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Dear Mr. Maltzer:

We are writing on behalf of our client, Safeway Inc., to provide comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (the “Draft EIR”) for the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan
(referred to herein as the “Plan” or the “Project”).

Without having sought input from Safeway as to the desirability or viability of tearing
down the existing, recently remodeled Market Street Safeway store, the Plan proposes a Q-1
redevelopment strategy that would entail demolishing all structures on the site (the “Property’)
and constructing housing over a Safeway store.' As a result, the existing store would shrink in
size by 40% (from 63,480 square feet to 38,000 square feet, thus failing to satisfy customer
grocery néeds) and its parking area could be reduced to a mere 15 parking spaces. Although
Safeway made it abundantly clear early in the EIR process that the proposed redevelopment
strategy was totally infeasible, the Draft EIR nonetheless and inexplicably proceeded to analyze
it. .

As explained in detail in our November 18, 2003 letter to you commenting on the scope
of environmental review for the Project, the proposed redevelopment strategy is infeasible,
would not meet the basic objectives of the Project to provide additional housing, and is otherwise
unreasonable. For instance, according to the Plan, the proposed redevelopment strategy “should S-2
be considered as part of any proposal for new construction, addition, or extensive remodeling” of
the Property. Plan, p. 156. This could mean that a small addition to one of the retail uses, or

! All of the citations herein are to the December 2002 version of the Plan. The December 2002 version of

the Plan is the version analyzed by the Draft EIR. Although the Planning Department prepared a February 2004
Summary of Proposed Revisions to the Plan, none of the proposed revisions relate to the Plan’s proposed
redevelopment strategy for the Property.
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(taken to the extreme) even interior remodeling, could trigger a requirement for the entire
Property to be redeveloped in accordance with the Plan. As a result, Safeway and the other
tenants would likely forego improving the existing structures on the site in order to avoid
application of the redevelopment strategy. As a result, the Project objectives to “maximize
housing opportunity” and *“[s]trengthen neighborhood-serving retail and services” would not be
met. Plan, p. 14. Moreover, instead of a successful commercial site providing for the essential
retail needs of the community, the Property could eventually be forced to become vacant and
blighted, thereby producing urban decay impacts. Such impacts have not been analyzed or
otherwise accounted for in the Draft EIR. In addition, the redevelopment strategy is oblivious to
the fact that the Property is not owned by Safeway, but rather by multiple parties. Safeway thus
cannot simply elect to construct housing in conjunction with store renovation or expansion
activities. Moreover, the strategy — which would replace a completely remodeled store with a
much smaller store with far fewer parking spaces — is completely infeasible from an economic
standpoint and would fail to meet Safeway’s basic objectives to operate a profitable and thriving
grocery store. Despite our comments, which have never been addressed by the City, the Draft
EIR proceeded to analyze this infeasible strategy for the Property. See, e.g., Draft EIR, pp. 1-7,
3-33, 4-884-100, 4-102, 9.B-13. Our November 18, 2003 letter, which applies with equal force
to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and should be considered comments on the Draft EIR, is
attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference as Exhibit A.

In addition to analyzing an infeasible proposed project, the Draft EIR fails to adequately
analyze the potential air quality, noise, and traffic impacts that would likely ensue if the
proposed off-street parking standards set forth in the Plan were implemented. See, e.g., San
Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City & County of San Francisco, 102 Cal.App.4th
656 (2002) (secondary environmental impacts resulting from parking deficits and mitigation for
such impacts must be evaluated in an EIR). For instance, the Plan would allow for a maximum
of 1 parking space per 2,500 square feet of commercial development. Plan, p. 24. As applied to
the Property, this would result in a total of 15.2 parking spaces for the 38,000 square foot store
proposed by the Project. By comparison, the existing 69,780 square feet of retail space on the
Property are currently served by 217 parking spaces. Further compounding the problem, no
parking minimum would be required for the proposed 185 new residences. This would likely
lead to motorists clogging city streets searching in vain for parking spaces that do not exist under
the current Plan, thereby adding to traffic congestion and worsening air quality conditions. The
potential environmental impacts associated with such vastly reduced off-street parking
requirements must be analyzed and addressed as part of the Draft EIR, especially considering
that off-street minimal parking standards such as those referenced above would apply to all 4,400
net new housing units (7,620 new residents) proposed by the Plan. See, Draft EIR, p. 4-231 to 4-
232 (noting that under the allowed and conditional use development conditions, “the Project
Area would not accommodate the entire parking demand and would result in an estimated
shortfall of 3,560 spaces and 2,480 spaces, respectively, during the weekday evening.”).

The Draft EIR acknowledges that the Project may have significant traffic impacts, but
contrary to CEQA fails to propose feasible mitigation measures (or alternatives) to address such
impacts. See, Public Resources Code § 21002.1 (“The purpose of an environmental impact
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report is to identify the significant effects on the environment of a project, to identify alternatives
to.the project, and to indicate the manner in which those significant effects can be mitigated or
avoided.”) and CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4 (a)(1) (“An EIR shall describe feasible measures
which could minimize significant adverse impacts . . ..”); see, also, Public Resources Code

§ 21081. Instead, the Draft EIR concludes that the impacts are significant and unavoidable since
the feasibility of proposed traffic improvements to mitigate such impacts (e.g., signal timing
changes) has not been fully assessed. See, e.g., Draft EIR, Sections 5.7.C, 5.7.D, 5.7.E, 5.7.F,
5.7.G2, 5.7.H. This amounts to a dereliction of the City’s responsibility under CEQA to propose
feasible mitigation measures to avoid or substantially lessen the Project’s significant
environmental effects. The City cannot evade its responsibility to impose feasible mitigation
measures to address potentially significant impacts by simply failing to analyze such mitigation
measures. Such measures also amount to a blatant and impermissible deferral of mitigation.

See, CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(1)(B) and Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino, 202
Cal.App.3d 296 (1988).

Contrary to CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6, the Draft EIR also fails to consider a
reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed Project. Other than the mandatory No Project
alternative, the Draft EIR only considers a reduced density/reduced height alternative. The
infirmity of the range of alternatives considered by the Draft EIR is underscored by the fact that
neither alternative would reduce the Project’s significant and unavoidable traffic impacts to a
less than significant level. See, e.g., CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(b) (“Because an EIR must
identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a project may have on the
environment (Public Resources Code Section 21002.1), the discussion of alternatives shall focus
on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially
lessening any significant effects of the project, even if those alternatives would impede to some
degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.”).

In addition, the Draft EIR contains no substantive analysis of the Project’s potentially
significant air quality impacts. Instead, the Draft EIR simply discusses the Project’s conformity
with the Clean Air Plan. Also, no water supply assessment has been prepared and circulated
with the Draft EIR as required by Water Code § 10910 et seq. See, also, CEQA Guidelines
§ 15083.5.

In closing, Safeway appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. As we
have mentioned on previous occasions, Safeway very much supports the concept of mixed-use
development where such projects are feasible. As explained above (and in more detail in our
November 18, 2003 letter), the Plan’s proposed redevelopment strategy for the Market Street
Safeway site, however, is simply not viable. As such, prior to certification of the Plan EIR, the
redevelopment strategy for the Property must be either eliminated from consideration as part of
the Plan or substantially revised to include reasonable alternatives that create incentives for
future redevelopment, make such redevelopment entirely voluntary, and embody physical
development criteria that will enhance the feasibility of mixed use development of the site.
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November 18, 2003

Paul Maltzer

Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department

1660 Mission Strect, 5™ Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re:  2003.0347E- Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan

Dear Mr. Maltzer:

We are writing on behall of our client, Safeway Inc., to provide comments on the scope
of the proposed environmental impact report (the “EIR”) for the Market and Octavia -
Neighborhood Plan (referred to herein as the “Plan™ or the “Project”).) We write pursuant to
Public Resources Code § 21083.9 and CEQA Guidehnes §§ 15083 and 151206.06.

At the outset, however, we must strenuously object to the notion that the Plan is ripe for
preparation of an EIR. Safeway, whose property nghts and business mnterests would clearly be
affected by the Plan’s redevelopment vision for the Market Street Safeway store site (the
"“Property”),"was never consulted during preparation of the Plan. As a result, the Plan is based on
naccurate data and, as described below, proposes an infeasible redevelopment scheme for the
Property. A fundamental error 1n the Plan is its premise that the existing Safeway is 50,000
square feet and that the Property includes 200 parking spaces. In fact, the footprint size of the
existing Safeway store is 63,480 square feel (not including the basement). The Property also
includes another 6,300 square fect of space devoled to retail shops, for a total of 69,780 square
feet of existing retail space (nearly 20,000 more than depicted in the Plan). There are currently
210 parking spaces on the Property. At this point, the brakes should be put on any EIR process.
The Planning Department should meet with Safeway and other affected retail interests to develop
an accurate and workable plan before the EIR 1s initiated. Otherwise, the lengthy and costly EIR
process will be meaningless and for naught.

S-9

' Although ne notice of preparation has yet been published, the Notice of Public Scoping Mecting for the Project
states that an EIR will be prepared. The Notice also explains that a scopmg mieeting 1s being conducted buecause the
Project is of statewide, regional, or arcawide signilicance.
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Moving onto the environmental issues, since there is substantial evidence of a [air
argument that the Project -— with its emphasis on substantially increasing residential
development in the Plan area — may have significant environmental impacts, we concur with
your asscssment that an EIR is required for the Project.”

As noted, without having sought input from Safeway as to the desirability or viability of
tearing down the existing, quite new Safeway store at Church and Market Strects, the Plan
proposes a redevelopment strategy for the Property that would emtail demolishing all structures
on the site and construction of housing over a Safeway store reduced in size from 63,480 square
feet to 38,000 square feet (a 40% decrease). Safeway strongly supports creative mixed-use
development where such projects are feasible, i.e., they are voluntary and meet certain economic
and physical development standards. Safeway’s commitment to high density, urban infill
projects is evidenced by the mixed-use (Safeway and housing) Mission Place project currently
under construction in Mission Bay, as well as Safeway’s other mixed-use projects on the west
coast. However, the redevelopment strategy set forth in the Plan for the Property is by no stretch
of the imagination feasible, would not meet the basic objectives of the Project to provide
additional housing, and is otherwise patently unrcasonable. As such, the Plan’s redevelopment
strategy must — from both a legal and practical standpoint — be elinminated from consideration
as part of the Plan and the Plan EIR.

In the remainder of this letter, we will summarize the contents of the Plan pertaining to
the Property, set forth the legal constraints that apply when formulating a project description or
alternative for analysis and consideration, and detail the countless reasons that the Plan’s
proposal for the Property cannot survive scrutiny under the applicable legal criteria. As a result,
we are confident you will agree that the Plan must be altered to remove the Property from it, and
that (if the Property for some reason remains in the Plan at all) the EIR must consider reasonable
alternatives that create incentives for future redevelopment, make such redevelopment voluntary
and embody physical development criteria that will enhance the feasibility of mixed-use
development.

A. The Plan’s Proposal for the Property

On December 17, 2002, the City released the Plan for public review and comment. The Plan
encompasses an area of roughly two to three blocks along Market Street from about 9™ Street to
the east to Noe Strecet to the west, north along the former Central Freeway alignment to Turk
Street, between Laguna and Franklin Streets, and south along Howard and Sixteenth Streets.
Included in the Plan’s list of broad objectives (Plan, p. 14) are the following:

2 See, e.g., Public Resources Code §§ 21080(d), 21082.2(d); CEQA Guidelines § 15064; Laurel Heights
Improvement Association v. Regents of University of California, 6 Cald™ 1112, 1123 (1993); No Oil, Inc. v. City of
Los Angeles, 13 Cal.3d 68, 75, 82 (1974); Quail Botanical Gardens Foundation, Inc. v. City of Encinitas, 29

Cal. App.A™ 1597, 1602 (1994); Friends of “B” Street v. City of Hayward, 106 Cal.App.3d 988 (1980). See, also,
CEQA Guidelines § 15064(£)(1) (“{11f a lead agency is presented with a fair argument that a project may have a
significant ¢ffect on the environment, the lead agency shall prepare an EIR even though it may also be presented
with other substantial evidence that the project will not have a significant effect.”).
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¢ [Encourage building forms that maximize housing opportunity, provide
comfortable street enclosure and sun access, and enhance the area’s established
physical fabric by contributing to the quality of the place;

* Strengthen neighborhood-serving retail and services on established commercial
streets well served by fransit and within easy walking distance of all residential
areas, reducing the need to drive.

The Plan specifically identifies the Property (in addition to the Central Freeway parcels)® S-11
as one of the key sites for infill housing development.' The Plan states that the current Safeway
site configuration “‘creates an 800-foot void in the streetwall along Market Street and seriously
diminishes its quality. While a sapermarket-ype use is appropriate here, the configuration and
low Jeve] of development is not appropriate to the level of transit service provided to this site and
the area by the cily nor to the level of importance and prominence of this key intersection.” Plan,
p. 156. The Plan then states that “[t]he Safeway Site could be brought to Market Street, where it
would have greater visibility, structured parking could be provided on one side of the site, and
lined with a mix of smaller, accessory ground [loor retail uses (similar to those currently lining
the Safeway). Several floors of housing would be possible on top of the ground-floor
commercial uses.” 1d.

Policy 6.1.2 of the Plan states: “Encourage the redevelopment of the Church and Market
Street Safeway site with a mix of housing and commercial uses, supportive of Church Street’s
importance as one of the city’s most well-served and important transit centers and integrated into
the urban character of the area.” The Plan goes on to say (Plan, p. 156) that “[ajny proposal for S-12
reusc of the site should strive to accommodate the supermarket’s continued operation and meet
the following goals:
.+ Build to the street wall along Market and Church Streets, at a height
appropriate for a street of its scale.

*  The Plan’s inclusion of the Property to begin with scems somewhat disjointed and overreaching in that the
impetuos for the Plan was the passage of Proposition E. Plan, p. 12. Proposition E called for the removal of the
Central Freeway and construction of a new Octavia Boulevard. The Property is not located on or in the direct
vicinity of the former Central Freeway parcels. Thus, removing the Property from the Plan would not in any way
impede the goals behind or purpose of the Plan.

* See, Objective 6.1 (“New Development on the Central Freeway Parcels and the Market Street Safeway Site that
Heals the Physical Fabric of the Neighborhood and Adds to its Character and Quality™); see, also, Plan, p. 154 (“The
Market Street Safeway site is another important opportunity site, where new housing above revitalized ground-floor
conunercial activities will strengthen the area. ... If designed well, new development on both the Central Freeway
parcels and the Market Street Safeway will greatly enhance the vitality and character of the Market and Octavia
neighborhood.”).
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» Inkeeping with the development pattern of the area, integrate the
supermarket into a mixed-use program for the site, including a significant
amount of housing on upper {loors.

‘The Plan sets forth a mixed-usc redevelopment strategy for the Property whereby the
existing 63,480 square foot store would be replaced with a 38,000 square oot store (inexplicably
resulting in a far smaller store) and 185 new housing units along with other retail. See, Plan,
p.157. Such substantial change.in the present land use on the site would be accomplished via a
tortured, unviable series of construction phases, including the building of a temporary parking S-12
structure. /d. According to the Plan, this strategy “should be considered as part of any
propesal for new construction, addition or extensive remodeling on the Church and Market
Safeway site.” Plan, p. 156 (emphasis added). In practical terms, this could mean (depending on
the ultimale language of implementing Planning Code provisions) that interior remodeling of the
S'ijeWAy store or associated 1etall shops would trigger mandatory redevelopment of the Property
in accordance with the Plan.® As discussed below, the Plan’s proposal for the Property — in the
abstract alone, but even more so if such redevelopment is mandatory — does not comport with
legal mandates and should be altered or discarded before the EIR is begun. .

B. CEQA requires that any alternative studied in an EIR (including the
proposed project) be feasible, meet the basic objectives of the project, and be
reasonable.

Public Resources Code § 21100 requires that an EIR contain a detailed statcment setting
forth “[a]lternatives to the proposed project.” As explained below, the very specific provisions
of the CEQA Guidelines, together with abundant case law on the topic, define the universe of 13
criteria for-permissible alternatives. As a result, an EIR may only examine alternatives that are S-
feasible, reasonable and will satisfy the basic objectives of the proposed project. Naturally, the
proposed project must satisfy these same legal criteria. All alternatives considered and weighed
against cach other in an EIR, including the option of the proposed project, must pass the tests of
feasibility, reasonableness and ability to meet the project objectives.”

> Please be aware, though, that any such Draconian regulatory framework would be legally deficient if it were
more stringent than the non-conforming use provisions that apply to other properties within the City. See, Planning
Code §§ 180 et seq.

¢  Most discussion of the criteria applicable 1o alternatives centers around aliematives other than the proposed

project. The obvious reason for this is that most EIRs are prepared for privately proposed development projects.
Thus, the “project” studied in an EIR will generally meet the relevant criteria for alternatives since the proposal has
been developed by the very individual or entity that will implement it and whosce economics are affected by the
project. In such a situation, the lead agency under CEQA must develop the range of alternatives to be included in
the EIR, and must be guided by the feasibility and other factors discussed herein. In an instance such as this where
the “project” for the EIR is a land use plan developed by the lead agency itself, and not by the affected property
owners, the very formulation of the “project” for the EIR is subject to the same standards as the formulation of
alternatives for the EIR.
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CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a) specifics:

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives 1o the project, or to the
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of
the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of
the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR nced
not consider every conceivable alternative to a project, Rather it must consider a
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed
decisionmaking and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider
alternatives which are infeasible. (emphasis added)

CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(c) likewise provides:

The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those
that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and
could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. The
EIR should briefly describe the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be
discussed. The EIR should also identify any alternatives that were considered
by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process
and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination.
Additional information explaining the choice of alternatives may be included in
the administrative record. Among the factors that may be used to eliminate
alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are (i) failure to meet most
of the basic project objectives, (i) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid
significant environmental impacts. (emphasis added)’

See, also, Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act § 15.9
(“When selecting alternatives for an EIR, the lead agency’s task is to identify a range of
alternatives that will satisfy basic project objectives while reducing significant impacts.
Alternatives that are not at least potentially feasible are excluded at this stage because there is no
point in studying alternatives that cannot be implemented or that will not succeed.”); id. at

§ 15.25 (“CEQA is concerned with concrete alternatives that will actually provide an alternative
means of carrying out the project. It is not concerned with unrealistic, hypothetical
alternatives.”).

As noted, the determination of whether an option is “feasible” is fundamental to the
process. CEQA Guidelines § 15364 defines feasible as “capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.” See, also, CEQA Guidelines
§ 15126.6(0D(1) (emphasis added):

In addition, noted CEQA commentators have observed that a fourth category of reasonableness should be added
to this list in accordance with case law. Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the California Environmental Quality
Act §15.10.
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Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility
of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of
infrastructure, gencral plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations,
Jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should
consider the regional context), and whether the proponent can reasonably
acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is
already owned by the proponent).

Thesc concepts are borne out time and again in case law. The California Supreme Court,
in Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors, 52 Cal.3d 553, 574 (1990), acknowledged
that ownership or control of property may decidedly affect the choice of alternatives to examinc
inan EIR. (“Surely whether a property is owned or can reasonably be acquired by the project
proponent has a strong bearing on the likelihood of a project’s ultimate cost and the chances for
an expeditious and ‘successful accomplishment.””)

In Save San Francisco Bay Association. v. San Francisco Bay Conservation Commission,
10 Cal. App.4™ 908 (1992), involving development of the aquarium project at Pier 39, petitioners
challenged the EIR for failing to describe an alternative waterfront site that would not require
placing any new fill in the bay. The Court upheld the EIR, noting that the lead agency/City had
undertaken a comprehensive analysis of numerous alternative sites for the project;

... [T]he City did not default in its responsibility to the public or to
BCDC to consider a full range of alternatives. As we have. seen, In
Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors, supra, 52 Cal.3d 553,
the Supreme Court stressed that the range of alternatives to be included
in an EIR should focus on those that could “feasibly” attain the basic
objectives of the project, and thatl CEQA does not require the
examination of alternatives that are so speculative, contrary to law, or
cconomically catastrophic as to exceed the realm of feasibility. This
principle is important for this case because the requirements for the
aquarium project were very specific and limited in scope (waterfront
access, proven altendance base, transporlation and parking), which in turn
severely limited the ‘feasible’ alternatives.

1d. at 922 (emphasis added). Accord, Bowman v. City of Petaluma, 185 Cal.App.3d
1065, 1084 (1986) (evidence in record that alternative of building new arterial road to
serve housing project could not be justitied economically and would substantially delay
project justified exclusion as infeasible alternative); and Marin Municipal Water Disirict,
supra, 235 Cal. App.3d at 1660 (EIR properly rejected various suggested alternatives as
infeasible given economic, environmental, and technological factors involved).

The altemnatives discussed in an EIR (including the so-called “project™ must also be
reasonable in nature in order to foster meaningful envirommental analysis. CEQA Guidelines
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§ 15126.6(a). Thus, an EIR need not consider an alternative whose cffect cannot reasonably be
ascertained or whose implementation is remote and speculative. See, CEQA Guidelincs

§ 15126.6(1)(3); see, also, Concerned Citizens of South Central Los Angeles v. Los Angeles
Unified School District, 24 Ca].z’\pp.il”' 826, 845 (1994) (“An EIR does not have to contain the
results of unfruitful investigations or pursuits down blind alleys, but only an analysis of those
alternatives necessary {o permit a reasoned choice.™). An alternative may be found to be remote
and speculative if it is unlikely as a practical matter to be carried out within the reasonable fulure
or is contingent on the occurrence of uncertain future events. Al Larson Boat Shop, Inc. v. Board
of Harbor Commissioners, 18 Cal.App.4"’ 729, 745 (1993); Bowman v. City of Petaluma, supra,
185 Cal. App.3d at 1084. For instance, a lead agency may conclude that an alternative is remote
or speculative if significant changes in governmental policy or legislation are necessary 1o carry
itout: Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Committee v. Board of Trustees, 89 Cal.App.3d 274, 286
(1979).

C. In order to pass legal muster, the Plan’s redevelopment proposal for the
Property must be eliminated or substantially altered.

