluations. This examination revealed that the
property had not been determined eligible or designated in any local, state or national
historical register. The HRE’s conclusions regarding the Project Site were based upon
independent fieldwork and an evaluation of the Project Site for its eligibility for the
California Register of Historical Resources.
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MASTER RESPONSE A.2: TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

1. INTRODUCTION

Due to the level of interest by the public and the number of comment letters received, many
comments address similar issues related to transportation that are more easily addressed in a
master response rather than individual responses to each letter. The following comments are
responded to in whole or in part by this Transportation Master Response: TR.5.3, TR.5.4,
TR.11.2, TR.15.2, TR.25.1, TR.25.3, TR.25.4, TR.31.1, TR.31.2, TR.35.1, 1.3, 1.6, 1.8, 1.10,
1.11,1.13,4.2,43.4.4,48,9.1,10.5,11.1, 12.1, 12.3,12.5, 12.6, 12.12, 12.17, 12.18, 12.19,
12.20, 14.1, 14.6, 14.7, 14.9, 14.10, 14.12, 17.19, 17.20, 17.21, 17.23, 19.2, 20.1, 28.4, 35.2, 36.1,
37.1,40.2,42.1,45.15, 45.16, 45.37,47.2, 52.4, 52.14, 54 A.11, 54.A.12, 54.A.13, 54.A.32,
54.A.33, 54.B.7, 54.B.14, 54.B.19, 54.B.21, 54.B.24, 54.B.34, 54.B.35, 54.B.36, 54.C.20,
54.C.29, 54.C.31, 54.C.34, 54.L.10.

2. TRAVEL DEMAND FORECASTING

A number of comments raise questions about the methodology and assumptions used to develop
forecasts for increased travel demand associated with the Proposed Prbj ect. The travel demand
forecasting for a project of this scale is a very important process. It is essential to understand the
travel demand associated with the Proposed Project as well as the background growth anticipated
in future years due to other local and regional development. Pages V.E.40-V.E.50 of Section
V.E, Transportation and Circulation, in the Draft EIR explain the forecasting procedures in detail,
and additional detail is provided in the Transportation Impact Analysis Report on file and
available for public review at the Planning Department. Further discussion related to public
comments on the methodology is provided below.

2.1 Project Trip Distribution

One of the key components of travel demand forecasting is an accurate understanding of the
geographic distribution of project-generated trips. In 2007, a travel survey of existing
Parkmerced residents was conducted in which residents reported the zip code of their place of
employment." While this information was an important input to the forecast for geographic
distribution for the Proposed Project, the ultimate distribution forecasts were not selected solely
from the results of the survey because it is anticipated that there would be an overall demographic
change in the Parkmerced site as a result of the Proposed Project.

! Fehr & Peers, Transportation Impact Analysis Report Technical Appendix — Appendix J: Initial
Assumptions Memorandum, and Sub-Appendix F: Parkmerced Resident Travel Survey.
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For example, the current site has a relatively high number of students and seniors, who tend to be
more transit-dependent (see Section 2.2, Project Mode Share, of this Master Response) and who
are less likely to exhibit typical commute patterns to major job centers. The Proposed Project is
expected to increase the number of residents commuting to major employment centers, such as
Downtown San Francisco, the Peninsula, or Silicon Valley.

The survey results from the existing Parkmerced residents did not include information on non-
work trips. Therefore, the survey results were not used to forecast distribution of non-work trips.
Instead, the Superdistrict level non-work distribution from the SF' Guidelines was split into super-
neighborhoods by considering the proximity of the super-neighborhood and the relative
percentage of jobs in each of the super-neighborhoods”. Northern San Mateo County has
numerous shopping centers within a short distance of Parkmerced; future residents are expected
to shop in those nearby locations because the Proposed Project is much closer to those major
shopping areas than to the average Superdistrict 4 development (the Project Site is located in
Superdistrict 4). Adjustments were made from the SF Guidelines distribution to reflect the higher
proportion of non-work trips to northern San Mateo County and the Stonestown Galleria
compared to the distribution in the SF' Guidelines. This presents a more accurate assessment of
the geographic distribution of trips to and from the Proposed Project because it accounts for the
unique local characteristics of the Project Site and its adjacent uses compared to the more
generalized information in the SF Guidelines.

2.2 Project Mode Share

San Francisco is a unique environment that provides many different viable modes of travel. This
fact highlights the importance of identifying a sensitive and accurate mode choice model rather
than basing forecasts on historical rates, particularly for projects that propose relatively
substantial changes to the transportation system. The SF Guidelines provide a general static
transit mode share percentage by trip type and Superdistrict; however, given the expected
demographic shifts and the changes to the transit system included in the Proposed Project, the
static transit forecasts in the SF Guidelines were deemed inappropriate in this case. The forecasts
for transit mode share were based on a regression model applied to a more refined zone structure
specific to neighborhoods and transit routes. The forecasts are appropriately sensitive to the
Proposed Project’s changes to transit service near the Project Site. This analysis breaks down the

2 The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) has divided the nine-county Bay Area into 34 so-
called “superdistricts” for purposes of analyzing travel behavior on a large scale. The City of San
Francisco comprises four superdistricts. Super-neighborhoods are a similar grouping of neighborhoods
within San Francisco on a finer grain than the superdistrict level. For purposes of this analysis, the City of
San Francisco was divided into 15 super-neighborhoods, as described in the Transportation Impact
Analysis Report Technical Appendix — Appendix J. This is a finer scale than typically used for
transportation impact analyses conducted in San Francisco, but appropriate given the scale of the Proposed
Project and the degree to which increased travel may affect specific transit routes.
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standard four San Francisco Superdistricts into smaller super-neighborhoods so that the predicted
transit mode share better reflects actual transit connectivity between the Proposed Project and a

specific neighborhood.

A statistical model was constructed to determine the correlation between a number of variables
that may influence mode choice between the Proposed Project and specific neighborhoods.” The
model was designed to predict transit mode shares. Five super-heighborhoods in San Francisco
and their corresponding travel characteristics were used to construct the model. The
neighborhoods used — Downtown, Richmond, Outer Mission, Hill Districts, and Sunset — were
chosen because they represent a mix of downtown and cross town travel patterns and provide a
mix of outlying neighborhoods that may share travel patterns similar to the Proposed Project. For
each origin-destination (OD) pair, base year auto travel time data from the San Francisco County
Transportation Authority (SFCTA) travel demand forecasting model, transit travel time data from
Muni, and known travel costs between zones (e.g., transit fares, parking costs) were compiled.
Using this data, the following variables were created:

e Drive Time: Drive time between the Proposed Project and each trip origin/destination
was taken from the SFCTA model, and represents the PM peak hour average travel time
between a central point within each zone.

e Paid Parking Percentage (PctPaidPark): The cost to park in each zone was calculated
by taking an hourly parking rate for that zone and multiplying it by the proportion of trips
to that zone that pay for parking. The SFCTA model land use file provides an hourly
parking rate for work and for non-work trips. The average hourly parking rate was then
multiplied by 8 hours for a work trip and 2 hours for a non-work trip.

o Transit Average Wait Time (TransitAvgWait): This is the sum of half of the headway of
each transit line taken between the Proposed Project and a particular origin/destination.
For some districts, a greater than 5-minute walk was required to access a central location
representative of most of the expected transit trips to that district. In these cases, walking
time was multiplied by 0.5 and the result was added to the Transit Average Wait Time.
This assumes walking time penalizes transit mode share less than actual waiting time.

o Transit Transfers (TransitXfers): This is the number of transfers needed to take public
transportation between the Proposed Project and a given origin/ destination.

o Transit Travel Time (TransitTime): The average travel time taken by public transit
between the Proposed Project and a given origin/destination. This data was taken from
2006 Muni transit survey data for the Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP).

This information was compiled into a series of matrices by origin-destination pair, entered into a
statistical software program, and used to develop an equation from the survey data that predicts
transit mode share based on these variables. Appendix J of the Transportation Impact Analysis
Report Technical Appendix includes the model input factors and Appendix I contains the model’s

3 Fehr & Peers, Transportation Impact Analysis Report Technical Appendix — Appendix J: Initial
Assumptions Memorandum, pp. 25-36.
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validation statistics. Ultimately, the model showed that for work trips, DriveTime, PctPaidPark,
TransitAveWait, and TransitXfers were the best predictors of the transit mode share. For
non-work trips, DriveTime, PctPaidPark, TransitXfers, and TransitTime were the best predictors
of the transit mode share.

23 Project Parking Demand

A number of comments identify concerns regarding the projected parking demand related to the
proposed parking supply. Some comments are concerned that parking supply would be
inadequate, resulting in increased difficulty finding parking in the area surrounding the Proposed
Project; other comments suggest that the proposed parking supply was too high and that a lower
parking supply would encourage transit use. The Proposed Project’s overall parking ratio of 1
space for each dwelling unit is consistent with the requirements set forth in the San Francisco
Planning Code. To encourage transit use, residential units closer to the proposed M Ocean View
stations would have a lower parking supply and units farther away would have a larger supply,
which would decrease the attractiveness of driving compared to using transit for those residents
closer to transit.

This section provides additional detail regarding the methodology by which parking demand was
forecasted and provides discussion on the relationship between parking demand and supply and
the EIR conclusions.

As discussed in Section 2.2, Project Mode Share, of this Master Response, the mode split and trip
generation models developed for the Proposed Project and used in the EIR were calibrated and
validated to similar neighborhoods in San Francisco which have similar parking characteristics.
The forecasts of peak parking demand were then based on the forecasted vehicle trip generation,
consistent with the methodology outlined in the SF" Guidelines. Using this methodology, the
analysis projected a peak parking demand of 13,490 spaces associated with the Proposed Project,
which would result in a shortfall of 2,359 spaces compared to the amount of parking proposed,
including both on- and off-street parking.

In summary, the analysis in the EIR projected a shortfall of parking in the area; however, as
described on pp. V.E.103-V.E.104, since the City of San Francisco does not consider parking a
part of the physical environment, no impacts associated with parking shortfalls were identified.
Further, as discussed in the EIR, the secondary effects of the projected parking shortfall, such as
additional traffic due to people searching for available parking spaces, is likely to be offset by a
potential mode shift to transit.
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24 Cumulative Year Forecasting

Some comments request additional detail regarding the methodology and assumptions used to
prepare long-term cumulative (year 2030) travel demand forecasts. Pursuant to Section 15130 of
the CEQA Guidelines, all reasonably foreseeable projects within the geographic scope of the
Project Site were assumed under cumulative conditions. This includes regional population and
employment growth as forecasted by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) as well
as specific development projects recently discussed near the Proposed Project. As identified on
p. V.E.49 of the EIR, the following specific development projects were assumed under
cumulative conditions:

e 77 Cambon Drive

e 800 Brotherhood Way

e Ardenwood

e Stonestown Shopping Center

e San Francisco State University (SFSU) Master Plan Buildout

e San Francisco Unified School District’s School of the Arts site development

e 1150 Ocean Avenue

Although not all of these sites have specific development proposals active at the present time,
they are reasonably likely to be developed within the cumulative study timeframe of about
20 years.

A similar process is typically considered for transportation infrastructure projects, in which
projects anticipated to be in place by year 2030 are generally included in the analysis of year
2030 cumulative conditions. However, City staff indicated that there are no major roadway or
transit projects anticipated in the Project study area that would impact circulation, other than
projects proposed as part of the TEP, which is discussed in the EIR and in Section 2.5, Future
Muni Service, of this Master Response. Roadway improvement projects that have a temporary
impact on the circulation system, such as the temporary closure of the Great Highway for
maintenance, are analyzed under their individual project approval process; they are not expected
to have long-term effects that would influence the cumulative analysis.

2.5 Future Muni Service

The transportation analysis assumed implementation of SFMTA’s TEP recommendations under
cumulative conditions. Launched in May 2006, the TEP gathered an unprecedented level of
ridership data, studied best practices from other transit systems, and conducted extensive public
outreach to community stakeholders, policy makers, and SFMTA employees.
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Informed by these efforts, the TEP developed a set of preliminary proposals designed to improve
reliability, reduce travel delay, and update routes to better meet current and projected travel
patterns throughout the City. In spring 2008, SFMTA presented the draft recommendations to a
broad cross-section of stakeholders through a series of 11 citywide workshops and over 100
briefings to community groups, SFMTA employees, elected officials, fellow City agencies, and
other interested stakeholders. After refining the proposals to incorporate this valuable feedback,
the SFMTA Board of Directors endorsed the TEP recommendations in October 2008 in order to
develop specific proposed projects based on the recommendations and seek any necessary
environmental review. The final plan considered the many challenges that SFMTA faces, which
include the following:

s Fuel, employee wages and benefits, and service start-up costs continue to increase.
e Revenues have remained either flat or are decreasing.

e Budget deficits are projected for the next 20 years.

The TEP improvements are considered reasonably foreseeable, more so than maintaining the
existing services; thus, they were included in the cumulative CEQA analysis for the Proposed
Project. Although SFMTA implemented an overall 10 percent service cut in May 2010 to address
budget shortfalls, these cuts are anticipated to be temporary, as the SFMTA Board has already
voted to restore over half of the cut service and the San Francisco Board of Supervisors is
currently considering measures to restore the remaining 40 percent. Therefore, incorporating
those cuts or any additional reduced transit service scenarios would be speculative as they have
either been reversed or are proposed for reversal and no new service reductions have been
proposed by SFMTA.

The EIR identifies Impact TR-12, p. V.E.80, which states that increased ridership on the M Ocean
View due to the Proposed Project would cause capacity impacts traveling from Downtown to the
Project Site in the PM peak hour. Based on discussions with SFMTA, the Draft EIR identified
that the main underground facilities along Market Street are at capacity in terms of the number of
light rail vehicles that can be accommodated during peak periods. Therefore, the Draft EIR
identified that capacity expansion of the M Ocean View by adding additional vehicles or
increasing frequencies is infeasible and determined that the impact would be significant and
unavoidable. Evaluation conducted by SFMTA subsequent to publication of the Draft EIR has
suggested that additional vehicles on the M Ocean View may be possible, either through
reductions to service on other lines to accommodate additional service on the M Ocean View, or
through technology enhancements. A revised service plan that increased frequencies on the M
Ocean View from the proposed 10-minute headways to 7.5-minute headways (still with every
other train continuing from Parkmerced to Balboa Park BART) would reduce the significant
capacity-related impacts on the M Ocean View identified in Impact TR-12. These two
possibilities for increasing capacity on the M Ocean View are discussed below.
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If capacity could be made available by adjusting other rail services in the City to accommodate
additional M Ocean View trains (with no net increase in the number of vehicles traveling through
the underground tunnel), it is likely that it would be a very extensive implementation process
requiring substantial amounts of public outreach. This would be outside the reasonable burden of
the Project Sponsor, and is not independently proposed by the SFMTA.

Furthermore, the current system is based on extensive outreach conducted by SFMTA to all
communities that it serves. The current levels of transit service provided to each neighborhood
served are a function of supply, demand, demographic needs, and other factors. While it is
possible that in the future SFMTA may revise service plans, SFMTA cannot commit to doing so
based solely on this analysis.

Finally, technology enhancements that could be used to increase capacity through the
underground subway portion of the M Ocean View route may allow for increased service on the
route without affecting service on other light rail routes that share the tunnel. However,
evaluation of the feasibility of such technology is inconclusive and cannot be guaranteed by
SFMTA.

Because both of these options are not considered feasible at this time, the impacts are still
considered significant and unavoidable. Beginning at the second paragraph of Impact TR-12 of
Section V.E, Transportation and Circulation, the EIR has been revised to as follows:

M-TR-12: Contribute fair share toward purchase of additional transit vehicles (and
maintenance and operating costs associated with those additional vehicles) to
increase capacity on the M Ocean View. Providing additional capacity by adding an
additional cars to the M Ocean View line during the PM peak hour would allow the M
Ocean View line to operate under 85 percent capacity utilization. There are two ways in
which this might be accomplished. One way would be to add a third car to some of the
M Ocean View trains during the PM peak hour; which currently operate as two-car trains
during peak hours. While a three-car train can be served in the subway, the surface level
stations are not currently configured to serve a three-car train. The cost associated with
upgrading the stations along the M Ocean View line to serve three-car trains would be
substantial, and in some locations, space may not be physically available. Therefore, this
approach is not considered feasible.

A second way to increase capacity would be to add-anethertrain-deereasingthe
headways increase the frequency of service on ef the M Ocean View, by allocating

additional trains to the M Ocean View. The Proposed Project would include service
frequencies north of Parkmerced at 10 minute headways during the AM and PM peak
periods, consistent with what is proposed under the TEP. Under conditions with the
Proposed Project, every other train would continue east through the Ingleside
neighborhood to Balboa Park BART. A revised service plan, in which frequencies on the
M Ocean View would increase from 10 minute headways to 7.5 minute headways north
of Parkmerced, would increase capacity such that the northeast screenline would operate
within SEFMTA’s capacity utilization threshold in each peak hour. Under this plan, similar
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to the proposed service plan, every other train would continue east through the Ingleside

neighborhood.

However, based on initial conversations with SFMTA staff, the subway along
Market Street currently operates at capacity during peak hours and it may not be
feasible to add additional trains eannot-be-added without reducing service
elsewhere, and additional study is required to determine how such changes could
be implemented in the context of the overall Muni Metro system. Further,
although this impact is a project-specific impact, it is unlikely that a completely
revised service plan for the Muni Metro would be implemented in the near term
and solely in the context of the Proposed Project’s impacts. Rather, if feasible,
such a change would be implemented in the context of cumulative anticipated
development. Therefore, the additional capacity on the M Ocean View likely to
be included in a revised operating plan would exceed the amount needed to
mitigate solely the impacts of the Proposed Project.

This measure calls for the Proposed Project to fund a fair-share contribution
toward the purchase of additional transit vehicles (and maintenance and operating
costs associated with those additional vehicles) that is directly proportional to the
Proposed Project’s impact to transit capacity.

Further, even if it were determined to be physically possible to increase frequencies on
the M Ocean View, neither SFMTA nor the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, who
control SFMTA’s operating budget, can commit to funding such service in perpetuity
because the current decision-makers cannot tie the hands of future decision-makers in this
way. Thus, while the SFMTA has reviewed the feasibility of a revised service plan, the
feasibility remains uncertain and implementation of the service plan cannot be
guaranteed. Transit capacity impacts under the Project conditions would remain
significant and unavoidable.
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3. TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS

The transportation analysis presented in the EIR identifies the impacts of the Proposed Project, its
variants and sub-variants, and alternatives to the Proposed Project on the transportation system.
A number of comments raise issues about the variants and alternatives to the Proposed Project
discussed in the EIR. This section of the Master Response discusses the selection of variants and

alternatives.
3.1 Scenarios

The various scenarios presented in the EIR are the product of much collaboration among the
Project Sponsor, SEFMTA, the Planning Department, and other City agencies. Different
permutations of the Proposed Project and transportation improvements were considered, many of
which were studied in the 19" Avenue Corridor Study. The most feasible combinations of
improvements relevant to the Proposed Project were then analyzed in the EIR.

Additional Travel Lane on 19™ Avenue

As noted in the EIR, the Proposed Project proposes to construct a fourth southbound travel lane
on 19™ Avenue between Holloway Avenue and Junipero Serra Boulevard. This travel lane is not
intended to expand vehicular capacity beyond existing conditions; rather, it would provide
additional storage and throughput to counteract the effects of the M Ocean View crossing

19" Avenue into the Project Site at Holloway Avenue and Junipero Serra Boulevard.* The
remaining island created by removing the tracks from 19™ Avenue would create a mid-crossing
pedestrian refuge on 19" Avenue. The Proposed Project also includes landscaping treatments
along 19™ Avenue, which would improve the pedestrian environment along the corridor. If the
fourth lane were not implemented, either new significant impacts to auto traffic and bus service
would occur along the 19™ Avenue corridor or significant impacts identified in the EIR would be

exacerbated.

Improvements from Relocating M Ocean View

As noted throughout the EIR, the Proposed Project proposes to reroute the M Ocean View from
19" Avenue/Holloway Avenue to Junipero Serra Boulevard/19™ Avenue. While this proposal has
benefits associated with bringing transit service as close as possible to users and/or destinations,
and encouraging a more transit-oriented “feel” to the Proposed Project, the proposal also carries a
number of pedestrian improvements. First, the proposal would provide a transit station within the
Proposed Project site, with a large waiting plaza—a substantial improvement over the existing

* Although the intent of the fourth southbound travel lane was not to increase vehicular capacity beyond
existing levels, the analysis indicates that the additional travel lane provides more auto capacity than the
amount taken up by having the M Ocean View cross 19" Avenue.

October 28,2010 III.A.25 Parkmerced Project
Case No. 2008.0021E Comments and Responses



1. Comments and Responses
A. Master Responses
A.2: Transportation and Circulation

platform in the center of 19" Avenue, which experiences overcrowding during peak periods.
Second, the proposal would provide pedestrian safety improvements for San Francisco State
University (SFSU) students who take the M Ocean View. Students would no longer have to cross
a portion of 19™ Avenue to reach the train platform; instead, they would cross the much narrower
and lower-volume Holloway Avenue to reach the new station. Similarly, residents of Parkmerced
would be able to access frequent rail transit service without having to cross any major streets,
such as 19™ Avenue. This is consistent with the City’s Transit First strategy.

Relationship to 19" Avenue Corridor Study

Based on a resolution adopted by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, the Planning
Department has prepared the 19" Avenue Corridor Study. The purpose of the 19™ Avenue
Corridor Study is to “identify the demand for, and any deficiencies in, traffic and transportation
systems, public services and utilities, recreational resources, and schools, as a result of reasonably
forseeable development along and in the vicinity of the 19" Avenue Corridor.” The 19" Avenue
Corridor Study does not take the place of impact analyses under CEQA for individual projects,
including the Proposed Project. Instead, the /9" Avenue Corridor Study is intended to provide
separate and comprehensive analysis of cumulative impacts to be used in conjunction with
individual projects’ environmental review.’

Because of the number of variables associated with specific development projects and other
planned improvements to the area, the /9" Avenue Corridor Study evaluated four analysis tiers:

e Tier 1 — Future year 2030 conditions with no major development projects or
transportation improvements within the study area.

e _ Tier 2 —Tier 1 conditions plus travel demand associated with eight potential
development projects in the study area (including the Proposed Project), without their
associated transportation improvements.

e Tier 3 — Tier 2 conditions plus implementation of transportation improvements currently
proposed by City, regional, and State agencies.

o Tier 4 — Tier 3 conditions plus implementation of transportation improvements
associated with the proposed development projects, which include roadway, intersection,
bicycle, pedestrian, and transit enhancements at locations around the Parkmerced
neighborhood.’

The 19" Avenue Corridor Study also calls for a fifth tier to be developed at a later time. Tier 5
will assess large-scale and long-term projects in the area to address corridor-wide transportation
issues. The Tier 5 improvements ultimately proposed in the 19" Avenue Corridor Study will be

> San Francisco Planning Department, / 9" gvenue Corridor Study, February 2010, p. L1.

% Variations of Tier 4 were evaluated corresponding to the different alignments to the M Ocean View and
the proposed HOT lane as described for the Proposed Project variants and alternatives to the Proposed
Project evaluated in the EIR.
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representative of the ultimate, long-term goals of the City. Tier 5 was not analyzed in the EIR
because when initially defined, it will likely represent an “optimistic” scenario, rather than a
reasonably foreseeable scenario. As a result, if the improvements ultimately identified as part of
Tier 5 were assumed in the analysis, it may understate the impacts of the Proposed Project.

Future large-scale projects proposed as part of Tier 5 in the 19" Avenue Corridor Study could
include major improvements such as grade-separation of the M Ocean View crossings at 19"
Avenue, extension of the M Ocean View to the Daly City BART Station, or relocation the M
Ocean View to the west side of 19™ Avenue for its entire route. Some of these improvements
could negate the need for the fourth southbound lane included in the Proposed Project. However,
these potential transit improvement projects are currently unspecified and unfunded, and their
inclusion in the EIR would be speculative. Prior to implementation of major improvements that
may be included in Tier 5, specific elements or groups of elements would undergo separate
environmental review. Should analysis of Tier 5 improvements show that it is appropriate to
remove the fourth lane included in the Proposed Project, the impacts of doing so would be
evaluated as part of the separate environmental review.

19" Avenue HOT Lane (Project Variant)

Instead of constructing a new fourth lane on southbound 19™ Avenue for mixed-flow traffic, a
variant was analyzed under the three rail configuration alternatives on pp.VIL.54-VIL.56. This
variant consisted of implementing the new lane as a High-Occupancy/Toll (HOT) Lane. A HOT
lane is similar to a high-occupancy vehicle (HOV or “diamond”) lane because buses and carpools
can use the usually less-congested facility, but it also acts as a road-pricing system that gives
single-occupant vehicles access for a fee. Tolls are typically dynamic to ensure the facility
remains relatively uncongested (congestion pricing) and are collected through a variety of
methods. In this case, an electronic toll collection method, such as Fastrak, would likely be the
most feasible.

A HOT lane was considered for analysis instead of a HOV lane because of its ability to provide
similar benefit to transit and carpools while providing options for drivers who are willing to pay
for an improved travel time and potentially generating revenues to support other transportation
programs in the area. A HOT lane was considered in the northbound direction, but was
ultimately rejected as infeasible due to the geometry of the 19™ Avenue/Junipero Serra Boulevard
intersection.

The EIR, on p. V.E.95-V.E.96, identifies that there is limited improvement in transit travel times
due to the HOT lane, compared to a mixed-flow lane. The reduced traffic flow in the outside lane
would provide better travel speeds and reduced re-entry delay for Muni bus lines 28 and 28L

19™ Avenue, but it is a relatively short segment between Holloway Avenue and Junipero Serra
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Boulevard. Greater benefit to transit could be achieved by extending the HOT lane for a greater
length of 19™ Avenue, but this would require extensive study due to the limited right-of-way
available along 19™ Avenue and congested traffic conditions, and is therefore not proposed.
However, the proposed segment does not preclude an extended HOT lane network.

If the HOT lane proposed as part of the Project Variant is ultimately approved, further study by
SFMTA and Caltrans regarding design details, operations and maintenance, and enforcement
would be necessary. However, these design elements are not required as part of the EIR.

3.2 Scope of Study

The EIR analyzes a study area that extends approximately one mile to the north and south of the
Project Site. The study locations were chosen carefully by the EIR analysts and City staff based
on those locations most likely to experience impacts due to the Proposed Project. The key
vehicular access routes to and from the Proposed Project were closely studied, including:

19™ Avenue, Junipero Serra Boulevard, Lake Merced Boulevard, John Daly Boulevard, and
Brotherhood Way.

Additionally, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities were considered in the impact analysis.
The M Ocean View light rail line, in particular, would be impacted by the additional ridership
between the Proposed Project and Downtown. This was identified as a significant impact in the
EIR. A parking analysis was also provided for informational purposes, but as discussed above in
Section 2.3, Project Parking Demand, parking is not considered part of the permanent physical
environment and therefore not an impact under CEQA.

33 Mitigation Measures

A number of comments on the Draft EIR relate to the scope and adequacy of mitigation measures
proposed to reduce or eliminate significant project-related impacts. Appropriate mitigation
measures were determined in a way that best fits the identified significant impact while being
reasonably proportional to the Proposed Project’s impact. Various solutions were considered
during the process. However, a number of situations were identified where mitigation measures
were deemed infeasible. Generally, the proposed mitigation measures were determined to be
infeasible if they fell into at least one of three categories: (1) conflicts with City policies and/or
would create secondary impacts; (2) required construction of infrastructure well beyond the scope
of the Proposed Project; or (3) lacked institutional consensus regarding the feasibility of
improvements. Each of those categories is discussed below.

A number of mitigation measures, particularly for auto traffic-related impacts, would create
secondary impacts or would be inconsistent with City policies. For example, measures that
would widen roadways to provide additional travel lanes at intersections to reduce significant
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traffic-related impacts would increase pedestrian crossing times and distance or result in
demolition of buildings or result in deficient sidewalk space. In these cases, the mitigation
measures were generally deemed infeasible by SFMTA due to inconsistency with the City’s
Transit First Policy and the impacts were identified as significant and unavoidable.’

In other cases, the magnitude of mitigation measures suggested in comments on the Draft EIR far
exceeded the reasonable responsibility of the Project Sponsor. For example, mitigation measures
on facilities that would require significant infrastructure construction, such as the widening of
State Route 1 between Brotherhood Way and John Daly Boulevard, were not considered due to
the extensive cost and impact to adjacent structures and the environment. Such mitigation
measures need not be considered because CEQA does not require discussion of mitigation
measures that are infeasible, including any mitigation measure that itself may constitute a project
as complex, ambitious, and costly as the project evaluated by the EIR. Mitigation measures
should be appropriately proportional to the impacts of a proposed project.

Finally, in many cases smaller, location-specific measures have been proposed in the EIR, such as
lane modifications, installation of new signals, and implementation of new parking restrictions.
Some of these improvements present design challenges, and it is currently uncertain whether
those challenges can be overcome in a manner acceptable to SFMTA. Other improvements
present relatively fewer design challenges, but they still must be approved by SFMTA and as a
result, their feasibility is also uncertain, in part because SFMTA, as a City department, cannot
commit to approving any aspect of the Proposed Project, including mitigation measures, before
this environmental review is complete and it can consider a certified Final EIR. In these cases,
additional study will be performed to determine feasibility, and if the improvements are
determined to be feasible, the Project Sponsor will be responsible for funding them.

Broader, long-range solutions not identified as mitigation measures in the EIR could still be
considered by the City with further study, potentially as part of Tier 5 of the 19" Avenue Corridor
Study.

34 Number of Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

The Draft EIR analyzed the impacts associated with the Proposed Project and the Proposed
Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts, and identified a number of significant and
unavoidable impacts. A number of comments suggest that traffic conditions in the study area are
already congested, and that the traffic impacts associated with the Proposed Project, either

7 Note that there are some mitigation measures and even components of the Proposed Project that do
involve adding traffic lanes. However, in these cases, the additional width can be provided without
demolishing buildings or resulting in substandard sidewalks.
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individually or in combination with other reasonably foreseeable projects in the study area, would

exacerbate the problem.

The EIR identifies a number of significant impacts to automobile circulation due to the Proposed
Project and also due to cumulative growth in the area. For locations where cumulative growth is
anticipated to cause vehicular circulation to deteriorate substantially, the Proposed Project’s
contribution was evaluated to determine whether it would be cumulatively considerable, as
described in the Draft EIR in Section V.E, Transportation and Circulation, pp. V.E.106-V.E.116.

Comments regarding the increase in congestion in the study area also express opposition to the
Proposed Project, but generally do not raise any specific comment on the adequacy or accuracy of
the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. The purpose of the EIR is to inform the public and
decision-makers regarding the potential significant environmental impacts associated with the
Proposed Project. With this information in hand, it will be up to decision-makers to determine
whether the benefits of the Proposed Project warrant its approval.

4, FUNDING FOR PROJECT INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS

The purpose of the EIR is to disclose the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and to
analyze alternatives and mitigation measures that could reduce or eliminate the Proposed
Project’s significant environmental impacts. The EIR is not required to determine sources of
funding for proposed mitigation measures, and to limit mitigation measures to those for which
funding sources have been identified could constrain the identification and analysis of potentially

feasible measures in the document.

The Project Sponsor is currently collaborating with SFMTA and other City agencies to determine
their contribution responsibility, not only to capital improvements, but also to operational costs
for Muni, if necessary, and the privately operated shuttles proposed as part of the Proposed
Project. A detailed analysis of the cost of Muni operations will be incorporated into the Project’s
Fiscal Analysis Report.
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MASTER RESPONSE A.3: SEISMIC HAZARDS

1. INTRODUCTION

Many comments received on the Parkmerced Draft EIR raise similar issues related to seismic
hazards. The following comments discuss seismic hazards and are responded to in whole or in
part by this Seismic Hazards Master Response: TR.2.1, TR.18.4, 6.6, 27.1, 33.3, 50.2, 54.A.20,
54.B.8, 54.B.10, 54.B.18, 54.B.41, 54.B.43, 54.B.44. The main points raised in these comments
are summarized below:

e The existing and proposed residential towers pose a significant seismic hazard due to the
Project Site’s proximity to the San Andreas fault and the site’s soil conditions.

o The age and accompanying deterioration of existing structures could also contribute to
these hazardous conditions during a seismic event.

CEQA requires that an EIR analyze only proposed changes to the environment caused by a
development project; the existing towers and other buildings on the Project Site that would be
retained are not a part of, and would not be affected by, the Proposed Project. Therefore, the
seismic conditions of existing buildings to remain on the Parkmerced Project Site would not be
affected by the Proposed Project, and the buildings do not need to be evaluated in the EIR.
Seismic hazards related to these buildings would remain as at present and are part of the baseline
conditions. However, for information purposes, this Master Response discusses both the
Proposed Project and the existing towers and other buildings to be retained.

2. PROPOSED PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

The EIR discusses seismic hazards on the Project Site in Section V.N, Geology and Soils,

pp- V.N.1-V.N.15. As discussed on p. V.N.4, the Project Site, like all of the San Francisco Bay
Area, is situated in a seismically active region. The closest active fault to the Proposed Project is
the San Andreas fault, located approximately 1.25 miles to the west. The Hayward-Rodgers
Creek fault system in the East Bay is further away, but more likely to have an earthquake of
Moment Magnitude (M) 6.7 or greater than the San Andreas fault. There are no active faults and
or potentially active faults existing on or immediately adjacent to the Project Site. The Project
Site is not in a designated Alquist-Priolo zone (a zone immediately adjacent to an active
earthquake fault, in which development is regulated pursuant to the State’s Alquist-Priolo Act).'

' The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act prohibits the construction of buildings used for human
occupancy on the surface trace of active faults. When a fault trace is found by a geologic investigation, a
structure for human occupancy cannot be placed over the trace of the fault and must be set back at least
50 feet from the fault.
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During a major earthquake on a segment of one of the nearby faults, strong to very strong ground
shaking is expected to occur at the Project Site and at all other properties in the City. Like other
buildings in the City, the existing and new buildings on the Project Site could be affected by
strong ground shaking.

The EIR assesses the potential seismic hazards for the Proposed Project and concludes that there
would be no significant impacts related to seismic hazards (see Impact GE-2, pp. V.N.12-
V.N.13). New structures would be designed and constructed in accordance with the most up-to-
date codes. As noted on p.V.N.12, during its review of the building permit applications for new
buildings on the Project Site, the City’s Department of Building Inspection (DBI) would use site-
specific geotechnical reports prepared by a California Certified Engineering Geologist or a
California Registered Geotechnical Engineer during final design of each new building or building
complex. DBI would ensure that all new buildings would comply with the San Francisco
Building Code requirements for structural safety in effect at the time that each permit is issued.

As noted on p. V.N.1, a geotechnical report was prepared for the Proposed Project by a
California-licensed geotechnical engineer in order to evaluate site conditions and potential
hazards, and to develop preliminary recommendations for shoring and construction.”> The report
determined that the likelihood of specific seismic-induced hazards such as ground rupture or

tsunami or seiche was very low or nil.

The report also assessed the potential for seismically induced ground failure due to the strong
shaking that would be experienced on the site due to a major earthquake on the nearby faults.
Most of the site is underlain by sand, except in limited areas where fill is present. The
geotechnical report concludes that subsurface information indicates liquefaction and/or lateral
spreading should not be an issue for the majority of the planned improvements.

The report did find, however, that there are areas of deep fill on the Project Site subject to
potential liquefaction and/or lateral spreading. These areas principally consist of locations
described as two former lobes of Lake Merced extending to the site. These areas are shown on
Figure V.N.1: Local Geology Map, p. V.N.2 of the EIR, as shaded grey areas labeled as “af”
(Artificial Fill). (For ease of reading, Figure V.N.1: Local Geology Map is also included in this
Comments and Responses document on p. III.A.33.) The geotechnical report states that where
this hazard exists, it can be accounted for by designing the foundation system for the anticipated

% Treadwell & Rollo, 2008. Environmental Impact Report (EIR), Geologic, Geotechnical and Seismic
Findings, Parkmerced Development, San Francisco, California, May 9, 2008 p.10 (hereinafter referred to
as “Geologic, Geotechnical, and Seismic Findings”). A copy of this report is available for public review at
the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File 2008.0021E.
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differential movements, or by using deep foundations that transfer building loads to the soil
below the susceptible layers. The report recommended that site specific investigations should be
carried out for areas of potential for earthquake-induced ground movement.> As noted in the EIR
on p. V.N.7, the fill areas are included in California’s Seismic Hazard Studies Zone.
Consequently, there is a state-mandated requirement for a site-specific geotechnical investigation
prior to any permit issuance, in addition to any local requirements. The geotechnical report notes
that for proposed tall buildings in these areas, i.e., residential towers of 6 to 14 stories, it was
determined that if the fill could not be sufficiently improved, then driven piles that gain support in
the dense natural sand below the fill may be appropriate. As noted in the geotechnical report and
cited in the EIR on p. V.N.13, smaller wood-frame buildings (1 to 5 stories) could be built on the
deep fill areas with “ mat foundations supported by several feet of compacted fill if they have
small footprints and are designed to accommodate some differential settlement.”

Thus, while the site (like all other sites within the City) is within a seismically active region and
certain earthquake induced hazards can be expected, compliance with local and state codes and
implementation of recommendations of site-specific soils reports as part of the permit review
process would ensure that no significant adverse impacts due to seismic hazards would occur due
to the Proposed Project.

3. SAFETY OF THE EXISTING RESIDENTIAL TOWERS

It is the purpose of CEQA to present decision-makers with information about the potential
adverse environmental impacts of a proposed project. The decision-makers use this information
to consider whether a proposed project should be approved, modified, or denied and what
mitigations of alternatives to the project should be adopted. It is not the purview of CEQA to
analyze and/or mitigate pre-existing conditions that are not affected by the project. The seismic
conditions of existing buildings to remain on the Parkmerced Project Site would not be affected
by the Proposed Project. Therefore, the buildings do not need to be evaluated in the EIR.

Nonetheless, information on existing conditions and how existing buildings on site performed
during past seismic events and would be expected to perform in future events was gathered and

* Geologic, Geotechnical, and Seismic Findings, p. 10.
* Geologic, Geotechnical, and Seismic Findings, p. 13.
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analyzed by qualified geotechnical consultants and structural engineers.” A summary of this
analysis is provided here for informational purposes.

Studies on damage and repairs of the towers after the Loma Prieta Earthquake® indicated non-
structural damage in many towers. The towers most likely to be severely impacted were found to
be those on the eastern end of the site,’ in the vicinity of the intersection of Brotherhood Way and
Junipero Serra Boulevard. While there was some structural damage, the report concluded that,
“... all are safe to occupy and present no immediate life-safety hazard. The structural system

”8 The structural

worked as was expected and the present condition is completely stable.
engineers who examined the towers on the eastern portion of the site noted that tower structures
labeled 16, 17, and 18 in the report had sustained the most damage and recommended they be
repaired through injection of epoxy into all structural cracks. It was also recommended that these
structures, along with tower 15, be restored to their pre-earthquake ’strength. It was reported that
structures 16, 17 and 18 had been subsequently repaired. It was concluded that the repair work
was satisfactory and the buildings had been restored to their pre-earthquake structural capacity.’
The Project Sponsor has indicated that the recommended repair work for building 15 has also

been completed.'”

Telesis prepared a limited assessment of expected seismic performance of the towers in 1999, but
indicated that a more detailed analysis should be performed. That was undertaken by Thornton-
Tomasetti resulting in the report of September 29, 2005. This report concluded the towers were
expected to perform adequately in a major earthquake from a life safety perspective, although
significant structural and non-structural damage may occur, such as extensive cracking in the
exterior and interior concrete walls, floor, and roof slabs. “Performing adequately from a life-
safety perspective” indicates that the structures would not fail and occupants would be able to exit

5 Seismic Risk Assessment, Villas Parkmerced, 3711 Nineteenth Avenue, San Francisco, Ca. 94132,
Prepared for: Stellar Management, 156 William Street, New York, NY 10038, Prepared by: Thornton-
Tomasetti Group Inc., LZA Technology Division, 2415 Campus Drive, Suite 110, Irvine, Ca. 92612,
September 29, 2005. A copy of this report is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File 2008.0021E.

Seismic Performance and Risk Analysis for Villas at Parkmerced, San Francisco, Ca. Prepared by: Telesis
Engineers, 480 Arlington Avenue, Berkeley, Ca. 94707, Job Number TE 949.2, 510 528-8262. A copy of
this report is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400, as part of Case File 2008.0021E. [Note these reports were not part of the original case file as
these concern existing conditions unrelated to project impacts and thus are outside the scope of the EIR.]
S Telesis 2006, Appendix A.

7 Telesis 2006, Figure 1, p. 3, buildings 16, 17, 18.

¥ Telesis 2006, p. 20.

? Telesis 2006, p. 21.

'° Email communication with Seth Mallen, Executive Vice President, Stellar Management, August 25,
2010. This document is on file with the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite
400, and is available for public review as part of the project file, in Case No. 2008..0021E.
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the structures. The habitability of the structure after a major event would have to be separately
assessed at that time. In a November 2007 letter from Telesis to Stellar Management Company, it
was also recommended that selected concrete masonry walls in the basements of the tower
buildings be retrofitted as a means of improving the reliability of exit corridors. The letter noted
that retrofit work had been ongoing;'" this work is expected to be completed within the next few
years. These are existing conditions that are not the subject of the EIR and are being ameliorated
by ordinary rehabilitation and retrofit work, as recommended.

Comments also express concerns about the seismic performance of residential towers that might
be located in areas of potential liquefaction. As noted above, there are two relatively limited
locations of potential liquefaction on the Project Site, as shown Figure V.N.1. The Telesis 2006
report addresses this issue specifically. That report notes that the towers located in the area of
potential liquefaction are supported by deep driven concrete piles and states that, “The piles
provide a significant mitigation of the potential for damages to the buildings from liquefaction-
caused distortions of the ground surface. Therefore, these concrete buildings are evaluated as not
susceptible to significant liquefaction damage potential.”">

Comments also note that the Parkmerced towers were constructed with a material identified as
Sika Plastiment. The comments appear to imply, though they do not state explicitly, that this is
an indication of lack of stability that is not sufficiently addressed in the EIR. Plastiment is a
water-reducing and retarding concrete admixture, used to control concrete set times and reduce
the risk that the concrete will begin to set while it is still being put in place. It is a conventional
construction material. Plastiment was first used in the 1930s; it might have been innovative when
it was used at Parkmerced, but it is still in routine use today and continues to be produced by the
same manufacturer. Sika makes several concrete admixture products, of which Plastiment is one.
The manufacturing company is a 100-year-old, multi-national firm. Use of Plastiment as an
additive to the concrete during construction provides no evidence that the towers at Parkmerced
are structurally unsound. As explained earlier in this Master Response, the towers have been
evaluated and found to be sound.

" Letter of Charles Thiel, Principal, Telesis Engineering to Mr. Seth Mallen, Director of Construction,
West Coast Operations, Stellar Management, 3711 Nineteenth Avenue, San Francisco, Cal 94123,
November 20, 2007. This document is on file with the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission
Street, Suite 400, and is available for public review as part of the project file, in Case No. 2008..0021E.

12 Telesis 2006, p. 1l
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MASTER RESPONSE A.4: ALTERNATIVES

1. INTRODUCTION

Many comments raise issues related to alternatives evaluated in the EIR, and others request
consideration of variations on the alternatives in Chapter VII, Alternatives to the Proposed
Project, or alternatives different from those in Chapter VII. Comments also request information
regarding feasibility of alternatives. This Master Response addresses these issues.

The following comments discuss alternatives and are responded to either entirely or in part in this
Master Response: TR.7.1, TR.7.2, TR.7.5, TR.26.2,2.2,2.3,2.5,3.2, 5.5, 7.1,10.10, 12.2, 12.14,
16.1,16.2,16.4,16.5,16.6,17.17,17.24, 17.25, 17.26, 22.2, 28.9, 30.1, 30.4, 46.7, 54.A.1,
54.A.7, 54.A.10, 54.A.24 — 54.A.26, 54.A.28, 54.A.31, 54.A.34, 54.A.43, 54.A.48, 54.A.49,
54.A.51, 54.B.1, 54.B.3 - 54.B.6, 54.B.11, 54.B.22, 54.B.25, 54.B.27 , 54.B.28, 54.B.29, 54.B.31
—54.B.38, 54.B.40, 54.B.46, 54.C.2, 54.C.4 — 54.C.12, 54.C.14 - 54.C.16, 54.C.18, 54.C.19,
54.C.21 - 54.C.24, 54.C.27, 54.C.32, 54.C.37 — 54.C.43.

2. REQUIREMENTS FOR ALTERNATIVES IN EIRS
2.1 Types of Alternatives

An EIR is required to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives to a proposed project that could
feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives, and would avoid or substantially lessen one or
more of the significant environmental effects of the Proposed Project (see State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6). The alternatives need not meet all of the project objectives. An
EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project, but must include a reasonable
range of potentially feasible alternatives.

The main purpose of presenting a range of alternatives to a proposed project is to focus on
alternatives that are capable of reducing or eliminating any significant effects of the proposed
project identified in the EIR, and to foster informed decision-making and public participation.
For example, the EIR includes a preservation alternative that fully mitigates the impact to the
historic resources, as well as an alternative that reduces, but does not fully mitigate, that impact
so that decision-makers can compare the policy trade-offs among these two alternatives and the
Proposed Project.

The range of potential alternatives is limited to those that could feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the proposed project. Among the factors to be considered in feasibility are site
suitability, economic viability, general plan consistency, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether
the project sponsor can reasonably acquire or have access to an alternative site (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(f)(1)). ‘
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EIRs are also required to analyze the No Project Alternative. The purpose of presenting the No
Project Alternative is to allow decision-makers to compare the impacts of the proposed project
with the impacts of not approving the proposed project. When the proposed project is a
development project on a specific site, the No Project Alternative is generally a scenario with no
changes at the project site and no construction activities. In some cases, the No Project
Alternative may result in changes to resolve a pre-existing problem or to meet regulatory
requirements applicable to the project site that are unrelated to the proposed project being
evaluated in an EIR. When the proposed project is a revision of an existing regulatory program,
the No Project Alternative is the continuation of the existing regulations, with an analysis of the
result of potential development under those regulations.

An EIR should identify alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as
infeasible during the scoping process, and explain the reasons underlying this determination.
Among the factors that may be considered are failure to meet most of the basic objectives of the
proposed project and inability to avoid significant environmental impacts.

The final determination of the feasibility of alternatives is made by the project decision-makers,
based on substantial evidence in the entire record, which includes, but is not limited to,
information presented in the EIR, comments received on the Draft EIR, and responses to those

comments.

An environmentally superior alternative must be identified from among the alternatives selected
for evaluation in the EIR. If the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior '
alternative, the EIR must also identify another environmentally superior alternative from among
the others evaluated in the EIR.

2.2 Selection of Alternatives for the Parkmerced EIR

In addition to the required No Project Alternative, which would retain all existing buildings,
landscaping, streets, and infrastructure in their current condition, the EIR analyzed five
alternatives to the Proposed Project: Alternative B, Buildout Under Current Zoning Regulations;
C, Retention of the Historic District Central Core; D, Partial Historic District; E, Full Project
Buildout with Transit Options; and F, No Muni Realignment. A graphic illustrating each
alternative is presented in the EIR (see Figures VIIL.1-VIL6, pp. VIL.3, VIL.7, VIL.23, VIL37,
VIL.49, and VII.63, respectively).

The alternatives analyzed in the EIR were developed in part to identify those that could avoid or
substantially lessen one or more of the significant impacts identified for the Proposed Project.
Significant impacts are described in the EIR in Chapter V, Environmental Setting and Impacts,
and have been identified for the following topics: Aesthetics, Historic Architectural Resources,
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Cultural Resources (Archaeological and Paleontological Resources), Transportation and
Circulation, Noise, Air Quality, Wind, Biological Resources, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and
Water Quality, and Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Many of these impacts can be reduced to
less-than-significant levels with mitigation measures identified in Chapter V. However, as
discussed in Section VLB, Significant Unavoidable Effects, some impacts related to Aesthetics,
Historic Architectural Resources, Transportation, Noise, Air Quality, Wind, and Biological
Resources would be significant and may be unavoidable even with the implementation of
mitigation measures. Some alternatives, including B, Current Zoning Alternative, and C,
Retention of the Historic District Central Core, would reduce or eliminate some of these

significant impacts.

Other alternatives, such as E, Full Project Buildout with Transit Options Alternative, and F, No
Muni Realignment Alternative, analyze various transportation scenarios that could occur based on
decisions that could be made later, following consideration of the Proposed Project by the
Planning Commission, by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, or by the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the agency with jurisdiction over

19™ Avenue. v

Alternative B, Buildout Under Current Zoning Regulations, was selected to address development
of the Project Site with none of the revisions to the Planning Code or Zoning Map included in the
Proposed Project. This alternative could be considered another approach to a No Project
alternative, in that it allows a comparison to the impacts that would occur if a development
project were to occur on the Project Site without revisions to the existing regulatory plan
applicable to the site (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A)). In this particular case,
the Current Zoning Regulations Alternative would allow more residential units than the number
of units included in the Proposed Project. This alternative also serves as an alternative
development program, because it provides a higher residential density scenario than the Proposed
Project, but with no new commercial/retail uses and no new recreational uses. This alternative
would not include wind turbines and therefore would not result in the biological impacts
involving effects on migratory birds and bats.

Alternative C, Retention of the Historic District Central Core, was selected to reduce or avoid the
significant and unavoidable impacts on visual resources and historic architectural resources. The
EIR finds that demolition of all buildings on the Project Site except the 11 residential towers
would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to the Parkmerced historic district historical
resource because the district is eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical
Resources (see Section V.D.a, Historic Architectural Resources, pp. V.D.27-V.D.29). The
Historic District Central Core Alternative would retain enough of the existing site plan, buildings,
and landscaping to justify its inclusion in the California Register as a historic district. Retention
of the historic core would also reduce the significant visual impacts identified in Section V.B,

October 28,2010 II1.A.39 Parkmerced Project
Case No. 2008.0021E Comments and Responses



III. Comments and Responses
A. Master Responses
A.4: Alternatives

Aesthetics, pp. V.B.20-V.B.21. In addition, because there would be more than 3,000 fewer
residential units and less retail and office space, some traffic and transit impacts would be
reduced to less-than-significant levels. Without the wind turbines included in the Proposed
Project, this alternative would reduce some of the significant unavoidable impacts to migratory
birds and bats. Other biological resources impacts related to constructing and operating a
stormwater collection system with discharge to Lake Merced would be avoided with this
alternative, although they could be reduced to 'less-than-signiﬁcant levels with mitigation
measures identified for the Proposed Project.

Alternative D, Partial Historic District Alternative, would not avoid the significant impacts on
visual or historical resources, but would partially reduce those impacts and would meet more of
the Project Sponsor’s objectives than Alternative C. By comparing this alternative to Alternative
C, Retention of the Historic District Core, and comparing these two alternatives to the Proposed
Project, decision-makers can better analyze any trade-offs presented between consistency with the
Project Sponsor’s objectives, on the one hand, and mitigation of the Proposed Project’s impacts to

historic resources, on the other.

Alternative E, Full Project Buildout with Transit Options, provides an alternative approach to the
proposed realignment of the Muni M Ocean View light rail line and adds an extension of the

J Church light rail line from its existing terminus at Balboa Park to Holloway Avenue in the
vicinity of the Project Site. This alternative was included to provide an analysis of the changes in
impacts that could result with changes to the transit components of the Proposed Project. This
alternative would retain tracks in the median of 19" Avenue, unlike the Proposed Project, and
would eliminate one of the proposed left turn opportunities from 19" Avenue into the Project
Site. This would eliminate one significant traffic impact compared to the Proposed Project, and

would create one new significant impact.

Alternative F, No Muni Realignment, would retain the M Ocean View light rail line tracks in
their existing configuration in 19™ Avenue. This alternative addresses the possibility that
realignment of the light rail tracks, which would require crossing 19™ Avenue in two new
locations, might not approved by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).
(Caltrans has jurisdiction over 19™ Avenue as a State Highway [State Route 1]). This alternative
would result in traffic impacts similar to those of the Proposed Project, but would reduce two
significant transit impacts to less-than-significant levels.

These six alternatives present a reasonable range of alternatives for the Parkmerced EIR. The
required No Project Alternative is included, along with an alternative that would not require any
revisions to the existing regulatory scheme applicable to the Project Site. The significant and
unavoidable visual and cultural impacts would be reduced or avoided in alternatives analyzed in
the EIR, as would some of the significant transportation and biological resources impacts.
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23 Alternatives Considered but Rejected

Several comments cite the “Laurel Heights™ decision by the California Supreme Court (Laurel
Heights Improvement Association of San Francisco, Inc. v. Regents of the University of
California, 47 Cal 3d, 376 (1988)). This case is about an EIR that did not discuss any alternatives
in detail, covering the entire range of alternatives in three pages. The decision explains that if
alternatives were considered and rejected as infeasible, the reasons for rejecting the alternatives
should be presented in the EIR. The Parkmerced EIR presents two alternatives that were
considered and rejected, unlike the EIR in the 1988 Laurel Heights decision. The two potential
preservation alternatives that were considered but rejected are described in Chapter VII, Section
G. These alternatives were not analyzed further because they were rejected as infeasible, would
not reduce project impacts or would result in greater impacts than the Proposed Project, or failed
to meet most of the Project Sponsor’s basic objectives. The EIR includes six alternatives that are
fully evaluated.