Based on the foregoing, the proposed redevelopment strategy for the Property should be
climinaled from the Plan and rejected from detailed consideration in the Project EIR because it
fails all of the legal tests articulated above. Specifically, the Plan’s proposal for the Property is
mmpermissible for each of the following reasons, any one of which would be sufficient to dismiss
the option: (1) it is infeasible, (2) it would not meet the basic Project objectives, and (3) it is
unreasonable. Though the infallible elements of the proposal are almost too numerous to list, the
following points demonstrate many times over how the proposal is infeasible, unreasonable and
would not satisfy the Project objectives:

Potentially Mandatory Nature of Proposal. According to the Plan, the proposed
redevelopment strategy “‘should be considered as part of any proposal for new construction,
addition, or extensive remodeling” of the Property. Plan, p. 156. This could mean that a small
addition to one of the retail uses, or even interior remodeling, could trigger a requirement for the
entire Property to be redeveloped in accordance with the Plan.? Clearly, such a hard and fast
requirement provides no incentive to build housing, and would merely serve as a disincentive to
beneficial maintenance and continued investment in the retail structures and uses on the
Property. Particularly since the redevelopment strategy outlined in the Plan is infeasible (for
myriad reasons detailed below), such mandatory requirement would itself ensurc that the Project
objectives — to “maximize housing opportunity” and “(s]trengthen neighborhood-serving retail
and services” — will not be met. If a minor modification to the Property were to trigger the
Plan’s redevelopment strategy, Safeway and its fellow retailers may be forced to choose not to

8 It strikes us that any such mandatory redevelopment regulatory scheme not only flies in the face of the

permissive land use regulatory provisions that apply throughout the remainder of the City (raising equal protection
and due process concerns)., but attempts lo mirror a redevelopment plan without adhering to the stringent procedural
and substantive requirements that pertain to redevelopment plans under state law. See, ITcalth and Safety Code

§ 33000 ct seq. .
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remodel or upgrade any element of the existing neighborhood-serving retail center. Obviously,
this would not advance the City’s objectives either of providing housing or of strengthening
essential neighborhood retail services. Moreover, in the long run, it could lead to blighted
conditions, which generate their own set of polential environmental issues. Cf. CEQA
Guidelines § 15064(d),(c); Citizens Association for Sensible Development of Bishop Area v.
County of Inyo, 172 Cal.App.3d 151, 169-171 (1985) (agency failed to consider potential S-14
environmental impacts of proposed shopping center and loss of patronage for existing businesses
that might result in physical deterioration of the downtown area); Citizens for Quality Growth v.
City of Mount Shasta, 198 Cal.App.3d 433, 446 (1988) (EIR should consider whether potential
economic problems caused by project could result in business closures and physical deterioration
of downtown area). Naturally, to the degree that the Plan threatens the future viability of the
retail enterprises on the Property (including the grocery store and other uses), forcing the large
mumber of nearby resident patrons to drive further for essential needs, traffic and air quality will
worsen; the EIR should address these issucs.

Lack of Property Ownership. The Plan overlooks the fact that the Property is not owned -
by Safeway, but rather by multiple parties, leased to Safeway under numerous leases. In turn,
Safeway is bound as a lessor Lo leases with the shop space tenants, and cannot disrupt its tenants’
rights to those retail spaces. This ownership structure means that Safeway cannot simply elect to
construct housing in conjunction with store renovation or expansion activities. Not only is there
little to no incentive for the underlying owners (or the retail tenants) to consent to such a project,
but most housing developers would be unwilling to build housing on leased land, and financial
institutions would be unable and unwilling to finance such projects. Morcover, general plan and
zoning changes cannot (and, practically, will not) force the hand of underlying owners and cause S-15
them to agree to extended or different lease provisions or to selling their lands to allow mixed-
use development. Furthermore, because the Property consists of multiple, oddly-shaped parcels,
the Plan’s redevelopment strategy would not be allowed under applicable law (including the
Uniform Building Code) unless the parcels were merged so as lo avoid buildings straddling
property lines. Particularly given that the parcels that comprise the Property are owned by
different entities, any such prerequisite merger is both practically infeasible and legally
mmpermissible. These substantial hurdles alone make the Plan’s redevelopment strategy
infeasible and unreasonable, and demonstrate that the objectives of the Plan will not be satisfied. J

Recent Redevelopment of the Property. The Plan’s redevelopment strategy is
nexplicably oblivious to the fact that Safeway in 1998 completely renovated the Market Street
Safeway Store and associated retail shops. Indeed, over the course of the last six years, Safeway
has spent approximately $14 million to upgrade its store and the Property, primarily in S-16
connection with the grocery store expansion and construction of adjacent retail shops in 1998.
The buildings on-the Property have been seismically upgraded and are in substantial compliance
with all current building codes. Generally, commercial buildings such as those on the Property
have a useful life of 50 years. Clearly then, demolishing the existing, recently remodeled store
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and adjacent shops to build a smaller store beneath and adjacent to new housing units would not
represent a prudent business decision” and is in no way economically viable.

Smaller Store, The Plan envisions that Safeway would spend millions of doliars to
demolish a 63,480 square foot store and replace it with a 38,000 square foot store. While, as
noted, Safeway supports mixed-use projects and regularly considers whether its sites 1o be
remodeled are candidates for housing over retail, Safeway is primarily in the grocery business.
Particularly as grocery needs continue to expand and to demand larger stores with full-service S-17
departments, multi-cultural foods and wider aisles to accommodate persons of limited mobility,
Safeway would never accede to demolishing a store to replace it with a smaller store. As
mentioned above, the Market Street Safeway was only recently renovated at its current size, and
such size is critical to the function of the store to serve established needs of the community.
Plainly, any proposal that entails a smaller store is flatly infeasible and must be discarded. In
addition, such a drastically smaller store and the likely loss of the existing retail shops, as
envisioned by the Plan, would force the substantial number of nei ghborhood patrons to look
clsewhere for fulfillment of their essential shopping nceds. The EIR should analyze the resulting
inevitable traffic and air quality impacts.

Inadequate Commercial Parking. The Plan’s replacement of parking requirements with
extraordinarily low parking maximums further underscores its in feasibility. The Plan would
allow for a maximum of 1 parking space per 2,500 square fcct of commercial development.
Plan, p. 24. To the extent that this standard were applied to the Property, this would result in a
total of 15.2 parking spaces for the proposed inadequate 38,000 square foot store. By
comparison, the existing 69,780 square feet of retail space on the Property are currently served
by 217 parking spaces. It goes without saying based on observations at the existing Safeway
store (more than verified by even passing knowledge of every other grocery operation in the
City) that a grocery store simply must have sufficient parking to support its customers’ needs. S-18
Otherwise, confusion and gridlock will reign, and significant traffic and air quality impacts will
result. Plainly, a mere 15 parking spaces could not possibly support a grocery store. Even if the
Property were redeveloped with 250-300 parking spaces, as indicated on page 157 of the Plan,
parking for the grocery use would be inadequate. Assuming that 250 spaces were provided and
that 139 spaces were devoted to the residential units (.75 spaces per unit, as discussed below),
only 112 parking spaces would be available for Safeway (not even factoring in any parking for
other retail uses on the Property). This would be insufficient to meet proven demand. These

. parking deficiency issues make the Plan’s proposal for the Property undeniably infeasible and
unrcasonable, and at odds with the Project objective to strengthen nei ghborhood-serving retail.

Inadequate Residential Parking. Further compounding the problem, no parking minimum -
would be required for the proposed 185 new residences. While existing Neighborhood ) ) S-19
Commercial regulations throughout the City require that 1 parking space be provided for each

* As you are no doubt aware, Satcway, Inc. is a publicly traded corporation that owes a fiduciary duty to its

shareholders. Therefore, Safeway cammot merely decide to tear down a recently-constructed, productive shopping
center into which substantial company funds were invested.
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housing unit, the Plan proposes that a maximumn of a mere .75 spaces per umt would be
conditionally permitted. Plan, p. 24. Not only is this residential parking ratio far too low, but
such a regulatory scheme would give decision-makers the discretion to require that absolutely no
parking be provided for the residential units. This is unacceptable. Inevitably, residents and
grocery patrons would be forced to compete for the few spaces, and the viability of the grocery
store would be further jeopardized by the incursion of residential cars in the grocery parking
spaces. This is yel another reason that the Plan’s proposal for the Property is infcasible and will
hinder, rather than further, the stated objectives of the Plan.

No Visible Grocery Parking, Based on experience, Safeway has determined that in order
for a grocery store to flourish in a mixed-use context where most of the parking for the store is
within a structure, at least 30 parking spaces must be provided at grade outside the parking
structure to entice customers in and assure them that parking is available. The Plan fails to
include this important physical component to success, making the Plan’s proposal infeasible.

Expensive Construction/Staging Plan. The Plan sets forth a five phase construction plan
for implementation of the proposal on the Property. That plan includes construction of a
temporary three level garage to serve Safeway while a portion of the remainder of the site is
redeveloped. To begin with, any economically viable redevelopment of a grocery store to a
mixed-use project will generally necessitate closure of the existing store during construction,
leaving area residents with no grocery store for an extended period. Furthermore, a construction
concept such as that outlined in the Plan would eliminate all economies of scale (with its five
phases, it would really be five separate projects), and the temporary garage would be far too
costly to be justified. For this reason alone, the Plan’s redevelopment strategy is not feasible,
nor will it satisfy Project objectives.

Remote and Speculative Plan. For the reasons outlined above, implementation of the
Plan’s redevelopment strategy could aptly be described as remote and speculative. Further, as a
practical matter, it is unlikely to be carried out within the foreseeable future and is contingent on
the occurrence of uncertain future events. In addition, significant changes in government policy
and legislation would be necessary to carry out the reuse strategy. Given these facts, as indicated
by the cases cited above, the redevelopment strategy is unreasonable and should be eliminated
from further consideration.

ke stk o ke ok ok sfe ok e ook e o sk e ok sl e ke sl sk ke

In closing, Safeway appreciates the opportunity to comment on the scope of the Plan EIR.
As we have mentioned, Safeway very much supports the concept of mixed-use development
where such projects are feasible. Safeway is committed to partnering with the City to promote
mixed-use development opportunities if we can agree on a regulatory framework that will
encourage, but not require, mixed-use development where it is viable. As amply illustrated
above, however, the Plan’s proposed redevelopment strategy for the Market Street Safeway site
is not viable. For the multitude of reasons detailed above, any one of which would suffice to
make the proposal an impermissible alternative, the Plan must be altered to eliminate all

Letter S
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reference to the Property before the EIR process is begun in earnest. If the City insists on

studying a proposal for the Property within the Plan and associated EIR, the inaccurate data in

the Plan must be corrected and any such redevelopment proposal must be dramatically modified S-23
from its current form (with participation by Safeway) to be a reasonable, feasible alternative

consistent with the comments and concerns outlined herein. ‘

Representatives from Safeway will attend the November 18™ scoping meeting. In the
nterim, please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions or comments.

Very truly yours,

Mc.ém

Anna C. Shimko

cc: Kathleen Gallagher
Bruce Qualls
Kimberly Smith
Richard Zlatunich
Matthew Francois
Jon Billovits
Rana Ahmad;i
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Letter S — Anna C. Shimko, Cassidy Shimko Dawson, Attorneys at Law

S-1

"The Draft Market and Octavia Neighborbood Plan proposes an alternative development concept for the
properties where the Safeway shopping complex is located at Market and Church Streets should
redevelopment of the property be undertaken in the next twenty yeats. The design concept includes
a phased restructuring of the site with a supermatket of approximately 38,000 square feet, 185 units
of housing, ground-floor retail, and 250 to 300 patking spaces. As noted by the commentor, the
modifications to the draft Plan published in February 2004 did not recommend any changes to the

Plan for these properties not ate any changes recommended at this time.

The intent of the Plan is to identify a design approach to the properties on the site located at the
corner of Matket and Church Streets that would more efficiently use the space on the site and
mtroduce mixed uses, including a supermarket and housing with parking. The design concept for
these parcels identified in the Plan would be considered in the future should any major remodeling
ot upgrading of the site be proposed. There are no specific redevelopment proposals for this
propetty at this time nor are these propetties located within a redevelopment area. The future of the
property would be subject to these guiding policies only as modifications to the site occurred.

The putpose of the DEIR is to analyze the impacts of the proposed Plan. The Planning
Department determined subsequent to the scoping process that the tequest to drop the design
concept for the site at the cotner of Market and Chutrch Street would not be integrated into the
modified Plan as it was only an illustrative concept and not a specific design proposal. Therefore,
the changes requested on behalf of the Safeway store are not analyzed in the DEIR. Any major
tenovations to this site in the future would be the subject of a collaborative effort between the
propetty ownets and the Planning Department and would be subject to independent environmental
teview at a project level. The Planning Department has already met with representatives from
Safeway and continues discussions with them to ensure that the final Plan language is clear on the

intent of the Plan for the future of this parcel.

S-2
The reintroduction of housing to the site at the corner of Market and Church Street would be

Matket and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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feasible if major redevelopment of the site were proposed by the property owner, not if minor
modifications to or remodeling of the existing buildings and businesses were proposed. The intent
of the Plan is to direct change over time in the neighborhood, not to restrict improvements to
properties with the intent of seeing them fall into distepair. It would be considered beyond the
scope of an EIR to attempt to conjecture whether property owners would in the future choose not

to maintain their propetties, thereby allowing them to become blighted.

The design concept presented in the Plan does not assume that Safeway is the property owner and
has the power to redevelop this site. The property owner(s) would make the determination as to
whether they chose to aggregate property to increase the density on the site and at what point in
time that might be economically feasible given the recent investments in renovating the Safeway
store and the rest of the shopping complex. The policy guidelines provided in the Plan are intended

to provide some direction for future private investment on these properties.

As noted under Response to Comment S-1, the Planning Department reviewed the request made on
behalf of Safeway duting the scoping process to remove the design concept for the property and
chose not to incorporate the request as part of the Plan modifications published in February 2004.

S-3
See Response to Comment C-1 regarding future patking demand and Response to Comment S-6
regarding air quality impacts.

The DEIR did analyze the traffic impacts (pages 4-212 to 4-223), air quality impacts (pages 4-252 to
4-260), and noise impacts (pages 4-268 to 4-277) associated with the implementation of the Plan.
The impacts associated with a reduction in the parking requirements was assessed on pages 4-230
through 4-238 of the Transportation Section. The analysis compares the pérking impacts associated
with the patking minimums and maximums as proposed in the Plan with the conditions that would
exist should the development occur using the existing code requirements for residential parking (see
Tables 4-25 and 4-26 on pages 4-232 and 4-233). As no new employment growth was projected for

the Project Area, no major changes in parking conditions related to employment are assessed.

San Francisco does not consider patking supply as part of the permanent physical environment as

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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parking conditions are not static, varying by time of day, time of week, and time of yeat as people
change their modes and pattern of travel. Parking deficits are considered to be social effects rather
than physical impacts as defined by CEQA. Under CEQA a project’s social impacts need not be
treated as significant impacts on the environment. The circling of cars to find parking may lead to
secondary physical impacts such as traffic congestion, air quality, safety, or noise impacts (see page
4-204 of DEIR for the significance criteria used in the assessment of parking impacts). These
impacts have been taken into account in the transportation, air quality, and noise analyses assuming
that all cars would come directly to their site and then move away in search of patking. This effect
would be offset by a shift to other modes when parking is in short supply.

According to the significance standards adopted by the City and County of San Francisco, “the
social inconvenience of parking deficits, such as having to hunt for scarce parking spaces, is not an
environmental impact, such as increased traffic congestion at intersections, air quality impacts, safety
impacts, or noise impacts caused by congestion.” The secondary impacts associated with the
circling of cars in search of parking, as identified above, ate analyzed in the DEIR and the impacts
were not found to be significant, therefore, the DEIR does not need to mitigate the effect of
changes to the off-street parking requirements proposed by the Plan.

The predominant noise source in the community is traffic noise. Future noise contour mapping
shows very little change in background sound conditions between traffic level of setvice ‘C,” ‘D’, ot
‘E’, such as along Market Street. Once traffic is slowed to these levels, the effects of tire and engine
sound emissions diminish, offset by additional horn honking, etc. The change in off-street parking
standards 1s not the sole contributor to the change in level of service and therefore is not a

predominant cause for significant changes in ambient sound levels.

Elimination of the open parking lot at Safeway would in fact have some minotr mitigative effects as
the density of building construction along a major thoroughfare, such as Market Street, acts as a
noise batrier to residences on the backside of the buildings in areas of less dense traffic. The overall

effect of these changes on noise conditions is considered minimal.

S-4
The DEIR does present mitigation measures to reduce the significant impacts associated with the

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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Plan. However, in some cases, the impacts would be considered significant and unavoidable, since
no feasible mitigation measutes could be identified. In other cases, mitigation measures have been
proposed, but their implementation could potentially result in secondary impacts; therefore, detailed

additional analysis would be necessaty before these measures could be adopted.

Subsequent to the DEIR, additional review of Mitigation Measures 5.7.B, 5.7.G and 5.7H was
conducted (see Response to Comment L-3). As such, the potential for a significant and unavoidable

impact would still exist if these mitigation measures wete implemented.

S-5
See Responses to Comments R-20 and AA-65 regarding the development of alternatives.

S-6

The evaluation of potential air quality impacts, which could result due to the implementation of the
Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan was petformed in accordance with Bay Area Quality
Management District guidelines (BAAQOMD CEQA Guidelines, Assessing the Air Quality Impacts of
Projects and Plans, December 1999). The District is the agency primatily responsible for assuting the
national and State ambient air quality standards ate attained and maintained in the San Francisco Bay
Area. For the Plan, there are two main potential sources of air emissions that may impact ait quality,
construction activities and vehicle emissions. Vehicle emission may impact local air quality through
catbon monoxide emissions or regional air quality through emissions of reactive organic gases
(ROG) that for ozone ot fine patticulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5). No stationary soutces of ait

emissions are identified within ot in close proximity to the Project Area.

The air quality impact due to construction-related emissions that is of ptimary concern to the
District is PM10 and is generally short-tetm in duration. There are a number of feasible control
measutes that can be reasonably implemented to significantly reduce PM10 emissions. The
District's approach to CEQA analyses of construction impacts is to emphasize implementation of
effective and comprehensive control measutes rather than detailed quantification of emissions. The
DEIR ptesents mitigation measures in Section 5.8.A., page 5-19, which conform to the PM10
control measure identified by the District as being effective. The District's policy is that if the

tecommended control measures are implemented, then air pollutant emissions from construction

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
3-225



3.0 Written Comments and Responses

activities would be considered a less than significant impact. In addition, Section 5.8B, page 5-20,

also identifies mitigation measutres to reduce short-term exhaust from construction equipment.

To evaluate the local air quality impact due to vehicle emission associated with implementation of
the Plan, an estimate of the carbon monoxide concentrations at 14 major intersection was
petformed in accordance with the California Department of Transportation guidance document,
Transportation Project-Level Catbon Monoxide Protocol, December 1997, using a computer
modeling program, CALINE4, developed and maintained by the California Air Resoutces Board
(CARB). Traffic projections from the traffic study performed for this project and vehicle emission
rates from CARB's EMFac2002 computetr program ate used as inputs to the modeling. The
modeling indicates that under current conditions, the 8-houtr average catbon monoxide
concentrations at five major intersections may exceed national and State ambient air quality
standards. However, the estimated carbon monoxide concentration in 2025 with the Plan
implementation would be well below the national and State ambient air quality standards.
Therefore, implementation of the plan would not have a significant impact on the local air quality

(see page 4-257 of the DEIR). .

To evaluate the regional impact to air quality, the State CEQA Guidelines requires that CEQA
evaluations of plan impacts, such as the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan, discuss the Plan's
consistency with the local Air Quality Management Plan. For the Bay Area District, this is the Clean
Air Plan (CAP). The purpose of this requitement is to ensure that future developments do not
impede the ait quality improvement ot maintenance goals set by the District. Implementation of the
Plan is not expected to cause an inctease in the population growth rate beyond what was assumed in
CAP emission projections and the Plan includes traffic control measures in accordance with the
CAP's strategy to reduce regional ozone levels. The evaluation demonstrated that the Plan was in
conformance with the CAP and therefore would not have a significant impact on regional air quality
(see page 4-255 of the DEIR).

S-7
As tequired under California Water Code 10910 and CEQA Guidelines (15083.5), a water supply
assessment was received from SFPUC on February 1, 2006 (see letter on the following page)

indicating that its total project supplies are adequate to meet incremental demand associated with the
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RECEIVED
February 1, 2006 FEB 0 7 2006
Rana Ahmadi BY:

Citywide Policy Planning
1660 Mission Street, #500
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Market Octavia Water Supply Assessment
Dear Ms. Ahmadi:

I am writing in response to your email dated January 9, 2006 regarding whether
the Market Octavia Area Plan would result in a major expansion of water
facilities.

SFPUC staff has evaluated your estimates of projected water use resulting from
the proposed project. The SFPUC 2005 Urban Water Management Plan Update
(UWMP) projects water use in the City and County of San Francisco through year
2030. The water use projections are related to population and business trends
forecast by the Association of Bay Area Government’s (ABAG’s) Projections
2002 as well as San Francisco’s city future development provided by City
Planning in its Land Use Allocation (LUA) 2002. The LUA 2002 is a forecast of
a total 25-year city-wide growth expected in San Francisco.

We consider the Market Octavia Area Plan cited in your email to have minor
variations with the planning estimates in the 2005 UWMP. The Market Octavia
Area Plan is a subset of the total city-wide LUA 2002 estimates. Despite the slight
variations of household and employment growth in the Market Octavia Area Plan,
it is assumed that with the regular five year updates of the UWMP verifications of
accurate projections will be conducted and adjustments made accordingly.
Additionally, the 2005 UWMP forecasts flat water demand in San Francisco
through the year 2030 as a result of plumbing code savings and that the growth
under the City’s general plan and specific area plans will not change this estimate.

Therefore, the SFPUC has included the water demands associated with the -
proposed project in future water demands for the City and County of San
Francisco. The 2005 UWMP provides plans to meet the City and County of San
Francisco’s future water demands. The proposed project will not result in a major
expansion of the water utility system.



Please feel free to contact Paula Kehoe, Manger of Water Resources Planning,
with any further questions or concerns at (415) 554-0792.

Sincerely,

HOOC O~

Michael Carlin, AGM Water Enterprise

cc: Paula Kehoe, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
Ellen Levin, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
Josh Milstein, City Attorney
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proposed Plan.

S-8
Comment regarding the infeasibility of the Plan’s proposed redevelopment strategy is noted. See
Responses to Comments S-1 and S-2 for a discussion of the redevelopment strategy included in the

Plan for the Safeway site.

The Planning Department has determined that they would not make any changes to the design
concept for the site at Matket and Church Streets as the concept is intended only as a guide for
changes to the site in the future and would not be implemented unless major renovation of the site

was undertaken by the property owners.