An alternative that would retain all existing buildings and much of the existing landscape, and
add residential density with infill development was considered during preparation of the Draft
EIR (see pp. VIL.74 - VIL.77). Locations for infill development were selected, ultimately
resulting in possible 1- to 4-story buildings in the carports between existing garden apartments
and 14-story towers adjacent to existing towers. These are shown in Figure VIL.7 on p. VIL75.
The alternative would add about 1,400 residential units to the 3,221 existing units. No new
retail/commercial space or new recreational facilities would be provided. The reasons that this
alternative was not analyzed in detail in the EIR are presented on p. VIL.78. In particular, an
evaluation of this infill development alternative showed that the infill development would result
in the same significant impacts on the Parkmerced historic district resource, without fulfilling the
Project Sponsor’s basic objectives of providing high-density housing near a commercial core.

A preservation alternative that would preserve the west side of the Project Site, rather than the
historic core presented in Alternative C, Retention of the Historic District Core, was also
considered but ultimately rejected (see pp. VIL.77 — VIL.78). This alternative would meet more of
the Project Sponsor’s objectives than the infill development alternative, in that it would provide a
greater number of additional residential units (a total of 6,465 units compared with the existing
3,221), and would accommodate new retail/commercial uses and recreational space. The reasons
that this alternative was not analyzed in detail in the EIR are presented on p. VIL.78. The
alternative would not avoid a significant impact on historic architectural resources, because the
retained portion of the existing development would not be sufficient to convey its architectural
and historic significance. This determination is supported with more detail in an analysis by Page
& Turnbull, Inc., cited on p. VIL.78. Therefore, the alternative would not meet the basic
requirements for an alternative, to reduce or eliminate one or more significant environmental
effects of the Proposed Project, unlike Alternative C, Retention of the Historic District Core.
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3. ALTERNATIVES SUGGESTED IN COMMENTS

Some comments request that the EIR present an alternative that would meet the Secretary of
Interior Standards for historic resources and protect the cultural landscape of the Project Site, and
other comments request additional preservation alternatives. Alternative C, Retention of the
Historic District Central Core, meets the Secretary’s Standards and would retain enough of the
existing buildings, landscaping, and site plan to preserve a historic district that would remain
eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources. There is no requirement to present
more than one preservation alternative, although the EIR includes consideration of a partial
preservation alternative (pp. VIL.36-VIL.48), and explains why two other potential preservation
alternatives were not considered in detail (pp. VIL.74-VIL79).

Comments request additional alternatives that would reduce or remove the proposed retail and
office space, or that would reduce the amount of residential parking proposed. The EIR includes
two alternatives with less or no retail and office space: Alternative B, Buildout Under Current
Zoning Regulations, would not develop new commercial or retail space; Alternative C, Retention
of the Historic District Central Core, would provide less new retail and office space than in the
Proposed Project. Reducing the amount of parking would result in an increased parking deficit
over that discussed in the EIR on pp. V.E.103-V.E.104, but would not reduce any of the
significant environmental impacts identified for the Proposed Project. In addition, reduced
parking could affect the marketability of the residential units, which could in turn affect the
feasibility of providing some of the transit facilities included in the Proposed Project. Therefore,
an alternative with less parking was not considered in the EIR. (See also Master Résponse A2,
Transportation and Circulation, Section 2.3.).

Some comments request that the sustainability features of the Proposed Project be included in
Alternative C, Retention of the Historic District Central Core. The Proposed Project’s features to
capture stormwater runoff would require more open areas and street space than could be provided
in this alternative in order to accommodate biogutters, bioswales, streams, a pond, and other
facilities that would capture and filter stormwater. In addition, the incorporation of these
sustainability features into the existing landscape (designed by Thomas Church) would impact the
integrity of the historic district. The purpose of this alternative is to analyze an alternative, as
required by CEQA, that fully mitigates impacts to the identified historic resource. Inclusion of
these sustainability features in this Alternative C would not lessen the significant and unavoidable
historic resources impacts identified in the Draft EIR. Therefore, these sustainability features
were not included in this Alternative. However, this does not preclude decision-makers from
including such features as part of any decision to approve an alternative to the Proposed Project.

Relocating the Muni M Ocean View light rail line within the Project Site would not be feasible
because existing streets are not wide enough to accommodate Muni and adding light rail tracks
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and stations would impact the historic district. Some energy reduction could be accomplished in
the existing, retained buildings by upgrading heating systems, but the garden apartments were not
constructed to conserve energy and would not be as energy efficient as new structures. New
buildings constructed under this alternative would include energy conservation features; however,
the reduction in energy demand would not be as great as with the Proposed Project. Under this
alternative, wind turbines would not be constructed since much of the street and sidewalk
network would not be redeveloped, and therefore installation of the necessary infrastructure
required for the district energy system would not be feasible. Adding photovoltaic cells to the
new buildings would help to reduce energy consumption, but not to the level expected to be
achieved by the Proposed Project. The existing landscaping that would be retained would
continue to require more water for irrigation than the native and drought-tolerant landscaping
included in the Proposed Project; changing the landscaping to drought-tolerant plants would
impact the cultural landscape intended to be preserved in this alternative.

Many comments suggest alternatives that would provide a number of residential units similar to
the number included in the Proposed Project by using property outside the Project Site, such as
the adjacent San Francisco Unified School District site across Font Boulevard from the Project
site, the privately-owned 800 Brotherhood Way site, and/or portions of the parking lots at the
privately owned Stonestown Galleria shopping center. Other suggestions extend to properties
outside of the City and County of San Francisco, in Daly City near the Daly City BART station or
above Interstate-280 on Caltrans property in Daly City. The Project Sponsor does not own any of
these properties, and has no plans to acquire any of them. Several of the suggested locations have
had development proposed or approved in the recent past, including 800 Brotherhood Way
(approved for residential development) and Stonestown (proposed for residential and additional
retail uses, with a Draft EIR published in 2003 but withdrawn from consideration in 2004).
Consideration of an alternative location is identified as one of the range of alternatives that should
be considered in an EIR, except when there is no feasible alternative location. This is the case
with the Proposed Project, which proposes to rehabilitate and reconstruct an existing project site.
The following text has been added to p. VIL.78, before Section H, Environmentally Superior
Alternative, to clarify this issue:

Alternative Location: No alternative location has been considered for the Proposed
Project. The Proposed Project would rehabilitate and reconstruct an existing project site,
already owned and operated by the Project Sponsor. The Project Sponsor does not own
other property in the City and County of San Francisco, and does not expect to acquire
property of similar size to the Project Site. There are relatively few alternative locations
in the City of over 150 acres in single ownership that would accommodate a similar
increased density to provide for about 8,900 residential units, over 200,000 square feet of
retail/commercial space, and 68 acres of recreational and open space uses, and none are
located on the west side of the City.
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Comments suggest alternatives that not only appropriate property not under the control of the
Project Sponsor, but also propose further changes to the transit system in the southwest quadrant
of the City and beyond, providing new transit facilities and rerouting existing transit lines. These
alternatives address area-wide and regional issues that extend beyond the Proposed Project and
the Project’s impacts, and in some cases would be beyond the City’s ability to study and plan for
without collaboration with multiple other public agencies, including San Mateo County, Daly
City, BART, and Caltrans. The City has initiated area-wide transportation studies for the
southwest quadrant, including the /9" dvenue Corridor Study, and the City has implemented and
is considering other recommendations of its Transit Effectiveness Program, as discussed in
Master Response A.2, Transportation and Circulation, Section 2.5. These transit improvements
are not part of the Proposed Project or its alternatives, but were taken into consideration in the

transportation analysis.

Comments request that the development phases described for the Proposed Project be considered
as alternatives to the Proposed Project. Each of the proposed development phases builds on the
prior phase, and is not an alternative to the Proposed Project, but rather is the Proposed Project.
Thus, Phase 2 assumes completion of Phase 1, and continues with development on other areas of
the Project Site, until the site is completely built out, as analyzed in the EIR. Analyzing these
phases separately could result in under-estimation of the impacts of the Proposed Project. CEQA
requires a lead agency to examine the whole of a project, analyzing all of its various components
and phases in order to understand the full scope of potential impacts. To do otherwise, for
example, to look at each phase of this proposed project separately, could result in a piecemeal
analysis of the project and its potential impacts. It is possible that one commentor intended that
each of the phases be considered as a separate alternative to be analyzed in Chapter VII,
Alternatives. This approach would be similar to development of portions of the Project Site, and
therefore, would be similar to Alternative C, which provides new development only on the
western and southern portions of the Project Site (see Figure I11.19: Proposed Phase I Plan,

p. IIL.55, and Figure II1.21: Proposed Phase 3 Plan, p. II1.59, showing, respectively, Phase 1 with
development mainly in the western portions of the Project site, and Phase 3 that would develop
portions of the southern and western areas of the Project Site), or Alternative D, which provides
new development on all but part of the northwestern area of the Project Site.

A reasonable range of alternatives is required, but an EIR is not required to analyze numerous
combinations and permutations of alternatives. Therefore, treating each of the development
phases as separate alternatives was not considered in addition to the six alternatives analyzed in
the EIR.
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4. ALTERNATIVES SUPPORTED IN COMMENTS

Several comments indicate support for one or more of the alternatives analyzed in Chapter VII,
Alternatives to the Proposed Project, in the EIR, particularly for Alternative C, Retention of the
Historic District Central Core. Some of these comments note that this alternative maintains the
eligibility of Parkmerced as a district on the California Register of Historical Resources.
Decision-makers will consider these comments in making determinations as to whether to
approve the Proposed Project or one of the alternatives analyzed in the EIR.

5. FEASIBILITY OF ALTERNATIVES

Several comments request information regarding feasibility of alternatives. The feasibility of the
six alternatives analyzed in the EIR has not been finally determined. All were determined to be
potentially feasible in that they would attain most of the basic objectives identified in Chapter III,
Project Description, all are within the boundaries of the property under the control of the Project
Sponsor, and all are capable of being constructed on the Project Site.

Formal determinations of feasibility will be made as part of the CEQA findings made by
decision-makers as part of their deliberations on the Proposed Project. As noted in CEQA, a
project should not be approved if there are feasible alternatives available which would
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects; however, specific economic, social,
legal, technological, or other conditions may make an alternative infeasible (CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15021 and 15091). Reasons why any alternative is found by decision-makers to be
infeasible will be provided in those findings; the reasons will need to be supported by substantial
evidence in the record. The evidence need not be presented in the EIR, however. Analysis of the
economic feasibility or infeasibility of an alternative is typically presented in separate memoranda
or reports made available to decision-makers during consideration of actions on a Proposed
Project. Information on social conditions that might make an alternative infeasible could be
available in reports prepared by the lead agency or other public agencies, such as housing needs
analyses and unemployment statistics. The requests for further information about feasibility will,
therefore, be answered in the findings adopted by the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors and in supporting evidence in the record outside of this EIR, as the City’s decision-
makers consider the Proposed Project for action.
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[The hearing began at 5:39 p.m.]

COMMISSION SECRETARY: Good afternoon. This
is again the regular meeting of the Planning Commission.
Let me just remind everyone to turn off your pagers,
your cellphones, and any electronic devices that may
sound off during these proceedings.

And I'll ask these gentlemen who are blocking
the door to find a seat. If you feel that you must
engage 1n a secondary discussion, we'll ask you that you
take those discussions outside, as they become extremely
disruptive to the process. Also, when you speak before
the Commission, we ask that you speak directly to the
microphone, approximately three to six inches away. And
we ask that you spell -- state and spell -- your last
name for the record.

Roll call. And again, because it's such a
long recess, we're going to begin the proceeding with
roll call.

Commissioner Moore.

COMMISSIONER MOORE: Here.

COMMISSION SECRETARY: Commissioner Sugaya.

COMMISSIONER SUGAYA: Here.

COMMISSION SECRETARY: Commissioner Lee was
here earlier, but had to leave.

Commissioner Antonini.
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COMMISSIONER ANTONINI: Present.

COMMISSION SECRETARY: Commissioner Miguel.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Here.

COMMISSION SECRETARY: Commissioner Olague.

COMMISSIONER OLAGUE: Here.

COMMISSION SECRETARY: Commissioner Borden is
absent.

Commissioners, the item before you at this
time in your calendar is Item No. 19, Case No.
2008-0021E, Parkmerced project at 3711 18th Avenue.
This is a public hearing on the draft environmental
impact report.

RICK COOPER: Good evening, President Miguel,
Members of the Commission. I am Rick Cooper from the
major environmental analysis section of the planning
department. This is a hearing to receive public
comments on the draft environmental impact report for
the proposed Parkmerced project, Case No. 2008.0021.

As you heard in greater detail in the recent
informational presentation, the proposed Parkmerced
project would substantially redesign and reconfigure the
Parkmerced complex, including a substantial increase in
residential units, new commercial and retail services,
new recreation facilities and open space, new transit

facilities, and improved utilities. The existing
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apartments located in tower buildings onsite would be

retained; and over a period of approximately 20 years
the remaining apartments would be demolished and
replaced and new units would be added, resulting in a
total of about 8,900 residential units on the site, or
about 5,679 net new units.

Proposed transportation improvements will
include rerouting existing Muni Metro M Oceanview line
through the site. Infrastructure improvements would
include installation of renewable energy sources, such
as wind turbines and photovoltaic cells, as well as a
system to capture and filter stormwater runoff and allow
it to percolate into the groundwater or flow into Lake
Merced.

The DEIR identifies potentially significant
unavoidable environmental impacts on esthetics, historic
architectural resources, transportation, noise, air
quality, wind, and biological resources.

Please note that staff is not here to answer
comments today. All comments made today will be
transcribed and responded to in writing in the Comments
and Responses document which will respond to all verbal
and written comments received and make revisions to the
draft EIR as appropriate.

I would like to remind all speakers that this
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is not a hearing to consider approval or disapproval of

the proposed project. That hearing will follow the
final EIR certification. Your comments today should be
confined to the adequacy and accuracy of the
environmental impact report.

I would also like to regquest that you speak as
slowly and clearly as possible so that the court
reporter can produce an accurate transcript. Also,
commenters should state their name and address so that
they can be properly identified and so that they can be
sent a copy of the Comments and Responses when it's
completed.

After hearing comments from the general
public, we also receive any comments on the draft EIR
from the Commissioners. The public comment period for
this project began on May 12th, 2010, and extends until
5:00 p.m. on June 28th. The Historic Preservation
Commission held a hearing on the draft EIR on June 2nd.

This concludes my presentation on the matter.
And unless the Commissioners have any questions, we can
oven the public hearing.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.

I have a number of speaker cards. Cathy
Lentz. Elizabeth Ranieri. Bernard Choden.

CATHY LENTZ: Good evening, Commissioners. My

727e84c6-0ee4-441a-a858-8bf65d1501dc




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

Page 8
name is Cathy Lentz. I have grown up in Parkmerced and

lived here for 57 years.

In my heart and soul I feel this development
project is not right. From the beginning the New York
developers ha&e slandered the original Parkmerced
development. It was an innovative design meant to
integrate people and nature. They've slandered the
original design to push forward their own egocentric and
impersonal design, where individuals no longer matter.
Their design shows domination over nature, wildlife, and
people. They have the audacity to suggest hundred-foot
windmills right across from Lake Merced Boulevard in the
flight path of birds and bats. Because of their slander
of the original design, I question their integrity.

Now, these very developers are facing
foreclosure on their propérty in Harlem. I feel for the
people of Harlem, Riverton. It would be irresponsible
for the Planning Commission to approve this plan in lieu
of the recent financial facts. The project should be
tabled. Their should be no political bailout or we
could end up with a hole in the ground and the project
abandoned. And what will happen to the present 6,000

residents of Parkmerced who call this place their home?

Having closed my own comments, I need to make |

one statement about PRO, which is a Parkmerced resident

TR1.1

TRA1.2

TRA1.3
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organization. It 1s 1n absolute chaos. We officially

do not support this project but our president is in
support of it. We have a quorum of four people. So

whatever is told to you is not the wvast vision of the

tenants of Parkmerced. —

Thank you very much for your time.

I have something from my neighbor who has
written a letter, too, of support. Thank you.

BERNARD CHODEN: I'm Bernie Choden. I'm with
San Francisco Tomorrow, for the most part. I'1ll try to
read this to you. L

The EIR must have mitigation measures and

resources and institutions to deal with the toxic

safety, being not too far from the San Andreas fault, |
and the gentrification displacement that would be '::]
incumbent upon this project. There must be proof. It
is not there in the EIR, given the financial
difficulties of the proposed developers.

I'm going to suggest as a possible mitigation
measure to provide the underpinnings for making this
project possible. One, establish an autonomous
contractual development area for the entire area of
impact.

Two, the tenants organize a limited equity

cooperative that would work both with the project areaV

TR.A1.3
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Page 10
committee of the Redevelopment Agency and with the T

developer and contract with the developer to provide the

management and development of the project. I think that

would provide environmental justice, equity for the
developer, and a way out.

Thank you for your time.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.

MR. CHODEN: And I'll type this up.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Elizabeth Ranieri.

ELIZABETH RANIERI: Hello, Commissioners. My
name 1is Elizabeth Ranieri, R-a-n-i-e-r-i. I am a local
business owner in San Francisco. And I am here to speak
in favor of the Parkmerced project.

I am familiar and supportive of this new plé;—
and proposal and feel that the EIR adequately addresses
the project issues as well as analyzes its potential
impact. The new Parkmerced will achieve a critical goal
of providing more homes of greater diversity close to
SF's workplace. It will attract more families to the
city. It will improve the public transit and serve as a
nationai model of a new green neighborhood. It will
greatly reduce water and energy use and, most
importantly, contribute to San Francisco's goals for a
healthy green future.

It will transform the badly constructed

TR.2.3
con't
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Page 11
midcentury homes and provide new amenities of local

retail, parks, daycare, and schools and bring an organic
urban farm to San Francisco. It will create a vital
community within walking distance and reduce our
dependence on the car. Lastly, the new Parkmerced

community is an opportunity for the Bay Area to move

toward an écologically responsible way of urban life. )

Thank you very much.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.

Arne Larsen, Dan Weaver, Bert Hill.

ARNE LARSEN: My name is Arne Larsen; that's
L-a-r-s-e-n. I live at 355 Serrano, Apartment M, in
Parkmerced. I've lived there since in 1996.

I moved in -- and you might recall at that
time rents were going up by the week. I'm a minister.

I have very little money. I could find almost nothing
in town. I moved to Parkmerced and planned to move out
after a year. Rent control has kept me there.

And I first want to say a good word for rent
control, because it stabilizes communities. And that is
one of the things that has been an issue addressed by
the current landlord. They have taken on that value of
the community and tried to make it part of their

planning; and I see this as addressing that in several

ways. \

TR.3.1
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Page 12
One 1s that everyone who has a current lease

for an apartment that would be taken down will be able
to keep that same lease in the new apartment. The rent
will not go up. The original date of the lease will be
what it was. And it will just the same financially as
if they were in that existing apartment.

Something like this development is something
I've always wanted since I decided I was going to stay
in Parkmerced, because in Parkmerced it's very difficult
to find anything to do or anywhere to go just by walking
there. I wind up having to drive to have a cup of
coffee in a place I enjoy with a friend. There's just
nothing there to do. And so I like the idea of transit
coming through the neighborhood, because that will bring
more business that would go through the area where the
businesses are and the new ones would be and would help,
I think, with that, having the clientele for businesses
so they will be there for people who live there and we
won't have to drive or use public transit as much.

I consider -- I always hear about San
Francisco needing more housing. That's a perfect place,
I think, to do it in the city. It's a place where there
is a capacity for that growth. And that density, again,
would also help with making that neighborhood where I

can just do things where I live instead of having to go

V

TR.4.1
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Page 13
elsewhere.

These landlords have also done a nice job with
changing the whole practice with pass-throughs. The
previous landlord, which was primarily the JP Morgan
Chase Strategic Investment Fund, made pass-through after
pass—-through after pass—-through for work they did on the
property. This landlord has painted the buildings
without a pass-through, replaced elevators without a
pass—-through, and done other improvements without a
pass—through. It's an entire shift of the culture of
the landlord and it has a good effect on the
relationship between landlord and the tenants and has a
good effect on tenants' pocketbooks, obviously. It had

got to the point before where it was almost routine to

go to the Rent Board. —

Thank you.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you. Dan Weaver and
Bert Hill. Bert, you're up.

BERT HILL: Chair Miguel and Commissioners, my
name is Bert Hill and I am speaking as a board member
for Livable City. I am a thirty-five-year neighbor of
the West of Twin Peaks -- in the West of Twin Peaks. My

wife is employed at San Francisco State University.

I know the area pretty well. I have reviewed

parts of the environmental document and, from what I L

TR.4.1
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have completed, believe 1t has done an adequate job.

Like any project of this magnitude, there will be areas
that could be more comprehensive. There's been a great
emphasis on well-thought-out conservation, community,
and sustainability elements, notably an emphasis on
human-powered transportation, especially within a mile
radius; exceptional work done on close access to
efficient public transportation; design df run-off
processes to ensure the future of water entering lake
Merced; water conservation design to significantly
reduce per capita consumption level and waste water
requiring sewage treatment; real-time monitoring of
utilities readable within each unit to promote
individual conservation -- which I think is a new one, I
haven't seen that one before; well-thought-out bicycle
paths, such as a Brotherhood Way route along the plateau
with bicycle stream along the frontage; not to mention
solar panels and other forms of sustainable energy
generation. N
While supporting the DEIR, we would like to__—
see further study, including the separate properties in
the triangle and 800 Brotherhood Way would encourage the

same intelligent approaches taken in the rest of the

project.

TR.5.1
con't

TR.5.2
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Brotherhood Way -- and I spoke at that one -- it was

pretty wasteful in its design. And we hope if it does
get included, when it does it will follow the same
principles as the rest of Parkmerced. -
Routing of the metro line to Daly City instg;g
of Balboa Park would provide a public transportation
alternative for computers traveling southbound from the
west side via BART and Caltrain. This technically is
not as much Parkmerced issue as a Muni metro. We'd like
to say that at the same time. I
Finally, there is too much parking.
Off-street facilities should accommodate personal
storage. Families of all types need to store things.
Of course, the personal vehicle could be a form of
personal storage, but a far smaller amount of space. By
the time this project is completed, human-influenced
climate change will not a be debate but a struggle to
adapt. We should make sure more high-density

transit-oriented housing is designed for the future, not

a legacy of the past.

With that, I can answer any questions or I
give up my time. Thank you.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Jacklynn Jweinart. Aaron
Goodman. Julian Lagos.

JACKLYNN JWEINAT: Good evening. My name is

TR.5.2
con't
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Jacklynn Jwelnat. My last name 1is spelled
J-w—e-i-n—-a-t. And I'm speaking on behalf of Yousef
Realty, who is the present owners of the Parkmerced
Shopping Center.

When the Parkmerced mixed-use development
program was introduced, we became deeply concerned with
the idea of a new retail space. Presently the shopping
area that exists is 25,000 square feet. The proposed
project has a retail space of over 300,000 square feet.
That is a significant difference in size. However,
Parkmerced ownership has assured us that they would like
us to coexist within this project. In an effort to
enforce our survival, they have added into their plan an
entrance into the original shopping area from 19th
Avenue entering into Cambron Drive.

The location of the shopping center is below
grade behind 19th Avenue and can only be entered into by
Crespl Drive or Font Street. It is difficult to
acknowledge what is present there without prior
awareness or familiarity of the area. Our site needs
more attention in that it needs to be more accessible.
If this project develops a new pathway into our retail
space, it will assure the survival of the small

family-owned businesses that have just recently opened.

Parkmerced's concern with the survival of our ,

TR.6.1
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retail location is greatly appreciated. We appreciate

all their cooperation and hard work. And if this

project is to go through, it will be a positive movement

forward for the Parkmerced community. Thank you.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.

AARON GOODMAN: Good evening, Commissioners.
Aaron Goodman, A-a-r-o-n G-o-o-d-m-a-n, 25 Lisbon
Street, San Francisco, California, 94112.

Per CEQA Section 15064, public agencies and
especially certified local governments must carefully
consider any potentially feasible alternative which may
avoid or minimize a significant environmental impact.
The demolition of an entire community and cultural
landscape 1s significant. And, per the California
Resource Code, Section 21002, and CEQA, Section 15126-6,
it states the EIR must contain a fair and thorough
discussion of potentially feasible alternatives -- not
the plural -- which do not involve demolition.

The project sponsor's and Planning
Department's elimination of Option G-a, the infill
preservation option, intentionally and unfairly removes
the one option that best serves to mitigatevthe loss of

a cultural landscape site eligible for the state and

national register.l It also fails to look at the

existing zoning and adjacent sold-off sites or the 19th

V

TR.6.1
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Page 18
Avenue Planning Department study for options in

development and equity density as a proposal to mitigate
the impacts on Parkmerced's prior boundaries. _J

By ignoring the entire district of N
Parkmerced's original 191 acres and by submitting
long-term programmatic EIRs of the SFSU-CSU master plan
and Parkmerced's Vision projects, it ignores the options
that protect the integrity of Parkmerced, along with not
considering cumulatively the EIRs and future proposed
growth, such as at Stonestown, that are noted as
possible future developments. The Parkmerced
investor's, SFSU-CSU master planner's, and SF Planning
Department's joint efforts at limiting the alternatives
reviewed are circumventing adequate historical resource
review, the addressing of social and low-to-middle
income housing impacts, and the needs in the city and
county of San Francisco for housing.

This is extreme negligence in the following
CEQA state laws and the parameters of the San Francisco
General Plan by a public certified agency.

Please reconsider your prior decision to
elimination Option G-a, based on financial,
environmental, and historic preservation principles of
sustainable development. ]

I have brought a couple of photos to show on—ﬂ
/

TR.7.3
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the overhead. One 1is of the overall area of Parkmerced

and how it differs from the different street layout.
It's a beautiful site. I don't know whether any of you
Commissioners have really made it out there, but I
strongly urge you to go, because the images are
beautiful out there. And you're proposing to destroy a

site that renters cherish -- a lot of renters -- they

cherish it and have cherished it for years.

This 1s the historical view of the site. This
area between Junipero Serra and 19th Avenue and
Brotherhood Way is the real problem. Transit -- that's
the real problem we have here. That's the area we
should be focusing on. And without getting that transit
train up in front, I don't see’this development
happening. And they shouldn't allow a developer to do
it without proper and assured developer agreements that

are going do make sure this thing gets built properly.

Thank you.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.

JULIAN LAGOS: Good evening, Commissioners,
and thank you for allowing me to protest this faulty
environmental impact report before you tonight
pertaining to the future Parkmerced development plans.
My name is Julian Lagos. I live at 128 Garces Drive in

San Francisco. I have been a resident of this historic

TR.7.6 -
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diverse and bucolic community -- we know it as

Parkmerced -- for the past 17 years. I plan to continue
to make it my home.

The current EIR fails to legally address th;__
issue of significant impacts these ill-conceived
development plans will have on quality of life, traffic,
open spaces, wildlife, pollution, health, safety, and,
most importantly of all, preservation of affordable
housing for working and middle-class people of
Parkmerced and San Francisco. ]

Furthermore, the EIR fails to address how tﬂg—
project will be financed, given the financial insolvency
of the current owners and project proponents, Parkmerced
Investors Properties LLC, who presently are in default
of their loans in the sum of no less than $500 million.
And this was mentioned in the San Francisco Chronicle
and New York Times recently.

Given the grim economic forecast for the
future of both the global economy and its banking
system, a reasonable pefson would surmise that it 1s not
feasible for a project of this magnitude and scale to
move forward, given all the aforementioned, unaddressed,

and unmitigated major issues it faces, including the

displacement of over 3,000 of 5,000 Parkmerced residents

without rent control protections.

TR.8.1

TR.8.2
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And I might mention, Commissioners, that the |

promises made by these owners that all residents that
are displaced would be protected is a falsehocod. The

rent control ordinance does not protect residents who

reside in buildings that are built after 1978.

On behalf of SaveParkMerced.org, I strongly
urge you to reject this poorly drafted EIR and preserve
Parkmerced and affordable housing for generations of San

Francisco residents to come. Thank you.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.

Please, that just prolongs us.

Mary Beth Sanders. Linh Le. Fred Kriebel.

MARY BETH SANDERS: Good evening,
Commissioners. I am Mary Beth Sanders, S—-a-n-d-e-r-s.
I am -- I live and work in San Francisco. And I am here
today as the co-chair of the project review committee
for SPUR, the San Francisco Planning and Urban Research
Association.

Qur project review committee considers
projects that we consider to be of city-wide
significance and assess them according to criteria
related to land use/public realm interface building
design and environmental affects. In all cases we are
seeking a combination of excellent planning and design

solutions that will ensure the positive contribution of

TR.8.3
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each project to a safe, visually pleasing, and vibrant

urban setting for the people who live and work in the
city.

We have reviewed the proposed project at
Parkmerced and we have a detailed comment letter which I
can distribute. And we understand that this hearing
today is about the EIR. And so we won't speak to those
comments specifically, except to say that our committee
very much supports the urbanization of the Parkmerced
site. We feel that the increase in the density on the
west side of San Francisco, the very visible commitment
to public transportation that the project has shown, the
recognition of the need for neighborhood-serving retail,
and professional service businesses are all very much in
line with SPUR's own dedication to the best in urban
planning.

We particular appreciate the efforts to
connect the city to the -- to connect the site to the
rest of the city through reintroduction of the city
grid -- the street grid. We anticipate the move from a
auto-centric site to a transit-oriented plan for such a
large parcel will set a welcome example for other large
developments in the city. The EIR appears to be quite

thorough. We urge you to complete the environmental

analysis and move the project forward. ]

TR.9.1
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Page 23
Thank you.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.

FRED KRIEBEL: Good evening. My name is Fred
Kriebel. I am the owner of Kriebel and Associates, an
independent real estate construction and management
company here in the Bay Area. I am not a San Francisco
resident, but I have lived in the San Francisco Bay Area
for 32 years. I am not retained by the ownership of
Parkmerced nor any of the other firms associated with
the project.

Briefly, some background as a setting for what
I'm about to say. Before forming my own company, I
worked as an executive for 33 years for various
commercial general contractors, a large corporation with
owned real estate and their own internal real estate and
facility department, and a large multi-family housing
developer. I help to develop and build large, dense
multi-family apartment buildings, commercial office
buildings and improvements, garages, sport facilities,
and many other structures.

As part of my experience, particularly in the
last ten years as vice-president of a multi-family
developer, I had the opportunity to see and review
multiple environmental impact reports under CEQA. I do

not stand here and represent myself as an expert in CEQA
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and the EIR process or reports, but I do come here to

simply say that I have briefly reviewed the draft
environmental impact report for the Parkmerced project
and in my opinion I believe it to be a thorough and
complete dchment that meets all the requirements of
CEQA Title 14 and follows their guidelines for an EIR
report as set forth in Chapter 3, Article 9.

It is quite a detailed and thorough report
with many site plans, layouts, renderings, perspectives,
elevations, and narratives which give any agency or
jurisdiction and the general public sufficient
information about the project, its impacts, possible
remedies, remediations, and alternatives to those
impacts. In short, I think it's a thorough -- a very
thorough and complete report. |

Just from my personal perspective, I think i;_
is a wonderful project. I think it will be a great
benefit to the residents of San Francisco and the entire
Bay Area. It will alleviate the chronic housing
shortage; yet is very respectful of the current
property. It endeavors to minimize inevitable impacts
on some of the residents. And, also, the new plan
incorporates many green sustainable principles, reducing

the per capita impact in natural resources placed on the

city of San Francisco.

TR.10.1

TR.10.2
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I strongly urge you to continue the process._J

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.

LINH LE: Good evening, Commissioners. My
name is Linh Le. I'm sorry. I didn't hear it. I and
my wife have lived in one of the garden apartments of

Parkmerced for more than 35 years. We are Chevron

retirees. I am a former purchasing contract manager for

Chevron for 15 years.

We oppose the above proposed expansion and
development project submitted by Stellar Management due
to the negative impacts, as listed below.

One, the demolition and disappearance of more
than 1,500 landmark and historic residential garden

townhouses at Parkmerced.
Two, in the past 35 years, traffic jams havé——

already got worse along the 19th Avenue corridor between

Junipero Serra Boulevard and Lincoln Way. Traffic will

definitely get worse if this proposed expansion is

approved by the City and completed unless more serious

and costly solutions are considered and adopted. ]

Three, businesses in other neighborhoods in
surrounding and adjacent areas such as Ocean Avenue and
19th Avenue, Parkside, Westlake, and West Portal will be
seriously affected.

The benefits of this proposed expansion -il

TR.10.2
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project to the city and residents of San Francisco are

so vague and uncertain, they sound like a pipe dream.
The estimated cost of $1.2 billion of the proposed
expansion are too optimistic. No consideration of cost
overruns, inflation, or unforeseen circumstances.
Finally, in view of its financial problems and
current loan default, the survival of Stellar Management
is in question. Who 1is to guarantee that this LLC
corporation will be around in San Francisco in the next
ten years; let alone thirty years? Thus far, we have
already seen four successive owners of Parkmerced. The
City and County of San Francisco should be careful not
to be drawn into this quagmire. With California and the
nation still in the grip of economic uncertainty,
continued commercial real estate foreclosures,
persistent high employment [sic], and slow growth in the
foreseeable future, what investors and banks would have

the audacity and impractical business sense to embark on

this potential multibillion financial misadventure?

Thank you very much.

PRESTIDENT MIGUEL: Thank vyou.

Please. I've asked you not to make any
demonstrations.

David Meckel. Jim Coppfer. Daniel Phillips.

DAVID MECKEL: Good evening. My name is David

TR.11.4
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Meckel, M-e-c-k-e-1. 1I'm director of research and

planning at California College of Art here in San
Francisco's Potrero Hill neighborhood.

First, I'd like to compliment the staff who
created this draft environmental impact report. It's
one of the most comprehensive, well-written documents
I've encountered in recent years, which is saying
something when your perspective 1s from academia, as
mine is. I spent time reviewing the three-part 783-page
draft EIR as well as the ten appendices. I find that
the report more than adequately addresses the importance
and impact of the Parkmerced project.

In addition, I'd like to emphasize how
important it is for San Francisco to keep making
progress on adding diverse types of housing within the
city limits -- housing that is close to places of
employment, housing that uses less water and energy,
housing that is supported by transit and services,
housing that is well designed. This draft EIR shows
that the Parkmerced plan will do this.

I know it's a big document, but I encourage
anyone interested in a sustainable, well-designed

livable future for San Francisco to spend sometime with

it.

Thank you.

TR.121
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PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.

JIM COPPFER: Good evening, Commissioners. My
name is Jim Coppfer, C-o-p-p-f-e-r. And I am a
long-time Parkmerced resident.

And I can say I'm one of people who charges at
Parkmerced and I don't really fully comprehend the
20-year plan and the draft EIR, but I can tell you that
living at Parkmerced is a very good experience. And
recently I discovered the joys of dog ownership. Just
by taking my dog around -- my new dog —-- around to
various places to run in Parkmerced; and there are lots
of them. And one thing that I understand is that we'll
still have significant open areas for running dogs and
things.

Also, I do have some reservations about the
development, which I have discussed in other preliminary
meetings, but basically I do support the development.
And I would say that we have had meetings with the
owner -- our board of directors; and we have found that
he has basically been true to his record. And I know it
sounds naive, but I would just go along with a lot of
the things that are in the EIR because of that.

And, anyway, I think it has the potential to
become a new landmark for San Francisco on the -- out in

the southwest there, which has been basically without

TR.13.1
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any kind of landmark like the downtown area, which is

what everyone thinks of as San Francisco. But it can be
a landmark for the nation as far as green living and as
far as energy -- new kind of energy use. I think it

would be a very good, very positive thing for San

Francisco and even an example for the nation.

Thank you.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.

Daniel Phillips.

DANIEL PHILLIPS: My name is Daniel Phillips,
P-h-i-1-1-i-p-s. I live at 405 Serrano Drive in
Parkmerced in San Francisco.

I am currently president of the board of
directors of the Parkmerced Residents Organization.
While the organization's official substance is still to
oppose Parkmerced Vision, I question the research being
done by the board members. I took three copies of the
draft EIR to our most recent board meeting, May 22nd, in
2010. And not one voting member accepted a copy to
study. It is beyond my comprehension that any
uninformed decision on the draft DEIR can be made.

When I first moved here in April of 1987, I
was struck by the cookie-cutter, utilitarian look of the

place. But when I began to walk through the original

150 acres, I discovered how there was great variety in f

TR.13.1
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Page 30
the trim and doorways of Parkmerced. The interior

courtyards varied from magnificent areas with
curvilinear patios to drab, unimaginative places.
However, I can no longer visit those places. They are
not ADA accessible. And even in 1987 they seemed hidden
and private.

I believe we must go on -- we must go beyond
the emotional and nostalgic response and look at hard
facts. One of the greatest complaints by non-tower
residents concerns townhouse conditions. Some residents
have hired experts to inspect their homes. The solution
consistently seems to be rebuild the unit. This weakens
any argument for non-development.

The actions of a few militants are
embarrassing. I am sure you have all received rational
communications, but the current comfort zone can and
should be improved. The overall benefits of
Parkmerced's vision plan outweighs weak and uninformed
arguments. The eventual savings 1in resources alone call

for redevelopment. With Parkmerced Vision, we will have

a brighter future. Thank you. |

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.
Jeremy Setzer. Joel Koppel. Maria Elena

Guerrero Engber.

JEREMY SETZER: My name is Jeremy Setzer. My

TR.14.1
con't

727e84¢6-0eed-441a-a858-8bf65d1501de



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

Page31.
last name is spelled S-e-t-z-e-r. 1I've been a resident

in Parkmerced for ten years. I just want to say that is
it really necessary to destroy all the greenery and all
the space in favor of more buildings of high occupancy,
increasing the density of the area which will rival
almost any city in the world except Hong Kong when these
large highrises are built? And, also, congestion and |

density will increase. There are already problems with

19th Avenue and adjoining streets. And it will only

increase with increased construction. |

Thank you.

JOEL KOPPEL: Good evening, Commissioners,
President Miguel. Joel Koppel. Can you please send my
transcript to 328 Garces? My mother resides there. She
works Tuesday and Thursday nights. She'd be here.
Hopefully, she'll be retiring after the end of the year.
So we'll see you down the road.

But I have nothing but good things to say a
bout Parkmerced and Stellar Management. I had the
privilege of growing up there in a three-bedroom
townhouse with a backyard on a dental hygienist's and a
teacher's salary. Back then the place was honestly a
little dismal; and I've seen nothing but improvements
ever since -- external improvement. Window

replacements, roof replacements. Honestly, more

TR.15.1
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construction and maintenance than most people would

like. But that's good for me to see, speaking from a
electrical construction industry. I can say for a fact
Stellar has been very responsible in performing
electrical and fire alarm upgrades. But at the same
time, like people have mentioned, you get to a point
where maintenance i1s just repairing what should be
played. Honestly, this property has such a large
footprint that the possibility for creating clean energy
and using it to better the city of San Francisco and all
is a great possibility.

So I'm here as San Francisco resident and as a

construction worker to speak in favor of adopting the

DEIR and looking forward to building a new Parkmerced.

Thank you. o

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.

MARIA ELENA GUERRERO ENGBER: Good evening,
Commissioners. My name is Maria Elena Guerrero Engber,
spelled G-u-e-r-r-e-r-o, E-n-g-b-e-r. I live at 310
Arballo Drive, Apartment 11-D. I am here to express to
you my opposition to the city of San Francisco Planning
Department draft environmental impact report for
Parkmerced project, 3711 19th Avenue.

My reasons to oppose the Parkmerced project as

presented by the sponsor are so many that I will only be

TR.16.1
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Page 33
able to mention a few here. My family and I have

occupied a Parkmerced home for the last 20 years. My
mother and I have resided in the same unit in Building
40 for the last 17 years, since 1993.

This environmental impact report has not
stressed enough the effect that this project, if
approved, will have on the current over 7,260 Parkmerc?EJ
residents' health and quality of life. Under this EIR
alternative the affect on trees will also be
devastating, as hundreds of trees will have to be cut
and the bird population nesting on trees will be
removed. I strongly believe that not one tree should be
cut or relocated. Not one bird should be displaced by
the destruction of their habitat. |

The only acceptable alternative for me on thig_
EIR is that no possible alternative, leaving Parkmerced

as it 1s now, without any changes or construction until

According to the draft EIR -- and I gquote —--
The impact on historic architectural resources,
transportation, circulation, noise, and air quality will
be significant and unavoidable. The impact on wind will
be potentially significant and unavoidable.

On Volume 1, Chapter 5, page DG-24, of the

Parkmerced EIR, I quote, Impact AQ-3, Construction of

TRA7A1
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proposed project could expose persons to substantial

levels of toxic air contaminants, which may lead to
adverse heélth defect, significant and unavoidable
criteria. GBGD.

I did not see mention on the EIR how the cost
of the asbestos removal on 1528 units that if
demolished, even on four phases, is going to be dealt
with by the city and by the present or future owners of
Parkmerced. What are the preventive measures that will
be taken to avoid thousands of old and new residents to
get lung cancer caused by prolonged asbestos exposure?
I am convinced that if this project is approved, it will
cause me and my family to get sick by the pollution and

air contamination produced by constant demolition and

construction around my home for years to come. | Even 1if
the 3,221 --
Thank you.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.

Kevin McDonough. Dennis Norrington. Mitchell
Omerberqg.

DENNIS NORRINGTON: Good evening. My name is
Dennis Norrington. I am the longest-term resident in

Parkmerced, having resided there since 1946 and at my
current address since 1957.

My speech first of all -- statement -- is ¢

TR.A7.4
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Page 35
specifically to the plan -- part of the plan regarding

turning Block No. 4, where I live, into a shopping
center. I think this is absurd. My residency there --
I've been familiar with the whole area. There is within
a mile-and-a-half distance of Block 4, seven major
shopping centers already. This includes the nearby
two-block-away shopping center on Cambon Drive, which
Parkmerced 1s currently —-- which the owners‘currently in
the process of renovating and reviving. In addition,
you have the shops and malls at nearby San Francisco
State University; and, of course, the large and
extensive and famous Stonestown Galleria, which i1s less
than a half-mile away on Buckingham Way, Winston Drive,
and 19th Avenue. There's also an extensive shopping
center called Lakeside on Ocean Avenue between’Junipero
Serra and 19th Avenue. The West Portal shopping center
is also not far away. That's four blocks long on West
Portal Avenue and contains many shops. In addition,
recently the Lakeshore Shopping Center on Sloat
Boulevard has been enlarged and expanded. There 1is
currently a very large and remodeled Lucky supermarket
as well as numerous other shops.

And, finally, I would like to state that I

work for San Francisco Chronicle in the morning in their

\

TR.18.1
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Daly City area. The Westlake Shopping Center, which is

also nearby, has just completed a huge
multi-million-dollar expansion on John Daly Boulevard
and Lake Merced Boulevard, featuring 2 six-story
garages.

So there is -- so the idea that a shopping

center is needed, which would be centered on my block,

is absurd. Economically it would be redundant and there
would be very -- it would be -- the potential for the
survival of such a shopping center -- economic viability

would be negative. —
In addition, I should say that I was a member |
of -- former member of Parkmerced Residents
Organization, having served on its board of directors.
And I strongly Support all of the statements in
opposition to this plan, especially those made by Ms.
Lentz, Mr. Lagos, and Mr. Goodman. —
Finally, I want to say that with regard to
this specific block I live on, there are many other
long-term residents whose displacement would alsoc pose

severe problems to them.
And, finally, with regard to the other aspect
of this plan, the construction of the replacement of

garden apartments with additional high-rise towers, I

would oppose this because, first of all, the danger of J

TR.18.1
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earthquake damage is very severe. I was in Parkmerced

when the Loma Prieta quake took place in 1989. Most of
the apartments, especially the towers, were severely
damaged. Had the quake lasted ten or fifteen seconds
more, some of these towers might very well have come
down.

And it's also important to point out that
these high-rise towers are the only high-rise buildings
in western San Francisco. There's a reason for that,
because we're very close to the San Andreas Fault,
which, of course, was the center of the '06 earthquake.
And the fact that the towers were damaged in the Loma
Prieta quake, which was not centered on the San Andreas,

is something that should be taken into consideration as

well. —
Thank you.
PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.
KEVIN MCDONOUGH: Good evening, Commissioners.
My name 1is Kevin McDonough, M-c-D-o-n-o-u-g-h. I live

at 240 San Leandro in Balboa Terrace. And I am here to
speak in support of the project. I'm also -- I'm a past
president of Balboa Terrace, most recently for three
years.

So I want to make a comment about the

ownership group. They've done a lot of outreach to the

TR.18.4
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entire community. They came to -- they offered to give

presentations to our board meetings. We only have a few
people at our meetings, but we ended up going to the
West of Twin Peaks Council meeting.

So just a few things. I've looked at the
draft EIR and I do believe that it addresses the major
issues -- transportation -- the ingress, egress -- by
creating more things going out. The design of it, I
think, is good. The elevations. And then you look at
the towers. Of course -- and, you know, low-density
housing is probably good in San Ramon, but in San
Francisco, where we have to grow in the future, we have
to start building up.

My -- Jjust a commentary on the Parkmerced
ownership group -- my wife worked out there in the '80s
as a leasing agent. And I think anybody who was out
there ten or fifteen years ago and has seen it now
realizes how much work this group has done for this
project out there.

So just want to say I think the EIR is well
thought-out. I think that the plan that the ownership
has in place that protects existing tenants, the removal
of low-density housing in the urban environment, the

commercial and the retail. Although there are a lot of

retail and commercial in the area, those are all -- v

TR.191
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anybody who's gone there on the weekends knows those are

jam-packed. So if you can create a retail space within
that village, it will get people out of their cars and
get them moving around. And 1 believe it's a sensible

approach to growth with the gradual addition of units

over the next couple of decades. ]

So I urge you to move forward on that. Thank
you very much.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.

MITCHELL OMERBERG: Good evening,
Commissioners. My name is Mitchell Omerberg. That's
O-m-e-r-b-e-r-g. I'm representing Affordable Housing
Alliance, one of San Francisco's largest and longest
operating renters' rights organizations. My mailing
address, if you want it, is 71 Norwich Street, San
Francisco, 94110.

We're talking about demolishing over 1,500
affordable units with rent control and eviction
protection; and these units are basically irreplaceable.
They're irreplaceable for two reasons.

No. 1, they were built with 1940s' and 1950s’

dollars being spent on 1920s' and 1950s' construction

costs. With all due respect, we cannot touch that

today. : —

The second reason is that these are l

TR.19.1
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rent-controlled, as I said, and eviction-protected units

and that are irreplaceable, because the Costa-Hawkins
Bill, which is part of our state law, says you cannot
control the rents on new construction. The promise that
apparently the landlord is making to some of the tenants
that they will live in newly constructed units with rent
control and eviction protection is a false promise. It

is unenforceable. We cannot control those units unless

we the city subsidized these units.[iYou're all pretty
familiar, probably, with the Palmer decision on the
subjeét of inclusionary zoning in the last few months on
this topic.

There's another case that you should be aware
of that just came out in the last week, Embassy LLC
versus Santa Monica, which is on the topic of density
bonuses. Both these cases make it abundantly clear, as
the law states, that you cannot control the rents on
newly constructed units unless you subsidize them with
a, quote, direct financial contribution. I don't know
if the Mayor's Office of Housing is planning on putting
money on this project. I don't think so.

If someone came to us proposing a new project
of 1,500 rent-controlled and eviction-protected

affordable units -- one-bedrooms, two-bedroom units,

TR.20.2
con't
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drooling over it. And yet here we're talking about

demolishing 1,500 rent-controlled eviction-protected
units. Throwing away those units with the rent control
and eviction protection, with the material that went
into them, with the work that went into them, with the
money that went into them, is not green. Some would say
it's crazy. We must all agree that it is a significant

impact and it is not being addressed in any fashion

here. —

So sorry for my grim tone, but I think it's a
grim situation. Thank you.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.

Michelle Pappas, Terrance Faulkner, Kate
Lefkowitz.

MICHAEL PAPPAS: Michael Pappas. It's
P-a-p-p-a-s. And I'm a resident of the city and county
of San Francisco. I live and work in the Presidio, but
for three years I pastored a congregation on Brotherhood
Way. And I'm the executive director of the San
Francisco Interfaith Council. -

I've had the chance to review the draft EIR
and thankful to stand here in support of it. In the
1960s, under the leadership of former Mayor George

Christopher, a great interfaith experiment happened on

Brotherhood Way. And the result was seven houses of

TR.20.3
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Page 42
worship and educational institutions popped up there.

And alongside were our neighbors, Parkmerced; and they
were and they continue to be neighbors. I have
firsthand experience working directly with Parkmerced.
They were there for the 9/11 memorial. They were there
for the 20th anniversary observance and memorial of the
Loma Prieta earthquake, which we cosponsored a hunger
walk around Lake Merced. And they are partners in the
community agencies responding to the disaster program of
faith communities along Brotherhood Way.

In terms of environmental impact study, these
houses of worship will be a spiritual home to the new
residents and potential places for those residents to
send their children to school.

I think that the work that Parkmerced is doing
and continues to do to better the community is a

positive initiative. So I urge the members of the

Commission to supported this environmental impact [sic].
PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you. |
TERRANCE FAULKNER: Hi. My name 1is
Dr. Terrance Faulkner, JD, former Ronald Reagan
appointee to the federal executive awards committee and
also former state secretary of the California Republican

Chairman's Association. My address is 106 Crespi Drive,

San Francisco, ZIP code 94132.

TR.21.1
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Here's a couple of extracts from my letter to

Bill Wycko, your environmental officer. The EIR for the
Parkmerced project raises a host of issues:

A, respective incapacity to financially
perform appears to be the first problem of the
Parkmerced management in dealing with economic proposals
contained in this EIR. Based on the public statements
of Parkmerced management, as recently stated in the San
Francisco Chronicle and many other media publications,
there appears to be considerable doubt as to whether
Parkmerced management will be able to raise the needed
$500 million, more or less, to avoid going into mortgage
and/or deed of trust default in October of 2010.

B, should Parkmerced go into financial
default, a foreclosure sale of Parkmerced to a new
business entity is highly likely. A similar result is
also possible by private sale to a new business entity
before the October 2010 financial failure.

C, what a new business entity might do with
Parkmerced is very uncertain. The San Francisco
Planning Department would be well advised to postpone
any action on this highly questionable current EIR until
at least December of 2010 or a later date. ]

D, on the general merits of the EIR, assumindj

Parkmerced management were unexpectedly in a financial

/

TR.22.1
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position to act upon it, the proposals of the Parkmerced

management have virtually no public support among the
residents of Parkmerced nor the surrounding community.
The many public presentations of the current Parkmerced
management regarding their so-called vision for a new
Parkmerced have been widely questioned and rejected at
community meetings. To put the matter bluntly, the
so-called Parkmerced vision has no popular support
anywhere among the local residents or voters.

E, the EIR represents an extreme and unpopular
set of rebuilding plans by Parkmerced management,
proposed in an attempt to attract more funds for the
financially troubled Parkmerced.

F, speaking as a long-time incumbent county
central committeeman who has served in San Francisco
elected public office since 1974, Parkmerced management
EIR proposals would almost certainly be rejected by a

wide margin of San Francisco voters 1f it were ever to

go on a local election ballot. —

Thank you. I'd like to turn this in to the
Secretary.
PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Just leave it right there.

Thank you.
KATE LEFKOWITZ: Good evening, Commissioners.

My name 1s Kate Lefkowitz and I'm the program manager

TR.22.2
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for the San Francisco Housing Action Coalition. Thank

you for the opportunity to speak today.

I'm here to highlight the adequacy of
Parkmerced's draft EIR in terms of addressing pertinent
environmental issues within the project site and
surrounding community. The Parkmerced draft EIR is both
balanced and thorough. The present land use of
Parkmerced harkens back to a time when water
conservation was not a priority and where cars dominated
the land.

We are pleased to see that DEIR proposes to
increase the intensity of the land use as well as the
importance of transit in a relatively low-density area TR.23.1
con't
of the city.

The proposed project would protect existing
residents and maintain their rent control.

There will also be onsite inclusionary
housing, an important SFHAC goal. It is rare that we
see projects this well designed on San Francisco's west
side. And we strongly encourage density equity in this
part of the city.

The Parkmerced project proposes intensive
investments in transit and infrastructure that will

serve both residents and the surrounding community.

Specific transit improvements outlined in the draft EIR,b
\
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such as the extension of the M Oceanview line into the

project site, promote greater connectivity from
Parkmerced into the rest of the city. It also pushes
strategies designed to discourage the overall usage of
private automobiles and prioritizes walking and cycling
for internal trips.

In addition, all the homes within the
community are within walking distance of transit stops
with access to neighborhood-serving retail and 68 acres
of public open space, creating a liveable mixed-use
urban community. The SFHAC supports Parkmerced's
commitment to increased transit orientation and
innovative focus on decreasing development's carbon
footprint. The proposal to create a net-zero
energy/net-zero water project is the first we have seen
and is an excellent indicator of the path that our city
needs to follow. The enormous benefit this project
brings in both transit infrastructure, water
conservation, and energy efficiency are made possible by
the ambitious scope and scale of the investment. It's
rare that we see opportunities like this at one place
and one time.

On behalf of SFHAC, I strongly urge you to

support this deserving project. Thank you.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you. Dean Preston.

TR.23.1
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Inga Horten, Mary Ann Miller.

DEAN PRESTON: Good evening, Commissioners.
Dean Preston, executive director of Tenants Together,
which is California's statewide organization for
renters' rights.