S-9

See Response to Comment S-1 regarding the requested changes to the Plan. The etrors noted in the
existing footprint for the Safeway building would not invalidate the impact analysis that was
conducted for the Plan, as a whole, as the design concept did not change. The purpose of the DEIR
is to analyze the impacts of the proposed Plan. The Planning Department determined subsequent to
the scoping process and after meeting with the Safeway representatives that the request to drop the
design concept for the site at the corner of Market and Church Street would not be integrated into
the modified Plan because it was only an illustrative concept and not a specific proposal. Therefore,
the changes requested on behalf of the Safeway stote are not analyzed in the DEIR. Any major
renovations to this site in the future would be the subject of a collaborative effort between the
property owners and the Planning Department and would be subject to independent environmental

review at a project level.

S-10
See Response to Comment S-2 regarding the potential redevelopment of the Safeway site.

S-11

Comment regarding the elements of the Plan relevant to the Safeway site is noted.
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S-12

See Response to Comment S-2 regarding the potential redevelopment of the Safeway site. The
design concept for the Market and Church site is not mandating redevelopment of the site. It is
providing guidelines for future redevelopment of this site, among others, should major remodeling
of the existing buildings be undertaken by the property owners in the future. The DEIR analyzes
the design concept at a general level and future development on the site would be subject to

independent environmental review when a specific proposal has been developed for the site.

S-13
Comments regarding the analysis of alternatives to the proposed project are noted. See Response to
Comment R-1 for a general discussion of alternatives analysis and Response to Comment R-20 for a

discussion of alternatives development specific to the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan DEIR.

Alternatives to the Plan which teduced the density and the heights of the project area are evaluated
as patt of the DEIR. The Planning Department determined that they would not consider additional
alternatives to the site at Market and Chutch because the design concept presented in the Plan was
intended to be illustrative only and is not a specific development proposal. The analysis for the
DEIR was done at a progtam level and the design concept for the site provides only general

guidance should future redevelopment occut.

S-14
See Response to Comment S-2 regarding the potential redevelopment of the Safeway site.

S-15
See Response to Comment S-2 regarding the potential redevelopment of the Safeway site.

S-16
See Response to Comment S-3 regarding the assessment of impacts associated with the reduction of

patking in the Project Area.

S-17
The Plan does not advocate that Safeway spend millions of dollats to demolish the existing store and
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replace it with a smallet store. The design concept does suggest that if major renovation of the site
is undertaken in the future, an alternative to the cutrent design would be to place a supermarket
directly adjacent to the street and introduce mixed uses to the site. The smaller store is provided as
an example of the type of development that might occur on the site should a decision be made in

the future to redevelop the site with a different approach that is more transit-oriented.

S-18

See Response to Comment S-3 regarding the assessment of impacts associated with the reduction of
patking in the Project Atea. There are other supermarkets in San Francisco, for example, the
Safeway on Jackson Street, that wete built as part of mixed-use developments without independent
parking supplies. This development prototype is apptoptiate in densely developed areas whete trips
to the grocery stote are frequent and are made primarily on foot or by transit. This is the type of

development that is advocated in the Project Area.

S-19

The Plan proposes that the Project Area be developed as a transit-oriented neighbothood that telies
on transit, walking, and biking for mobility more than the private auto. To accomplish this goal, the
Plan advocates a reduction in parking requirements. To provide an understanding of the potential
impacts of this parking reduction, the DEIR analyzes the impacts of providing parking at a level
proposed by the Plan and at a level that would be required should the existing code regulations
remain in place for comparative putposes. The analysis also considers the difference in patking
impacts if auto ownership was reduced as would be expected by implementation of the policies of
the Plan versus if it remained at the levels that are usually assumed for new development in the City
(see pages 4-230 through 4-238). It is noted that the commentor disagrees with the parking

teduction policies proposed in the Plan.

S-20
See Response to Comment S-19 regarding the reduction in parking requirements proposed by the
Plan.

It is noted that the commentor advocates a gteater amount of parking, including some surface

partking, for successful operation of a Safeway store at this site in the future. The Planning
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Department reviewed these comments as part of the scoping process and made a determination not
to incorporate these recommendations into the Plan. As the Plan is intended to provide general
guidance for future development in the Project Area, there would be an opportunity to collaborate
with the Planning Department and possibly incorporate needs specific to a Safeway store should the
ptoperty ownets decide to redevelop the site in the future for mixed-uses with a supermarket and
housing. Any specific proposal for redevelopment on this site would be subject to review by the

Planning Department and its own independent environmental review.

S-21

It is noted that the commentor disagrees with the phasing plan of the conceptual design that is
presented in the Plan. Construction phasing and the determination of whether the existing Safeway
stote could temain viable during the development of a second store on the site would be the subject
of a future specific development proposal, but supermarkets have continued to operate on sites
whete the store is being relocated within the shopping complex. The conceptual phasing was
intended to identify a phasing plan that allowed such continuous operation of the Safeway stote.
The cost of building a temporary patking structure may, however, not be economically viable, given
the cost of structured parking and the resources required for such a project. As previously noted,
any specific development proposal for the site at Market and Church Streets would need to be
developed in collaboration between the propetty owners and the Planning Department at such time

the propetty owners deems it appropriate.

S-22

The design concept for the site at Market and Church Streets, as proposed in the Plan, is a long-term
development strategy for the site as there are no specific plans by the property owner or the City to
redevelop the propetty at this time. The commentor is cotrect in noting that significant changes in
policy would be requited to implement the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan. That does not, in
itself, make the long-range vision of the Plan unreasonable. The intent of the EIR is to analyze the
impacts of the proposed policy changes so that the decision-makers in the City can determine

whether they wish to take action to adopt the Plan and put the proposed policies in place.

S-23

Comment tequesting an alternative development concept for the Safeway site that is consistent with
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the current land uses on the site is noted. After reviewing the scoping comments, the Planning
Department determined that they would not considet alternatives to the site at Market and Church
because the design concept presented in the Plan is intended to be illustrative only and is not a
specific development proposal. The analysis for the DEIR is done at a program level and the design

concept for the site provides only general guidance should future redevelopment occur.
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GOODWILL INDUSTRIES

of San Francisco, San Mateo & Marin Counties

Tuesday, August 09, 2005

Rana Ahmadi, Chief Environmental Review Officer
City & County of San Francisco

City Planning Department

30 Van Ness, 4™ Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Market & Octavia Draft Plan Comment

Dear Ms. Ahmadi,

Goodwill Industries of San Francisco, San Mateo and Marin Counties, Inc. owns and occupies a ]
parcel of land located in the southeastern portion of the Market & Octavia Boulevard area. The

physical addresses for that parcel are 1500, 1570, and 1580 Mission Street,

The Market & Octavia Plan calls for two different height limits (250 ft., 200 ft., and 85 f.) on T-1
that parcel. We are recommending that the San Francisco Planning Department establish a

single height limit of 250 fi. for the entire parcel. See attachment.

Thank yoﬁ for the opportunity to comment on Market & Octavia portion of the Better
Neighborhood Plan. -

Sincerely,

Malik Looper
Director, Community & Business Services

Corporate Office & San Mateo Career Services Marin Career Services
San Francisco Career Services 28 West 25th Avenue 809 Lincoln Avenue
1500 Mission Street San Mateo, CA 94403 San Rafael, CA 94901
San Francisco, CA 94103 Phone: (415) 525-2784 ext. 210 Phone: (415) 456-5273
Phone; (415) 575-2100 FAX: (415) 525-2789 FAX: (415) 456-7012
FAX: (415) 575-2170 TDD: (415) 575-2115 TTY: (415) 525-2788

Donations: 1-888-4GOODWILL www.sfgoodwill.org
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses

Letter T — Malik Loopet, Goodwill Industries of San Francisco, San Mateo & Matin
Counties

T-1

Comment regarding the request height change is noted. The Planning Department has reviewed all
of the requested changes for height designations and made a determination that this requested
change would not be incotporated into the Plan because it is not consistent with the height and
development pattetns recommended for this area. Any requests for additional changes to specific

properties will be addressed independent of the process for adoption of the Plan.

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
3-236



City & County of S.F
. Dept. of City Planing
FROM: Mary Miles, #230395, and AUG 10 i -
Coalition for Adequate Review (CFAR) T e
364 Page St., #36 e o
San Francisco, CA 94102 ENVIRORMENTAL REVIEW
(415) 863-2310 A
TO:  Paul Maltzer : CEIVE
Environmental Review Officer RECEIVED
San Franeisco Planning Department e
1660 Mission St., Ste. 500 AUG 09 2005
San Franciseo, CA 94103 CITY & GOUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
ADMINISTRATION

DATE: August9, 2005

PUBLIC. COMMENT ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
(DEIR) ON MARKET AND OCTAVIA NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN
Planning Department Case No, 2003.0347F.

State Cléaringhouse No. 2004012118

[ am-a resident.and taxpayer in San Francisco. Coalition for Adequate review is

an umncerporatcd association of persons interested in assuting complete and accurate.

“review and public input of projects affecting the environment and people in it. This
Comment is-submitted inthe publie interest. The DEIR on the “Market and Octavia
Neighborhood Plan” (hereinafter “Plan’™y will have sigrificant adverse impacts on the
environment and quality of life of residents of the “neighborhood” it will radically alter,
and poitends. high-rise incursion into areas-where high rises do not presently exist, and in
which. they are completely’ mcompatlble as well as eliminating parking-and reasoned
controls and restrictions on density, hieight, and bulk in the General Plan, Planning Code,
Zoning Maps, and other Codes and ordinances.

" The-project area is huge representing an-incursion of unregulated development in
the core and central areas of San Francisco by exempting developments from existing
regulations under the-acgis of claiming that several areas from east of the Civic Center to
the Western Addition, to the South of Market areas and beyond are in some newly-
‘minted “neighborhood” which the Plan coins:as the “Market and Octavia Neighborhood.”
That herétofore iinknown “neighborhood™ has been condemned by the unnamed authors
and propotients of the Plan to be-desttoyed by unregulated, full-scale, ugly modern,
density development where none has previously existed. The DEIR fails to accurately
deseribe the project, except in fictitious terms, and fails to identify and dnalyze the
obvious adverse significant impacts on the immediate surrounds and the entife ¢ity from
the Plan’s sweeping proposals for giveaways-of this large-area to-developers.

This DEIR is severely flawed and falls far short of the legal requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Cal. Pub. Res. Code, §§21000 ef seq.
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A. THE DEIR IS FLAWED BEYOND LEGAL COMPLIANCE UNDER CEQA.

1. The DEIR fails fo evaluate traffic and parking impacts from the
. Boulevard on the entire project area.

“new™ Octavia

The astounding omission of-any evaluation of parking impacts from the expansion
of Octavia Boulevard from two to six lanes and 130 feet in width in order to
accommodate ingress gnd egress to the Rte. 80 Freeway is so egregious as to render the
entire DEIR absurd and invalid.

The DEIR claims no'significant adverse impacts will result from reducing the
amount of parkmg required under the existing Planning Code (one parking space per
housing unit); eliminating existing parking facilities; the elimination of 600 (six
hundred) parkmg spaces when the skyway was replaced with the “new” Octavia
Boulevard; raising parking rates in the Civic Center and other public garages to
“downtown™ rates-(twice to four times the existing amounts); eliniinating employee and
ingtitutional parking now provided; eliminating street residential parking permits:and
raising their prlce eliminating access to street parking and eliminating parking.on streets;
increasing the-price of parking meters; ehmmatmg parking in order to establish bicycle
Janes and paths and at the same time urging massive residential and rétail development
inan area that is already densely populated and traveled. The DEIR makes tio attempt to
analyze the impacts from each and all of these and other proposals of the Projeot to
eliminate existing and future parking, (E.g., pp.4-230—4-240; Appendices.)

a. The DEIR admits there will be severe parking shorgfalls 0f 2,480 10.5,640
parking spaces as-a result of the Project; then makes the amaging claim that causing
these slwrg‘alls is'not a significant adverse impuact on the environment.

The DEIR makes the unsupportable claim that “parking y shortfalls relative to
demand are not considered significant environmental impacts in the urban context of San
Francisco,” but are mcrely “an inconvenience to drivers.”™ (pp. 4-236, 4-23: 8) Thete is
no-support in CEQA or-in case law for this proposition; nor may San Francisco declare
itself above the law.

“ It s settled law that elimination and exacetbation of already-severe patking
shortfalls is,.0n its own, a significant adverse impact on the environment.

b. The DEIR misstates existing (“baseline”)-conditions, engages in pure,
unsupported speculution about future demand, and makes the preposterous claim that
if the Project eliminates parking, the need for parkmg will magically disappear. The
DEIR improperly-deletes the loss of parking due to the skyway demolition, and
improperly includes parking facilities outside the Project areq within its “baseline”
description.

With no empirieal support, the DEIR makes the prepostetous claim that “[w]ith
the new parking requirements and reduced vehicle ownership as anticipated by the Plan,”
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the parking shortfall o£ 2,480 to 5,640 would magically disappear and become a

“surplus.” {(pp. 4-234, 4-237.) There is no support for'this preposterous notion, and it

hasg no pl!ace in the serious analysis required by CEQA in an Env1ronmemal Impact
Report.

The DEIR makes the entirely unsupported claim that car ownership is less in the
area of the Project, claiming the outdated U.S. Census from 2000 supports this-claim,
though it does not. The DEIR then incorporates this phoniy data as its “baseline” for
analyzing the quantitative-shortfall of parking.

The DEIR leaves completely out of its “existing” or “baseling” description the
fact that an estiniated 600 (six hundred) parking spaces were-eliminated in the project
area by the demolition of the skyway, which itself is unmentioned though it is.the
‘hallmark of the entire Project;

The DEIR alse includes in its false “baseline” the: Civic Center garage
(appwmmately 850 parking spaces), which is not in the Project area at.all, recommending
huge rate-increases which would penalize and significantly impact residents, visitors and
workers in the Civic Center, performing arts, and Courthouse areas, along with the drastic
advérse impacts on fesidents and visitors within the Project area.

The:shortfall should therefore be 3,930 to 7,090 parking spaces in the Prol ect area
if an accurate baseline is used. Thisis:a radical, deastic parking shottfall which is,
without aneillary impacts, on its own a severe, drastic, significanit, adverse impact on the
environment whichis: completely unaddressed in the DEIR. The proposed Prq] ect may
not legally go forward without addressing and completely mitigating this shortPall with
actual physical solutions which do not further penalize the residents.and visitors to San
Francisco who own, drive, and need a place to park cars.

2 The DEIR i 1s remature. because the new Octavia Boulevard freewa Jhigress-

Oetavia Boulevard expansion and freewaj‘ in bess-e FEss.

The timing of the DEIR is transpatently evasive, because it requires public
‘comment by August 9, 2005—just before the opening of the new Qctavia freeway
ingress-egress. Thus the-public is deprxved of giving comment based on actual physical
experience of the drastic impacts this: freeway ingress-egress will cteate on immediate
:and:sutrrounding streets. Noreason is.give for rushing the DEIR comment in‘this fashion;
nor is any reason provided for the project sponsor to wait for the opening of the freeway
turnoff to assess the significant impacts it will cause.

The banner of the Market-Octavia starship was the “new” six-lane Octayia Blvd.
The DEIR fails to acknowledge its impacts on traffic and the impacts on traffic, parking,

" The DEIR
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air quality, noise, congestion, neighborhood transit, pedestrian travel and other obvious
impacts from creating a “boulevard™ that may carry 80,000 (eighty thousand) vehicles per
day onto and off of the freeway. Yetthere is NO analysis of any of these impacts in the

_ DEIR.

The removal of the Central Freeway off-ramp. onto Fell Street has been replaced
with a surface ingress- egress under construction on Octavia Street. Octavia has been
expanded from two to six lanes (as wide as Geaty) to-accommodate a newly-constructed
on-and off-ramp just south of Market. That freeway ingress-egress will serve the entite
Civie Center and northern and western portions of San Francisco.

The former off-ramp moved traffic from the Preeway onto Fell St. CalTrans
estimated that 40,000 cars per day used the two-lane off-ramp to Fell. Itis-reasonable to
assume that there will now be at least twice that anmiount of traffic, because the “new”
Octavia surface on- and off-ramp-will provide both ingress and egressto and from the
Freeway, as well as other traffic on Octavia. The “new”™ Octavia abruptly ends at an ugly
median strip degorated with concrete henches, paim trees, and junk-food style children’s
play structures; euphemized as “Hayes Green.”

Yet the DEIR makes po mention of traffic impacts on Octavia, Market or-any of
the lateral sireets in the area which will be impacted by cars seeking i ingress-egiess to the
freeway.

Severe and significant advetse traffic impacts are inevitable and will affect every

“otheraspect of the proposed project,

3. The DEIR fails to analyze the significant impacts on the environment from
increased surface traffic in the entire project area from the expansion of Octavi
Blvd. ¢ to a six-lane freeway ingress-egress, and impacts on all lateral and -

surrounding streets.

There is no accurate study or data within the DEIR on the impact of traffic from
the newly-expanded Octavia Blvd., which is six-lanes wide and both ingress and egress
to and from the freeway. Caltrans estimated traffic on the former Fell off:ramp-at 40,000
cars; and with ingress and egress, it is reasonable to assume there will be more than
80,000 cars-on the four lanes (of six) of the new Qctavia Blvd,, which will pravide
ingress-egress to-and from the entire central, northern and western areas of San
Francisco. '

The DEIR admits:drastic, significant adverse impacts from this Project; and yet
cheerleads for more development, which will cause even more traffic and other impacts.
The DEIR makes no-studied analysis, but merely concludes without support that the
Project’s-development proposals will-net on their own or:cumulatively impact the
already-severe impaets from Octavia Blvd.

The DEIR further fails to analyze the inipacts on teaffic, including attomobile,
public transit,.and emergency vehicles, from traffic lane elimination, parking elimination,
bicycle amenities, and changes in the physical configuration oftraffic and streets.
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The DEIR admits radical, significant impacts from degradation of LOS

~ throughout the project area, but proposes neither accurate analyses of these impacts nor
reality-based mitigation measures. In fact, the Project must not go forward because of the
already-severe impacts that Octavia Blvd. has, and will, generate.

4, The DEIR fails to aceurately assess the existing overcrowded and underservin
conditions on public transit, and the Project’s si mﬂcant adverse impacts on public

5.. The DEIR fails to analyze the significant impacts on the environment from

changing the existing Gener al Plan, Planning Code, Zoning Maps, and other legally
.bmdmg reguxrements fo exenipt develop rg m the Prowct area from exxstm" and
v -dex d] ey ent

The following are examples of some of the radical changes proposed in the Plan’s DEIR:

s Complete rezoning of the entire area to permit exemptions from existing
zoning restrictions on height, bulk, density, setbacks, and open space (Plan at
pp - 1"35
High-rise construction of up to 400 feet (forty storie
Establishment of minimuin heights (p. 1-3,

o Increased use and height reclassifications in every district and “more
concentrated” in “the Van Ness Avenue/Market Street/Mission Strect/South
Van Ness Avenug intersection and SoMa West areas and extending out along
Market and Mission Streets.” (p. 1-4)

. » “climinating housing density maximums; establishing a minimum residential-
" to-commercial use ration of two —to-one in the DTR district; requiring
housing for all building areas above the street wall height in some areas.” (p.
1-4)

* “teducing residential parking requirements and establishing a maximum
patking cap.” (p. 1-4)

e “encouraging new accessory units in existing residential uses through
additions or garage conversions, without the requirement for additional
parking” (p.1-4)

» “reducing discretiondry review and conditional use requirements for new
housing.” p. 1-4)

« requiring that “most new buildings be built to the property lines of public
rights-of-way” (p.1-4)

o that “buildings facing on public spaces be articulated with strong veitical
elements.” (p. 14)

» “Special building elements such as towers would be located at intersections or
near important public spaces.” (p. 1-4)

“mixed-use development™ (p. 1-4)
limitations-on “use of street frontage for parking and garage access.” (p. 1-4)
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limiting “garage access and parking and encourage ground floor residential
uses” in the “alley network” fhroughout the project. (p. 1-5)

“larger buildings on Market Street.” (p. 1-5)

“residential open space™ at “upper housing levels” (p. 1-5)
“reclaim[ing] street space for pedestrian use” (p. -5)

traffic calming (physical obstructions to movement of traffic) (p. 1-5)
penahzmg all residents and visitors whose transportation options are
automobiles by eliminating parking and efficient movement of traffic ¢

limit the “amount of required onOsite parking and discourage new parking
facilities.” (p. 1-5)

ehmmatmg minimum parking requirements. (p.'1-5)

requiring “caps on the mount of parking permitted in new development
10...0.25 spaces per dwelling unit.” {p. 1-5)

replacing minimum parking required for commercial uses to maximum
parking caps. (pp: 1-5, 1-6)

required changes in citywide parking policy (p. 1-6)

requiring separate tenant leases for parking (p. 1-6)

forbidding subsidized employee parking (p. 1-6)
raising the price of parking in city-owned parking facilities to “encourage

short<term use™ (p. 1-6)

discouraging new parking facilities in the entire Plan area. (. 1-6)
discouraging “commuter parking” (p. 1-6)

squeezing residents from being able to obtain Residential Parking Permits
(pp. 1-6

eliminating code requirements for independently accessible pirking spaces (p.

1-6)

restricting driveways (“curb cuts™) (pp. 1-6)

prohibiting new “curb cuts on transit preferential streets” (p. 1-8)
pricing Civic Center parking at prohibitive “downtown rates” (p. 1-6)

“phasing out public subsidics at garages serving institutions” (p. 1-6)

reducing on-street parking around City Hall (p. 1-6)
reducing parking availability at public garages ineluding Civic Center Garage

. 1-6)

eliminating and/or obstructing traffic lanes with “bike lanes” on Valencia

Street, Octavia Boulevard and both sides of Howard Street; demanding

“bieycle parking at activity centers-and new developmenits; an-shower and
locker facilities in new commercial development.” {pp. 1-6, 1-8)

installing bike lanes on both sides of Howard street (p. 1-8)

converting Fell and Hayes Streets to two-way streets (p. 1-6)

converting Gough to a two-way street between Market and Otis Streets (p. 1~
7

extensive “infill” development on the 22 former Central Freeway parcels and
“the parcels at the-corner of Church and Market Streets (site of Safeway
market) (p. 1-7)
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s removing the Safeway market and “integrating the supermarket into a mixed-
use development with housing,” and eliminating parking (p. 1-7)
¢ claiming the freeway touchdown is “open space” (p. 1-8)

The DEIR makes no attempt to accurately assess or evaluate-any of the significant U-18
adverse impacts from any-of the above-described radical changes and violations of
existing Codes and the General Plan.