And we are deeply concerned about the
demolition of over 1,500 rent-controlled units. As
Mitchell Omerberg pointed out, these units cannot be
replaced with rent-controlled units under the California
state law, the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act, which
you're all familiar. The landlord-developer promises
that existing tenants will be moved to new
rent-controlled units and that demolished units will be
replaced with new, affordable rental units.

There's a major problem that's not addressed
in this draft EIR, which is the enforceability of those
promises. Where is that discussed? It needs to be
addressed. —

And the problem 1s there are major questions B
about the enforceability, in light of the current
financial situation of the developer and in light of
recent case law addressing these issues.

As a practical matter, it's unclear that these
units will ever be built. This is a landlord in

default. This 1is a landlord that has lost their

TR.24.1
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Page 48
properties in foreclosure in New York City. This is --

I can't believe we're even considering this. This would
be like a tenant asking their landlord if they could
remodel their unit when they hadn't paid rent for a
year. The landlord would laugh at him. Are we
seriously considering allowing them to move forward
under these circumstances? I hope not.

Regardless of the intentions of the current
owner, there i1s a serious likelihood that these
properties will end up in other hands -- perhaps in six
months, perhaps in a year, perhaps in two years. And if
the new owners will either not move forward with
replacement housing or seek to renege on promises that
have been made. ]

The recent court decisions -- as a statewide |
organization, we pay close attention to court cases
around the state. Three situations in Southezrn
California in Los Angeles that warrant your attention.
Mitchell Omerberg referred to two of them. As you know,
the Palmer decision specifically invalidated the
requirement of Los Angeles law that new rent replacement
housing units that replaced rent-controlled units, that
those units have rent restrictions. It was invalidated.
Didn't matter that the city required it. Just this week

in the Embassy case -- Embassy versus City of Santa

TR.24.2
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Page 49
Monica —-- the court of appeal allowed a landlord to

violate its express agreement not to invoke the Ellis
Act and evict tenants. This was in a settlement
agreement with the city. They promised not to do this.
The courts threw it out and said their right to invoke
the Ellis Act was a nonwaivable right.

We need to look at what is the enforceability

of these commitments. Similarly, the --

I'llrsubmit additional comments. Thank you
very much.

INGA HORTON: Good evening. My name is Inga
Horton, H-o-r-t-o-n. And I am on the board of directors
of the Sunset Parkside Education and Action Committee.
We are a neighborhood organization which is a neighbor
more or less to Parkmerced. And we are concerned about
several of the issues.

]

We are very concerned about the transportation

generated by an additional 5,000 dwelling units, or 10

to 20,000 additional residents.l Although it is -
temporary and may be listed this summer, the closure of
the southern part of the Great Highway west of the San

Francisco Zoo, residents are already experiencing

significant increase of trips on Sloat and Sunset

Boulevard, the Great Highway, and 19th Avenue.

The transportation study indicates that the 'Tl

TR.24.3
con't
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main arteries -- 19th Avenue and Parkmerced Boulevard --

will be impacted at Level E and Level F due to the
population increase on the Parkmerced project.
We are concerned that we cannot reach the

alrport in a decent time anymore, that we cannot go down

the Peninsula.! And we also feel that the -- we are not
gquite sure how much the cumulative impact study has been
considered, but that would really impact us. J

Secondly, we are also concerned -- well, whilg
the proposed redevelopment of Parkmerced offers many
welcome sustainable features, the demolition of more
than 1,500 affordable rental units is not green nor

fiscally wise.
The draft environmental impact report lacks a;
assessment of socio-economic impacts of the demolition
of affordable and family-oriented housing units and
their phased replacement with market-rate housing in

mid- and high-rise buildings. We request the

preparation of a socio-economic analysis as an addendum

to the EIR.

We will have more comments. We will have a
meeting on Monday with the general membership and then
turn in our written comments. Thank you.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.

MARY ANN MILLER: Mary Ann Miller,

TR.25.3
con't

TR.254

TR.25.5

TR.25.6

TR.25.7

727e84c6-0ced-441a-a858-8bf65d1501dc



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

‘ Page 51
M-i-l-l-e-r, 1239 42nd Avenue. That's in the western

part of the city, but it is not Parkmerced. However, as
a former member of the Planning Department and as a
resident of the western part of the city, I always want
to sort of give a fair shake to every large new
development that we have, since there are so few; and
since, as a member of the board of San Francisco
Tomorrow, we want to promote new housing where it's
appropriate. We want to promote, as well, historic
preservation. And we want to make sure that our EIRs
are well founded. |

This one 1is enormous and it's very glossy ané_
it's very beautiful, but it is very hard to analyze.

And I've come to my own idea of this, that there really
is a need to take; not just each of the CEQA-mandated
impact areas, like land use or transportation, but to
take a project that's as large as this and divide it
into its phases. And for each of the phases do the land
use issues, the socio-economic issues, the
transportation issues, the hydrology -- whatever.

And if only this EIR, which I think is trying
to be a good EIR -- it's really comprehensive. But in
trying to read it over two days, I'm asking myself,
couldn't we take each of those four or so phases,

analyze the impacts, or just organize it differently?

N\

1

TR.26.1
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We have the computers; and consultants could organize _J

those impacts under the phases.

So this could either be done as T
alternatives -- I agree with the people who say there
should be more alternatives. And I am sorry that there
was one lost that was an historic preservation
alternative apparently. I do think C is good, but I
wonder what G-a looked like, as Mr. Goodman questioned.

So is there a way to add more alternatives or,
conversely, analyze per phase what the impacts would Dbe.
My idea is that that would help you -- you're the
decision-makers -- it would help us in the public. We
wouldn't be all opposed to it or all for it. You know,
the people who say they're for and say they've read it,
they can't be truthful, because they can't read it and

also be for it. You have to -- you know -- kind of

hedge your critique.

Also, under the appendix that's part of the
EIR, I would like to see removed all the self-serving
promotional, super hypercolored, super-califragilistic

graphics. Please get them out of there. They're

_

prejudicial.
Thank you.
PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.

Jeanne D'Arcy. Jeanne Scott.

TR.26.1
con't
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JEANNE D'ARCY: Good evening, Commissioners.

My name is Jeanne D'Arcy. That's spelled D, apostrophe,
capital a-r-c-y. I'm an 18-year resident of Parkmerced.
I'm a native San Franciscan, third generation. I raised
three daughters in Parkmerced.

And I have experienced several different
managers and owners as I've lived there. These by far
are the best managers that I've experienced. While
there are still problems with the units, they are
responding to those problems. I am happy with the
management's outreach to the residents and their
cooperation with the stakeholders and their
responsibility in response to their community concerns.

I support the Parkmerced vision and I look
forward to working with the management to get it
approved.

Some cof the reasons for my support include
that the existing garden apartments, of which I am a
resident, have inadequate plumbing and electrical
service. They're at the stage right now where they need
to be rebuilt, not just repaired. Today there's no
space for residents to meet with friends and neighbors.
There are many open dgrass areas, but'they're not

appropriate for sitting and meeting and conversing. We

need coffee shops, restaurants, neighborhood parks, \!

TR.271
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activity centers, and other community-gathering spaces.

This i1s especially important to attract more families to
our city.

The existing Parkmerced buildings are
environmentally wasteful of water and other resources.
The new management 1s committed to building new
sustainable designs and is supportive of regenerative
living. Management has already formed a sustainability
committee that meets on a regular basis to define and
implement sustainable:initiatives. I am a member of
that committee and I am pleased with the direction that
Parkmerced is moving as a member of that committee.

I have not read thoroughly the report, but I
have reviewed it. I have been able to ask questions of
the management and received answers. I wasn't trustful
of them in the beginning because of the previous
managers we had. I am very trustful of them now,
because they've been honest.

As a native San Franciscan and as a teacher
and administrator for the San Francisco Unified School
District and as a parent, I'm excited about the
potential for my neighborhood for setting an example for

the rest of the nation with this update of my

neighborhood.

Thank you.

TR.27.1
con't
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PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.

JEANNE SCOTT: Hello. My name 1is Jeannie
Scott. I am a resident of Parkmerced. I live in one of
the garden apartments. I've lived there about six years
and I'm very strongly in favor of the plans that -- th;_
Parkmerced Vision, because what -- I'm really looking
forward to living in a more sustainable environment.
The garden apartment that I have I have to watch for
roof leaks and then I report them. And, again, I have
plumbing and water issues. And so I'm really looking
forward to living in an energy-efficient, comfortable
apartment. |

I'm also looking forward to walks among native
plants and trees which would attract more native birds,
butterflies, bees -- there's hardly any bees out there.
So I'm looking forward to the future there. I reaily,
really wish it was now, because I -- in fact, if this

had been -- if this Parkmerced had been, instead of 30

years from now, now, I would be running to this place to

rent.

And thank you very much.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.

Those are all the speaker cards I have. Is
there additional public comment?

MARIA-ELENA MESTAYER: Hi. My name 1is

TR.28.1
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Maria-Elena Mestayer, no relationship to the other

Maria-Elena who spoke. I've been living in Parkmerced
for seven years. I moved here from actually New York
City.

And I looked at the -- I don't know if you
received the environmental reports, how massive they
are. And I have a Jjoke about management. I live with
my partner in the same house and we both got a copy and
I think to myself, This is Stellar Management, who
according to Robert Selna of the San Francisco
Chronicle, is a company verging on default; and it
imagines that it's going to reconstruct its debt and
then spend billions of dollars in the future. That is
what the owner said. According to real estate finance
experts, the middle man, which is called a special
servicer, 1is required to proteét investors who are owed
mortgage payouts -- not the owners of the complex, 1its
tenants, or the city -- leaving the fate of the
3,321-unit Parkmerced very much in gquestion.

And another professor from Pgnnsylvania State
University, Brent Ambrose, this is his quote: Whether
they work out a deal to extend the loan, manage the
property themselves, or recommend foreclosure 1is very

specific to the property. They have been known in New

TR.29.1

York City to choose foreclosure.
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I'm not sure -- I looked up in Google Stellar

Management and looked at all the different properties
that they bought in the past decade. Almost every

single one of those properties in New York City is in

foreclosure.

| So I'm just asking you -- I agreé with
everything that's been said. I oppose the Parkmerced
structure, not because the whole construction, not
because I live there, but because I'm a resident of the
city and county of San Francisco. And I am a voter.
And looking at that what somebody said
super-califragilistic amazing two books that I can
actually sit my nephew on and -- like in a chair. I
just want you to take that into account. Take into
account that there are people that live there.

I'm a graduate from San Francisco State
University and maybe -- what I'm asking you to do is why
not just fix the problems of the units now and then
maybe take into consideration -— I think the two people
before me, the woman who spoke who used to be on the
Planning Commission, that she said if you presented it
in stages, because that I thought was a very good idea.
Because it's massive. It's huge. And it is a vision.

And I'm just asking you to take into account the people

who live there.

TR.29.1
con't
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And one last thing I want to leave you with is

my l4-year-old nephew, who goes to SOTA, which is where
McAteer High School used to be, he came into my house
and saw the books, opened the books, and he said to me,
Are you kidding? They think that Muni, who is broke .
he's 14 years old -- who is broke and in the red, 1is
going to bring the M train all the way into the complex
and somehow people are just going to appear and ride

these Muni cars. Because he explained to me it took him

40 minutes to get from his school, McAteer, to

Parkmerced. —

So I'm just begging you, asking you to just
contemplate other -- other choices. Thank you.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.

JUDITH FLYNN: Good evening, Commissioners.
My name is Judith Flynn, F-l-y-n-n. And I am the
director of the Montessori Children's Center, which is
located in Parkmerced at 81 Bautista Circle. 1I've been
the director since 1976, so I have seen quite a
historical perspective of what's happened there. I'm
here neither to be pro or con about the particular EIR,
but to address a few issues that I felt, in my cursory
perusal. Because it 1is very lengthy, as people have
mentioned, there was no way to be very —-- completely

specifically informed.

TR.29.3
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In the current Parkmerced project EIR, there

is no mention of the existing preschool, Montessori
Children's Center, at 80 Juan Bautista Circle. It 1is,
therefore, unclear what Parkmerced intends to do with
that building in this plan. The EIR does mention a new
school to be build on Bucarelli Drive; and in many of
the maps accompanying the EIR, the school building on
Juan Bautista 1s notably absent. It, therefore, seems
that, although it is not stated outright, the planned'
development will entail demolishing the school on Juan
Bautista.

This raises numerous qguestions.

Timeline. What is the timeline for the
demolition of the school on Juan Bautista and the
construction of the school on Bucarelli? _

Health and safety. What are the health riské_
associated with the demolition of the school? 1In
particularly, what effect will demolition have on air
quality? Has the impact of this been properly assessed,
especially with respect to young children, families, and

staff?
What are the health risks of other nearby
buildings being demolished while the school is still in

operation? Have these health risks been accurately

assessed, given that the children who attend the school\

TR.30.1
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Page 60
are at higher risk for health complications from

degraded air quality? ]
Traffic. Will the new school be built before |
the old one is demolished so that a local preschool will
be continuously present? If not, what impact will this
have on traffic and travel, particularly that of local
families?
What impact will this have on the families and
staff of the existing school? ]
Has the rise in traffic along Bucarelli once_j
the new school is built been accounted for, cénsidering
Bucarelli is a narrow street? Have there been
considerations and accommodations made for the heavy
traffic times of drop-off and pick-up? |
Will some form of on-site parking for the new |
school be offered? If not, what will be the impact of
Green space. Also featured in the plan is the|
transformation of the large green space of Juan Bautista
Circle into a commercial area. Not only will this be a

loss for all the residents, it will particularly affect

families, who use it for recreation. The loss of this

space seems at odds with the project's sustainability.

—

And I just want to say that school was

purposely built for us only about six years ago, after

TR.30.4
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Page 61
we located a space on Font Boulevard.

Thank you very much.

DAN WEAVER: Good evening, Commissioners. My
name is Dan Weaver, W-e-a-v-e-r. And I'm speaking today
as a resident of nearby community to Parkmerced, the
Oceanview/Merced Heights/Ingleside neighborhood. And
also bringing to the podium my experience as District 11
representative for the MTA CAC.

When Parkmerced planners have visited the OMITﬂ
they have learned, I think, by their second visit if not
their first one, that we have a lot of issues with the
transportation improvement or transportation
effectiveness project, because it proposed to cut off
the M-Oceanview before it ever got to Oceanview. And
that was an issue in our neighborhood for a long time
and remains an issue. However, the next time the
planning team came to our OMI, neighbors in action
meeting, they added an alternative proposal that they
were considering and proposing, which was to actually
have two ends to the M streetcar line, one which would
continue to go through the Oceanview neighborhood and
the other one which would go to Daly City BART. And at
least on the plans they showed us, they indicated how

that would work. And I think that's a plan that we like

in the neighborhood. We think it would enhance
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transportation. ]

There's also an idea of putting crossings -
the streetcar crossings of 19th Avenue -- not at the
same level as’the automobiles, but figure out about
another way to deal with it, most probably underground

in some way. And I think this is going to enhance the

entire transit picture on the southwestern part of the

city. ]
Another aspect of this is that the M line thg;
goes off to Balboa BART through the Oceanview district
could go down Geneva Avenue and provide an alternative
to the Twin Peaks tunnel, wﬁich is at capacity, which is
another issue that the TEP has to deal with. So from a
transit perspective, it seems to me that this planning
group has done an effective job. And, also, from a

neighborhood outreach perspective, they've come and

talked to us about these issues and listened to the

feedback we've provided. _

Thank you.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.

NAN ROTH: My name 1is Nan Roth. I'm sorry,
but I just walked in the door. I don't quite know where
you all are.

So I tried to go through the EIR, at least

some parts of it, today on the Internet. I must say the

TR.31.1
con't
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system that they use for reading is just impossible,

absolutely impossible. I don't see why they can't just
make a normal copy available with regular page
numbering. Anyway, it just took me hours and hours and

hours that I wasted. I probably shouldn't have even

|

I will try to concentrate my comments on the

started trying.

historic resource issue here. I'm a graduate of
architecture school in the 1950s. I have a great love
of buildings of this sort. I think of two things. I
think of the Appleton Wolfard libraries because I've
been to a lot of hearings about that lately and how
we've developed so much compassion for that. And I hope
we've been able to approach evaluation of Parkmerced
with the same level of compassion. I think about
Eichler houses. My god, they've become treasures.
They're getting huge prices on the market. People have
learned to really appreciate elements of design and
community from that era that we see rapidly disappearing
today. I don't think that this EIR adequately addresses

that fact. This 1s another issue of demolition by

neglect.
It's very easy to look at all of the negative
factors and people don't seem to be as willing as I

would like to see them in evaluating the more positive

TR.32.1
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elements. So I will cut my comments short at that.

I've been a resident of San Francisco for 50
years. We have many friends who lived in Parkmerced in
the early years of their marriages. I've made snowballs
out in Parkmerced. I can't remember if it was the fall
of '60, but I think it was the winter of 1962 when they
had a very heavy snowfall out there. I have a great
love for Parkmerced and I would hope that someone would
come along and appreciate the Thomas Church gardens. We
see very little left at this point. Nevertheless, if
they were restored, they're very easy to maintain. They

were always very sustainable gardens. That was one of

the nice things about them. It just saddens me to see

what has happened out there. _

Thank you. Bye-bye.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you. Is there
additional public comment?

JOHN KIM: Hello. My name is John Kim, K-i-m.
I live in Parkmerced garden apartment for about 35
years. I started residency when my daughter atténded
school. ©Now she is grown up and she has become a
veterinary medicine, very fine veterinary doctor.

Now, I drive around the city hundred times I

talk to my wife. What a beautiful place we live in. So

peaceful. So green. Green pastures. I can't see

TR.32.3
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anywhere like this in San Francisco, not even San T

Francisco. Now they're going to demolish this. I know
this great environment, 1f you look through the window
you can see the back pasture green. My daughter runs
out the window and talks to the next-door kids. And it
provide very healthy environment. So I'm sure this
Parkmerced apartment produced many, many intelligent,
healthy California San Franciscans. And they contribute
to this society because Parkmerced provided this nice,
beautiful apartment. My daughter now visits at least
once a week and brings her kids. I throw them in the
backyard. They run around. They love it so much. They
love it so much, they don't want to go home because this
is so good. Green pastures.

Now, they are going to demolish this green
pastures and replace it with concrete jungle. You know
how concrete jungle is? You open the door, you see dark
alleys. Now, I was driving through come to City Hall
all of a sudden this Bible hit me. Lord is my shepherd.
I shall not want. He will lead me to green pastures and

still waters. ©Now they will have left this green

pastures destroyed. Please, please, please leave this
green pastures and beautiful, beautiful place. Thank
you.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you. 1Is there

TR.33.1
con't
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additional public comment? If not, public comment is

closed.

Commissioner Olague.

COMMISSIONER OLAGUE: Well, i just wanted to
sort of echo some of the concerns that Ms. Miller
raised. And that's, sometimes when I read these
documents, I also am never sure whether --sometimes they
read as a -- as a -- not so much as an objective study
of CEQA impacts, but a little bit as a marketing
brochure on how you justify a development.

So I'm not looking to Jjustify developments.
I'm trying to study impacts. And with this, I guess the
two main issues I wanted to raise or questions or
whatever was on page -- under plans and policies, San
Francisco plans and policies -- priority policies. 1It's
at 4.1. And in it it said that for purposes of this EIR
the p;oposed project was reviewed against the priority
policies and no inconsistencies were identified.

And as it relates to -- let's see -- the
priority principle of Prop M is what they're referring
to here that was passed by the voters in 1986. And one
of the priority principles 1f No. 3, preservation and
enhancement of affordable housing. But in this

document, there's really no analysis in my mind or any

adequate analysis of the impact -- or the impact that \

-~

TR.34.1
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the loss of 1,500 is what I'm hearing -- 1,500 units of

rent-controlled units will have on the city based on
identified needs. So I would like to see more analysis
of that.

There's some verbiage here, but I don't think
that the analysis is adequate either. So that kind of
echoes what Mr. Preston said and Mr. Omerberg --
Mitchell -- I should know better. So I think that --
yeah, I would like to see a little bit more of that
there.

And then, also, the parking issue, of course.
This is being touted as a green development. And one of
the priority principles also reads, Discouragement of
commuter automobiles that impede Muni transit service or
that over-burden streets or neighborhood parking.

And then there's also the transit-first
policy, which is also sort of referenced here. And that
is in 1998 the SF voters amended the City Charter 16.102
to include a transit-first policy. The transit-first
policy is a set of principles that underscore the City's
commitment to prioritize travel by transit, bicycle, and
on foot over private automobile travel. These
principles are embodied in the policies and objectives

of the transportation element of the General Plan. All

City boards, commissions, and departments are required \

TR.34.1
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Page 68
by law to implement transit-first principles in

conducting city affairs.

I don't believe that this adequately analyzes
how this does or doesn't relate to the fact that the
project is requesting a one-to-one parking for their
housing units. So I think I would like to see more

analysis of how that does or doesn't relate to our

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Commissioner Antonini.

COMMISSIONER ANTONINI: Well, thank you.

I appreciate all the comments. And, of
course, you're all aware that the comment period
continues till June 28th of this month -- June 28th.

I think that we are -- today most of the
comments should center on the adequacy, the accuracy,
and the objective of the environmental impact report.
And while there were a lot of comments that were more on
the project itself, certainly if you can center your
comments on that part of it, that's what we're most
interested in hearing about at this point. And there
will be an opportunity for, as the project moves
forward, to comment also on the desirability of
undesirability of the project itself.

A couple things that I thought were very

interesting. And that was a comment that was made about

TR.34.2
con't
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the grade separation at 19th Avenue. And as most of you

are aware, 1f you read this, much of the Muni
improvements are to be funded by the project sponsor.
And while that might be out of the province of what
they're doing, I think that's an important thing to look
at. I believe it's analyzed to some degree there. But
clearly the idea is to have the Muni M-line already on
the west side of 19th before it enters at Holloway. But
then the existing strategy, which I believe is at the
street called Felix at the point of Junipero Serra and
19th, I think it would be very important that there be a
grade separation there so that Muni could move unimpeded
by the traffic, which is very heavy coming off of
Junipero Serra, 19th, and 280. And that's something

that certainly should be answered as part of the

comments and responses, I think. —

And, of course, it also is mentioned and it is
also part of the analysis deals with the extension to ]
the Daly City BART, which I think is a very important.
Once again, it may be to some degree that the periphery
of this actual project, I think it certainly is very

important that as this analysis is done, that we also,

you know, make comments to everything that they should

look towards that. : —

I thought the analysis was very 'extremely wei;L

TR.35.1
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done in regards to -- I read the section on water. And,

of course, there was a huge part from SFPUC that dealt
with the water analysis. That was very well done as
well as the wind exposures, which are extremely
important. Being a resident of that part of San
Francisco, I can share with you, as you all know, how
important it is that when you do have sun that you can
maximize i1t. And you also have to have prevention from
the wind. Have a design so that the wind is buffeted in
a way that it allows a calming area. And éertainly that
is well done in the plan; and the analysis does a good
Job on that.

Also, it did a good job on traffic. And, of
course, we have to analyze this from the impact it has
on traffic, but not the preexisting traffic. But
certainly it has to be taken in.that context.

Also, there were a lot of comments about
changes which are not -- certainly wvarious
socio-economic changes are not necessarily -- are not
part of an EIR, but very, very valid and should be
expressed when the project itself comes forward. But
what would have to be done is the mitigation of the
project. So, for example, 1f you add another 3,000
residents, yes, it 1is appropriate to talk about the fact

that a mitigation would be a school that is proposed and

N

TR.35.3
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other mitigating factors to attend to the needs of

additional children that might be there. _J
Let's see. And, also, alternatives can o

address -- as we get to the‘project itself, we can talk

about design alternatives. And there are some who have
said, Well, we would prefer a different design. We like
townhouses. We like that design. And, certainly, that
could be -- that's straight from the EIR itself.

External analysis 1s being done for impact of increased
density, increased housing, but design is something that

will move forward as the project moves forward.

And the other thing that was mentioned a lot
was the situation with rent-controlled units, which, is
not the province of the environmental impact report.
However, we have seen agreements between developers; and
they're part of the development agreement that it calls
for a provision for the maintenance of present tenants
will be returned to rent-controlled units. So that is
something that can be part of your agreement. But,
again, it's not environmental impact.

And the only other thing I was going to say
was also 1s not i1s economic performance. That's been
mentioned. And while it's a consideration and a

concern, we have to remember that entitlement moves with

the project, not with the particular developer. So you

o~

TR.35.4
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pass an entitlement and you have certain provisions that

are a part of the development. And if that development
was sold to another developer, the same conditions
apply. The conditions don't go with the developer.
They go with the project. So while it certainly is
important to have solvency and I think it probably will
be case, but if there were a sale or something were to
happen, then what is approved will move forward. But I

think in what I've reviewed so far, seems to be

adequate, accurate, and objective. - _

I may have .additional comments that I will
submit in writing before the end of the comment period.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Commissioner Sugaya.

COMMISSIONER SUGAYA: Yeah. I don't know
where to begin, actually.

Most of the comments received this evening
consider -- were concerning the project itself. And
it's always very difficult, I think, under CEQA -- I
don't think the public gets it and they don't understand
it. Its only the people who have dealt with CEQA -- the
land use lawyers, the ex-planners. They're very active
neighborhood people who understand the process and that
the process —-- for example, last week on the Fairmont

Hotel, I know that there were tons of very specific,

targeted comment that people have now written about tha%/

TR.35.7
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particular environmental impact report. And there's a

difference between what is the project which has what
the environmental impact report is analyzing and the
comments that need to be made on this draft
environmental impact report.

So, for example, the last gentlemen, who I
appreciated, I thought he was great in what he said and
his passion for living at the development and his
comments about his children and now his grandchildren --
those were great. But, you know, in the EIR it's going
to note that and his comments have all been recorded.

We have a court reporter here and it's on tape. So

his -- all of his words will be recorded and it will be
in the transcript. But when the people who wrote the
EIR in the City take a look at what he said, all they're
going to say 1s, This is a nice comment and it's noted.
They're not going to go into at all kinds of things that
he was trying to tell us peripherally, because it's not
addressing specifically what's in the document.

That's where I think the public process for
the environmental document really breaks down, because
then it comes back to the people who really understand
it, like Ms. Miller and others, who was the planner --
ex-planner -- from the city, and comment about the

phasing. I thought was an interesting comment that we

TR.36.1
con't
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have not done before. But those were comments that were
targeted directly at the document itself.

I'm just using this as an example of what's
happened every time we have a hearing on a DEIR.

So this is no -- this is nothing new. It
happened last week on the Fairmont. Like I said, a lot
of comments were made about the project itself. On the
Candlestick and Hunters Point project -- huge project
for redevelopment. We had the same kind of testimony.

So I'm not singling you out. It just has now
come to mind and I just want to get it off my chest
here. And I don't know what to do about it, except the
City has to do a better job of informing people, change
the purpose of the California Environmental Quality Act
is and how you can really use it to analyze and make
comments about the project through that process and
along those lines.