The impacts of incursion of high-rises and density development where these -
blights have neverexisted are dismissed vnly as possibly causing “wind conditions in this q
area.” {(p.1-8). U-19

ighificant adverse impacts from the nm]ect’

and:historic structures.

The DEIR fails to accurately describe the existing and historic character of the
Project area, and its inevitable degradation by the Project’s proposal to insert high- U-20
density, high=rise ugly, modern structures which-will subsume the oldet, sinaller
strugtures that characterize the area, and-will create a monolithic barrier to the sesthetic
enjoyment of San Francisco from every direction.

The incursion of ugly, modern density and high rise developmeit into the western -
portions:of San Francisco is-an ill-conceived visual degradation of the entire city and its -
cenitral core, which has not been analyzed or accurately described in‘the DEIR o the
“Project Description,” thus denying the public the opportunity to know and commerit on
it. Theproposed scale, chiaracter, and architectural features of massive development
‘proposed by the Project are incompatible with existing conditions and violate the City’s
“Residential Design Guidelines™ and the principles of CEQA. U-21

The DEIR s omission of the obvious-adverse aesthetic effects—both by creating
ugly edifices throughout the area—and by blocking existing views with them, flaws the
DEIR beyond legal aceeptability under CEQA.

7. The DEIR fails to analyze the significant adverse impacts from eliniination of

The DEIR fails to-analyzs the significant-adverse impacts on the Project area and
the-entire city from-¢limination of relatively open areas and filling them up with ugly,
modern density residential developments. The Project and DEIR propose that heavily- U-22
trafficked median strips and bus stops-are “open space”—a ludicrous alteration and
dismissal of the concept, meaning and legal requirement of open space within existing.
‘Codes and the General Plan.

‘8. The DEIR fails to analyze si

nificant adverse impacts from growth, -
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The DEIR fails to analyze significant adverse impacts on the Project area from
growth, and does not.accurately describe the magnitude of proposed development in the
 area. The DEIR claims that the Project will increase the population of the already
densely-populated Project-area by 26.4% and 11.7% of the entire growth in the city, the
Households by 29.4% and 14.5% of the entire growth in the city. (p.4-67, Table 4-2).
The DEIR claims the Project would create 4,440 new housing units by 2025 inthe
Project are, and yet amazingly claims that the Project would “not cause an adverse
physical impact” or “concentration.” (p. 4-68).

The DEIR claims with no support that the Project would “indirectly” increase
“affordability” of housing. (p. 4-69) In fact, only the giveaway of the “Central
Freeway” parcels to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (a private development
entity) would mandate any “affordable” housing, and that only to entitled petsons, not to
the general public or existing residents in the Project area.

9, ‘The DEIR does not accurately describe the Project or existing conditions
(baseline) in the Project area.

The DEIR misstates existing conditions within the Project area, and obfuscates is
" real purpose with fuzzy, feel-good verbiage. The Project’s obvious purpose is to exempt
developers from existing density, height, bulk, setback, open space, and parking
requirements, among others, and to create a wholesale giveaway of the center-city area to
ugly, modern-density and high-rise development.

At the same time, both the Project and the DEIR engage in an improper
ideological bent to punish the majority of existing residents and visitors to the Project
area and San Francisco, who own, drive, and need a place to park automobiles. This
purpose disserves the majority of residents and visitors, and the DEIR’s endorsement of it
lacks objectivity and is improper. Leaving out analysis of severeand significant adverse
impatts for unwritten 1deology advoeating punishing car-owners doesnot comply with
CEQA.

Analysis of aesthetic and human impacts from overdevelopment and
incompatible, bulky, ugly modern structures as proposed by the Project are completely
missing from the DEIR. The DEIR misstates that new developments would have lower
heights, but the proposed re-zoning states the contrary in virtually every area.

The DEIR amazingly claims that “increases in building height” to 400 feet would
not result in “adverse change in regard to visual quality.” (p.4-98) The Project also
proposes increases in height, bulk and densxty mn v1rtua1iy every area, €.8.,. along the new
Octavia, where the Project proposes an increase in height to 5 stories of every building on
the “Central Freeway” parcels-- on a street characterized by two- and three-storey
residential striictures. The illustrations at, e.g., pp. 4-101 through 4-103 and 4-109 are
the only “projections™ in the DEIR, and those describe incredible increases in height and
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‘bulk and incursions right to the respective sidewalks of ugly developments. There is not
one single projection of the numerous, vaguely—descmbed “towers” of up to 400 feet,
which the Project and DEIR would invite, but which neither describes.

Other Project increases are ill-described, except as generalized exemptions for
developers from existing Code and General Plan requirements.

10. The DEIR fails to properly analyze noise impacts and propose mitigation.

im acts from 'the Pro‘ect’s o} osed demohtmn of the Safewaf -and other

npeighborhood-serving retail establishments in the Safeway center in order to create
yet another ugly, modern, sterile residential development with inadequate parking,

proposes to demohsh the only supezmarket in the ent;re Pro;ect ‘area, the Safeway at
Market and Church, In its place the Project and DEIR cheerlead for yet more residential
development and less parking. The DEIR makes no attempt to analyze the significant
adverse impacts from this alteration.

12. The DEIR does not accurately assess cumulative im acts from each.component
within the Project and the Project as a whole on the immediate Project area and the
larger cumulative area.

It is well-gstablished that CEQA requires an analysis of cumulative impacts.

There:is no-objective analysis of cumulative impacts from the Project and its compotients
in the DEIR.

It i’s;s_“ettlﬁed law that a whole Project and every part of it must be analyzed and not
piecemealed by putting off patts of it to soe other, indefinite time.

14. The DEIR proposes no reality-based mitigations for the many significant
adverse impacts of the Project.

Atpp. 5-1 —5-21, the DEIR pronounces it does not have to propose-mitigation
measures for major, s1gmﬁcant adverse impacts described above, declaring-as a mantra
that “no significant impacts have identified at the program or project level.™ The
circular rationale seems to be that if' the DEIR blanketly refuses to analyze impasts, that
means there are none, and thus no mitigations need be discussed. This “rationale™is
illegal under CEQA.
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_ B. WE SUPPORT THE “NO PROJECT” ALTERNATIVE.

The commenters herein endorse and support NO PROJECT, because the proposed

Projeet will have severe, lasting, significant advérse impacts-on the environment of the
Project area and the entire City and will result in permanent degradation of the physical
environment and quality of life for residents and visitors to the entire area.

The Project proposes permanent, degradmg physmal changes to-the entire Project
area, as well as radical changes to the General Plan, Plarining Code, Zoning Maps and
other governing laws. It offers nothing to any persons now residing in the Project area
except adverse impacts on their environment and quality of life. Instead, it is.a windfall
for developers, ¢reating permanent degrading exemptions from existing: density, height,
bulk, setback, open space, and parking requirements. Thus it dissetves the public at large
in favor of creating financial incentives for development in an already densély-populated
area,

Instead of objectively identifying-and analyzing the numerous adverse impacts
from this Project, the DEIR—assembled by the same corrupt City depattment-that is the
“Project proponent—abuses the CEQA progess by advocating for a pro-development
policy-in the City. That purpose is patently improper‘and makes the DEIR a largely
useless document.

CONCLUSION

- For the above-deseribed and other reasons, the DEIR is flawed beyond legal
acceptability under CEQA, and the commeniters herein endorse the “NO PROJECT”
.ALTE?NATIVE.

DATED: August 9, 2005
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses

Letter U — Mary Miles, Coalition for Adequate Review

U-1

Comments regarding the applicant’s statements that the Plan will have significant impacts are noted.
As presented in the DEIR summary in Table 1-1 starting on page 1-9, the implementation of the
Plan would result in potentially significant and unavoidable shadow, traffic, and transit impacts.
These impacts are discussed in greater detail in sections 4.5 and 4.7 of the Chapter 4 Environmental

Setting and Impacts of the DEIR.

The Project Area for the Marker and Octavia Neighborhood Plan is the area that has been affected by
removal of the Central Freeway and by the Octavia Boulevard replacement project and the
reconstruction of the Central Freeway, south of Market Street, as well as adjacent areas along the
Market Street corridor that are within a quarter mile walking distance of a major transit hub and are
considered likely candidates for transit-otiented development. While the Plan would allow for
increased density in some patts of the Project Area, particulatly atound the Matrket and Van Ness
Avenue intefsection, in many sections of the Project Area the heights would either remain the same
or would be reduced. Chapter 3 of the DEIR describes the proposed project and the impacts are
addressed in Chapter 4 of the DEIR as required by CEQA.

U-2

As noted in the DEIR, page 3-29 and 3-30, the Octavia Boulevard Project and the new Central
Freeway touchdown at Matket Street were the subject of independent environmental review
completed in 2000. Construction of these projects was completed in 2005. The transportation
analysis conducted for the DEIR assumes that these projects were completed and adjustments were
made to eatlier traffic counts collected to reflect the anticipated changes to traffic patterns associated

with these new transportation facilities.

Subsequent to the DEIR, additional count data was collected in November 2005 to determine actual
shifts in traffic patterns related to the Octavia Boulevatrd freeway touchdown. These existing counts
wete applied to background growth rates developed from the model (as documented in the DEIR)
and compared to future 2025 volumes without the Plan. The attached appendices present detailed

figures and count sutvey information. As a result, these latest counts wete consistent with

Matket and Octavia Neighbothood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses

assumptions based on output from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority’s (SFCTA)
travel demand model for future 2025 Conditions. The results of this analysis was also compared to
spot counts conducted in October 2005 by Korve Engineering as well as spot counts conducted in
December 2005 by DPT. It was determined that the volume estimates are consistent with actual

traffic volumes after the ramps and the boulevard were opened.

The new count information found approximately 3,200 vehicles use the Octavia Boulevard during
the weekday PM peak hour. Of those, around 95 percent are traveling to and from the freeway

ramp.

U-3

As stated on page 4-230 of the DEIR, parking impacts are analyzed at the program level to
determine the potential parking shortfalls under the proposed zoning districts. Parking policies such
as tevising provisions of the Residential Parking Permit program and adopting a patrking fee
structure in city-owned garages were analyzed as long-term transportation projects at a program
level. These long-term projects would be subject to additional environmental review when more

specific plans are developed.

The removal of existing patking facilities due to the redevelopment of the Central Freeway Parcels is
discussed in Response to Comment C-4. In general, parking shortfalls relative to demand are not
considered significant environmental impacts in the urban context of San Francisco. Parking
deficits may be an inconvenience to drivers, but are not considered significant physical impacts on
the envitonment. The elimination of the parking spaces from the freeway parcels for the
construction of the Octavia Boulevard were evaluated as part of the Central Freeway and Octavia
Boulevard environmental review concluded in 2000 and while discussed in the DEIR are not part of

the proposed Plan.

U-4
See Response to Comment S-3 regarding the assessment of parking impacts.
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U-5

As discussed in Response to Comment U-3, the Plan is not responsible for the elimination of off-
street parking tesulting from the demolition of the elevated Central Freeway. The effects of this
demolition were addressed as patt of existing and future conditions, but an independent

environmental review for the Central Freeway and Octavia Boulevard were completed in 2000.

Approximately 17 off-street public off-street parking facilities were incorporated in the discussion
of existing parking conditions, including the Performing Arts garage and the Civic Centet garage,
two large facilities with over 600 patking spaces, located in or adjacent to the Project Area. See
Response to Comments A-26 and C-1.

Subsequent to the DEIR, additional patking information was collected to compate existing
conditions (as stated in the DEIR), conditions after the opening of the Octavia Boulevard
touchdown, as well as future conditions after the redevelopment of the Central Freeway parcels.
The Plan does not assume that patking demand would be completely eliminated or “magically
disappear” based on the supply of parking. The Reduced Vehicle Ownership parking demand was
prepared as a comparison to the standard citywide value, if the cutrent vehicle ownership within the
Project Area is maintained by new residents. The Plan also offers recommended strategies for
managing patking demand and compares vatious scenarios of minimum and maximum supply
allowances. Under a scenatio assuming a reduced patking demand and a maximum supply (allowed
through conditional use), there would be a Project Area surplus of around 730 spaces duting
weekday midday and 110 spaces during the weekday evening. In comparison, a scenario was also
ptepared assuming 1.0 patking space per 1.0 housing unit, which results in a shortfall of around 70
spaces duting the midday and 1,200 spaces during the weekday evening. Decision-makers are
presented with information on different parking demand and supply scenarios to assist them in

making policy decisions.

U-6

Average vehicle ownership rates per household are based on Census 2000 journey-to-work
information within the Project Area (census tracts 124, 162, 163, 168, 169, 176-01, 176-02, 177, 178,
201, 202, and 203) as well as for San Francisco as a whole. Using U.S. Census journey-to-wotk

information is also the standard approved methodology of SF Guidelines to determine the
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distribution of all residential ttips based on the geographic destinations indicated in the relevant

census tract data.

Census information is collected every ten years, most recently in April 2000. During each decennial
census, the Census Bureau collects data from evety household in the U.S. and its territories. Besides
the decennial census, the Census Bureau conducts nearly one hundred other surveys and censuses
evety year. The information collected for each census and survey is summarized by geographic area
and then published.

A separate demand scenatio was developed based on the standard methodology used by the
Planning Department. The reduced vehicle ownership parking demand is not intended as a
“baseline” scenario as the commentor suggested. As stated in Response U-5, decision-makers are
presented with information on diffetent patking demand and supply scenarios to assist them in

making policy decisions.

U-7
See Response to Comment U-5 regarding future parking demand and parking impacts associated

with the removal of the Central Freeway.

U-8

As stated on pages 4-197 to 4-198 of the DEIR, although outside of the Project Area, the Civic
Center garage was included in the analysis due to its size. See Response to Comment M-20
regarding the implementation of patking policies to make more efficient use of existing patking to

setve Civic Centet patrons, visitors and residents.

U-9

The documentation of the patking shortfall within the Project Area does not include the supply and
demand of existing patking facilities; it focuses solely on the parking shortfall associated with the
Plan’s proposed land use changes. As such, inclusion of the Civic Center garage in the DEIR
(which was only included in the existing parking conditions as supplemental information) does not

affect the findings of the future parking analysis.
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The DEIR is not requited to mitigate the identified parking shoztfall, as discussed in Response to

Comment S-3, because no significant parking impacts have been identified.

U-10

See Response to Comment L-1 for a detailed discussion of the schedule for Plan development and
review of the DEIR. The DEIR, which was released in June 2005, had a 45-day public review
period consistent with the tequitements of CEQA. The public review petiod was extended until
August 23 in response to requests from some neighbothood representatives for additional response

titne.

In response to the many comments received regarding the traffic impacts, new traffic data was
collected at select intersections in fall of 2005 to assess the impacts of the new traffic patterns
associated with the opening of the new freeway ramp and Octavia Boulevard. The data is

summatized in Response to Comment U-2.

U-11

The recently opened Octavia Boulevard and freeway touchdown are identified as elements of the
Plan, however, they were reviewed and approved as independent projects prior to the publication of
the Plan. Thetefore, the Plan is not required to exptessly address the potential transportation-related

impacts of the new facilities.

Traffic conditions related to the Octavia Boulevard freeway touchdown ate included as part of
future 2025 impact analyses (see pages 4-212 to 4-214 of the DEIR). Subsequent to the DEIR,
supplemental field counts were conducted in Decembet 2005 duting the weekday PM peak hour
(post-opening). It was determined that these cutrent traffic counts are consistent with the projected
traffic volumes for the freeway on- and off-ramps and the Octavia Boulevard. Thereforte, it is
concluded that the traffic analysis contained in the DEIR accurately reflects conditions with the
ramps and Octavia Boulevard. This analysis confirms that the rerouting of traffic to and from the
freeway is addressed adequately in the DEIR.

U-12
Future 2025 traffic conditions related to the Central Freeway and the adjustments to existing
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volumes to account for the demolition of the Fell Street off-ramp and rerouting of traffic to city
streets are included in the DEIR (see page 4-207). These traffic volumes illustrate the changes to the
vehicular travel patterns with the new freeway ramps, including the shifting to traffic volumes to
Octavia Boulevard.

As stated in Response to Comment U-11, the recently opened Octavia Boulevard is identified as an
element of the Plan, but was the subject of independent environmental review prior to the
publication of the Plan. Note that 2025 future traffic conditions have been analyzed with and
without the Plan’s Travel Projections (see pages 4-212 to 4-214 of the DEIR).

U-13
See Response to Comment U-12 regarding the analysis of the impacts of the Octavia Boulevard and
the freeway ramp projects in this DEIR.

U-14

Pages 4-212 and 4-223 of the DEIR desctibe the traffic impact analysis with and without the Plan as
well the contribution of the Plan to the 2025 with Plan intersection turning movement volumes.
Additional details of the traffic analysis can be found in the Market & Octavia Plan EIR Transportation
Study — Final Report, dated May 31, 2005 (available for public review by appointment at the Planning
Depattment, 1660 Mission Street, Fifth Floor).

U-15

Pages 4-214 through 4-223 of the DEIR describe the impact analyses related to any street
configuration changes proposed by the Plan. Impacts associated with the project level
transportation improvements identified on pages 4-179 through 4-181 are also assessed under 2025

Central Freeway Parcels/Near —~Term conditions as well as 2025 with Plan conditions.

U-16

The DEIR proposes mitigation measutes that would reduce the effect of the project traffic to less-
than-significant levels. Howevet, as documented in the DEIR, there would be some locations where
adequate mitigation measutes cannot be developed; at these locations, the Plan would tesult in

significant unavoidable traffic impacts.
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U-17

Pages 4-192 through 4-197 of the DEIR present the existing transit service analysts for both the
Muni cortridor as well as regional transit setvice. Page 4-223 through 4-230 of the DEIR desctibes
the impact analyses related to the Plan’s transit demand. In general, transit service within the Project
Area is not currently overcrowded; with the Plan, there would still be adequate service to

accommodate the future demand for transit setrvice.

U-18

Contrary to assettions by the commentor, the purpose of the DEIR is to assess the environmental
impacts that would occut with the implementation of the Markes and Octavia Neighborbood Plan. The
main objectives of the Plan and the specific elements of the Plan are desctibed in detail in the
Project Description, Chaptet 3 of the DEIR. A detailed assessment of envitonmental impacts
related to land use and zoning (pages 4-42 to 4-62 of the DEIR); population, housing, and
employment (pages 4-64 to 4-74 of the DEIR); urban design and visual quality (pages 4-96 to 4-111
of the DEIR); shadow and wind (pages 4-119 to 4-130 and pages 4-133 to 4-136 of the DEIR);
histotical resources (pages 4-152 to 4-177 of the DEIR); transportation (pages 4-203 to 4-244 of the
DEIR); air quality (pages 4-252 to 4-260 of the DEIR); noise (pages 4-4-268 to 4-277 of the DEIR);
hazardous materials (pages 4-289 to 4-298 of the DEIR); geology, soils, and seismicity (pages 4-307
to 4-316 of the DEIR); and public facilities, services, and utilities (pages 4-325 to 4-328 of the
DEIR) is contained in Environmental Setting and Impacts, Chapter 4 of the DEIR. Chapter 5
tecommends mitigation measures for all significant impacts as requited by CEQA. Potentially
significant and unavoidable adverse shadow, traffic, and transit impacts are identified in the DEIR as
no feasible mitigation measures wete identified to mitigate certain impacts to a less than significant

level.

U-19

The potential concentration of new high rises in certain sections of the Project Area is not dismissed
in the DIER as suggested by the commentor. The potential for compounding “existing wind
conditions in the area” as referenced on page 1-8 is in fact alerting the public that the potential for
additional wind impacts in an atea already experiencing high wind conditions due to building

construction and configuration may be a controversial issue.
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The detailed wind discussion is presented on pages 4-130 through 4-136 of the DEIR. As noted in
the analysis on page 4-135, the wind impacts resulting from individual development allowed in the
Project Area where height increases are proposed, would be potentially significant. Implementation
of standards, similar to those imposed for the C-3 District or the Van Ness Avenue Special Use
District as outlined in Mitigation Measutes 5.5.B1 and 5.5 B2, page 5-3 of the DEIR, would reduce
the impact to a less than significant level.

The visual impacts and the impacts to archaeological and architectural resources in the Project Area
are discussed on pages 4-96 through 4-111, pages 4-152 through 4-158, and pages 4-168 through 4-
174 of the DEIR, respectively. See Response to Comment U-20 for a more detailed discussion of

the visual impacts.

U-20

Commentot’s opinions about the metits of high-rise development are noted.

The historical context of the Project Area is presented on pages 4-137 through 4-142 of Chapter 4
of the DEIR. See Response to Comments A-18 through A-24 for additional clarification. The
visual impacts and the impacts to archaeological and architectural resources in the Project Atea are
discussed on pages 4-96 through 4-111, pages 4-152 through 4-158, and pages 4-168 through 4-174
of the DEIR, respectively.

The greatest height increases proposed in the Plan are primarily confined to three sections of the
Project Area: along the west side of Franklin Street between Turk and McAllister Streets; the blocks
between Franklin Street and Van Ness Avenue from Fell to Mission Streets and continuing along
South Van Ness Avenue between Market and Howard Streets; and upper Market Street between
Fillmore and Noe Streets. The heights in the temaining sections of the Project Area would either

remain as they are today, be teduced, or be increased by only five feet.

Also see Responses to Comments H-1 and H-2 regarding the protection of historic resoutces in the

Project Area and the impacts of the proposed height increases on these resources.
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U-21

See Respénses to Comments U-18 and U-20 regarding the assessment of impacts associated with
the implementation of the Plan. A comprehensive Project Desctiption and impact analysis,
including a visual analysis, are included in the DEIR consistent with the requitements of CEQA.
The policies of the Plan are consistent with the citywide, “Residential Design Guidelines” as
described on pages 4-23 and 2-24 of the DEIR. The Residential guidelines wete used as the
foundation for the guidelines developed for the Market and Octavia Neighborbood Plan. 'To the extent
that the policies of the Plan provide mote specific development guidance in the Project Area, the

Plan guidelines shall apply.

Section 4.4 of the DEIR discusses at length the visual and utban design context and the effects that
would result if the Plan were to be implemented. The DEIR discusses the proposed scale, character,
and architectural features of the Plan as well as the existing conditions and then considers the
potential impacts of the Plan. For example, see the DEIR discussions of visual impact and the
accompanying visual simulations, Figures 4-14 and 4-15, showing the effects of the taller buildings
along Market Street and the high-rise development closer to the Civic Center Area, as well as Figure
4-16, which shows the projected heights along Octavia Boulevard. This overall method of analysis
and public disclosure is the essence of achieving compliance with the requirements of CEQA. Since
the commenter presents no specific reference to specific faults in the DEIR to which this comment

applies, no futther response can be made.