The mention of affordable housing and
rent-controlled housing. Ms. Olague -- Commissioner
Olague -- mentioned it, and there was testimony here. I
think the people who testified know how to construct
their criticism of the DEIR and how it has presented the
arguments -- how it has analyzed the affordable housing

issue. 1I've read it through the first time. And it

does mention that there are these units, et cetera, andq

TR.36.1
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it does mention that the developer has promised to

provide same number of units and people will be able to
move into them for the same rent that they're paying
now, et cetera. But I think there are probably
improvements that could be made.

But you can't just say that I read it and this
is what it says and I think improvements are going to be
necessary here. There needs to be an improved
evaluation, because the person who is reviewing, that
has no idea what you mean by that, in essence,. they're
going to say, Well, what do you mean by more analysis?
So the people who are going to be talking about
affordable housing in the written comments, hopefully,
will have to target it in such a way that it forces the
reviewers to take into consideration what it is that you
are really asking for.

S0 I'm trying to tell you how to construct
your arguments here, I guess. If'you have problems with
transportation, don't just say that there's a problem
with the transportation analysis. You got to really
pinpoint what it is about the transportation analysis
that's the real problem, whether there are -- whether
you think the analysis of the intersections is no good.

You have to tell them why and why you think so.

Otherwise, they're just going to dismiss it all or just \?

TR.36.1
con't
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refer back to the same paragraphs that you're already

saying are inadequate.

Anyway, that's my comments. I also think
that, given the nature of the project, it's quite
extensive. In some ways, you knows, in terms of acres,
it might not be as big as the Candlestick Point/Hunters
Point, but it does have its own unique,.I think, more
involved issues 1n some ways, especially since there are
a whole lot -- this is a development that already has
people in it. Except for Alice Griffith housing,
Candlestick/Hunters Point has very -- has a limited, I
think, number of existing residents, far fewer than
here, I think. So that's a huge difference between the
two EIRSs.

And, also, there are probably -- I don’f want
to say that transportation is more complicated, but this
is in a much more urban situation than out there. And
for various reasons along those lines, I think people do
have difficulty kind of getting through this.

So I'd like to make a motion to extend the

comment period for two weeks. _J
COMMISSIONER OLAGUE: Second.
COMMISSION SECRETARY: So, Commissioner, you
want the comment period to be extended to July 12th,

close of business?

TR.36.1
con't
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COMMISSIONER SUGAYA: Yes, that would be the

written comment period. So it doesn't affect our
hearing schedule or anything.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: That doesn't affect us?

COMMISSION SECRETARY: No. That the comment
period -- the written comment period would be extended
for two weeks, till the close of business of Monday,
July 12th.

Commissioners, there's a motion for
continuance of the comment period --

COMMISSIONER ANTONINI: Before we vote, I had
a question. Do the other Commissioners want to comment
before we --

COMMISSION SECRETARY: You can comment on it.
There's a motion and a second.

COMMISSIONER OLAGUE: I have comments on the
EIR. I'd like to clarify my comments along the lines --
coincidentally, I thought, well, maybe I'm sort of being
vague, so I wanted the staff to have a clear
understanding of what I meant by my comments.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: There are more comments --

COMMISSIONER OLAGUE: On the EIR.

COMMISSIONER ANTONINI: My clarification is I
didn't hear any request from the public as to the

extension as long -- I don't really see any harm as long
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as we don't have any constraints with possible future

actions by the Board of Supervisors or others who may
have to be involved in the process, but I'm not hearing
none. I don't think that this would be a problem to
extend an additional two weeks.

COMMISSIONER SUGAYA: There was an e-mail

request, I believe, that was responded to by Planning

staff to -- and it was basically rejected at the staff
level -- that the 45-day period was adequate, in their
eyes.

COMMISSIONER ANTONINTI: Could I ask for a
recommendation from staff on this extension?

MR. COOPER: Rick Cooper. I apologize. I was
in conversation. Could you repeat that question-?

COMMISSIONER ANTONINI: My question was that
there's a motion before us to extend the comment period
for a couple of weeks. And I hadn't heard any
testimony. I'm not saying there wasn't a request. And
I guess staff had said they felt that the comment period
was adequate, which is -- do you have any comments on
the extension or your feelings in regards to our moving
forward? In other words, are there any kind of problems
with this extension in regards to whether legislative
actions that might be involved with the extension?

MR. COOPER: Well, as you've indicated, staff

727e84c6-0ee4-441a-a858-8bf65d1501dc
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Page 79
believes that we've had an adequate -- we have an

adequate comment period. It's really purely the
Commission's discretion as to whether you want to extend
it. I couldn't really comment any further.

COMMISSIONER ANTONINI: Okay. Thank you.

COMMISSION SECRETARY: Commissioners, on the
motion for continuance of the comment period from the
current date of June 28th, close of business, to Monday,
July 12th, close of business.

Commissioner Antonini.

COMMISSTIONER ANTONINI: Aye.

COMMISSION SECRETARY: Commissioner Moore.

COMMISSIONER MOORE: Aye.

COMMISSION SECRETARY: Commissioner Sugava.

COMMISSIONER SUGAYA: Aye.

COMMISSION SECRETARY: Commissioner Olague.

COMMISSIONER OLAGUE: Aye.

COMMISSION SECRETARY: Commissioner Miguel.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Aye.

COMMISSION SECRETARY: Thank you,
Commissioners. The comment period -- the written
comment period is extended to close of business, Monday,
July 12th.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Commissioner Olague.

COMMISSIONER OLAGUE: Yeah.

727e84¢6-0eed-441a-2858-8bf65d1501dc
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I just want to say, briefly, that one thing I

just wanted to clarify for staff was, of course, this is
trying to sort of review against the priority policies
and sort of see 1f there's consistencies or
inconsistencies. And one of the lines, I guess, in it
to justify the inconsistency or that there were no
inconsistencies is that the new unit would be rented at
the same rent-controlled rate as the resident's existing
unit prior to demolition. So in a way they're still --
there's references here and some sentence says
rent-controlled units be rented to households of any
income level. I mean there's definitely reference to
rent-controlled units, but there's really no broader
discussion on how that relates to the housing element
and housing policies and housing inventories and some of
the needs that have beeh specified in those other policy
documents the City has. So I would just like to see
more just —-- more thought given to Jjust that impact that
a loss of this type of housing -- rent-controlled units,
not that just people currently living there will get --
will have the opportunity to have their rent-controlled
unit replaced. I want more of a sense of the long-term
impact of just that loss of that housing type, not just

to those individuals, but to the city as a whole in the

long term. —

TR.34.3
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And, Commissioner Sugaya, maybe brown bags or

something for the public that would educate people on
how to analyze a CEQA document would be something that
might be good, you know. A couple of lunch -- I know
not everyone can get out for lunch. And then maybe
online to have some kind of reference guide or something
that would give pointers to the public on what they
should be looking for when they're analyzing a CEQA
document so that when they come here, their comments
could be more direct or pointed. There might be things
we can do. We should discuss it at some point so that
these documents are more accessible or whatever to the
public and sometimes to us. —
Ms. Miller's comments on the phasing, I thinﬁ?
when it comes to this gigantic -- and we're going to be
looking at CPMC soon. We're going to be looking at
Treasure Island and all these other gigantic --
Candlestick was gigantic. TIt's just daunting. If it's
daunting for us, it has to be daunting for the public.
So I think that there has to be a more reasonable way of
presenting these documénts in a more digestible way so
that people can really fairly analyze it and in a timely
fashion. So we need to talk about it at some meeting, I

think.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Commissioner Moore.

TR.344
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Page 82
COMMISSIONER MOORE: I woul just like to thank

the public for the broad spectrum of concerns all
expressed.

Indeed, Commissioner Sugaya 1s correct. As
effective as your comments, they need to be tied to a
page, to a paragraph, and to a subject matter. And even
if you are not totally skilled in how to respond, the
more you tie them to a particular page you read, the
more effective you will be in receiving a response.
That would be a very kind of layman response. So that's
what you might do in the next few weeks, if you submit
your written comments. _

On another note, it is not the design of this

project, not at all. I am concerned about this project

forward-looking project. I wouldn't have any concerns.
My concerns are about the massiveness of affecting the
existing community and the time frame in which it's
occurring. Thirty years by far exceeds any development
framework we have ever sat on and contemplated on
relative to large projeéts. Even Bayview Hunters Point
has a maximum time frame of 15 to 20 years. And I
suspect that if the economy is correct that they will do
that faster.

So I would actually very much support -- and I

TR.371
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thought of it myself -- that this project in the EIR

should be asked to describe a seven-to-ten-year
incremental strategy about project packaging, which also
explains how infrastructure and transit improvements are
implemented commensurate with the gross impact this
project necessarily will have. I think that would be to
the comfort of the city at large. It would probably be
comfortable to everybody who is investing in it because
with success comes success. If the first phase is
successful, I assume that people will garner support and
see that the project works. However, if the community
is faced with that at Day One and has to look at thirty
years of change and construction impacts on how they
live, I can very well empathize with the fear and the
uncertainty which comes with it. I think it would be
better for the city to have a smaller packaged project.
And while we're looking at approving a final
ultimate EIR, the incremental performance should be
built on how this project is asked to perform. And I
would be a hell of a lot more comfortable -- and this is
not anything about deficiencies in planning,
deficiencies in forecasting an idealistic future -- but
at this moment it seems to be very far away to look at

the rerouting of the M-line. That is a fabulous idea

and I love it. And I think it's exactly in line with

TR.371
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our transportation objectives and how we want the city

ultimately to be adaptable and changing. However, just
to dangle that out and build out a community which does
not have the guarantee built into the EIR that this
would happen, I think is really a step for me where I
feel I'm hanging over the Alps, and I don't think I'm
going to do it. I like to bungee-jump but not on a cord
which I think might break. I don't think so.

In any case, having said that, I do believe
that if I would put myself into this community, I would
want to have a clearer marching route of how replacement
occurs and in what form. _J

In reaction to what Commissioner Olague said,__
we had Trinity, a very difficult project, where we were
able to extract commitments which are now coming
through. Again, a very large project. The site is
smaller; however, the impact to existing residents was
very large. We very carefully helped maneuver this
project through its EIR and through its improvement
processes. We did the same thing with Alice Griffith.

Here we have a one-to-one replacement in
similar housing with no disturbances of people who live
there because we have the guarantees built in. However,
in this project we would not be able to do that, given

that we have comparables in Los Angeles. So I do think

TR.37.1
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Page 85
that this EIR, in order to fulfill what we all want it

to do, needs to address a whole other number of
questions which I cannot even formulate.

Those would be my comments. I will put them
in writing, with reference to the appropriate pages and
figures in the book.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.

Commissioner Antonini.

COMMISSIONER ANTONINT: I think that the
document did speak to the phases of the project. I mean
obviously there can always be more detail, but I thought
it did address and showed what was chronologically going
to happen and the sequence. And it did speak a little
bit about the relocations, the types of things that

ensure that the present residents would be taken care

of. |
I want to just thank everyone for commenting.
And I know it's a confusing iésue with CEQA. And we in
no way -- we welcome your comments, even though
sometimes theyaweren‘t focused exactly on the adequacy
of the document, but they're very valuable comments.
And there will be an opportunity, as this project goes
forward, to hear those as we talk about the project
itself. thank you.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: I'd like to thank

TR.37.2
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Commissioner Sugaya very much for his comments regarding

comments. I think they were very well taken. While you
were speaking, I took a look at one of the volumes; and
in the first page of the introduction it attempts to lay
out what CEQA 1is supposed to do. But it is language
that we up here in the department are more familiar
with; and it still takes two or three readings to
understand what they want from anyone making comments.

At the present time I've been working with
Bill Wycko and the department on the possibility of --
in fact, probability -- of some CEQA training for the
Commission itself. And the one thing that I hadn't
mentioned to Mr. Wycko was how to make comments that are
pertinent. And that might be a very good aﬁea to cover
as well as other areas during that.

As to the draft EIR itself, this is a
situation where you have a very massive land use project
that was built in an auto-centric concept and an
auto-centric time. The ecology and what we would now
consider ecological wastefulness of how it was built and
how it operates is totally different then than it is

now. And this project attempts to correct some of that

and brining it more into days thinking.
The Trinity reference, as to current tenants

and keeping their units, I thought was totally

TR.38.1
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appropriate. What is not dealt with is over 1,500 units

of affordable housing being lost. I'm most positive ]
that an EIR 1s the correct place to solve that
situation, but perhaps it is the correct place to
comment that it has to be solved. The solution is going
to be a legal one if it's going to happen. But the
comment that it is something that affects the city
drastically I think should be in there. |

As to the financial situation of the current
owner, CEQA does not require a financial statement. We
all know of the situation but it is not a CEQA issue.
So it's something in my mind that cannot be taken into
consideration.

The comments that were made particularly
regarding that Commissioner Moore made regarding the
30-year timeline is something that is bothersome to me
also. I understand the fact that in order to get the
retail, in order to get the transportation, you need the
density and there's the byplay between all of these
elements and the finances that are involved in it, but
there are times when certain things have to be done
first, even though they are costly. And to my mind the
M-line and many of the situations regarding entrances,

exits, transit in general, have to come in an early

phase in order for the project to even go on 10 years,

TR.38.3
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let alone 30. And the 30 still bothers me somewhat.

In general, I think the EIR is relatively
accurate, relatively adequate, and relatively complete.
There are always things we could think of that could be
done a little better. But other than what I've said so

far, I think it fulfills in general what a draft EIR

should fulfill. —

Again, you heard the motion -- another two
weeks. You heard the recommendations, which I thought
were excellent. Tie your comments:to specific sections,

to specific pages, to specific tables, to specific
concepts. And it makes -- it's going to make it much
easier, truthfully, for the department, because the
department is going to answer all of those. And so we
will have another volume such as this that will be the
responses to all of your comments. But if you want them
to be acknowledged correctly and to be dealt with
correctly, make them as specific and pointed and
referenced as possible.

And with that, we thank you.

COMMISSION SECRETARY: Thank you.

Public hearing for this item is over. And,
again, the written comment period has been extended to
the close of business, Monday, July 12th, 2010.

[The hearing ended at 7:47 p.m.]

TR.38.5
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO )

CERTIFICATE OF REPORTER

I, FREDDIE REPPOND, a duly authorized Shorthand
Reporter and licensed Notary Public, do hereby certify
that on the date indicated herein that the above
proceedings were taken down by me in stenotype and
thereafter transcribed into typewriting and that this
transcript is a true record of the said proceedings.

IN WITNESS WHEREQOF I have hereunto set my hand on

this 20th day of June, 2010.

. Lr#f.
LA

FREDDIE REPPOND

/
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III. Comments and Responses
B. Public Hearing Comments and Responses

RESPONSES TO TR.1
Cathy Lentz

Response TR.1.1

This comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project but does not raise any
specific comment on the adequacy and accuracy of the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. The
comment may be considered by decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or
disapprove the Proposed Project. The comment also raises a specific point about the proposed
windmills and their effects on birds and bats; this issue is discussed in the EIR in Section V.M,
Biological Resources, pp. V.M.30-V.M.35.

Response TR.1.2

The comment expresses concern about whether the Project Sponsor is financially able to
complete the Proposed Project and implement the proposed mitigation measures. The purpose of
the EIR is to identify and analyze the environmental effects of the Proposed Project, to propose
alternatives that would address significant effects, and to identify mitigation measures. CEQA
does not require an analysis of whether the Project Sponsor has sufficient financing to construct
the Proposed Project. As part of project approvals, the City would adopt a Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program (MMRP) that requires the implementation of the mitigation measures
identified in the MMRP, prior to the issuance of building permits or at other specified milestones.

Furthermore, the financial status of the current Project Sponsor does not determine whether or not
the Proposed Project is constructed. Because all of the project approvals described in the EIR,
including the mitigation measures imposed as conditions of approval, would be binding on any
subsequent owner of the Project Site, even if the Project Sponsor sells the Project Site, any
requirements imposed on the Project Sponsor by these approvals would continue to be borne by
any subsequent owner of the Project Site, and not the City.

It is possible that certain transportation and infrastructure improvements proposed as part of the
Project, including the realignment of the Muni M Ocean View line, may not be constructed due to
the financial status of the Project Sponsor. Accordingly, the EIR analyzes the Project as
proposed, with the realignment of the Muni M Ocean View line, as well as an alternative that
does not include this realignment (the “Full Project Buildout with Transit Options Alternative,”
described in Chapter VII, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, on pp. VIL48-VIL61).

Residential and commercial uses described for the Proposed Project could be constructed before
the Proposed Project’s transportation and infrastructure improvements. When considering
approval of the Proposed Project, the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors may
consider provisions requiring that certain proposed infrastructure and transportation
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improvements be constructed in conjunction with the proposed residential and commercial
development.

Response TR.1.3

This comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project but does not raise any
specific comment on the adequacy and accuracy of the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. The
comment may be considered by the decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or

disapprove the Proposed Project.

RESPONSES TO TR.2
Bernard Choden, San Francisco Tomorrow

Response TR.2.1

The comment states that mitigation measures are needed to ensure safety due to the Proposed
Project’s proximity to the San Andreas fault. Please see Master Response A.3, Seismic Hazards,
in Section III.A, Master Responses.

Response TR.2.2

The comment expresses concerns over the displacement of existing residents and the
gentrification of Parkmerced as a result of the Pfoposed Project. As stated in Chapter III, Project
Description, on p. II.15, 1,683 of the 3,221 existing units on the Project Site would be retained as
part of the Proposed Project. These units are all located in the 11 existing tower buildings. The
remaining existing 1,538 units, all located in the garden apartments, would be demolished and
replaced with new apartments, and about 5,679 net new units would be added under the proposal.
In total, upon completion of the Proposed Project, there would be about 8,900 units on the
Parkmerced Site (1,683 existing-to-be-retained units + 1,538 newly constructed replacement units
+ 5,679 newly constructed units = 8,900 units).

Development of the Proposed Project would not displace existing Parkmerced residents. As
described on p. III.15 of the EIR, all residents of existing apartments that are proposed to be
replaced would be provided with the opportunity to move to a new apartment before their unit is
demolished. Construction and demolition would be phased to ensure that the residents of the
units to be demolished would be required to move into a new apartment only once. Under a
Development Agreement proposed by the Project Sponsor, these new apartments would be rented
at the same rent-controlled rate as the residents’ existing apartments prior to demolition and
would be covered by the same restrictions on rent increases as contained in the San Francisco
Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance. Existing residents would not be required to move
off site at any point during any phase of the Proposed Project. The proposed Development
Agreement, which is part of the Proposed Project, sets forth these requirements.
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Because the Proposed Project, through its proposed Development Agreement, would provide
replacement units for existing tenants and because those replacement units would be rented at the
same rent-controlled rate as the residents’ existing units and would be covered by the San
Francisco Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance, the Draft EIR concluded that the
Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact to population and housing. (See
Section V.C, Population and Housing, on pp. V.C.12-V.C.13.)

Additionally, as discussed in Section V.C, Population and Housing, on pp. V.C.13-V.C.14, the
Proposed Project would increase the City’s housing stock and would therefore contribute to the
City’s ability to meet the broader need for housing options of varying sizes, types, and levels of
affordability. The Project would be subject to the affordability requirements of the City’s existing
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program for the 5,679 net new units proposed on the Project
Site, as set forth in the proposed Development Agreement. The Project Sponsor has agreed to
provide 15 percent of the net new units at below market rate housing, which would be expected to
support the City’s efforts to meet its regional housing needs allocation and the total projected Bay
Area housing needs. The proposed units would be in addition to the replacement rent-controlled
units and would add to the projected number of housing units at above moderate income and
moderate income levels. To clarify this issue, the following text has been added to the third
sentence in the last paragraph starting on p.V.C.13 and continuing on p. V.C.14:

...The Project Sponsor has agreed to provide a minimum of 852 net new units of below
market rate housing to either be provided on site or off site, or an in-lieu fee for an

equivalent number of units-on-theProjeet-Site.**

Footnote 34 on p. V.C.14 has also been revised:

3*The Project Sponsor proposes to retain 1,683 existing units, replace 1,538 units, and
add 5,679 new units to the Project Site, for a total of 8,900 housing units. Of the 5,679
net new housing units, a minimum of 15 percent of them (852 units) would have to be

below market rate units;ifthose-units-were-constructed-on-site.

Although the comment expresses concerns about the potential for gentrification as a result of the
Proposed Project, gentrification is an economic and social effect, which CEQA does not require
to be evaluated in the EIR, as it is not relevant to the significance criteria established by the
Planning Department's Initial Study Checklist. To the extent that this comment raises concerns
about environmental impacts that may indirectly result from such economic and social impacts,
those issues have been addressed in Section V.A, Land Use, on pp. V.A.10-V.A.13, and Section
V.C, Population and Housing, on pp. V.C.12-V.C.14.
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Response TR.2.3

The comment proposes development of a financial type of cooperative that would benefit the
developer and tenants and lessen the financial pressure on the Project Sponsor. The comment
suggests that a limited cooperative could provide the management development mechanisms
needed and assurances for both the tenants and developer. The proposed structure of the
ownership entity is outside the scope of the EIR because it does not concern issues related to the
environmental impacts of the Proposed Project. Moreover, the City lacks the legal authority to
require a change in the ownership of Parkmerced.

RESPONSES TO TR.3
Elizabeth Ranieri

Response TR.3.1

This comment expresses general support for the Proposed Project and states that it would improve
public transit; reduce water and energy use; contribute to a green future; provide amenities in the
form of retail, parks, daycare, schools, and an urban farm; and reduce automobile dependence.
Project characteristics and features are described in Chapter III, Project Description, on pp. IIL.15-
II1.54. The EIR addresses transportation and transit throughout Section V.E, Transportation and
Circulation; water use in Section V.K, Utilities and Services Systems, on pp. V.K.1-V.K.22; and
energy use in Section V.Q, Mineral and Energy Resources, on pp. V.Q.1-V.Q.5. The comment
may be considered by the decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or disapprove the

Proposed Project.

RESPONSES TO TR 4
Arne Larsen

Response TR.4.1

This comment expresses general support for the Proposed Project and states that it would retain
rent control; introduce transit into the neighborhood; add businesses; and add needed housing and
density. Rent control is discussed in Chapter III, Project Description, on pp. III.15-1I1.16; in
Chapter IV, Plans and Policies, on p. IV.2; in Section V.A, Land Use, on p. V.A.10; and in

Section V.C, Population and Housing; on pp.V.C.1-V.C.18. Proposed retail and commercial uses
are described on p. II1.16 and analyzed throughout the EIR. Population and density are also
discussed in Section V.C, and the change in population is addressed throughout the EIR. Transit
is discussed throughout Section V.E, Transportation and Circulation. The comment may be
considered by the decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or disapprove the Proposed

Project.
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RESPONSES TO TR.5
Bert Hill, Board Member, Livable City

Response TR.5.1

This comment expresses general support for the Proposed Project and states that it includes well-
thought-out conservation, community, and sustainability elements, including human-powered
transportation (bicycles), transit accessibility, efficient water use including reduction in
wastewater and recharge of Lake Merced, conservation of utilities, and installation of solar
panels, and other sustainable energy use. The EIR addresses sustainability elements of the
Proposed Project in Chapter III, Project Description, on pp. II1.53-II1.54. Transportation and
transit are discussed throughout Section V.E, Transportation and Circulation. Water use and
utilities are described in Section V.K, Utilities and Services Systems. The comment may be
considered by the decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or disapprove the Proposed
Project.

Response TR.5.2

The comment raises concerns about a proposed development on the adjacent property at 800
Brotherhood Way. The approved but unbuilt 800 Brotherhood Way project is not located on the
Project Site, is not owned by the Project Sponsor, and is not considered part of the Proposed
Project. The 800 Brotherhood Way project is, however, analyzed under cumulative scenarios for
the topics of Land Use, Aesthetics, Population and Housing, Transportation and Circulation,
Noise, Air Quality, Wind and Shadow, Recreation, Utilities and Services Systems, Public
Services, Biological Resources, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Hazards
and Hazardous Materials.

Response TR.5.3

The comment states that routing the Metro line to Daly City instead of Balboa Park would
provide a public transportation alternative for southbound commuters from the west side of the
City. The Proposed project does include operation of a dedicated shuttle between the Project Site
and Balboa Park BART station for Parkmerced residents. However, extension of the M Ocean
View south to the Daly City BART station is not proposed as part of the Proposed Project or the
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s (SFMTA) Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP).
Further, extension of the M Ocean View to the Daly City BART station is not needed to mitigate
significant project-related impacts, and is therefore not included in the EIR.

Extension of the M Ocean View to the Daly City BART station may be considered among other
large-scale transportation improvements in the area as part of Tier 5 of the 19" Avenue Corridor
Study. See Section 3.1 of Master Response A.2, Transportation and Circulation, in Section III.A,
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Master Responses, for additional discussion of the relationship between the Proposed Project, the
EIR, and the 19" Avenue Corridor Study.

Response TR.5.4

The comment states that the Proposed Project provides too much parking and that the proposed
residential parking supply is not consistent with high-density transit-oriented housing. See
Section 2.3 of Master Response A.2, Transportation and Circulation, in Section III.A, Master
Responses, for additional discussion of the Proposed Project’s parking supply.

RESPONSE TO TR.6
Jacklynn Jweinat, Yousef Realty

Response TR.6.1

This comment expresses general support for the Proposed Project but does not raise any specific
comment on the adequacy and accuracy of the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. It specifically
refers to a proposed circulation change that would add new access from 19™ Avenue to Cambon
Drive, facilitating vehicular and pedestrian access to the existing retail area in the Parkmerced
Shopping Center. This proposed change is analyzed in Section V.E, Transportation and
Circulation, in the EIR. The comment may be considered by the decision-makers as part of their

decision to approve or disapprove the Proposed Project.

RESPONSES TO TR.7
Aaron Goodman

Response TR.7.1

The comment states that the discussion of alternatives in the Draft EIR is inadequate. Please see
Master Response A.4, Alternatives, in Section ITI.A, Master Responses, for a discussion of the

adequacy of the range of alternatives analyzed.
Response TR.7.2

The comment states that the discussion of the Infill Development within the Historic District
Alternative in Chapter VII, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, in Section VIL.G, Details of
Alternatives Considered and Rejected, pp. VIL.74-VIL78, is inadequate. Please see Master
Response A.4, Alternatives.

Response TR.7.3

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not analyze the original boundary of the Parkmerced
Project Site. As stated in Chapter III, Project Description, on p. III.4, the Project Site consists of
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approximately 152 acres and is generally bounded by Vidal Drive, Font Boulevard, Pinto Avenue,
and Serrano Drive to the north, 19" Avenue and Junipero Serra Boulevard to the east,
Brotherhood Way to the south, and Lake Merced Boulevard to the west. The original Parkmerced
property as configured in 1951 contained 47 residential blocks, totaling 192 acres. As shown in
Figure C&R.1: Existing and Original Parkmerced Property Boundary (see Master Response A.1,
Historic Resources, in Section III.A, Master Responses), the original boundaries started at the
southwest intersection of 19™ Avenue and Holloway Avenue, ran west along Holloway Avenue,
turned north on and around the south/east side of Tapia Drive, ran northwest along Font
Boulevard, turned south on Lake Merced Boulevard, then east on Brotherhood Way, then north on
Junipero Serra Boulevard to 19™ Avenue. Between 2000 and 2005, various blocks of the original
development complex were sold to third parties, including San Francisco State University, and
77-111 Cambon Drive. The Project Site now encompasses about 78 percent of the original

Parkmerced property.