Utban and residential design guidelines are discussed in DEIR, Section 4-3. The current set of
“Residential Design Guidelines” was adopted by the City Planning Commission in December 2003.
The “Residential Design Guidelines” promote design that will protect neighborhood character and
enhance the attractiveness and quality of life in the city. These replaced the first “Residential Design
Guidelines” adopted in November 1989. The Guidelines address basic ptinciples of urban design to
govern residential development so that it maintains cohesive neighborhood identity, preserves
historic tesoutces, and enhances the unique setting and character of the city and its residential
neighbothoods. The compatibility of these guidelines with the Plan is considered in Section 4-3 of
the DEIR.
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U-22

The Plan proposes the cteation of a dense transit-oriented neighborhood that builds on the existing
character of the Project Area. Well-designed infill housing is proposed as a means of increasing the
housing oppottunities in the neighborhood. As patt of the concept to improve the neighborhood,
the Plan advocates improvements to the Project Area’s public streets and open spaces including
traffic calming, street tree planting, new park creation, and streetscape improvements. While the
public street enhancements would add to a positive pedestrian environment in the neighborhood,
the major open spaces would be created at Octavia Plaza on Market Street adjacent to the Central
Freeway touchdown; McCoppin Square off the Street right-of-way west of Valencia Street; and
Brady Park at the notrtheast cotner of the Brady and Colton Streets intersection. The greatest
opportunities for infill housing would occur on parcels vacated by removal of the Central Freeway
and along major streets such as Franklin Street, South Van Ness Avenue, and Upper Market Street
as noted in Response to Comment U-20. Other infill housing could occur on patcels throughout
the Project Atea, however, the height limits on these other patcels would be decreased, remain the
same, ot be increased by only five feet. The impacts on the Project Area and the entire city are

discussed in Section 4.4.

U-23

The last sentence in the first paragraph on page 4-68 of the DEIR concludes that the increase in
population that would result from implementation of the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan would
not be a significant adverse physical impact. An increase in residential population is not considered
an adverse physical envitonmental impact unless the increase results in other physical impacts which
would cause a significant adverse effect on the environment. As stated in the fourth and fifth
sentences in the first paragraph on page 4-68 of the DEIR, potential environmental effects
associated with population growth would be increased traffic congestion, and associated air quality
and noise, and increased demand for public setvices that would result in the construction of new

facilities. These impacts ate discussed in Sections 4.7, 4.8, 4.9, and 4.12 of the DEIR.

U-24
See Response to Comment M-17 regarding the affordability of housing as it telates to the provision

of on-site parking.
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The second paragraph undet the Housing Affordability discussion on page 4-69 of the DEIR states
that the Draft Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan contains polices that would indirectly make
housing more affordable by reducing housing and household costs associated with driving. The
indirect “increase” in housing affordability refetred to by the commentor is tied directly to housing
costs associated with driving and the cost of patking. As stated on page 4-69 of the DEIR in the
second sentence of the second paragraph of the Housing Affordability discussion, these policies
include eliminating off-street minimum residential parking requirements; establishing residential
parking caps; and separating the cost of parking from the cost of housing.

This statement is substantiated by data contained in the Draf? Market and Octavia Plan. Page 114 of
the Plan states:

“A parking space adds $20,000 to $30,000 to the cost of building a unit of housing —
upwards of $50,000 in some parts of the city. These costs ate very real; they are passed
directly on to residents. Fotcing people to rent or buy parking raises the costs of housing —
which means fewer units get built. That’s money that people could use for other things,

especially lower income San Franciscans who sttuggle with the rising costs of living here.”

This analysis is further supported by a Legislative Analyst Repott to the Boatd, which tesearched
barriets to residential development in San Francisco. That report estimates the cost of constructing
parking in a dense urban atea such as San Francisco at between $17,000 and $50,000 (Supervisots
Office of Legislative Analyst, San Francisco Housing Development, June 11, 2003).

The text in Chapter 4, page 4-69 of the DEIR, third paragraph, is revised to read as follows:
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aimed at increasing &e affordable housing supply, also addtess the need to maintain
existing affordable housing. The Plan also contains policies that would indirectly
make housing more affordable by reducing housing and household costs associated
with driving. These measures include eliminating off-street minimum residential
parking requitements; established residential parking caps; and separating the cost of
parking from the cost of housing. Elimination of minimum off street parking
requirement would reduce the unit cost of housing by allowing a developer to build

more housing on site. _According to the San Francisco Legislative Analyst,

approximately 20 percent motre San Francisco households would qualify for

mortgages for units without parking than for units with patking (Office of Legislative
Analyst, San Francisco Housing Development, June 11, 2003).  Establishing
residential parking caps would have the same effect, by not creating an incentive to
“over-patk” new residential development and, thus, increase housing costs per unit.
Sepatating the cost of parking from the cost of housing also makes housing more
affordable because it enables potential buyers to choose if they want to include
parking in their housing costs instead of parking being a built- in price factor. With
materials, construction and land costs somewhat fixed duting development, parking
is one of the few direct costs to a developer that could be reduced by these policy
changes. The Plan policies aimed at increasing the affordable housing supply, also
address the need to maintain existing affordable housing.”

The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency is a public agency, created under the provisions of the
State of California Community Redevelopment Law. Affordable housing, as developed by the
Redevelopment Agency, is broadly marketed to the public and generally available to households who
qualify at cettain income levels, usually through a neutral selection process, such as a lottery. The
creation of new affordable housing on the Central Freeway parcels, and within the Project Area is

discussed undetr Response to Comment AA-6.

U-25 »
The commentotr has provided no specific references as to where the existing conditions are
misstated. Contrary to the assertions of the commentor, the existing conditions, with text

corrections as noted in this document, are accurately presented in the EIR. The purpose of the
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DEIR is to present the elements of the proposed Plan in the Project Desctiption and to analyze the
environmental impacts associated with the implementation of the Plan. The objectives of the Plan
as stated on pages 3-1 and 3-2 of the DEIR are to create a dense and vibrant transit-otiented
neighborhood that reflects the unique character of the neighborhood and provides opportunities for
infill housing. High-rise development would be limited to sections of Franklin Street and the area
surrounding the Market Street and South Van Ness Avenue intersection.

U-26

As noted by the commentot, the Plan advocates a certain ideological approach of dense, transit-
oriented infill development for the Project Area. The Plan’s emphasis on parking control and
promotion of alternative travel modes to the private automobile are broadly consistent with existing
General Plan policies, though the policies in the Plan that promote transit-oriented development are
more aggressive than existing policies. Determining whether the philosophical approach of the Plan
is valid or not, is not the responsibility of the environmental analysis. To the extent that the DEIR
must desctibe the Plan and its elements for informational putposes, the ideological approach is
tepresented in the DEIR. The DEIR is an objective document, howevet, intended to provide
decision-makers with an understanding of the envitonmental impacts associated with the
implementation of the Plan and does not advocate a specific position on the validity ot merits of the
Plan. The Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors will make a decision to support ot

oppose the proposed Plan after the Final EIR is certified.

The potentially significant traffic and transit impacts associated with implementation of the Plan are
summarized in Table 1-1 on pages 1-28 through 1-34 and the transportation impacts are discussed in
detail on pages 4-203 thtough 4-244. Potentially significant impacts have not been left out of the

discussion.

U-27
The utban design and visual analysis for the Plan is included on pages 4-96 through 4-111 of the
DEIR.

The commentor misstates the proposed height changes in the Plan. Figure 4-3 as revised in Section
5, page 5-25 of this document, shows the existing height limits in the Project Area and Figure 4-4 as
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revised (see Response to Comment O-1) shows the proposed height limits in the Project Area. As
can be seen on the figures, and noted in Response to Comment U-14, the concentrations of heights
above 100 feet occur in the vicinity of the Van Ness Avenue/South Van Ness Avenue/Matket
Street intersection and on Franklin Street around Golden Gate Avenue and Turk Street. The

heights in the majority of the neighborhood areas would remain at 55 feet and below.

U-28

The commentor is taking language from page 4-98 of the DEIR out of context. Paragraph three
notes that heights would increase approaching the Market Street/Van Ness Avenue intersection
with the implementation of the Plan. At the heart of this intersection building heights would be
increased from the current maximum of 320 feet to 400 feet. The fifth paragraph on page 4-98
states that in the heart of the South of Market District, whete heights would range from 250 to 85
feet, “the increases in building height would not, in themselves, result in an adverse change in regard

to visual quality” as building heights in this area already range from 200 to 400 feet.

The commentor’s statement about the height changes on Octavia Boulevard proposed by the Plan is
incorrect. Parcels directly bordering Octavia Boulevard, north of Fell Street, would have height limit
incteases of five feet. The heights on the patcels bordering Octavia Boulevard, south of Fell Street,
would be reduced from the existing 80-foot height limit to a 50- or 55-foot height limit.

Figure 4-14 on page 4-101 of the DEIR is intended to show the potential height increases at the
corner of Market Street and Van Ness Avenue, the location whete the highest height limits of 400
feet would be allowed under the Plan. The view is from Market Street, looking east to Van Ness
Avenue. As can be seen in the figure, thete ate alteady numerous high-tise buildings in the vicinity

of this intersection. See also Response to Comment AA-22 regarding revisions to Figure 4-14.

The DEIR desctibes the buildings only within the parameters of the envelope that is defined by the
lot shape and building height. The resulting envelope is only a gross approximation of what any
building would look like, but to do mote to define the buildings now would be speculative. Figure
4-14, page 4-101, ptesents bulk building outlines based on the defined building envelopes within the
photograph’s field of view. This figure includes the part of the Project Area with the greatest
concentration of new high-rise structutes. Given that these envelopes define the largest structures
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that would fit on the individual lots, the actual buildings that could be built would be somewhat
smaller, given that visual design features and various design modifications, such as upper level
setbacks, volume reductions and tower otientation, could be needed to mitigate adverse shadow and

wind effects of the building.

The Plan is not recommending exemptions from the existing code and Gereral Plan requirements for
developers. The Plan tecommends a policy change in how patking is provided in neighborhoods
well served by transit that would be translated to changes in the Planning Code and the General Plan
should the Plan be adopted by the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors after
certification of the Final EIR. The DEIR, which is a program level environmental document,
analyzes the general impacts associated with the implementation of the Plan. The City would
subject futute projects, with the exception of those analyzed at a project level in this EIR, to

independent environmental review in the future as specific development proposals are put forward.

The general nature of the Plan does not permit the detailed analysis and precise determination of all
the visual effects that could occut, because these effects depend substantively on the details of the
designs of buildings proposed and the details of the buildings that surround them.

U-29
See Response to Comment S-3 regarding the assessment of direct and secondary parking impacts in
the DEIR.

The existing noise conditions and the noise impacts resulting from the implementation of the Plan
are discussed in Chapter 4.9, Noise on pages 4-261 through 4-277 of the DEIR.

U-30
See Responses. to Comments S-1 and S-2 for a discussion of the redevelopment strategy included in

the Plan for the Safeway site.

A design concept for the site at the corner of the Market and Church Street intersection, where the
existing Safeway stote is located, is presented in the Plan. The Plan policies call for a mixed-use

development on the site. The design concept includes a supermatket adjacent to Market Street, 3-4
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story residential buildings (185 residences) above patking or retail, small ground floot retail
establishments, and 250 to 300 parking spaces. This design concept is intended only as a guide for
future development, howevet, and is not a specific development proposal analyzed in this EIR. If in
the future a specific development proposal were to be presented by the propetty ownet(s), a project

level environmental review would be required.

The policies and design concept for the site at the Market and Church Street intetsection are,
however, evaluated at a program level in this DEIR. The population and employment projections
for the Project Area assume that redevelopment would occur in the future on this site as patt of the
overall Project Area, which would inctease the overall number of residential units. These population
and employment projections wete also used as the basis for the transpottation, air quality, and noise
analysis in the DEIR. The hazardous materials; geologic, soils, and seismic; and public facilities,
services, and utilities impacts were addressed at a program level with respect to implementation of
the Plan. Other environmental impacts of the redevelopment of this site were specifically addressed
on the following pages of the DEIR: Utban Design and Visual Quality, pages 4-98, 4-100, and 4-
102; Shadows, page 4-121; Wind, page 4-134; and Historical Resoutces, pages 4-154,

U-31

The commentor does not state what aspects, if any, of the cumulative analysis that were included in
the DEIR are incorrect. The City agrees that CEQA requires an analysis of cumulative impacts.
Each section of Chaptet 4, Environmental Setting and Impacts of the DEIR contains a discussion
of cumulative impacts. The cumulative impacts discussions begin on the following pages of the
DEIR, Land Use and Zoning, page 4-61; Population, Housing, and Employment, page 4-73; Utban
Design an Visual Quality, page 4-111; Shadows, page 4-130; Wind, page 4-136; Historical Resources,
pages 4-158 and 4-172; Transportation, page 4-220; Ait Quality, page 4-259; Noise, page 4-277;
Hazardous Materials, page 4-297; and Public Facilities, Services, and Utilities, page 4-327.

U-32

CEQA prohibits segmenting or piecemealing of a project into smaller components for the purposes
of avoiding full disclosure of the environmental impacts of a project (or plan). The rule against
segmenting does not, however, requite that every component of a project be included in a single

envitonmental document. CEQA only tequires that all reasonably foreseeable project components
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be included; those that are remote or speculative ate not tequited to be included. The many specific
transportation improvements recommended in the Plan that do not have an identified funding
source and are expected to be implemented in the long-term only if funding becomes available are

not included as patt of this program level environmental review.”®

U-33

The commentor contends that the DEIR does not adequately address mitigation measures because
she does not concur with many of the environmental findings that there were no significant impacts.
The DEIR objectively analyzes the envitonmental impacts in Chapter 4, the results of which are
summarized on Table 1-1 beginning on page 1-9, and concludes that potentially significant and
unavoidable shadow, traffic, and transit impacts would occut as a result of implementation of the
Plan. Potentially significant wind, archaeological, traffic, air quality, hazardous waste, and soils
impacts ate also identified, but are noted to be reduced to a less than significant level through the

implementation of mitigation measutes which are also summarized in Table 1-1.

U-34

Comment expressing suppott for the No Project Alternative is noted.

U-35
See Responses to Comments U-26 and U-33 for a discussion of the impact analysis and the

identification of significant impacts identified in the DEIR.

36 This position was upheld in the Laure/ Heights Insprovement Association v. Regents of the University of California (1998) case.
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City & Coumnty of 8,5
Dept. of CiUWPIanjng
Mr.Paul Maltzer _
Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department

1660 Mission Street, Ste,500 . OFFICE OF

San Francisco, CA. 94103 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

AUE T L

Re: :C-asel#2003€0732}7}3, Market Octavia EIR

Dear Mr.Maltzer:

With the Octavia Market EIR, the City is promoting Historic change in
land use policy without directly -saying so.

It is promoting densification of housing along {ransit corridors without
1:1 parking.

The EIR and the policy it contains is frot consistent Wwith the iei'gh‘t
priority policies of PROP M and invite a voter backlash or lawsuits:

This is because you have fiiled to fully inform and get approval from
the people of Sah Francisco who are your employers:

The Better Neighborhoods EIR calls for the construction of 6,000 units
of housing in the Octavia & Market area while it declares that no
parking: is necessary.

“The BIR also distinctively -establishes minimum- as well as maximum
height limits of 400 feet at Van Ness & Market, and it requires )
conditional use. authotizations for parking which is just the reverse of
presefit policy,

The City is proposing in‘t_:reaséd density that is only made possible by
the ‘waiver of parking for new residential construetion.

Thus many of the elements of the Market & Octavia Plan are precedent
setting.

Yet approval is being sought in August, the month when many are
away on vacation.

The City is heading for a collision with its Citzens—-a collision as big
as Props K, L & M.

You are ahead of public awareness and understanding of these tradeoffs

and that you run the risk of promoting a counterattack at the ballot
and courts.

Letter V

V-1

V-6




CSFN re: Qctavia Market EIR, 08,09.05 ; Page 2 of 2 pgs

The following key issues need to be addressed by the Planning Commission prior to the
adoption of this EIR in order to meet your legal requirements.

1. It is unwise to pack the City with new residents dengely congregatcd in highrise
construction given our -acute seismic risk.

2. ‘We need a specific Seismic Public Safety Element to the General Plan. What about
EIRs for buﬂdmgs aver say, 100 feet that addresses and details emergency evacuation.

3. The public hearing last. March indicate that most buyers want/need parklng

4. Studies on projects built without parking mdlcate that the residents simply rent parkmg
in adjoining lots and garages.

5. The dssessment of fees for the substantial public benefit conferred on developers for
parking waived. are: required to build fransit improvements.

6. 50% of the cost- savmgs provided to project sporisors for waived parking be captured
to build such things as the Bus Rapid Tranhsit system which is presently unfunded.

7. There be a requirement that adequate public facilities such as Bus Rapid Transit,
water/sewer, police/fire precede or be concurrent with -densification?

8. Thousands of new residents ‘without parking will demand the City construct garages as
street parking becomes increasingly difficult.

9. New units without parking will shift the burden of providing parking from developers
to the taxpayer.

Conglusion

In the past when you have been too far ahead of the pubhc—ﬂhe Fontana, the Federal
Building, downtown development, work space lofts-~the result is a ballot initiative.

We do not think the public is aware of or -accepts the concept of the waiver of patking for
housing on transit corridors.

This question must be ‘;_z‘iit to the people directly and forthrightly in order to maintain their
trust.

Fmaﬂy, :companion Ieglslatmn supporting ‘mitigations for densification must be incorporated
as part: of your EIR in order to demonstrate that your proposal is balanced.

Sincerely,

Judy Berkowitz, President

Letter V

V-7

V-16




3.0 Written Comments and Responses

Letter V — Judy Betkowitz, Coalition for San Francisco Neighbothoods

V-1
See Response to Comment D-1 regatding the purpose of the proposed Plan and its presentation in
the DEIR.

V-2
See Response to Comment D-2 regarding the process for adoption of the Plan, including
consistency with the priority policies of Prop M.

V-3
See Response to Comment D-3 regarding the amount of new housing projected in the Project Area.

V-4
See Response to Comment D-4 tegarding the tecommendations in the Plan related to patking and

height minimums.

V-5

See Response to Comment D-5 regarding the Plan’s emphasis on transit-otiented development.

V-6
See Response to Comment D-6 regarding the approval schedule for the Plan.

V-7
See Response to Comment D-7 regarding the assessment of seismic safety impacts in the DEIR.

V-8
See Response to Comment D-8 tegarding seismic safety provisions in the Community Safety
Element of the General Plan and trequirements for environmental review for seismic safety

considerations.
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V-9
See Response to Comment D-9 tegarding public opinion on provision of patking in new housing

developments.

V-10
See Response to Comment D-10 regarding studies conducted on housing built with and without
accessory parking.

v-1
See Response to Comment D-11 regarding the assessment of an in-lieu development fee for projects

built without on-site parking.

V-12
See Response to Comment D-12 regarding the provisions of the City’s Transit Impact Development
Fee and applications in the Project Area.

V-13
See Response to Comment D-13 regarding the City’s commitment to Transit-First and the status of
the Van Ness Avenue Bus Rapid Transit Project.

V-14
See Response to Comment D-14 regarding parking demand characteristics in the Project Area.

V-15
See Response to Comment D-15 regarding the provision of public versus private patking in the

Project Area.

V-16
See Response to Comment D-16 tegarding the opportunities for public comment on the Market and
Octavia Neighborbood Plan.
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Robin B. Levitt, Architect
225 Lily Street
San Framciscn, California ggio2
415.865-;5302
rlevitt@prodigry.oet

9 August 2005

E: MARKET/OCTAVIA EIR - COMMENTS ON EVALUATION OF
TRANSPORTATIQN PROPOSALS

1 am a residont of the Market/Octavia Plan area and have been involved with the
evolution of the proposed plan since the bepinning of the process; 1 support most of the
plan recommendations particularly the density, zoning, parking. and transportation
slements of the plan,

I have rwd parus £the draft EIR and would like to make the point that the one way-

_ I the acconmpanying double :,"’ ht afid Jeft tuims at Hayes and Frankl
Hayes and Gmigh and Gough and Fell were put in placg as TEMPORARY measures to

- handle traffic in the interim between the closure of the Central Freeway and the opening:

* of the new-ramp and Octavia Boulevard. The ramp-and Boulevard srs scheduled to open
.on September 9™,

"1t was always the intent to restore Hayes and the aforementioned intersections to the way
* they were before the closure of the Central Freeway. The: retention of those measures.
after September 9" is inappropriate and possibly illegal. I suggest the EIR be revised to
reflect this.

Thank you very much for your consideration.

Siﬁéé'§ély,

Rnbm F LeVItt

Letter W
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Lettet W — Robin Levitt, Architect

Ww-1

The one-way configuration along Hayes Street existed prior to the 1996 Central Freeway closute and
therefore was not a measure to manage traffic in the intetim between the Central Freeway and the
opening of the Octavia Boulevard. On-street patking changes near the intersections of Hayes
Street/Franklin Street, Hayes Street/Gough Street and Fell Street/Gough Street have occurred as a
result of the 1996 Central Freeway closure, however, these changes wete not conditional as part of
the Octavia Boulevard freeway ramps. The ultimate configuration of the streets is a policy matter
for the Board of Supetvisots and is not a question that is decided by this EIR. Comments should
also be directed to the appropriate policymakets duting the consideration of the Plan adoption.

See Response to Comments D-2 and D-6 regarding the approval process and schedule for the Plan.

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
3-269



Paul Maltzer

Environmental Review Offtcer - :
S.F. Planning Dept. V : S.F
- 1660 Mission St., Suite 500 EN

S.F. CA 94103 :

Public Cormiment on the Draft Environmental Report for the Market
and Octavia Neighborhood Plan, Case No. 2003.0347E

1. The DEIR presents no justification for this pro‘je'ct, which essentially

involves encouraging housing development in the project area.
According to the Planning Dept., there are already 10,500 housing
units and more than 23,000 people living in the project area (Draft of
the Market/Octavia Plan, page 45). For reasons unexplained, the
Planning Dept. now proposes 4,440 new housing units for the area
(1-2, DEIR), which would mean more than 40% more people living in
that area. Since the "project sponsor” is the Planmng Department
itself, the final EIR needs to justify encouraging such a dramatic
" ,popula’aon growth for one netghborhood of San Francasco The DEIR
housmg umts (4—43) in the same tsme frame Why isn't that enough
housing growth for the area?

~ As the DEIR notes, there are already 800-900 new housing
units planned for the old Central Freeway parceéls. The proposed Plan
recklessly proposes, without justification, encouraging more housing
development in the area. Nor does the DEIR count of 4,440 new
housing units by 2025 include the additional 450 housing units
proposed for the old UC Extension site, which is in the center of the
Plan area.

The DEIR talks about creating “a dense, vibrant and transit-
oriented nelghborhoed” in the project area. Yet there already is just
such a neighborhood in that area. The final EIR needs to make this
counter-intuitive case: Specifically how will encouraging up to 10,000
more people to live in the project area improve that
neighborhood/area? '

2. Even though the Planning Dept. proposes a huge growth in the
project area’s population, it wants to discourage developers from
providing parkmg spaces for the new housing units. The theory
behind this is that, since the project area is near the Market St. transit

Letter X

X-1



corridor, residents of the new hausing units won’t need cars/parking.
They can simply take a streetcar or a bus, or, even less plausibly,
ride a bike: But it defies common sense to think that anyone who can
- afford an apartment in the project area---especially the market-rate
housing units, which the DEIR notes at 4-209, will be 80% of the new
units--—-will not own a car. The final EIR needs more than a dubious
interprétation of selected census data to justify the irrational parking
policy proposed in the DEIR.

3. Octavia Blvd.: “The new Octavia Boulevard (approved and under

construction) would be the centerpiece of the neighborhood,
accommodating both regional and local traffic’ (1-6). Octavia Blvd.
will ‘carry :six lanes of traffic through the heart of the project area.
According to Caltrans and the US government, the Central Freeway
used to carry 100,000 vehicles a day over the project area (“San
Francisco Central Freeway Replacement Project: Environmental
Assessment,” 1997, page 3). How many of those vehicles will be
using the new Octavia Blvd. when the new freeway ramp opens up
~on Market St.? It's irresponsible of the Planmng Dept. to encourage
development in an area that already faces serious traffic problems
without this project. The final EIR must contain an honest appraisal of
the area’s traffic both before and after implementation of this plan
and, in particular, after the new freeway ramp becomes operational
on Market St. later this year.

4, “San Francisco doses not consider parking supply as part of the
permanent p‘hysxcal en\f ronment’i 4 204) The c:ty mvntes h'tlgahon on
"v_e,ry nex,t paragraph, the lElR back-_ped.dles, as it no_t,es th_at the
“social effect’ of deliberately encouraging inadequate parking for new
housing units “may lead to physical environmental impacts such as
increased traffic congestion at intersections, air guality impacts,
safety impacts, or noise impacts caused by con\gestuon ’

5. Travel Demand, Methodology/Approach (4-205): This section. of

the DEIR does not include any realistic assessment of the impact of

the new freeway ramp on Market St. across from Octavia Blvd. Since
the ramp will open up before the end of this year, the EIR should

include a specific study of the impact the ramp is already having on

the project area.

Letter X
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6. The DEIR is basing its analysis of the project's impact on public

transit on 2002-2003 SF Muni data, which was collected before the
* recent round of cuts in Muni service'due to budget problems (4-196).
It should be nioted that all of the transit lines in the area are already
standing room only during commute hours.

7. Residential highrises: The Plan also rather casually proposes an
undetermined number of “elegantly designed” residential highrises up

to 40 stories high for the area, which would mean 4 radical change in .

demographics (many more wealthy people), physical character, and
population density in general for the area. This is not prudent
plannirig, Rather, it is reckless social engiheejrﬁihg that will be
impossible to undo once it is done. Again, as in the Plan in general,
there is no justification even attempted for this radical change in the
physical and demographic character of that part of town,

8. A note on style; Everyone in the Planning Dept should be

prohibited from using the overused word “vibrant’ in -all public
documents. Its use in this DEIR is particularly inappropriate, since

that part of town is already “vibrant” enough, thank you, without any
misguided "enhancing” or “improvements” from the Planning Dept.

* In short, the big question unanswered---in fact, no answer is
even attempted-—in the DEIR is, How will radically increasing the

population density and altering the physical makeup of this area
“enhance the neighborhood character of the Project Area"? (4-337)
The final EIR should at least try to answer that question.

Rob Anderson
1516 McAllister St.
SF CA 94115

Letter X
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Letter X — Rob Anderson

X-1
It is not the role of the EIR to justify policy that is tecommended in the Plan; the role of the EIR is
to analyze the potential impacts of the policy proposals. Decision makers will decide the wisdom

and the justification of the policies.

One of the primary goals of the Plan is to increase housing opportunities in the Project Area
through the addition of “well-designed infill housing,” as stated on page 3-1 of the DEIR. These
new housing opportunities occut not only on the parcels vacated by the Central Freeway, but also
on other sites where housing could be introduced in a manner that is consistent with the character
of the surrounding neighbothood. A further goal of the Plan is to create a dense, utban
neighborhood that takes advantage of the well developed transit service. As the density increases
along with 2 commensurate level of neighborhood-serving retail and 2 high level of transit service,
the need to rely on private automobile travel is reduced and the opportunities for taking the bus or

train, walking, and bicycling increase.

The Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan calls for the provision of “new housing,
especially permanently affordable housing, in appropriate locations which meet identified housing
needs..” The policies call for higher density residential areas adjacent to the downtown in
neighborhood commercial distticts. See page 4-6 of the DEIR for a summary of the relevant
Housing Element objectives and policies. The projected increase in housing advocated by the Plan

is consistent with established city policy.

In addition, the introduction of new housing units in the city would improve the jobs housing
balance. As noted on page 4-65 of the DEIR, cutrently about 31 percent of the work force in the

Project Area are in-commutets living in other parts of San Francisco or the Bay Area.

X-2
See Response to Comment X-1 regarding the role of the EIR and Response to Comment N-1
regarding the specific ptoposal for the UC Extension site. The Plan does not call for any changes to

the UC Extension site and thetefore the housing proposed for this site is not included in the initial
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population, housing, and employment projections, LUA 2002, by the Planning Department.
Subsequent to preparation of the Plan, the University of California Regents proposed a
redevelopment of the site that would include approximately 500 housing units. If the plans go
forward on the UC Site, it could increase the number of housing units in the neighborhood. The
UC proposal is the subject of an independent environmental review. A preliminaty assessment of
the impacts of these additional housing units was made for the transportation analysis (see page 4-
207 of the DEIR for a discussion of the travel demand assumptions regarding the UC site and pages
4-212 to 244 of the DEIR for a discussion of the transportation impacts).

X-3

The projected population growth associated with the addition of 4,440 housing units would be 7,620
additional residents in the Project Area by 2025, rather than 10,000 as stated by the commentor (see
page Table 4-2, page 4-67 of the DEIR for the population projects for the Project Area). As noted
in Response to Comment X-1 one of the primary goals of the Plan is to increase the amount of
housing in this urban neighbothood that is already well-served by transit and close to the downtown
employment center. This approach is in keeping with the objectives and policies of the San Francisco
General Plan. By introducing infill housing on sites that can accommodate new development, the
City is able to provide housing in a dense urban environment that has a high level of transit services.
This is an efficient use of resources from an environmental perspective and contributes to the high
level of pedestrian activity on the street that occurs when there is 2 mix of residential uses and

neighborhood serving businesses.

It is not the role of the EIR to justify policy that is recommended in the Plan; the role of the EIR is
to analyze the potential impacts of the policy proposals. Decision makers will decide the wisdom

and the justification of the policies.

X-4
See Response to Comment U-6 regarding vehicle ownership in the Project Area.

X-5
Future 2025 traffic conditions related to the Central Freeway and the adjustments to existing

volumes to account for the demolition of the Fell Street off-ramp and rerouting of traffic to city
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streets ate included as part the 2025 without Plan Travel Projections and 2025 with Plan Travel
Projections (see pages 4-212 to 4-214 of the DEIR). '

The traffic counts have been updated since the opening of the new freeway ramps and the new

Octavia Boulevard. The new data is summarized in Response to Comment U-2.

X-6
See Response to Comment S-3 regarding the assessment of parking impacts.

X-7

As stated on page 4-207 of the DEIR, adjustments to the model-generated growth rates were
conducted for the development of 2025 without Plan turning movement volumes. These volumes
include a manual ovetlay of vehicle-trips to account for the additional traffic on the new Octavia
Boulevatd (in conjunction with the future on- and off-ramps for US 101). Subsequent to the DEIR
additional count data was collected to verify the shifts in traffic patterns related to the opening of
Octavia Boulevard (see Response X-5). Although the existing conditions in the DEIR were
established prior to the opening of these new facilities, the shifts assumed as part of future
conditions ate consistent with the updated traffic count data and therefore are accounted for in the

determination of Plan-related impacts.

X-8

The Muni and Regional transit scteenline analysis presents the most recent data available and 1s
consistent with the traffic operations analysis prepared for existing (Year 2004) and future 2025
condition, with and without the Plan. The 2025 future conditions are based on long-term trends of
transit ridership and setvice (see page 4-224 of the DEIR). Although Muni ridership and setvice
tay have shott-tettn vatiations occutring within individual years and existing transit service on a
given day may appear crowded, long-term estimates are based on future capacity (such as the new
Third Street light rail and Central Subway) and estimated increases in ridership demand. Transit
tidership and capacity under future 2025 conditions with and without the Plan are presented in
Table 4-21 page 4-225 of the DEIR.
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X-9
See Response to Comment O-1 for recommended changes in the height limits at Market and Van

Ness Avenue.

The proposed height limits of 400 feet are proposed only in the vicinity of the Matket Street/Van
Ness Avenue intetsection, where maximum height limits of 320 feet currently exist. As noted on
page 4-98, paragraph three of the DEIR, at this intersection, height limits would allow slender
towets of up to 400 feet (except for the area directly over the BART tube), with heights stepping
down to accommodate towers of 250 feet at the intersection of Mission Street/Otis Street/South
Van Ness Avenue. Toward SoMa West’s southern boundaties, building heights would step down to
85 feet. High-tise towets ranging in height from 200 to 400 feet already exist in this neighborhood,
as noted in the last paragraph of page 4-98 of the DEIR.

The purpose of the increased height limits around the Market Street/Van Ness Avenue intersection,
is to maximize new housing oppottunities along major streets in the portion of the Project Area that
already has high-tise housing and office structures and where the new development would be most
compatible with the existing neighborhood character. In the portions of the project area that are
mote intensely residential and ate suppotted by neighborhood serving commercial uses, for example,
Hayes Valley, Duboce Ttiangle, and the Inner Mission, the heights would be 55 feet or less except
along Matket Street, whete a uniform height limit of 85 feet would extend from Franklin Street to
Chuzch Street, and notth of Duboce Avenue.

X-10

Comment regarding the use of the word vibrant is noted.

X-11
See Response to Comment X-3 regarding the consistency of the Plan policies for densification with

the overall objectives and policies of the Gexeral Plan.
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STATEOF L, RNIA-——BUS! SPORTATION AND H NG AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Qovérnor
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
111 GRAND AVENUE
P. 0. BOX 23660 o
OAKLAND; CA 94623-0660 : ’ Flex your. power!
PHONE (510) 286-5505 Be energy éffictent!
FAX (510) 286:5569
TTY (800) 735-2929
City & County of S.E
Dept. of City Planing
Angust 11, 2005 ,
AUG 1 7 2005 SF101141
SF-101-R5.07
OFFICE OF : :
ENVIRONMENGAL REVIEW SCH# 2004012118

Ms. Rana Ahmadi

San Francisco Planning Department
1660 Mission Street, Suite 500

San Prancisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Ahmadi:

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan — Draft Environmental Tmpact Report
(DEIR) |

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Departiment) in the 7
etivirontiental review process for the above-reférenced project. We have reviewed the
draft Environmental Impact Report for the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan and
forward the following comments:

The Market/Octavia and Oak/Octavia intersections show increased delay under “Plan’ Y-1
conditions compared to “Without Plan” conditions. It is not clear how this increased
delay would impact the operation of the new Market/Octavia freeway ramps,; particularly
the off-ramp. ‘We would like to see information regarding traffic impacts to the ramps.

The traffic data in Appendix C md1cates that the Fell-Octavia ifitersection .operation is
expected to be significantly better than Oak/Octavia intersection -operation. Since miuch
of the freeway-related traffic that travels through the Oak/Octavia intersection is Tikely to.
also travel through the Fell/Octavia intersection, it seems-odd that one intersection would Y-2
operate significantly better than the other. Please provide mtemectlon Aurning volumes
for each of the intersections that were-analyzed.

‘Should the mstallatmn of a 51gna1(s) at a State nghway mtersectlon be cited as a
mitigation measure, at least one traffic signal warrant from the Manual of Uniform
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) will have to be satisfied at said intersection befote the Y-3
placement of a signal will be considered. Further, a-copy of the signal warrant analysis
must be included for ouir review.

“Caltrans improves mobilily across California™



Ms. Rana Ahmedi
Augnst 11,2005
Page 2

Should you require further information or have any questions regarding this letter, please
call Alice Jackson of my staff at (510) 286-5988.

Sincerely,,

THYC. SABLE
Distriet Branch Chief
IGR/CEQA

c: Scott Morgan (State Clearinghouse)

“Calirans improves iobility across Californig”
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Letter Y — Timothy C. Sable, California Department of Transportation

Y-1
See Response to Comment U-2 regarding the updated traffic data collected subsequent to the

opening of the new Central Freeway ramps and Octavia Boulevard.

Under 2025 future conditions with and without the Plan, operating conditions at the intersections of
Market Street/Octavia Boulevard/McCoppin Street and Oak Street/Octavia Boulevard would
remain similar during the PM peak hour. The intersection of Matket Street/Octavia
Boulevard/McCoppin Street would operate at LOS E both with the Plan and without the Plan with
average delays increasing around 10 seconds with the Plan. The average delays for the freeway on-
and off-tamp approaches with the Plan would remain similar to 2025 without Plan conditions and
would operate at the same LOS.

Subsequent to the DEIR, additional count data was collected in November 2005 to determine
existing shifts in traffic pattetns related to the Octavia Boulevard freeway touchdown. These existing
counts wete applied to background growth rates developed from the model (as documented in the
DEIR) and compated to future 2025 volumes without the Plan. The attached transportation
appendix ptesents detailed figures and count survey information. As a result, these latest counts
were consistent with assumptions based on output from the San Francisco County Transportation
Authotity’s (SFCTA) travel demand model for future 2025 Conditions.

The intersection of Qak Street/Octavia Boulevard would operate at LOS E both with the Plan and
without the Plan with average delays incteasing less than 10 seconds with the Plan. Average delays
for individual approaches with the Plan would also remain similar to 2025 without Plan conditions
including those apptoaches which would direct traffic to northbound and southbound Octavia
Boulevard. Additional details of the traffic analysis can be found in the Market & Octavia Plan EIR
Transportation Study — Final Report, dated May 31, 2005 (available for public review by appointment at
the Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street, Fifth Floor).

Y-2
Under future 2025 conditions (with and without the Plan), the level of service differences between
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the intersections of Oak Street/Octavia Boulevatrd and Fell Stteet/Octavia Boulevard may be related
to the roadway configuration and the conflicting movements of inbound and outbound traffic
duting the PM peak hour. The intersection of Fell Street/Octavia Boulevard has two major
movements, the northbound left-turn and the westbound through (each approach has around 1,400
to 1,600 vehicles duting the PM peak hour under future 2025 conditions). In comparison, the
intersection of Oak Street/Octavia Boulevard has several major movements including the eastbound
through, eastbound tight-turn and the northbound through (each approach has around 1,000 to
1,700 vehicles duting the PM peak hour under future 2025 conditions). The intersection of Oak
Street/Octavia Boulevard has a southbound approach and the intetsection of Fell Street/Octavia
Boulevard does not. As such, compared to the intetsection of Fell Street/Octavia Boulevard,
average delays at the intersection of Oak Street/Octavia Boulevard are likely worse due to the major
conflicting movements and the additional southbound approach. Details of the traffic analysis
including intetsection tutning volumes can be found in the Market & Octavia Plan EIR Transportation
Study — Final Report, dated May 31, 2005 (available for public review by appointment at the Planning
Department, 1660 Mission Street, Fifth Floor).

Y-3

Comment that installation of a traffic signal at a state highway would trequite that state signal
watrants be met is noted. Of the 32 study intersections, Duboce Avenue/Church Street is the only
unsignalized intersection. Since this unsignalized intersection would be considered to operate
satisfactotily (the worst approach would operate at LOS B under existing conditions and LOS C
under 2025 future with and without the Plan), no mitigation measures for signalization were
proposed as patt of the DEIR. As such, the unsignalized intersection of Duboce Avenue/Church

Street would not meet the signal warrant criteria.
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San Francisco, CA 94103 " OFFIGE OF
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Subject: Markef and Octavia Neighbothood Plan
SCH#: 2004012118

Dear Rana ‘Ahmadi:

* The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On the
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enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that
reviewed your document. The review period closed on August 11, 2005, and the comments from the
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future
correspondence so that we may respond promply.

Please note that Section 21104(c) of tke California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation.”

These comments are forwarded for use in prepaving your final environmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency directly.

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the State-
Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review process.

Sincerely,

Terry Rghberts
Director, State Clearinghouse
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Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2004012118
Project Title Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan
Lead Agency San Francisco Planning Department
Type EIR Draft EIR
Description  Establish a mixed-use transit-oriented neighborhood in an existing moderate density urban
neighborhood.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Rana Ahmadi
Agency San Francisco Planning Department
Phone (415) 558-5866 Fax
email
Address 1660 Mission Street, Suite 500
City San Francisco State CA  Zip 94103

Project Location

County

City

Region
Cross Streets
Parcel No.
Township

San Francisco
San Francisco

89 Assessor's Blocks
Range Section Base

Proximity to:

Highways 101 North, |-280, 1-80
Airports
Railways Muni Metro Railway / BART
Waterways
Schools John Swett and John Muir ES, SF Low School
Land Use Existing residential and commercial with 17 use districts; proposed residential land commercial with
three new use districts. ’
Project Issues  Aesthetic/Visual; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Cumulative Effects; Economics/Jobs; Flood
Plain/Flooding; Geologic/Seismic; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Noise; Other Issues; Population/Housing
Balance; Public Services; Recreation/Parks; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Toxic/Hazardous;
Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Wildlife
Reviewing Resources Agency; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 2; Department of Parks and
Agencies Recreation; Native American Heritage Commission; Department of Health Services; Department of

Housing and Community Development; Office of Emergency Services; Office of Historic Preservation;
Department of Fish and Game, Region 3; Department of Water Resources; California Highway Patrol;
Caltrans, District 4; Air Resources Board, Transportation Projects; Department of Toxic Substances

Control

Date Received

06/28/2005 Start of Review 06/28/2005 v End of Review 08/11/2005

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.



3.0 Written Comments and Responses

Letter Z — Terry Roberts, State Cleatinghouse and Planning Unit

Z-1

Comments regarding state environmental regulations and reviewing agencies are noted.
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Letter AA

Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association
Eureka Valley Promotion Association

Merchants of Upper Market and Castro
clo PMB # 301
2261 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(415) 267-1821

August 23, 2005

Mr. Paul Maltzer

Environmental Review Officer

San Francisco Planning Department
1660 Mission Street, Suite 500

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report, Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan

Dear Mr. Maltzer,

Forwarded for your inclusion in the Administrative Record are comments on the Draft Environmental n
Impact Report (DEIR) submitted by the Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association (DTNA), the
Eurcka Valley Promotion Association (EVPA) and the Merchants of Upper Market and Castro
(MUMC).

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) sets the minimum standards for the notification of
parties impacted by the changes indicated in a DEIR and establishes a minimum 45-day review period
for those, impacted to respond with Public Comment. As a minimum, CEQA requires written
notification sent by U. S. Mail to all affected parties. This was not performed. On August 8, 2005, AA-1
the San Francisco Planning Department (Planning Department) was notified of the defective notice
and subsequently provided a two-week extension to the public comment period. However, the
Planning Department has not met the legal requirements for public notice, which impacted the
residents and neighborhood groups’ ability to perform a comprehensive review of the DEIR,

Additionally, DEIRs are customarily provided to local libraries and branch libraries of those

neighborhoods impacted by a Plan for review by the general public. No DEIR has been provided to
the Eureka Valley Branch Library for public review. Indeed, the one copy of the DEIR provided to
San Francisco’s Main Library was not accessioned until August 12", 2005. This is three days after
the original cut-off date stated for the receipt of public comment. .

Throughout the DEIR, proposed changes are couched with the terms “where there is neighborhood
support.” However, no neighborhood input was requested from the Upper Market neighborhoods
during the development of the Plan. Nowhere in the DEIR is there a discussion of when this
neighborhood support will be requested and to what level neighborhood support will be endorsed by AA-2
the Planning Department. Neighborhood support is essential prior to the development of the new
zoning regulations for these neighborhoods, not after the zoning regulations are incorporated into the
City’s Master Plan. On page 1-1, the Project Sponsor identifies the project level objectives for
development of the Central Freeway parcels as “Provide redevelopment on the Central Freeway
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parcels that heals the physical fabric of the neighborhood and adds to its character and quality.”
During the development of the “Market and Octavia Plan” (Plan) is clear the intent of the Plan was
addressed at the impacts to the Hayes Valley Neighborhood. The inclusion of the Duboce Triangle
Neighborhood appears to have been a later addition to the Plan with no recorded outreach to the
residents and with no input ever requested from the Upper Market neighborhood associations. The
fact that all Upper Market neighborhood associations were not listed in the DEIR distribution is clear
indication of the failure of community based planning and is a major flaw in the development of the
Plan and subsequent DEIR analysis.

The envisioned Plan is an experiment in social engineering with no proven basis for success based on
the stipulated goals. If this experiment does not succeed, the local neighborhoods are stuck with the
results with no chance of correcting the errors brought about through defective planning and zoning.
We do not have the luxury of “guessing” and “hoping” the yet to be identified impacts resulting from
this Plan will be beneficial to the neighborhoods and the City. This Plan cannot be a social
experiment with unknown impacts and consequences.

The goals of the Plan will have the undeniable side effect of creating disharmony in the
neighborhoods. The plan will create a neighborhood of the “haves” and the “have nots™ and will
increase the distinction between the rich and the poor. The “rich” will be able to afford housing with
off-street parking. This is creating a social justice issue. San Francisco residents living in new
affordable housing without off-street parking will be left, as one community member stated “to slug it
out in the streets” while looking for available on-street parking. This impact to the neighborhood is
untenable.