The EIR appropriately analyzes the 152-acre Project Site as it is currently configured. The
Project Sponsor does not own, nor has control of, off-site properties, including those sold-off lots
and blocks included in the original development configuration. Cumulative discussions in the
EIR do consider the proposed development programs for the 40 acres of sold-off properties.
These are identified in the EIR as the SFSU Master Plan and 77-111 Cambon Drive, and are
identified in the cumulative discussions under the topics of V.A, Land Use; V.B, Aesthetics; V.C,
Population and Housing; V.D, Cultural Resources; V.E, Transportation and Circulation; V.F,
Noise; V.G, Air Quality; V.I, Wind and Shadow; V.J, Recreation; V.K, Utilities and Services
Systems; V.L, Public Services; V.M, Biological Resources; V.N. Geology and Soils; V.O,
Hydrology and Water Quality; and V.P, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

Please also see Master Response A.1, Historic Resources, for a discussion of the definition of the

historic resource and district boundary.
Response TR.7.4

The comment states that the Draft EIR is negligent in following CEQA requirements by not
analyzing the 192 acres of the original Parkmerced site. As stated above in Response TR.7.3, the
EIR appropriately analyzes the Proposed Project planned on thel52-acre Project Site. The
Project Sponsor does not own, nor does it have control of, future development on off-site
properties, including pending and future proposals on those sold-off lots and blocks included in
the original development configuration.

Response TR.7.5

The comment requests that rejection of Alternative G, Infill Development within the Historic
District, in Chapter VII, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, in Section VILG, Details of
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Alternatives Considered and Rejected, pp. VIL.74-VIL.78, be reconsidered. Please see Master
Response A.4, Alternatives.

Response TR.7.6

This comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project but does not raise any
specific comment on the adequacy and accuracy of the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. The
comment may be considered by the decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or
disapprove the Proposed Project.

Response TR.7.7

The comment asks that the Project Sponsor be required to construct transit improvements in
advance of other project elements. The Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will
consider all aspects of the proposed development program as well as phasing of development, and

“could consider provisions requiring that transportation infrastructure improvements be
constructed during early phases of project implementation.

RESPONSES TO TR.8
Julian Lagos

Response TR.8.1

This comment asserts that the EIR is deficient in a number of topic areas, but does not specify
what the alleged deficiencies are. To the extent that the comment raises issues about affordable
housing, please see Response TR.2.2.

Response TR.8.2

The comment raises concerns about the Project Sponsor’s ability to complete the Proposed
Project and implement the proposed mitigation measures. Please see Response TR.1.2 for a
discussion of this issue.

Response TR.8.3

The comment raises concerns about the loss of rent-controlled units as a result of implementation
of the Proposed Project. Please refer to Response TR.20.2 for additional discussion of rent-
control issues.

Response TR.8.4

This comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project but does not raise any
specific comment on the adequacy and accuracy of the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. To
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the extent that the comment calls for preserving affordable housing, please see Response TR.2.2.
The comment may be considered by the decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or
disapprove the Proposed Project.

RESPONSE TO TR.9
Mary Beth Sanders, Co-Chair, Project Review Committee, San Francisco
Planning + Urban Research Association

Response TR.9.1

This comment expresses general support for the Proposed Project and states that the Project
provides an appropriate increase in density on San Francisco’s west side; reconnects the site to
the City’s street grid; fosters a commitment to public transit; and recognizes the need for
neighborhood-serving retail and professional service business. The EIR addresses proposed land
uses in Chapter III, Project Description, on pp. III.15-1I1.29. Population density is discussed in
Section V.A, Land Use, on pp. V.A.10-V.A.13, and in Section V.C, Population and Housing.
Traffic, circulation, and transit are discussed throughout Section V.E, Transportation and ,
Circulation. The comment may be considered by the decision-makers as part of their decision to
approve or disapprove the Proposed Project.

RESPONSES TO TR.10
Fred Kriebel, Kriebel and Associates

Response TR.10.1

This comment expresses a general opinion regarding the overall adequacy of the Draft EIR. The
San Francisco Planning Commission will consider the adequacy and completeness of the EIR
based upon the administrative record as a whole at a public meeting on certification of the Final
EIR.

Response TR.10.2

This comment expresses general support for the Proposed Project but does not provide any
specific comment on the adequacy and accuracy of the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. The
comment may be considered by the decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or
disapprove the project.
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RESPONSES TO TR.11
Linh Le

Response TR.11.1

This comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project and specifically raises the
issue of demolition of landmark and historic garden townhouses. The EIR addresses Historic
Architectural Resources in Section V.D.a, pp. V.D.1-V.D.29. The comment may be considered by
the decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or disapprove the Proposed Project.

Response TR.11.2

The comment states that existing poor traffic conditions will worsen as a result of implementation
of the Proposed Project. This comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project but
does not raise any specific comment on the adequacy and accuracy or the analysis presented in
the Draft EIR. Please refer to Master Response A.2, Transportation and Circulation, Section 3.4,
in Section III.A, Master Responses, for additional discussion of this issue.

Response TR.11.3

The comment asserts that neighborhood businesses in éurrounding and adjacent areas would be
affected by the Proposed Project. As described in the EIR in Chapter III, Project Description,

p. II1.16, the Proposed Project includes about 310,000 gross square feet (gsf) of retail and office
space to accommodate neighborhood and service-oriented uses (such as a grocery store,
restaurants, and banking). This retail and office space would be constructed in a centralized
neighborhood core along Crespi Drive between Gonzalez Drive and Juan Bautista Circle and
bounded by Font Boulevard and Fuente Drive. There are also smaller neighborhood-serving
retail uses planned throughout the Project Site, near the planned residential units, so that residents
would be able to purchase convenience items close to home.

There are several existing retail and commercial service areas in the vicinity of the Project Site
and within the 19™ Avenue Corridor area. Lakeshore Plaza is a neighborhood shopping center
located approximately 1 mile northwest of the site, on the south side of Sloat Boulevard between
Everglade and Clearfield Drive. The Stonestown Galleria is a regional shopping center located
approximately 0.5 mile north of the site, on the west side of 19™ Avenue between Eucalyptus
Drive and Buckingham Way. The Westlake Shopping Center is a shopping center located
approximately 1.25 miles south of the site in Daly City, on the south side of John Daly Boulevard
between Park Plaza Drive and Lake Merced Boulevard. The Parkmerced Shopping Center is a
neighborhood-serving shopping center located directly adjacent to the eastern boundary of the
Project Site, at 77-111 Cambon Drive. There are also neighborhood-serving retail uses
concentrated along West Portal Avenue between the West Portal Muni station and 15" Avenue,

October 28, 2010 II1.B.10 Parkmerced Project
Case No. 2008.0021E Comments and Responses



III. Comments and Responses
B. Public Hearing Comments and Responses

about 1 mile from the Project Site, and along Ocean Avenue between Phelan Avenue and
Lakewood Avenue, about 1 mile from the Project Site.

As stated in Section V.C, Population and Housing, p. V.C.13, if the Proposed Project is
implemented, at buildout the Parkmerced neighborhood would have a total population of about
20,290 residents (an increase of about 12,950 residents over the current population). The increase
in the residential population of the Parkmerced neighborhood would generate new demand for
local goods and services. Substantial economic effects on surrounding existing retail and
commercial establishments, and thus any resulting indirect environmental impacts, are not
expected. Furthermore, CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 15134) states that economic effects of
a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment; however, they may be used
to determine the significance of physical changes caused by a project.

Response TR.11.4

The comment raises concerns about the Project Sponsor’s ability to complete the Proposed
Project and implement the proposed mitigation measures. Please see Response TR.1.2 for a
discussion of this issue.

RESPONSES TO TR.12
David Meckel, Director of Research and Planning, California College of the Arts

Response TR.12.1

The comment expresses a general opinion regarding the overall adequacy of the Draft EIR. The
San Francisco Planning Commission will consider the adequacy and completeness of the EIR
based upon the administrative record as a whole at a public meeting on certification of the Final
EIR.

Response TR.12.2

This comment expresses general support for the Proposed Project but does not raise any specific
comment on the Draft EIR. To the extent that the comment raises issues about housing, water,
energy, transit, and aesthetics, those topics are discussed in the EIR in Sections V.C, Population
and Housing; V.K, Utilities and Services Systems; V.Q, Mineral and Energy Resources; V.E,
Transportation and Circulation; and V.B, Aesthetics. The comment may be considered by the
decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or disapprove the project.

October 28, 2010 III.B.11 Parkmerced Project
Case No. 2008.0021E Comments and Responses



III. Comments and Responses
B. Public Hearing Comments and Responses

RESPONSES TO TR.13
Jim Coppfer

Response TR.13.1

This comment expresses general support for the Proposed Project and states that it could be a
landmark for green living and energy use. The EIR addresses energy use in Section V.Q, Mineral
and Energy Resources. The comment may be considered by the decision-makers as part of their
decision to approve or disapprove the Proposed Project.

RESPONSE TO TR.14
Daniel Phillips, President, Board of Directors, Parkmerced Residents Organization

Response TR.14.1

This comment expresses general support for the Proposed Project but does not raise any specific
comment on the adequacy and accuracy of the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. The comment
may be considered by the decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or disapprove the

Proposed Project.

RESPONSES TO TR.15
Jeremy Setzer

Response TR.15.1

The comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project and raises issues regarding
increased density and lost greenery. The EIR discusses population density in Section V.C,
Population and Housing. The density of the Proposed Project would be similar to that allowed in
RM-2 and RM-3 districts at approximately 1 dwelling unit for each 560 square feet of land
excluding streets. Project open space is discussed in Chapter III, Project Description, on

pp- II1.16-111.29, and in Section V.J, Recreation, on pp. V.J.6-V.J.10. Please see Responses 17.4
and 19.1 for a discussion of the effects of increasing population density on the Project Site,
Response 28.5 for a discussion of open space, and Response 53.5 for a discussion of replacement

landscaping.
Response TR.15.2

The comment expresses concerns about the Proposed Project’s contribution to traffic congestion.
This comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project but does not raise any
specific comment on the adequacy and accuracy of the analysis presented in the Draft EIR.

Please refer to Master Response A.2, Transportation and Circulation, Section 3.4, in Section IILA,
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Master Responses, for additional discussion of this issue. The comment may be considered by
the decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or disapprove the Proposed Project.

RESPONSE TO TR.16
Joel Koppel

Response TR.16.1

This comment expresses general support for the Proposed Project but does not raise any specific
comment on the adequacy and accuracy of the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. The comment
may be considered by the decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or disapprove the

Proposed Project.

RESPONSES TO TR.17
Maria Elena Guerrero Engber

Response TR.17.1

The comment asserts that the Draft EIR does not adequately address potential health and quality
of life impacts of the Proposed Project. The EIR identifies the adverse effects of the Proposed
Project for the decision-makers to consider. Impacts related to public health and “quality of life”
span various issues that are addressed separately in the EIR. Section V.F, Noise, and Section V.G,
Air Quality, are two examples of issues studied in the EIR that are related to “quality of life”
where the results of the study indicate significant and unavoidable impacts. Decision-makers
must balance these significant environmental impacts with other environmental and non-
environmental considerations when deliberating project approval. The EIR discloses the impacts
for consideration by the decision-makers. '

Response TR.17.2

The comment expresses concern about the Proposed Project’s impacts on the bird population due
to proposed tree removal. As described in Chapter III, Project Description, p. IIL.6, the existing
vegetation on the Project Site consists of non-native and cultivated species, including mature
trees, geometrically-shaped lawns, and a variety of shrubs and ornamental plantings. Monterey
pine is the most common tree species and occurs as large, isolated street trees within the oval
Commons area and along the southern boundary of the Project Site, north of Brotherhood Way.
In the overall landscape design, trees, shrubs, and ornamental plantings are located along
landscaped drives, exterior block fagades, shared open spaces, courtyards, and service areas. The
Project Site contains over 1,500 trees: 298 significant trees, 189 street trees, and over 1,000
interior trees. There are no designated landmark trees on the Project Site. The various tree
species types on and in the vicinity of the Project Site are described in Section V.M, Biological
Resources, on pp. VM.2-V.M.5.
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As stated on p. II1.23 of the EIR, most of the trees on the Project Site, excluding those along the
southern slope adjacent to Brotherhood Way, would need to be removed or relocated due to the
proposed construction and grading activities. Any tree removal activity would be phased,
corresponding to one of the four construction phases (see Figures I11.19-111.23 in Chapter III,
Project Description, pp. II1.54-111.65). Prior to removal, trees would be assessed for their
condition and suitability for possible relocation. In addition, a tree replacement plan is included
as part of the Proposed Project, as part of a future landscape design plan. Proposed tree species
would likely be native species and/or species closely adapted to the climate conditions of the

Project Site.

Impact BI-4, in Section V.M, Biological Resources, pp. V.M.27-V.M.28, summarizes impacts on
nesting and migratory birds as a result of the planned tree removal activities. As described on
those pages, the numerous trees and shrubs on the Project Site provide suitable stopover habitat
for migratory birds. Gradually, over the 20-year buildout period for the Proposed Project, most of
the existing on-site vegetation would be removed in phases. As a result, there would be a number
of short-term losses of migratory bird stopover habitat. However, the Proposed Project would
add new landscaping that would replace the existing ornamental landscaping, creating new

habitat for wildlife. Thus, the EIR concludes that the impact to the movement of any native
resident or migratory wildlife species or to established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors would be short term, and this impact would be considered less than significant.

Trees and shrubs throughout the site also provide nesting habitat for urban-adapted bird species.
Vegetation removal and/or building demolition during the breeding season (approximately March
through August) could remove trees, shrubs, and/or buildings that support active nests. As
described in Section V.M, Biological Resources, p. V.M.27, all native birds and their nests are
protected by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Code. The EIR
concludes that this potentially significant impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level
by implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4, which requires that breeding bird surveys be
conducted before construction activities begin and that buffers be created around confirmed

nesting sites.
Response TR.17.3

This comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project, stating that the only
acceptable alternative is the No Project Alternative and that Parkmerced should be designated as a
landmark historical site. This comment does not raise any specific comment on the Draft EIR.
The comment may be considered by the decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or

disapprove the project.
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Response TR.17.4

This comment summarizes the topics in the Draft EIR for which significant and unavoidable
impacts were identified, and specifically cites an impact in the EIR that addresses exposure of
persons to toxic air contaminants during construction. The comment also asks about the costs of
asbestos removal in the units that would be demolished and asserts that the Draft EIR does not
address the health effects of exposing residents to asbestos from demolished buildings over the
construction phases. '

Certain quantities of toxic air contaminants and reactive organic compounds are emitted as a
result of any construction activity and any motor vehicle activity, and those related to the
Proposed Project are identified throughout Section V.G, Air Quality. In some cases, these impacts
would be significant and unavoidable (for example, construction-related emissions in Impact
AQ-3, p. V.G.24), and feasible mitigation is identified (Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3).

The cost of asbestos removal is not an environmental effect and is therefore not discussed in the
EIR.

The potential for adverse health effects related to asbestos removal is discussed in Section V.P,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, under Impact HZ-2, pp. V.P.10-V.P.17. As discussed on

p. V.P.7, asbestos-containing materials (ACMs) were present in thermal system insulation and
various miscellaneous materials such as roofing, flooring materials, and insulation materials.
Over the past several years, the Parkmerced management has implemented an Asbestos
Operations and Management program (prepared in 1999) to maintain and dispose of ACMs.
Maintenance personnel periodically monitor the condition of ACMs and repair or dispose of
ACMs as needed. When maintenance that would disturb ACMs is needed, an asbestos removal
contractor is hired to remove the ACMs before work continues.

The Proposed Project involves demolition and removal of existing buildings. As stated on

p. V.P.10, any activity that involves cutting, grinding, or drilling of ACMs during building
renovation or demolition could release asbestos fibers, unless proper precautions are taken.
Federal, state, and local regulations require testing of building materials that may contain asbestos
prior to demolition or renovation. Any testing, removal, or disturbance of ACMs must be
performed by licensed, qualified asbestos abatement personnel.

State law requires an applicant to demonstrate compliance with notification requirements under
applicable federal regulations regarding hazardous air pollutants, including asbestos, before a
local agency (in this case, the City’s Department of Building Inspection) issues a permit. The
local office of Cal/OSHA must be notified of planned asbestos abatement.
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The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) has authority to regulate airborne
pollutants, including asbestos, through both inspection and enforcement, and is to be notified 10
days in advance of any proposed demolition or abatement work. The BAAQMD inspects any
removal operation for which a complaint has been received.

Asbestos abatement contractors must follow state regulations. Asbestos removal contractors must
be certified by the Contractors Licensing Board of the State of California.

Therefore, compliance with the regulations and procedures described above would ensure that
any potential impacts due to asbestos removal would be less than significant.

RESPONSES TO TR.18
Dennis Norrington

Response TR.18.1

The comment asserts that the retail and commercial space proposed by the Project is unnecessary
and may not be economically viable. Please see Response TR.11.3 for a discussion of who is
expected to be served by the proposed retail area and information about nearby shopping centers.

Response TR.18.2

This comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project but does not raise any
specific comment on the adequacy and accuracy of the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. The
comment may be considered by the decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or
disapprove the Proposed Project.

Response TR.18.3

The comment raises concerns about the displacement of residents as a result of implementation of
the Proposed Project. Please refer to Response TR.2.2 for a discussion of displacement.

Response TR.18.4

The comment asserts that new high-rise towers should not be constructed on the Project Site due
to its proximity to the San Andreas fault. Please see Master Response A.3, Seismic Hazards, in
Section III.A, Master Responses.
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RESPONSE TO TR.19
Kevin McDonough

Response TR.19.1

This comment expresses general support for the Proposed Project, stating that the EIR addresses
transportation issues and that the Proposed Project is well designed and fills a need for higher
density in San Francisco. The EIR describes project design and transportation infrastructure
improvements in Chapter III, Project Description, pp. III.15-54, as well as in the associated
Parkmerced Design Standards and Guidelines (EIR Appendix B). The EIR analyzes
transportation and circulation impacts throughout Section V.E, Transportation and Circulation.
The comment may be considered by the decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or
disapprove the Proposed Project.

RESPONSES TO TR.20
Mitchell Omerberg, Affordable Housing Alliance

Response TR.20.1

The comment asserts that the original Parkmerced is irreplaceable partially because the
construction costs for the original development would not be at all comparable to today’s costs to
construct the Proposed Project. The cost of construction is not an environmental impact and is
therefore not discussed in this Draft EIR.

Response TR.20.2

The comment asserts that the rent control ordinance does not apply to buildings constructed after
1978 under the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act. This comment does not raise any issues
related to the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR.

For informational purposes, under the terms of the proposed Development Agreement between
the City and the Project Sponsor, all 1,583 replacement units would be subject to the same terms
as the San Francisco Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance for the life of the building
regardless of the tenant occupying the unit. A Development Agreement is a contractual
agreement between the City and the Project Sponsor or any subsequent property owner. Thus,
while newly-constructed, replacement units would not be subject to the actual Rent Stabilization
and Arbitration Ordinance because of their age, they would be subject to a contractual agreement
setting forth the same protections.

Please see also TR.2.2 for information regarding the displacement of residents and the Draft
EIR’s analysis of impacts related to Population and Housing.
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Response TR.20.3

The comment asserts that the rent protections proposed for the 1,538 replacement units are
unenforceable under recent judicial decisions. In particular, the comment cites to Palmer/Sixth
Street Properties v. City of Los Angeles (175 Cal. App. 4th 1396 (2009)) and Embassy LLC v.
City of Santa Monica (Cal. App. 2d Dist., filed June 14, 2010).

These decisions did not address issues related to CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, or any other
issues related to environmental impacts. Rather, the Palmer decision concerns requirements
regarding the provision of on-site inclusionary housing and the Embassy decision concerns a
property owner's waiver of certain rights under the state Ellis Act, which, in turn, concerns a
property owner's ability to remove property from the rental market.

As such, these decisions concern potential economic and social effects of the Proposed Project,
related to inclusionary housing and rent control, and, as set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section
15131(a), such effects shall not be treated as effects on the environment. To the extent that such
economic and social effects of the Proposed Project may indirectly result in environmental
impacts, those potential impacts have been addressed in Section V.A, Land Use, pp. V.A.10-
V.A:13, and Section V.C, Population and Housing, pp. V.C.12-V.C.13. Please also see Response
TR.2.2 for additional information regarding the Draft EIR's analysis of impacts related to
Population and Housing and the displacement of residents.

RESPONSE TO TR.21
Michael Pappas, San Francisco Interfaith Council

Response TR.21.1

This comment expresses general support of the Proposed Project but does not raise any specific
comment on the adequacy and accuracy of the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. The comment
may be considered by the decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or disapprove the

Proposed Project.

RESPONSE TO TR.22
Terrance Faulkner

Response TR.22.1

The comment raises concerns over the Project Sponsor’s ability to complete the Proposed Project,
citing recent financial media coverage of the Project Sponsor. Please see Response TR.1.2 for a
discussion of this issue.
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Response TR.22.2

This comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project but does not raise any
specific comment on the adequacy and accuracy of the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. The
comment may be considered by the decision-makers on as part of their decision to approve or
disapprove the Proposed Project.

RESPONSE TO TR.23
Kate Lefkowitz, Program Manager, San Francisco Housing Action Coalition

Response TR.23.1

This comment states that the Draft EIR is balanced, thorough, and adequate. This comment also
expresses general support for the Proposed Project and states that it would bring an appropriate
increase in density to a low density area; protect residents and rent control; provide inclusionary
housing; invest in transit infrastructure; discourage automobile use; conserve water; and provide
energy efficient development. Rent control is discussed in Chapter III, Project Description, on
p. III.15; in Chapter IV, Plans and Policies, on p. IV.2; and in Section, V.A, Land Use, on

p- V.A.10. Population density is discussed in Section V.C, Population and Housing, pp. V.C.1-
V.C.18. Transportation issues are discussed throughout Section V.E, Transportation and
Circulation. Water use is discussed in Section V.K, Utilities and Services Systems, pp. V.K.1-
V.K.22. Energy use is discussed in Section V.Q, Mineral and Energy Resources, on pp. V.Q.1-
V.Q.5. The comment may be considered by the decision-makers as part of their decision to
approve or disapprove the Proposed Project.

RESPONSES TO TR.24
Dean Preston, Executive Director, Tenants Together

Response TR.24.1

The comment expresses concerns about the enforceability of replaced, rent-controlled units.
Please see Responses TR.2.2 and TR.20.2 for a discussion of this issue.

Response TR.24.2

The comment raises concerns about the Project Sponsor’s ability to complete the Proposed
Project and implement the proposed mitigation measures. Please see Response TR.1.2 for a
discussion of this issue.
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Response TR.24.3

The comment raises questions over the enforceability of replaced, rent-controlled units. Please
see Responses TR.2.2 and TR.20.2 for a discussion of this issue.

RESPONSES TO TR.25
Inge Horton, Board of Directors, Sunset Parkside Education and Action Committee

Response TR.25.1

The comment raises concerns regarding transportation impacts as a result implementation of the
Proposed Project. This comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project but does
not raise any specific comment on the adequacy and accuracy of the analysis presented in the
Draft EIR. Please refer to Master Response A.2, Transportation and Circulation, Section 3.4, in
Section III.A, Master Responses, for additional discussion of this issue.

Response TR.25.2

The comment states that the temporary closure of the southern part of the Great Highway has
increased traffic on other routes including Sloat and Sunset Boulevards, the Great Highway, and
19™ Avenue. A portion of the Great Highway near the San Francisco Zoo has been frequently
closed for periods ranging from days to several weeks for maintenance over the past year, with
the next phase of construction and lane closures expected to occur between late August 2010 and
mid-October 2010. The maintenance project is intended to provide increased stability and reduce
the need for more frequent closures due to erosion. The analysis in the EIR does not account for
this temporary maintenance-related closure (or any other) because such closures are short in
duration and are not expected to result in substantial changes to typical travel patterns over the

long term.
Response TR.25.3

The comment notes adverse impacts of the Proposed Project on traffic impacts along 19" Avenue
and Parkmerced Boulevard, as described in the Transportation Impact Analysis Report prepared
for the EIR. Please refer to Master Response A.2, Transportation and Circulation, Section 3.4, for

additional discussion of this issue.

This comment also expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project but does not raise any
specific comment on the adequacy and accuracy of the analysis presented in the Draft EIR.
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Response TR.25.4

The comment raises concerns about travel times to the San Francisco Airport and the Peninsula.
Travel times to and from the San Francisco Airport and the Peninsula are not specifically
discussed or analyzed in the Draft EIR. The metric chosen by the City of San Francisco to
identify significant traffic-related impacts is intersection level of service, which is discussed
throughout the Draft EIR. This comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project
but does not raise any specific comment on the adequacy and accuracy of the analysis presented
in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Master Response A.2, Transportation and Circulation, Section
3.4, for additional discussion of this issue.

Response TR.25.5

The comment raises concerns over whether cumulative traffic impacts were properly considered.
The EIR provides an analysis of the direct impacts of the Proposed Project as well as the
Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts. A discussion of the Proposed Project’s
contribution to cumulative impacts is presented in Section V.E, Transportation and Circulation, on
pp- V.E.105-V.E.127. The methodology for developing long-term cumulative traffic forecasts is
described in the EIR on pp. V.E.47-V.E.50. In general, the analysis of cumulative impacts is
based on anticipated land use growth projections between now and year 2030 conditions. Land
use forecasts for year 2030 were provided by the Association of Bay Area Governments and the
associated long-term traffic volumes were forecasted using the City’s Travel Demand Forecasting
model.

Response TR.25.6

The comment states that demolition of rental units is not an environmentally sustainable feature.
As summarized in Chapter III, Project Description, p. II1.1, all k1,538 of the existing two-story
garden apartments, as well as associated parking, building services, a leasing/operations office,
and a private pre-school/day care facility, are proposed to be demolished over the 20-year
construction period. Waste is generated from demolition activities; however, as required by local
ordinance, much of that material must be diverted from landfills and reused. As stated in Table
V.H.3: City Regulations Applicable to the Proposed Project, in Section V.H, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, p. V.H.19, as a requirement of the San Francisco Green Building Requirements, at
least 75 percent of the project’s construction and demolition debris is required to be recycled.
The Proposed Project would also be required to use construction techniques intended to reduce
carbon emissions and minimize the waste of materials. In addition, energy and greenhouse gas
emissions embodied in waste material and generated by demolition and construction activities for
the Proposed Project would be partly or wholly offset by the more energy-efficient operation of
the new structures and by the reduced per capita transportation energy consumption that can
result from increased residential density. As listed in Table V.H.3, pp.V.H.18-V.H.19, there are
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several City regulations applicable to the Proposed Project that would serve to reduce energy
consumption and water use, increase recycling, and encourage transit use, among other things.