The Plan encourages both the construction of affordable housing without off-street parking and the
conversion of existing garages in existing residential areas into housing units. The Plan is faulty by
assuming “if you build new housing units without off-street parking, only those individuals without
automobiles will purchase / rent those units.” If indeed this were the case, people renting flats in the
Upper Market neighborhoods would not have automobiles and currently there would be no off-street
parking shortage in these neighborhoods. Clearly, this is not the case, proving the Plan is faulty in its
assumptions.

A major component behind the rationale of the Plan’s rezoning is to encourage the development of
affordable housing along existing transit routes. However, the Plan never analyzes, given current
property values, if affordable housing could ever be built within the Plan Area. This is a major
omission in the DEIR analysis.

The Plan totally ignores the small businesses located within the Plan Area. The rezoning within the
Plan Area will displace small business owners with little likelihood they will be able to afford
increased rents in new retail storefronts. The Plan also totally ignores the adverse financial impact on
local small businesses due to increased demand for on-street parking from new residential units,
which will force shoppers to go elsewhere. This negative financial impact is a major omission in the
DEIR analysis.

The Plan assumes mitigation will be available from the future actions ot other agencies, such as
MUNI The DEIR must address these assumptions and identify impacts if these assumed mitigation
plans are not implemented. There is no guarantee that MUNI will be in a position to fund the new
capital programs required for mitigation.

Section 3.1, Project Sponsors’ Objectivess, is clearly written around the objectives to “repair and
rejuvenate” the neighborhood. This is clearly an objective for repairing and rejuvenating a
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neighborhood long impacted by the now-demolished Central Freeway. The Upper Market
neighborhoods do not need repair and rejuvenation.

The Plan further states it will function as a model for reweaving the urban fabric in other
neighborhoods that are interested in amplifying the benefits of a vibrant transit-oriented settlement
pattern for such neighborhoods. The Upper Market Neighborhoods to not need reweaving....their
threads were never unraveled. The Plan indicates it would function as a model for “other
neighborhoods that are interested.” The Upper Market neighborhoods have not been given a choice.
These proposed new zoning requirements have been implemented with no public input from the Upper
Market neighborhoods, clearly in violation of the stated intentions of the Planning Department and in
violation of CEQA.

Section 3.3, Project Location, identifies and discusses the Civic Center, Hayes Valley, SoMa West
and the Mid-Market Redevelopment Plan Area but totally neglects any discussion of the Duboce
Triangle Neighborhood, Eureka Valley Neighborhood and Upper Market, which comprise a
significant percentage of the overall Plan. This is an overly blatant disregard for the unique aspects of
these neighborhoods, which do not fit the stated Project Sponsors’ Objectives identified in the Plan.
This again reinforces the Planning Department’s objective: this Plan has been developed for the
community needs of Hayes Valley, not the communities’ needs of Upper Market. Section 3.4, Project
Characteristics, identifies objectives solely attributable to the changes in Hayes Valley due to the
Octavia Boulevard construction. Where are the Project Objectives for Upper Market Neighborhoods?
There are none.

On Page 4-6, Section 4.0, the objectives of the Housing Element. Policy 1.1 states, in part, “Set
allowable densities in established residential areas at levels which will promote compatibility with
prevailing neighborhood scale and character where there is neighborhood support.” (Emphasis
added by the author.) Changing zoning in the Upper Market neighborhoods with no input from the
residents does not constitute “neighborhood support.” If indeed “neighborhood support” is a true
objective of the Plan, the zoning code changes must reflect neighborhood input and control over the
future redevelopment in the Upper Market neighborhoods. The proposed zoning changes for the
Upper Market neighborhoods have been developed in a vacuum with no neighborhood input. The
Plan’s neéw allowable densities proposed for the Upper Market established are not compatible with
prevailing neighborhood scale and character. Due to the total lack of Upper Market neighborhood
involvement in the development of the Plan, no neighborhood support exists for this Plan as
proposed.

On Page 4-22, the Better Neighborhood Program identifies eight elements, which define a great
neighborhood. In Paragraph 3, one of the elements states: “Getting Around Easily: Many choice that
make it easy to move about on foot, by bicycle, transit and auto; cars are accommodated, but allow
people to leave easily without one.” Though this element states that cars are accommodated, the Plan
actually makes every effort not to accommodate cars.

On Page 4-23, the first of the stated Residential Design Guidelines states “Ensure that the building’s
scale is compatible with surrounding buildings.” Increasing the allowable building heights along
Market Street is not compatible with maintaining the scale of the adjacent residential properties that
back up to Market Street properties. The third of the stated Residential Design Guidelines states
“Maintain light to adjacent properties by providing adequate setbacks.” There is no mention in the
Plan on providing adequate setbacks next to existing residential properties which will back up to
Market Street properties. The sixth of the stated Residential Design Guidelines states “Ensure that
the character defining features of an historic building are maintained.” However, the plan fails to
include maintaining the character of historic neighborhoods. Several elements of the plan will have a
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negative impact to the historic character of a neighborhood, such as encouraging property owners to
convert existing garages to housing units. While installing garages into Victorian buildings does
impact the character of the building, the conversion of garage openings for a residential unit is
anathema to maintaining the character of a Victorian neighborhood.

On Page 4-64, Section 4.3.1, Population: The DEIR makes the statement that population growth was
“likely to have taken place” between 2000 and 2004. San Francisco’s population has recently
significantly decreased, so assuming an increase in population in this area is in error. Employed
Residents: The DEIR does not make any attempt to identify the percentage of Plan residents who
commute to jobs outside of San Francisco. This calculation is necessary to determine the adequacy of
both off-street and on-street parking requirements.

On the top of Page 4-66, the DEIR states “CEQA Guidelines state that an economic or social change
by itself would not be considered a significant effect on the environment.” In effect, CEQA 1s stating
that social change, in combination with other impacts, must be considered significant. The Plan will
create social change due to higher density of housing and crowded living conditions, increased traffic,
increased noise, increased air pollution and increased demand of public services. The DEIR does not
address the social changes the Plan will create.

On Page 4-66, under the discussion of Population, the Plan increases the population within the Project
Area by 26% and would account for 11.7% of the citywide population growth in 2025. However, the
current population of the Project Area accounts for only 3.5% of the total San Francisco population.
The residents of the Project Area are being required to absorb an inordinate share of overall City
growth over the next twenty years, leading to further congestion in already congested neighborhoods.
The DEIR does not address the distribution of population growth throughout the City’s transit
corridors to determine those neighbochoods that would be least impacted by higher density
development, as well as those neighborhoods more suitable for development.

On the bottom of Page 4-68, the DEIR states “The Plan would not induce substantial growth of
population...” However, on Page 4-66, the DEIR states the population within the Project Area will
increase-by 26%. This is substantial growth in already congested Upper Market neighborhoods with
no significant undeveloped land available for development. The DEIR is flawed in this analysis.

In the middle of Page 4-69, the DEIR makes statements that housing will become more affordable by
reducing housing and household costs associated with driving, with further “measures” which will
reduce the cost of parking from the cost of housing. These statements are based upon assumptions, not
fact. The DEIR does not provide any studies nor documentation upon which these conclusions are
based.

On Page 4-71, the DEIR discusses. the displacement of residents due to demolition of existing
properties to maximize the potential development of the site. However, the DEIR does not address the
displacement of small businesses, which will result due to demolition of older, smaller commercial
properties. It is the presence of these small businesses which add to the character and livability of the
Upper Market neighborhoods. The DEIR does not address the ability of displaced small businesses to
relocate their businesses into newly built commercial spaces, nor the affordability of new commercial
spaces for the small business owners. The impacts of the Plan to small business is totally ignored.

On Page 4-75, computer generated visual massing studies were generated. However, only two of
those studies were included in the DEIR, Figure 4-14. These studies provides a false sense of the
actual impact to the neighborhood by providing “wire-frame” outlines of the proposed height and bulk
districts. By making these “buildings” transparent, the true impact of the proposed height and bulk
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districts is not apparent. In lieu of “wire-frame,” the transparent boxes should be filled with a gray
color similar in tone to the existing building. This will present a more accurate reflection of the
severe visual impact to the surrounding neighborhood. The computer generated visual massing
studies are flawed,

On Page 4-96, the discussion of “Light and Glare” neglects to identify streetlights as a major source of
light and glare in the Project Area.

On Page 4-97, the discussion of “Visual Character” states building heights within Duboce Triangle
would range from 30 feet to 50 feet. There is no comparison to existing zoning regulations relating to
height limitations, making any analysis of impact to visual character flawed. The DEIR further states a
65-foot height limitation on Market Street west of Church Street. Again, there is no comparison of the
Plans height to existing zoning regulations, again making any analysis of impact to visual character
flawed.

On Page 4-99, the DEIR states “Aside from design considerations and physical impacts related to
building height (e.g. potential view obstructions and shading).” The DEIR neglects to identify the
impact that massing and shading will have not only upon the visual character of a Victorian
neighiborhood, but upon the visual character of the new construction in relation to the immediately
adjacent Victorian residential and commercial buildings.

On Page 4-100, the DEIR states “it can reasonably be concluded that the proposed buildings
themselves would not result in a substantial, demonstrable negative aesthetic effect on the existing
visual character or quality of the area and its surroundings.” This is an incorrect assumption by the
DEIR author with no basis of fact. Visual quality of the neighborhood will be impacted with the
increased zoning height. Rremoval of two and three story buildings along Market Street and their
replacement with six story buildings will have an impact on the visual quality of an adjoining
Victorian neighborhiood. The rezoning of residential neighborhoods to increase density will have a
.substantial, demonsirable negative aesthetic effect on the visual character and quality of the Upper
Market neighborhoods. The DEIR author’s admittedly subjective conclusion is not valid and is not
based on any analysis or fact. The DEIR conclusion is faulty.

On Page 4-102, discussion is made of the redevelopment of the Safeway site, accompanied by Figure
4-15 which attempts to show the impact of new zoning on that site. Once again, the “wire-framing” of
the outline of the proposed building gives a false sense of the visual impact at that location. In lieu of
“wire-frame,” the transparent box should be filled with a gray color similar in tone to the existing
building. This will present a more accurate reflection of the severe visual impact to the surrounding
neighborhood. The computer generated visual massing studies are flawed.

4.6 Historic Resources

No post 1850 History is detailed for the Duboce Triangle Neighborhood contained within the
boundaries of the Market and Octavia Plan area. A history of the patterns of settlement and
development is lacking for the Duboce Triangle Neighborhood.

A new map is needed in the DEIR, which indicates the age of buildings contained within the
boundaries of the Plan area; this map will also show the concentration and density of historic

resources that exist within the boundaries of the proposed Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan.

The Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association is particularly interested in mapping the
concentration of historic resources that exist within the sub-boundaries of the Duboce Triangle
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Neighborhood, as well as the concentration of historic buildings located in all of the other surveys
areas identified and not identified in this document

The DEIR fails to address and recognize that the area contains approximately 1,000 buildings, a bulk
of which are more than 50 years of age and a high percentage of which are more than 100 years of
age, pre-dating the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. The plan completely fails to address the historic and
architectural significance of this neighborhood, which contains a variety of housing types, mixed used
properties and neighborhood commercial businesses.

Further analysis of the built environment in Section 4.6: Historical Resources Section is needed for
the Duboce Triangle, Hayes Valley and Mission Dolores areas contained within the Plan boundaries
to determine the potential quality and quantity of historic resources which have not been surveyed and
yet are significant resources on the local, state and potentially on the national levels.

Impact Analysis
4.6.3: Architectural Resources

While the Architectural Context does address and summarize much of the historic resources survey
work that has been conducted to date within the Plan area boundaries, it does not provide a framework
for the 800 to 1,000 buildings located within the Duboce Triangle neighborhood which contain
approximately 1,800 residential units nor does it address historic resources that are extant in the
Mission Dolores area, also contained within the Market and Octavia Plan boundaries.

Comprehensive historic resources survey work is needed in these two sub areas identified within the
Plan boundaries prior to adoption and implementation of the Plan. These sub areas of the Plan contain
a significant concentration of historic resources, which have a high degree of integrity and appear
eligible for listing on the California Register of Historic Resources and the National Register of
Historic Places. Survey work will most likely reveal a number of individually eligible buildings,
structures and objects, as well as a number of potential historic districts which a strong concentration
of contributory resources.

Cumulative Impacts

Additional information is needed within the Cumulative Impacts Section to address the potential
impacts of increasing the height zones along Upper Market Street from 41-85 feet to 65-85 feet
essentially from Franklin Street all the way to Noe Street on the north and south sides of Market
Street.

These proposed changes in the height and bulk districts might seriously effect and impact the light,
air, view corridors and shadow the rear yards of hundreds of residential buildings, which abut the
Neighborhood Commercial Districts on the north and south sides. These Proposed Generalized Height
Districts are depicted in Figure 4-4. No analysis is provided as to the potential substantial adverse
impact of this reclassification and the potential negative effects that would occur to adjacent small-
scaled residential structures.

5.0 Mitigation Measures

On Page 4-184, the DEIR analysis assumed daily peak hour traffic occurred between 5:00 and 6:00
PM. Daily peak hour traffic in the Duboce Triangle Neighborhood also occurs during the morning
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commute, generally from 7:00 to 9:00 AM. Thus, the analysis of additional traffic during peak hour
traffic conditions is flawed.

On Page 4-188, levels of Muni service are stated. Recent budget deficits have resulted in a reduced
level of Muni service throughout the Project Area. The DEIR analysis cannot assume the current
level of service will continue, and indeed must reflect projected budget shortfalls and possible impact
to future Muni service. The DEIR is deficient in assuming a future level of service matching a 2004
baseline, when already in 2005 the service level has been decreased and most likely will decrease
again in the future.

On Page 4-204, the second paragraph discusses the potential for parking deficits. The conclusions
stated by the San Francisco Transportation Planners are without merit. If indeed their statements were
fact, the existing deficit for parking throughout the neighborhoods would not exist. The conclusions
are flawed and are based on supposition; an analysis must be based on the current residents’ parking
patterns.

On Page 4-204, the third paragraph utilizes words such as “assuming,” “typically,” and “may” to
justify the conclusion that parking deficits would have a minimal impact to the environment. This is a
statement made without any analysis of existing parking deficits, with no threshold of significance
established.

On Page 4-210, the third paragraph states the parking demand study does not include the parking
demand associated with other land uses in the Project Area. Their analysis is shortsided to not
identify other land uses in the Project Area.

On Page 4-210, the fourth paragraph determines parking demand based on current needs in the
existing neighborhoods. This does not address current property ownership patterns in the
neighborhoods, in with many residential units are rental property. The probable buyers of the new
residential housing which will be from a different socio-economic base than current renters and are
more likely to own automobiles than will renters. Therefore, the analysis is flawed.

On Page 4-221, Table 4-20 establishes a traffic volume for “existing year” which is assumed to be
2004. The table indicates the traffic volume throughout the project area will increase by
approximately 1700 cars. However, the CEQA requires the analysis to include cumulative impacts
from other sections of the City that would also have an impact on these intersections. This analysis
does not appear to have been performed.

On Page 4-224, Muni Screenline Analysis assumes transit improvements will occur in the Project
Area and the resulting impact of the new residential units will be minimal. The majority of the Muni
improvements mentioned in this section are not in the Project Area. Given current Muni budget
shortfalls, it is imprudent to assume future transit improvements within the Project Area. The analysis
also fails to analyze current Muni service levels and how Muni will be impacted when residential
growth occurs in the Project Area without any resulting increases in the Muni service levels.

On Page 4-232, the DEIR addresses parking impact under the “no minimum space” concept and states
the off-street parking occupancy in the Project Area would increase to over 100 percent capacity. The
current off-street parking occupancy is already over 100 percent capacity. The DEIR cannot fail to
address parking impacts once the 100% threshold is reached as if to imply that parking cannot get
worse. The DEIR needs to address the actual impact to off-street parking occupancy; for example,
under the “no minimum space” concept, the demand for off-street parking will increase from the
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current condition in excess of 100 percent to a new condition of perhaps 150 to 200 percent of
currently available off-street parking occupancy. The DEIR analysis fails to study the actual impact.

On Page 4-234, paragraph 3 states parking shortfalls relative to demand are not considered significant
environmental impacts....... but are not considered significant impacts on the environment. However,
inadequate off-street parking occupancy will create a social impact. CEQA states that social change,
in combination with other impacts, must be considered a significant effect on the environment.

On Page 4-237, the DEIR is again flawed by analyzing parking demand based on current levels of
automobile ownership in the surrounding neighborhoods. As stated earlier, the DEIR cannot assume
that the levels of vehicle ownership of mostly renters will be the same level of vehicle ownership of
mostly owners of expensive new housing. This analysis is flawed.

On Page 4-238, the DEIR assumes City CarShare will still be viable in 2025. However, the DEIR
fails to address the impact to parking if City CarShare (or a similar program) fails to exist in future
years or if adequate parking for City CarShare use cannot be provided.

On Page 4-257, the DEIR recognizes carbon monoxide will increase in the Project Areas but
concludes there will be no impact due to future State and Federal programs for reducing automobile
air emissions. The DEIR cannot assume uncertain and unknown programs that might mitigate this
impact,

On Page 4-277, the DEIR summarizes that noise impacts to the Project Area are not considered a
significant cumulative noise impact. The DEIR fails to analyze the incidental noise impacts due to the
increased density of residential housing, such as increased garbage pick-ups, blaring car horns and car
alarms. And while the City does indeed have a Noise Ordinance, the violations to the Ordinance are
not enforced and future enforcement should not be assumed as a rational for reducing noise impact
and noise mitigation. The DEIR analysis of noise generation, noise impacts and mitigation are flawed.

On Page 4-318, the DEIR states the Plan proposes to create to new parks and open space amenities
within the Project Area. These new parks are not located in nor near Duboce Triangle; therefore, the
impact to the open spaces in Duboce Triangle is not mitigated by the construction of new parks in
another neighborhood. The DEIR also neglects to address planned changes to existing parks (such as
dedicated dog play areas and capital programs) which will reduce the availability of parks’ common
areas for use by the new residents in the Project Area.

On Page 4-337, the DEIR states the Plan will not represent a significant growth in population,
employment or housing in the citywide context as a whole. What the DEIR fails to address is the fact
that the Plan will represent a significant growth in population and housing in the Project Area.
Therefore, the DEIR is flawed in not addressing the impact of direct growth to the impacted Project
Area. '

On Page 4-338, the DEIR assumes a shift of existing workers and residents within the region to the
new residential housing provided in the Project Area, with resulting regional benefits to air quality
and traffic impacts. This analysis is flawed in that it assumes there will be no new job growth in San
Francisco. If indeed current San Francisco workers move to San Francisco, the new job growth in San
Francisco will likely be performed by new employees not residing in San Francisco.

CHAPTER 5.0 MITIGATION MEASURES
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52

5.3

54

5.5

5.6

Land use and zoning: There are significant impacts to the Upper Market neighborhoods due to
the rezoning for both height and density. The DEIR is defective by not establishing the threshold
of significance for determining these impacts.

Population, Housing, and Employment: There are significant impacts to the Upper Market
neighborhoods due to the increased density and the associated impacts to the Upper Market
Neighborhoods. The DEIR is defective by not establishing the threshold of significance for
determining these impacts.

Urban Design and Visual Quality: The Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association is
flabbergasted with the conclusion that “No Mitigation Measures have been included because no
significant impacts have been identified at the program or project levels.

This Plan proposes substantial changes to the height and bulk districts along the Market Street
corridor from Van Ness Avenue to Noe Streets, as stated above which could result in substantial
demolition of yet to be identified historic resources and result in the merger of parcels for large
high density residential towers over commercial space with less than one for one parking ratios.
The DEIR does not contain any visual analysis of existing and proposed conditions.
Photomontages are needed at key intersections and locations which will depict existing conditions
and proposed conditions in the years 2010, 2015, 2020 and 2025 when 4,400 new residential units
are proposed to be added to the City’s housing stock.

Shadow and Wind: There are significant impacts to the Upper Market neighborhoods due to the
increased density and the associated impacts to the Upper Market Neighborhoods. The DEIR is
defective by not establishing the threshold of significance for determining these impacts.

Historic Resources: This DEIR contains approximately ten (10) pages devoted to archeological
resources as well as the related archeological testing and monitoring procedures for archeological
resources contained within the Plan area boundaries which appears to complete and
comprehensive in its detail and scope.

However, this DEIR, under the Section 5.6.B: Architectural Mitigation Measures states “No
Mitigation Measures have been included because no significant impacts have been identified at
the program or project level.”

This conclusion needs further explanation and clarification. The DEIR identifies a number of
historic districts, surveys and landmarks located within the boundaries of the Market and Octavia
Neighborhood Plan area, which could be adversely impacted by the future growth and
development proposed by the Plan.

In addition, the Plan does not recognize potential historic resources in the Duboce Triangle area or
in other areas located within the Plan boundaries.

The Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association wishes to go on record to indicate that the
substantial changes prescribe by the implementation of the Plan in the next twenty years will
substantially change the character and historic significance of the Duboce Triangle.

The Plan does not take into account the concept to reduce or remove the current minimum parking

requirements of one to one. One of the goals of the Plan is to permit more housing units within
existing buildings, many of which are historically and/or architecturally significant. This would

Page 9 of 11

Letter AA

AA-52

AA-53

AA-54

AA-55

AA-56

AA-57

AA-58

AA-59




result in severely compromising the architectural integrity of hundreds of late nineteenth and early
twentieth century residential buildings extant with the Duboce Triangle and surrounding areas.

As a Mitigation Measure to this Plan adoption and implementation, it is strongly recommended
that City fund and support comprehensive historic resources survey work for the Duboce Triangle
Neighborhood. The Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association has already requested that the
Landmark Board of the City consider such a survey in its Work Program for the current Fiscal
Year (2005/06). See Attachment A: Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board Work Program Item
Jfor a Comprehensive Survey of the Duboce Triangle Neighborhood based upon the request of the
Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association (DTNA), dated August 17, 2005.

A historic survey of the built environment is one of a number of Mitigations that need to be
developed to address the impact of the Plan on the historic areas and neighborhoods identified in
the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan.

In addition, the neighborhoods that have not been surveyed request notification and input on the
development of a new set of Residential Design Guidelines, which are being proposed for the Plan
area boundaries. The Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association is particularly interested in
working with the Planning Department in the development of specialized guidelines for historic
buildings and-unique and unusual public open space and right-of-ways located within the Duboce
Triangle area.

5.7 Transportation: There are significant impacts to the Upper Market neighborhoods due to the
increase in traffic and it’s associated impacts to the Upper Market Neighborhoods. The DEIR is
defective by not establishing the threshold of significance for determining these impacts.