Response TR.25.7

The comment requests preparation of a socio-economic analysis as an addendum to the EIR.
CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 15134) states that economic or social effects of a project shall
not be treated as significant effects on the environment. However economic or social effects may
be used to determine the significance of physical changes caused by a project.

Additionally, as discussed in Section V.C, Population and Housing, on pp. V.C.13-V.C.14, the
Proposed Project would increase the City’s housing stock and would therefore contribute to the
City’s ability to meet the broader need for housing options of varying sizes, types, and levels of
affordability. The Project would also be subject to the affordability requirements of the City’s
existing Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program for the 5,679 net new units proposed on the
Project Site, which may additionally be enforced through the proposed Development Agreement.
The Project Sponsor has proposed to provide 15 percent of the net new units at below market rate
housing. These below market rate units would be affordable to households earning up to 120
percent of the Area Median Income. The proposed number of market rate (4,827) and below
market rate (852) units would be expected to support the City’s efforts to meet its regional
housing needs allocation and the total projected Bay Area housing needs. The proposed units
would also add to the projected number of housing units at above moderate income and moderate
income levels. There are no physical or environmental effects identified as a result of the
displacement of residents. Therefore, a separate socio-economic study is not required by CEQA.

Please also see Response TR.2.2.

RESPONSES TO TR.26
Mary Ann Miller, Member of the Board, San Francisco Tomorrow

Response TR.26.1

The comment states that the EIR’s size and complexity make it difficult to navigate and analyze,
and the EIR should be reorganized or should analyze project impacts by phase rather than at a
single full buildout year.

The Parkmerced Project was analyzed pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15161- Project EIR.
As described in the EIR in Chapter I, Introduction, p. I.1, the Parkmerced Project is a project-
level EIR. A project-level EIR focuses primarily on the changes in the environment that would
result from buildout of a project, and examines the impacts of all phases of the project including

planning, construction, and operation.
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As a project-level EIR, the Parkmerced EIR analyzes the entirety of the Proposed Project. As
described in Chapter III, pp. II1.54-I11.65, construction of the Proposed Project is anticipated to
begin around 2010 and would be phased over an approximately 20-year period, with anticipated
completion of development expected to occur in 2030. The Proposed Project is expected to occur
over four major phases. This development program includes transportation, infrastructure, and
landscaping improvements that would occur in tandem as the respective areas are developed, in
general accordance with the phasing schedule.

The EIR appropriately analyzes environmental impacts as a result of all phases of the Proposed
Project. Judgments were made in the course of preparing the EIR about how to best present the
information; however, the intent in the EIR is to provide clear information to decision-makers and
the public in the most accessible format. An EIR that analyzes the impacts of interim phases of
the Proposed Project, as well as full buildout, would be much longer and more complex than this
EIR and would include redundant information. In general, impacts of individual phases may be
less than those of the Proposed Project at buildout; however, there would be topics where impacts
would be temporary but resolved and removed during later phases. This additional analysis
would not make the document smaller, less complex, or easier to understand.

Response TR.26.2

The comment requests analysis of additional alternatives in the Draft EIR. See Master Response
A4, Alternatives, in Section III.A, Master Responses.

Response TR.26.3

The comment asserts that the Draft EIR, especially the appendix, contains promotional materials
that do not belong in the document. Appendix B in the Draft EIR contains the proposed
Parkmerced Design Standards and Guidelines. The proposed Parkmerced Design Standards and
Guidelines, along with a Development Agreement, provide the specific development guidelines
applicable to the entire Project Site. As stated in Chapter III, Project Description, p. IIL. 29, the
proposed Parkmerced Design Standards and Guidelines are included as part of the Proposed
Project and thus must be analyzed under CEQA.

The proposed Parkmerced Design Standards and Guidelines establish requirements for buildings,
streets, open spaces, and landscaping. They are also intended to inform the design and review of
specific development projects within the Project Site. The design standards in the proposed
Parkmerced Design Standards and Guidelines also establish specific quantitative requirements
for the distribution of building heights on a block-by-block basis to protect viewsheds, reduce
shadows on open spaces, maintain adequate space between tall buildings, and maintain an
appropriate scale in relation to the width of public rights-of-way. The design standards also
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establish requirements for creating a continuous streetwall and for reducing the visual impact of

off-street parking.

Overall, the proposed Parkmerced Design Standards and Guidelines provide the specific
development guidelines that are evaluated in Section V.B, Aesthetics, in the EIR. The Design
Standards and Guidelines are included in EIR Appendix B as they are considered part of the
description of the Proposed Project and may inform impacts of the project, particularly as it

relates to Aesthetics.

RESPONSE TO TR.27
Jeanne D'Arcy

Response TR.27.1

This comment expresses general support of the Proposed Project and notes that the garden
apartments need to be rebuilt, not repaired, but does not raise any specific comment on the
adequacy and accuracy of the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. The comment may be
considered by the decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or disapprove the Proposed

Project.

RESPONSE TO TR.28
Jeanne Scott

Response TR.28.1

This comment expresses general support of the Proposed Project and especially notes the
sustainability features, but does not raise any specific comment on the adequacy and accuracy of
the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. The comment may be considered by the decision-makers

as part of their decision to approve or disapprove the Proposed Project.

RESPONSES TO TR.29
Maria-Elena Mestayer

Response TR.29.1

The comment raises concerns over the Project Sponsor’s ability to complete the Proposed Project
and implement the proposed mitigation measures, citing recent media coverage of the Project
Sponsor’s financial condition. See Response TR.1.2 for a discussion of this issue.

Response TR.29.2

This comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project and suggests that the EIR
present project impacts in stages. The comment does not raise any specific issues regarding the
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adequacy of the EIR. See Response TR.26.1 regarding project phases and the analysis of full
buildout of the Proposed Project in the EIR.

Response TR.29.3

The comment states that providing Muni service into the site is not realistic as Muni is
underfunded and slow and that people would not use it. The capital funding for relocating the M
Ocean View line into the Proposed Project site would be provided by the Project Sponsor.
Operating costs would be funded through the City’s annual budget process by revenues generated
to the City by the Proposed Project, such as sales taxes, property taxes, parking fees and fines,
etc. As described in Section V.E, Transportation and Circulation, pp. V.E.29-V.E.37, the new
stations would be located near the Proposed Project’s retail and commercial neighborhood core in
order to maximize the ridership potential of transit, specifically Muni Metro light rail. The
Transportation Impact Analysis Report found that the Proposed Project would increase transit
ridership by approximately 500 riders during the weekday evening peak hour. Thus, moving
transit closer to those new riders as proposed would appear to potentially accomplish this goal.
Riders would consist of employees, visitors, and residents.

RESPONSES TO TR.30
Judith Flynn, Director, Montessori Children’s Center

Response TR.30.1

The comment asserts that the Draft EIR does not mention the existing Montessori Children’s
Center at 80 Juan Bautista Circle or its demolition. As described in Chapter III, Project
Description, p. I11.16, a new 25,000-gsf Pre K-5 school and day care facility is planned southwest
of the Commons area (Juan Bautista Circle) along Bucareli Drive at Gonzalez Drive. This new
private school is expected to be constructed between 2016-2020, during Phase 2. As shown in
Figure I11.21: Proposed Phase 3 Plan, p. I11.59, the existing Montessori Children’s Center would
be demolished between 2021-2025, during Phase 3. The development phases shown in the EIR
are illustrative. The exact timing of the construction of the school and the demolition of the
existing Montessori Children’s Center would be determined by the decision-makers as part of
their decision to approve or disapprove the Proposed Project.

Response TR.30.2

The comment inquires when the existing Montessori Children’s Center is scheduled for
demolition. As stated above in Response TR.30.1, the existing Montessori Children’s Center is
proposed to be demolished between 2021-2025, during Phase 3. The development phases shown
in the EIR are illustrative. The exact timing of the construction of the school and the demolition
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of the existing Montessori Children’s Center could be determined by the decision-makers as part
of their decision to approve or disapprove the Proposed Project.

Response TR.30.3

The comment inquires about air quality impacts associated with the demolition of the existing

preschool.

The various environmental health issues from construction activities affecting sensitive receptors,
including students and residents on the Project Site, are discussed in the EIR in Section V.F,
Noise, pp. V.F.17 and V.F.20, and in Section V.G, Air Quality, pp. V.G.19-V.G.26 and V.G.35. The
increased sensitivity of children at the existing Montessori Children’s Center from air pollution is
expected to be present on-site throughout various development phases of construction activities.
Additionally, the potential health effects of various demolition activities (for example, health
effects related to asbestos removal) are identified in EIR Section V.P, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, pp. V.P.10-VP.11.

The Air Quality section of the EIR, p. V.G.24, includes a list of persons who would be most
exposed to the construction-related impacts. To clearly state that students and children at the
existing Montessori Children’s Center and the proposed Pre K-5 school and day care facility are
considered to be sensitive receptors, the following text has been added as the first item on that
list:

e Children at the existing on-site private pre-school/day care facility and the proposed
Pre K-5 school and day care facility, upon its completion and occupation;

Response TR.30.4

The comment inquires about health risks and air quality impacts from nearby construction and
demolition activities while the school is still in operation. As stated above in Response TR.30.3,
the potential public health impacts on students and residents during demolition are identified in
several locations throughout the EIR.

Response TR.30.5

The comment inquires whether a new school will be built before the old one is demolished so that
preschool will be present continuously. As shown in the EIR on Figure I11.19: Proposed Phase 1
Plan, p. I11.55; Figure I11.20: Proposed Phase 2 Plan, p. I11.57; Figure II1.21: Proposed Phase 3
Plan, p. I11.59; and Figure II1.22, p. I11.61, the new K-5 School and Day Care Facility is proposed
to be constructed along Bucareli Drive during Phase 2 of project buildout, generally proposed to
occur between 2016 and 2020. The existing Montessori Children’s Center building is proposed to
be demolished to be used for low- and mid-rise residential development in Phase 3 of project
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buildout, generally expected to occur between 2021 and 2025, which would be after the new
school is constructed. However, the development phases shown in the Draft EIR are illustrative.
The exact timing of the construction of the school and the demolition of the existing Montessori
Children’s Center would be determined by decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or

disapprove the Proposed Project.
Response TR.30.6

The comment inquires about traffic demand at drop-off and pick-up times at the proposed new
school along Bucareli Drive. Detailed provisions for school pick-up and drop-off are unknown at
this time and would depend on the precise design of the facility, including location of building
entrances and exits and site driveways. However, on-street parking would be provided on both
sides of Bucareli Drive, and it is reasonable to assume this curb space could function as passenger
loading (i.e., pick-up and drop-off) for the school, if needed.

Response TR.30.7

The comment inquires about availability of on-site parking for the proposed new school. As
shown in the EIR on Figure II1.17: Proposed Off-Street Parking Plan, p. II1.45, there is no off-
street parking proposed for the site of the new school. Consistent with the goals and objectives of
the Proposed Project, which call for paid parking throughout the site, school employees and
visitors who drive to the site would park in public parking lots similar to other non-residential
visitors and employees at the Project Site.

Response TR.30.8

The comment indicates that the open space surrounded by Juan Bautista Circle and known as the
Commons is an important recreational resource for residents, especially residents with families.
The comment incorrectly identifies the development program of the Proposed Project as
including the transformation of this open space into a commercial area. As discussed under the
heading “Proposed Neighborhood-Serving Retail, Office and Institutional Uses” in Chapter III,
Project Description, on p. II1.16, this open space would not be transformed into a commercial
area. The development parcels surrounding this open space however, as shown on Figure II1.7:
Proposed Site Plan, on p. III.19, would be redeveloped with retail, office above retail, and
institutional uses. As described in the second full paragraph under the “Stormwater” heading on
p. II1.48 and in Section V.M, Biological Resources, on pp. V.M.20 - V.M.21, the proposed
development program would include a year-round, 1.4-million-gallon-pond in the western
portion of the Commons that would be designed to collect stormwater and that would support
native aquatic vegetation. The EIR includes a discussion of the proposed open space
configuration planned for the Project Site in Chapter I, p.III.16, and Figure II1.8: Proposed
Publically Accessible Open Space, on p. IIL.21.
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RESPONSES TO TR.31
Dan Weaver

Response TR.31.1

The comment suggests that alternative transit alignments had been proposed during community
meetings that included the Muni connection to Daly City BART. Extensions of the M Ocean
View south to the Daly City BART station are not proposed as part of the Proposed Project or the
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s Transit Effectiveness Project. Further,
extension of the M Ocean View to the Daly City BART station is not needed to mitigate project-
related impacts, and is therefore not included in the EIR.

Extension of the M Ocean View to the Daly City BART station may be considered among other
large-scale transportation improvements in the area as part of Tier 5 of the 19" Avenue Corridor
Study. See Response TR.1.2 and Section 3.1 of Master Response A.2, Transportation and
Circulation, in Section III.A, Master Responses, for additional discussion of the relationship
between the Proposed Project, the EIR, extension of the M Ocean View to Daly City BART, and
the 19" Avenue Corridor Study.

Response TR.31.2

The comment suggests that it would be good to have the streetcar crossings of 19" Avenue
underground, presumably to reduce conflicts between autos and transit. As described in

Section V.E, Transportation and Circulation, pp. V.E.32-V.E.40, the Proposed Project includes
additional vehicular capacity at new locations where light rail vehicles would cross 19" Avenue
and Junipero Serra Boulevard. This additional vehicular capacity would compensate for
additional delay that would otherwise be caused by creating new crossings. These improvements
are included as part of the Proposed Project, rather than as mitigation measures for project

impacts.

At the intersection of 19™ Avenue/Holloway Drive, where the M Ocean View would cross
southbound 19™ Avenue enter the Proposed Project’s northern side, an additional southbound
travel lane has been proposed. As a result, the intersection level of service would improve and
average vehicular delays would decrease compared to conditions without the Proposed Project
and the light rail realignment.

Similarly, at the intersection of Junipero Serra Boulevard/19™ Avenue, additional southbound and
northbound lanes have been proposed. As a result of these capacity increases, despite the
additional delay imparted by light rail vehicles crossing the roadway, vehicular delay would
decrease with implementation of the Proposed Project compared to conditions without the
Proposed Project.
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Thus, the provision of new grade-separated crossings is not needed as mitigation to reduce
impacts caused by the Proposed Project and is therefore not included in the analysis. However, it
may be considered as part of the ongoing 19" Avenue Corridor Study Tier 5. Refer to Master
Response A.2, Transportation and Circulation, for discussion of the relationship between the
Proposed Project, the DEIR, and the 19" Avenue Corridor Study.

Response TR.31.3

The comment inquires about an alternative Muni connection along Geneva Avenue. The
comment suggests that the M Ocean View could be rerouted to Geneva Avenue as an alternative
to traveling through the Market Street tunnel. It is unclear from the comment what the precise
routing would be and how it would eliminate the need to travel through the Market Street tunnel.
However, the comment is interpreted to suggest routing from Balboa Park Station along Geneva
Avenue to Bayshore Boulevard and then north along Bayshore Boulevard and Third Street to
Downtown San Francisco. In this scenario, the M Ocean View would not travel west of Balboa
Park Station and would not serve Parkmerced, San Francisco State University, Stonestown
Galleria, or the Oceanview neighborhood, all of which are major uses in the southwest part of San
Francisco. This proposal would likely have severe impacts on those uses and would reduce
transit ridership by providing redundant transit service along Geneva Avenue and Third Street
while leaving the major uses listed above without light rail service. This is not proposed as part
of the Proposed Project, nor would it mitigate project-related impacts.

RESPONSES TO TR.32
Nan Roth

Response TR.32.1

The comment states that the Draft EIR is difficult to read. The purpose of the environmental
document is to provide accurate, legible, and readily understandable information. Judgments are
made in the course of preparing the EIR as to how to best present the information; however, the
intent in the EIR is to provide clear information to decision-makers and the public in the most
accessible format.

Response TR.32.2

The comment states that the Historic Resources Evaluation does not adequately address the value
of Parkmerced as a historic resource. Please see Master Response A.1, Historic Resources, in
Section III.A, Master Responses.

October 28,2010 111.B.29 Parkmerced Project
Case No. 2008.0021E Comments and Responses



III. Comments and Responses
B. Public Hearing Comments and Responses

Response TR.32.3

The comment states that the historic cultural landscape would be easy to maintain if it were
restored. Please see Master Response A.1, Historic Resources, regarding Thomas Church’s
involvement in the existing remaining landscaping. The existing lawn areas require substantial
amounts of water compared to the native species and low-water-use plants proposed for the new
landscaping. Retaining the lawns would not meet sustainability goals of reduced water use.

RESPONSES TO TR.33
John Kim

Response TR.33.1

This comment expresses general opposition to the Proposed Project but does not raise any
specific comment on the adequacy and accuracy of the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. The
comment may be considered by the decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or
disapprove the Proposed Project.

RESPONSES TO TR.34
Commissioner Christina R. Olague, San Francisco Planning Commission

Response TR.34.1

The comment states that Draft EIR does not sufficiently analyze consistency with San Francisco
plans and policies and that the Draft EIR improperly concludes that the Proposed Project is
consistent with three of the Priority Policies listed in Planning Code section 101.1. Specifically,
the comment states that the Proposed Project is not consistent with Priority Policy 2: “[t]hat
existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserve the
cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.” The comment suggests that this policy
prohibits the demolition of existing housing in San Francisco. No inconsistency was found with
this policy because the Proposed Project would conserve and protect more than half of the
residential units currently at the Project Site (1,683 of 3,221). The comment also suggests that
demolition of the remaining units at Parkmerced is inconsistent with the policy. No inconsistency
is found because, under the terms of the proposed Development Agreement, the remainder of the
existing units (1,538 of 3,221) would be replaced with new rent-controlled units. Please see
Response TR.2.2 for further details regarding issues related to the terms of the proposed
Development Agreement and displacement of existing residents.

The comment further states that the Proposed Project is inconsistent with Priority Policy 7, which
states that “landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.” No inconsistency was found with
this policy because Parkmerced includes no landmarked buildings. Although the EIR concludes
that Parkmerced is eligible for listing on the California Register of Historic Places as a district, as
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an example of a World War II era planned residential community in San Francisco, with its
garden court apartments, integrated landscape features, high-rise apartment towers, and
recreational amenities, no inconsistency is found with this Priority Policy because it refers
specifically to the preservation of “historic buildings.” The EIR concludes that none of the
buildings at Parkmerced are individually eligible for the California Register of Historic Places.
Therefore, the Proposed Project’s demolition of buildings at Parkmerced is not found to be
inconsistent with this policy. Reading the policy to say that demolition of any building found to
be historically significant (even if such building is only contextually significant) is inconsistent
with the policy is not consistent with the City’s practice of permitting the demolition of
contextually significant buildings under certain circumstances. In addition, as noted in
Chapter IV, Plans and Policies, p. IV.2, no inconsistency is found because the Proposed Project
would maintain all of the existing 13-story towers, and the major axial layout of the site would

remain intact.

The comment also states that the Proposed Project is inconsistent with Priority Policy 8, which
states that “our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development,” because the Proposed Project would reduce the per capita amount of open space at
Parkmerced. No inconsistency is found with this policy, because the policy does not require that
a specific per capita amount of open space be provided within the City. Section V.J, Recreation,
pp- V.J.7-V.J.10, describes the Proposed Project’s effects on park and recreational facilities and
concludes that they would be less than significant.

Response TR.34.2

The comment asks whether the Proposed Project's proposed residential parking ratio of one off-
street space per residential unit is consistent with the City's Transit First Policy (San Francisco
Charter Section 8A.115). The Proposed Project’s design and infrastructure improvements are
anticipated to improve transit access and facilities and are intended to foster transit use. The
Transit First Policy provides that "travel by public transit, by bicycle and on foot must be an
attractive alternative to travel by private automobile." No inconsistency was found with the
Transit First Policy because the Proposed Project would permit a maximum of one off-street
parking space per residential unit, which is currently the minimum amount of parking required by
the "R" zoning designation that applies to the Project Site and the surrounding neighborhoods.
The City has found no inconsistency with the current minimum requirement of one off street
parking space per residential unit; therefore, the proposed maximum of one off-street parking
space per residential unit at Parkmerced is also not inconsistent. The Project proposes to
unbundle all residential parking from the sale of individual residential units, and would locate the
majority of off-street parking spaces within the portion of the Project Site farthest from transit
stations, which would decrease the attractiveness of driving as compared to transit use for those
residents closest to transit. As a result, those units closer to transit would have an effective
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parking ratio of less than one space per units, consistent with the suggestions in the comment,
while the Project overall would maintain a maximum ratio of one space per unit to comply with
the General Plan. These provisions of the Proposed Project are consistent with General Plan

transportation policies.
Response TR.34.3

The comment is similar to Comment TR.34.1 regarding the EIR’s adequacy in evaluating the
Proposed Project’s consistency with San Francisco plans and policies. Please see Response
TR.34.1 for a discussion of the Priority Policies in Planning Code Section 101.1. Comment
TR.34.3 also requests more analysis of how the loss of rent-controlled units relates to the Housing
Element and housing needs in the City. As explained in Responses TR.34.1 and TR.2.2, the
Proposed Project includes a proposed Development Agreement which would address the
replacement of rent-controlled units currently on the Project Site. Therefore, there would be no
inconsistency with existing City policies in the San Francisco General Plan or in other policy
documents related to housing needs. Please see Response TR.2.2, for further discussion of the
terms of the proposed Development Agreement and displacement of existing residents.

Response TR.34.4

The comment summarizes a need for San Francisco Planning Department guidance on how to
review a CEQA document. This is not a comment on the Draft EIR, but a request for City Staff to
provide guidance to the Planning Commission and the public. Chapter I, Introduction, in the EIR
describes the environmental review process in Section C, pp. .3-1.5. This text explains the public
review process on pp. 1.4 and 1.5, and states: “In addition, readers are invited to submit written
comments on the adequacy of the document, that is, whether this Draft EIR identifies and
analyzes the possible environmental impacts and identifies appropriate mitigation measures.
Comments are most helpful when they suggest specific alternatives and/or additional measures
that would better mitigate significant environmental effects.”

Planning Department staff is currently working with the Planning Commissioners to provide
additional information on reviewing CEQA documents.

Response TR.34.5

The comment suggests reorganizing the Draft EIR, such as by construction phases, to make the
document more understandable. See Response TR.26.1 for a discussion of this issue.
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RESPONSES TO TR.35
Commissioner Michael J. Antonini, San Francisco Planning Commission

Response TR.35.1

The comment discusses the possibility for grade separation at Muni crossings on 19™ Avenue,
particularly where the M Ocean View line is proposed to exit from the Project Site near Junipero
Serra Boulevard and 19™ Avenue. The comment also suggests that the M line should operate on
the west side of 19™ Avenue prior to entering Holloway. Please refer to Response TR.31.1 for
additional detail regarding rail crossings of 19" Avenue.

Generally, the Proposed Project includes additional travel lanes through intersections where the
M Ocean View would cross 19" Avenue to restore vehicular capacity lost by allowing the
crossings. At both crossing locations, 19™ Avenue/Holloway and 19™ Avenue/Junipero Serra
Boulevard, the vehicular level of service would improve with the Proposed Project (including
both the rail crossings and the additional travel lanes) compared to existing conditions without the
Proposed Project.

Further, a long-term proposal to re-align the M Ocean View to the west side of 19™ Avenue along
its entire route may be considered as part of Tier 5 of the 19" Avenue Corridor Study, but is not
considered part of the Proposed Project nor is it necessary as a mitigation measure to reduce
project-related impacts. See Master Response A.2, Transportation and Circulation, in Section
II1.A, Master Responses, for more discussion regarding the relationship between the Proposed
Project, the EIR, and the /9" Avenue Corridor Study.

Response TR.35.2

The comment discusses the need for Muni extension to Daly City BART. See Response TR.5.3
for a discussion of the extension of the M Ocean View light rail line to Daly City BART.

Response TR.35.3

General comments regarding the overall adequacy of the Draft EIR are noted. As the comment
states, pre-existing traffic conditions formed the baseline against which the traffic impacts of the
Proposed Project were analyzed in Section V.E, Transportation and Circulation.

Response TR.35.4

The comment raises concerns about the socio-economic changes as a result of implementation of
the Proposed Project and notes that these issues should be considered during deliberations on
whether or not to approve the Proposed Project. The comment also notes that the additional
residential units would generate demand for the proposed school. The EIR discusses demand for
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public school facilities in Section V.L, Public Services, on pp. V.L.17-V.L.26. This analysis is
conservative in that it assumes that all students new to the Project Site would go to a public
school, rather than the private school proposed in the Project.

Response TR.35.5

The comment states that evaluation of the design of the Proposed Project, including design
alternatives, will be considered as the project moves forward in the entitlement process, unlike
increased density and increased housing that are analyzed in the EIR. This is not a comment on
the Draft EIR, but a statement about the project review and entitlement process.

Response TR.35.6

The comment raises the issue of providing new rent-controlled units for existing tenants. Please
see Responses TR.2.2, TR.20.2, and TR.34.1 for a discussion of this issue.

Response TR.35.7

The comment notes concerns raised in other comments about the Project Sponsor’s ability to
complete the Proposed Project and implement the proposed mitigation measures, and explains
that conditions of approval would be applicable to any developer of the property, not the
particular project sponsor. Please see also Response TR.1.2.

Response TR.35.8

The comment addresses previous comments regarding the need for the Draft EIR to analyze the
Proposed Project in phases and relocation of existing residents and states that the Draft EIR
addresses the proposed phasing and relocation. Please see also Responses TR.2.2, 20.2, and 34.1
regarding displacement of residents and opportunities to relocate to new units, and Response
TR.26.1 regarding reorganizing the EIR to analyze each phase of development.

RESPONSE TO TR.36
Commissioner Hisashi Sugaya, San Francisco Planning Commission

Response TR.36.1

The comment summarizes a need for San Francisco Planning Department guidance on how to
review a CEQA document. This is not a comment on the Draft EIR, but a request for City Staff to
provide guidance to the Planning Commission and the public. Please see Response TR.34.4.
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RESPONSES TO TR.37
Commissioner Kathrin Moore, San Francisco Planning Commission

Response TR.37.1

The comment indicates that the timeframe for buildout of the Proposed Project, at 30 years, is
excessively long, and suggests reorganizing the Draft EIR, by incremental phases, to have a better
understanding of physical impacts in more manageable stages, rather than some very far off
buildout year. The EIR analyzes the impacts of the Proposed Project assuming a 20-year time
frame, not a 30-year buildout (the summary description of the Proposed Project on the Planning
Commission Agenda for June 17 was in error in using 30 years). Please <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>