5.8 Air Quality: There are significant impacts to the Upper Market neighborhoods due to the
increased density and the resulting impact to air quality in the Upper Market Neighborhoods. The
DEIR is defective by not establishing the threshold of significance for determining these impacts.

5.9 Noise: There are significant impacts to the Upper Market neighborhoods due to the increased
noisé and the associated impacts to the Upper Market Neighborhoods. The DEIR is defective by
not establishing the threshold of significance for determining these impacts.

7.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

The DEIR is defective in that it identifies only one project alternative. The lack of alternatives clearly
shows the Planning Department’s intention of proceeding with the current Project Plan without totally
investigating all possible alternatives to rezoning in the Project Area.

The DEIR improperly bases its analysis of the impacts associated with “2025 without Plan” and “2025
with Plan.” This approach is improper under both CEQA and NEPA, which require the analysis of
impacts to be based on existing physical environmental conditions in the affected area at the time the
notice of preparation is published. The DEIR must include an analysis of the impacts of the
alternatives with both the existing environmental conditions (at the time the NOP was issued) and
with the No Project alternative.
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Letter AA

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

The Neighborhood and Business Groups appreciate the opportunity to comment on the
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan.
Please keep the individuals listed below informed of any and all upcoming matters
related to this Plan.

Gregg Wilcox
President
Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association

//w

Adam Hagen
President
Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association

/Z &WH/C@\

Paul Moffett
President
Merchants of Upper Market and Castro




Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board
Work Program ltem for a
Comprehensive Survey of the
Duboce Triangle Neighborhood
Based upon the request of the
Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association (DTNA)

Landmarks Board Work Program Public Hearing
August 17, 2005
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SAN FRANCISCO
PRESERVATION BULLETIN NO. 19

POTENTIAL SAN FRANCISCO LANDMARKS
EVALUATION FORM

The Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board (Landmarks Board) seeks
suggestions from the general public on buildings, structures, sites, districts or
objects potentially eligible for designation as future San Francisco historic
landmarks.

San Francisco contains many older buildings that contribute to the overall
architectural, aesthetic and urban design qualities of the city, in varying degrees.
Some buildings are important solely based on their individual design attributes
while others derive their worth from the history of their owners, occupants and
uses. Some buildings may be significant more for their contextual association
with surrounding properties. Buildings proposed for

landmark designation may include both those of individual importance and those
that taken as a whole are considered to be contributory elements to a
neighborhood or district.

The Landmarks Board set in 1999 and reaffirmed in 2000 the following priorities
for the selection of potential landmark designations:

¢ To directly address and engage the cultural and social history of San
Francisco; and

« To go to neighborhoods that have not been represented and
underrepresented in the program to date; and

s To involve communities of people (ethnic communities, communities of
interest, cultural communities); and
Public spaces / common grounds; and
Architecturally significant buildings.

in order to assist the Landmarks Board in its evaluation, the following information
should be provided on each potential landmark. Please provide as much
information as possible as an incomplete application may affect consideration of
landmark designation.

Note:
Generally, properties eligible for local landmark designation are at least 50 years

old. Properties less than 50 years of age must be exceptionally important to be
considered eligible for listing.
January 2003



Potential San Francisco Historic Landmark Questionnaire

Resource Name: Comprehensive Survey of the Duboce Triangle
Neighborhood Association. (DTNA)

This comprehensive survey of the Duboce Triangle Neighborhood is being
requested by the DTNA due to the fact that the recently published DEIR for the
Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plans completely fails to address the impact
of the Plan on the built environment contained within the aforementioned sub
area of the overall Plan boundaries. The neighborhood contains approximately
1,000 resources with approximately 1,800 dwelling units and mixed used
buildings along the Market Street corridor and within the boundaries of the area.
(A map from the Market and Octavia Street Plan of the proposed boundaries of
the survey area is attached for your information).

Historic Name (if known): Duboce Triangle

Address of Resource:

This area is generally bounded by Castro Street to the west (Divisadero from
Duboce to Waller Streets), Market Street to the south (to Webster Street),
Webster Street to the east (to Waller Street) and Waller Street to the north
(between Webster and Divisadero Streets.

Block and Lot of Resource:

Multiple Property nomination, numerous blocks and lots.

Primary Contact: (Phone #)

Greg Wilcox, President, DTNA, 415.861.3741 (h)

Resource Date of Construction:

The neighborhood was largely built out in the late 19" century and the first half of
the 20" Century.

Date(s) of Alterations/Additions to Resource:

1. Is the resource associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of our history (local, state or
national)? If so, how?

The Duboce Triangle neighborhood was originally part of a vast area of the City,
which was known as the Western Addition, which included all of the land west of



Van Ness Avenue that was annexed in 1851. “Much of the land was sand

. dunes; in fact, the area was named “The Great Sand Waste” on early maps. In
the southern part of the Western Addition is Hayes Valley, recently renamed Mint
Hill by residents eager to spotlight its revived Victorian homes. The neighborhood
namesake is the Federal Mint, a large granite mass that dominates the view from
the south. Right next to Mint Hill is the Duboce Triangle, at the junction of Market,
Castro and Duboce Streets. The two neighborhoods join at Duboce Park, which
early photographs show laid out in rows as a vegetable garden, before it was
dedicated as public land in 1900.” ' The four-acre Duboce Park was once a
mound-dotted wasteland on which tons of rock had been dumped. The park is
now framed by housing and provides much needed open space for the densely
populated Duboce Triangle neighborhood.

2. iIs the resource associated with the lives of persons significant in our
past (local, state or national)? If so, how?

Comprehensive survey work for the Duboce Triangle will most certainly reveal
persons and events significant on the local and state levels and possibly on the
national level as well. '

3. Does the resource embody the distinctive characteristics of a type,
period, or method of construction, or that represent the work of a
master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack
individual distinction? If so, how?

The Duboce Triangle neighborhood contains a variety of architectural styles and
building types, which represent patterns of development of the City in the late
19" and early 20" Century history of the City. San Francisco houses in this
neighborhood and in surrounding neighborhoods were more elaborately
ornamented than other Bay Area communities and reflected the wealth of the
middle classes and the a thriving urban area. “At the beginning of the 20"
century styles became more subtle as society stabilized. Despite the havoc
wreaked by the fires of the 1906 earthquake, a great number of these houses are
still standing today. Visitors can therefore see for themselves that the stylistic
diversity is restricted to the facades and that, more often than not, the houses
were decorated in a composite style based on a range of standard designs.”

The survey will document a rich collection of building styles and types including
Victorian, Queen Anne, ltalianate, Eastlake, late nineteenth century and early
twentieth century Revival styles, Edwardian (Classical Revival), Commercial and
Modern buildings. ‘

* Judith Lynch Waldhorn and Sally B. Woodbridge. Victoria’s Legacy. San Francisco: 101
Productions, 1978, page 82.
2 Knopf Guides, San Francisco, Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., New York: 1993, page 94.



Many buildings within this neighborhood are associated with known San
Francisco architects and builders and possess high artistic value and embody
distinctive characteristics of a type, period and methods of construction.

4. Has the resource yielded or may be likely to yield, information
important in prehistory or history (local, state or national)? If so, how?

Prehistory and History prior to 1850 will be detailed in a fully developed Context
Statement or Statement of Significance for the Duboce Triangle once the City
determines that the proposed Survey is a priority in the Landmarks Board Work
Program.

5. Does the resource possess integrity of location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association? If so, how?

Much of the building stock within the Duboce Triangle neighborhood maintains a
high degree of integrity based upon the seven criterions listed in Question No. 5
and will be addressed through the survey process. It is anticipated that the
survey would utilized DPR 523, State of California, Department of Parks and
Recreation forms and would be consistent with the City’s survey efforts that are
currently underway or proposed for the next few years.
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses

Letter AA — Gregg Wilcox, Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association
Adam Hagen, Eureka Valley Neighbothood Association
Paul Moffett, Merchants of Upper Market and Castro

AA-1
See Response to Comment D-2 for a summary of the public outreach effort during the development
Market Octavia Neighborhood Plan and the DEIR.

An extensive public outreach effort was undertaken during the development of the Plan and a notice
of the publication of the DEIR was sent out to all participants in the planning process and to
neighborhoods affected by the proposed Plan by the Planning Department. Three copies of the
DEIR were also forwarded to the San Francisco Main Library, though the Eureka Valley Library
located at 3555 16th Street, just outside of the Project Area boundary, did not receive a copy. The
Notice of Availability of the DEIR. was advertised in the San Francisco Chronicle and on the
Planning Department website. Hard copies or CDs of the DEIR wete available at the Planning

Department.

In one instance, the president of the Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association had changed in
the intervening period between the development of the Plan participant list and the notification of
the DEIR publication. In response to the concern raised by this neighborhood group, the comment
petiod deadline was extended for two weeks, from August 9, 2005 to August 23, 2005, allowing a
total response time of 60 days. The minimum comment petiod required by CEQA is 30 days.

If a party still feels that they have serious concerns about the adequacy of the EIR or they have had
inadequate time to comment on the DEIR, Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code
provides for an appeal to the Board of Supervisors subsequent to an action by the Planning

Commission.

AA-2
See Response to Comment D-2 for a summary of the public outreach effort during the development
of the Market and Octavia Neighborbood Plan.

Notice was mailed to property owners and residents for three of the public workshops and notice of

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses

two of the public workshops were mailed directly to 120 to 150 neighborhood and community
organization leaders. Representatives from the affected neighborhood organizations were invited to
participate in these meetings. In addition, public flyers were posted along Market Street and
throughout the neighborhoods notifying residents and business owners of the meetings and at
different times throughout the process, representatives of the Planning Department actually went
door-to-door visiting many of the businesses along Matket Street to discuss the proposed Plan and

ensure awareness of its impacts.

In addition to the general Plan meetings, the Duboce Ttiangle Neighborthood Association has had
two presentations regarding the Plan and the DEIR at their regular neighborhood association
meetings and representatives of their organization attended public meetings and workshops relating
to the Plan. Neither the Euteka Valley nor the Metrchants of Upper Market and Castro requested
presentations by the Planning Department at their regular organization meetings prior to their
publication of the DEIR. In November and December 2005, Planning Department staff was also
available for open office hours in a neighborhood café to tespond to questions associated with the

Plan.

In addition to the specific Plan related meetings and notification procedures, a neighborhood or
community organization can, at any time, request that they be included on a Planning Department
list requesting copies of all environmental documents relevant to their neighborhood area. In this
manner, neighborhood organizations are ensured that they receive timely information on proposals

affecting their neighborhoods.

The Plan is not intended to merely focus on the patcels and the surrounding neighborhood affected
by removal of the elevated Central Freeway in Hayes Valley and SoMa West. The intent from the
inception of the Plan has been to focus on the opportunities for transit-otiented development
centered around the two transit hubs located at Market Street and Van Ness Avenue and at Market
and Church Streets. The Project Area was established by identifying a comfortable walking distance
of approximately %4 mile from each of these hubs. The Upper Martket and Duboce Ttiangle

neighborhoods were included from the outset, not as a later addition to the Plan.

The EIR distribution list included in Chapter 8.0 of the DEIR identifies those organizations and

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses

individuals that received copies of the DEIR. In addition, other organizations, including the
neighborhood organizations in question, received a notice of availability of the DEIR.  See

Response to Comment AA-1 above for additional clarification.

AA-3
It is not the role of the EIR to justify policy that is recommended in the Plan; the role of the EIR is
to analyze the potential impacts of the policy proposals. Decision makers will decide the wisdom

and the justification of the policies.

The Plan proposes an increase in density by the infill of housing in the Project Area. With the
increase in population, the average density of the Project Area would be 97 persons per acre. There
are already parts of the Project Area in Hayes Valley, between Fulton and Oak Streets, and the Inner
Mission that have comparable levels of urban density. Other neighborhoods in the City such as
Nob Hill, parts of North Beach, the Tenderloin, and Chinatown have population densities that are
even higher, up to 155 persons per acre.”’ Historic development occurred in these neighborhoods
with less than one to one parking required. These neighborhoods continue to be viable urban
neighborhoods and auto ownership is lower due to the reduced availability of residential parking and
the availability of transit and services in close proximity that permit residents to conduct their daily

business without reliance on a cat.

AA-4

Comment regarding social justice issue is noted. While economic impacts may be a factor for
decision-makers when considering the adoption of the Plan, such impacts are not physical 1 nature
and therefore are not required by CEQA to be included in a DEIR.

One of the main objectives of the Plan is to provide housing choices in the Project Area, with a
combination of market rate and affordable units. One of the strategies for making housing units
more affordable is to uncouple the cost of housing from the cost of providing parking and to allow
residential units to be built without parking. It is an explicit intent of the Plan to give housing

consumers a choice as to whether they chose to include parking as an independent cost from their

372000 US Census, US Census Bureau, Persons Per Square Mile for San Francisco.
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housing purchase or rental agreement. This approach would reduce the cost of purchasing housing
rather than forcing all housing consumers to pay for parking whether they own a vehicle or not.
Also see Responses to Comments M-7 regarding mitigation measures intended to reduce traffic

delays and U-18 regarding the purpose of the EIR.

Thete ate many housing units today in San Francisco that exist without parking, particularly in the
oldet, more dense neighborhoods east of Presidio Avenue where many of the census tracts have
auto ownetship rates of less than 1.0 cars per household. A Technical Memorandum on “Vehicle
Ownetship in San Francisco” prepared in November 2001 was conducted as part of the background
studies for the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan® The study indicated that many of the
neighbothoods in northeastern San Francisco have auto ownership rates of less than one per
household, both for ownet occupied units and for rental units. The study found that there was a
sttong link between vehicle availability and income; the higher the income level, the greater the
ptopensity to own a vehicle. The notable exceptions to this were the Nob Hill, Telegraph Hill, and
Notth Beach neighbothoods where the combination of high levels of neighborhood services,
location of the neighborhoods adjacent to major job centers, access to public transit, and high
patking costs result in lower auto ownetship rates. The strongest relationship to vehicle availability
related to housing tenure. The census tracts with the lowest vehicle availability had predominantly
rental units, while those with highest vehicle availability were composed of approximately 37 percent

rental units.

AA-5

The decision to own a cat is a balancing of the convenience of owning the car and the independent
mobility provided by the automobile against the extent to which travel alternatives are available, the
costs of owning that car, the inconvenience of finding patking, and the cost of parking. To the
extent a supply of free ot low-cost on-street patrking is available or the cost of parking has already
been subsumed in the cost of housing, people ate more likely to choose to own a car. If the supply
of parking is limited, the cost of parking is great, transit is a viable option for getting around, and
services are located within walking distance, consumers may choose not to own automobiles. This

has been documented not only in San Francisco, but in the core of American cities across the

38 Nelson\Nygaatd, “Technical Memorandum, Vehicle Ownership in San Francisco,” November ,2001.
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country. See also Responses to Comments, D-10, D-14, and M-17 for further elaboration on
parking studies that have been conducted.

That propensity for vehicle ownership to go down when these conditions exist, does not, however,
mean that the auto ownership decisions of individuals strike a perfect balance with the parking
availability within a city. In dense urban areas, the scarcity of parking may be a problem whether or
not off-street parking is required in association with new development. The decision to limit
patking and move toward transit as an alternative travel mode in the Project Area, is a decision that
is in keeping with the City’s Transit First Policy and with the cutrent characteristics of the Market
and Octavia Neighborhood, where 26 to 79 percent (varies by census tract) of rental households live

cat free.”

It is not the tole of the EIR to justify policy that is recommended in the Plan; the role of the EIR is
to analyze the potential impacts of the policy proposals and to respond to comments raised
regarding the DEIR. Decision makers will decide the wisdom and the justification of the policies.

AA-6
See Responses to Comments Q-12 and U-24 regarding housing affordability. Page 4-69 of the
DEIR also contains a discussion of housing affordability.

As noted in that discussion, the Plan is a policy document and, as such, cannot require that
affordable housing be developed under the Plan beyond existing or proposed city requirements.
Howevet, one of the ptincipal objectives of the Plan is to increase affordable housing, as stated in
Objective 2.4 on page 3-21 of the DEIR. At a program level, the Plan would introduce mechanisms
to encourage and support development undet the Plan, but would not necessarily result in
construction of specific development projects, including affordable housing. Specific projects would

be subject to matket factors, development proposals, and future environmental review and approval.

The ptoposed rezoning is intended to increase density and maximize housing opportunities along

major transit routes.  Without publicly-sponsored incentives and other types of market

39 Ibid.

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
3-305



3.0 Written Comments and Responses

interventions, the proposed rezoning would not ensure that affordable housing would be built in

these locations.

Property values ate an undetlying factor in the ability to develop affordable housing, but below-
market sales prices and rents of affordable units are more of an overriding factor. Affordable
housing developers face many of the same financial constraints as developers of market rate
housing; high land costs, high competition for available land, increasing construction costs, and
neighborhood opposition. However, affordable housing developers are constrained even further
because they cannot recover high land and development costs by charging higher sales prices or

rents.

The definition of affordable housing involves several factors. Affordable housing is committed to
be either rented or owned at prices affordable to households with low- to moderate-incomes. The
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) determines income thresholds by
household size for the San Francisco Primary Statistical Area (PMSA) (which includes San
Francisco, Marin and San Mateo Counties.). Generally housing affordability in San Francisco is

calculated as follows:

. Rental Unit: A unit for which rent equals 30% of the income of a household with an income
at ot below 80% of the HUD median income for the San Francisco PMSA, with utilities
included in the rent payment.

= Ownership Unit: A unit for which the mortgage payments (including principal mortgage
insurance, property taxes, home-owners dues and insurance equal 33% of the gross monthly
income of a household earning between 80% and 120% of the San Francisco PMSA median
income, assuming a 10% down payment and a 30-year 8% fixed rate loan.

Examples of how these standards would be applied to a three-person household for a rental unit

and a four-person household for an ownership unit are shown in the charts below.

Matket and Octavia Neighbothood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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Table C
2004 Affordable Rental Units, Income Levels and Monthly Payments
3 Person Household
Maximum
Annual
Average Unit Size Income Monthly Rent
Extremely Low Income (25% of
HUD Median Income) 2 Bedroom $21,400 $535
Very Low Income (50% of
HUD Median Income) 2 Bedroom $42,750 $1,069
Lower Income (60% of HUD
Median Income) ! 2 Bedtoom $51,300 1,283
Low Income (80% of HUD
Median Income) 2 Bedroom $68,400 $1,710

1 Meets ctriteria of Board of Supetvisors Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program

Table D
2004 Affordable Ownership Housing, Income Levels and Monthly Payments
4 Person Household
Maximum Monthly Maximum
Average Annual Housing Purchase
Unit Size Income Expense Price
Low Income (80% of HUD
Median Income) 3 Bedroom $76,000 $2,090 $275,057
Median Income (100% of
HUD Median Income) ! 3 Bedroom $95,000 $2,613 $357,654
Moderate Income (120% of
HUD Median Income) 3 Bedroom $114,000 $3,315 $440,250

T Meets critetia of Board of Supervisors Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program

The Mayor’s Office of Housing (MOH) implements a number of programs to increase affordable
housing in the City. Except for the Residential Inclusionary Housing Program, which is required

citywide, programs typically depend on income eligibility and certain location specific criteria.

o Residential Inclusionary Housing Program (RIHP). Established by the Board of
Supetvisors in 2002, this program includes rental units for lower-income households earning
up to 60 percent of the HUD median income, or ownership units for first-time, median-
income homebuyer households with incomes up to 100 percent of the HUD median
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income. The RIHP requires developers to provide affordable housing either on-site, off-site
or in-lieu fees to provide affordable housing. This requirement would be imposed in the
Project Area for 10 percent of units in all projects with 10 units or more, and 12 percent of
the units if a Conditional Use Authotization is required. See Response to Comment Q-12
regarding the potential number of affordable units in the Project Area under the RIHP.

= City Second Loans for Designated Townhouse Units. City Second Loans offet financial
assistance to eligible first-time buyers with no interest and deferred loan payments that
afford first-time buyers a greater opportunity to enter the San Francisco housing matket. In
lieu of interest, repayment of the loan includes a share appreciation in the value of the
property at the time of resale. The City Second Loan Program is available only on the
purchase of units located in specific developments. Within the Project Area, 101 Valencia at
Valencia, Stevenson and McCoppin Streets, is an eligible propetty.

= Condominium Conversion Program. There are individual condominiums that have been
previously converted from apartments available in buildings citywide. The converted
condominiums are priced at below market rate, with prices approved by the MOH every
time a unit is re-sold. The selling price of a unit is the total of the most recent purchase
price, adjusted by the Consumer Price Index Housing Factor, plus the cost of verified capital
improvements. This program allows buyers to purchase condominium units at a below
market price, thereby increasing the ability of homebuyers to compete in the San Francisco
housing market.

. Extra Credit Home Purchase Program (ECHPP). The City and County of San
Francisco and the San Francisco Unified School Disttict offer a program to assist teachers,
administrators, or other eligible credentialed school personnel who work in “low
petforming” San Francisco Unified Schools to purchase their first home. (There are four
low-performing elementary schools and two low-petforming junior high schools in the
Project Area.) The ECHPP provides mortgage credit cettificates to eligible applicants up to
20 percent of the annual mortgage interest payment as a dollar-for-dollar tax credit against
their federal tax liability. The mortgage assistance credit is used to assist the buyer in
obtaining an effective reduction in monthly mortgage payments, by having more monthly
take-home income available to cover mortgage payments. The City has identified certain
target areas in which the ECHPP allows greater flexibility for property and homebuyers to
encourage growth of home ownership and development in specific sections of the City’s
neighborhoods. Within the Project Area, Census Tract 161, bound by Steiner, Eddy,
Gough, Fulton Streets, 1s a designated target area.

" Down Payment Assistance Loan Progtam (DALP). The DALP assists eligible low- and
moderate-income first-time homebuyers in the purchase of their first single-family residence.
Under the program, household income cannot exceed 100 percent of the San Francisco
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA), as established by HUD, and borrowers must
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contribute a minimum of five percent of the purchase price toward a down payment. The
maximum loan amount is $100,000 or 30 percent of the purchase price, whichever is less.
The maximum purchase price limit for a studio/one bedtoom unit is $360,000; two
bedrooms, $480,000; three bedrooms $550,000; and four+ bedrooms, $620,000.

. American Dream Downpayment Initiative (ADDI). The ADDI program provides
financial assistance to low-income, first-time homebuyers by providing assistance with down
payment and closing costs. This program is an enhancement to other home ownership
funding sources including, the City Second, Condo Conversion and Below Market Rate
Inclusionary Programs. First-time buyers must meet the HUD Low-Income limits ranging
from $63,350 for a one-person household to a maximum of $97,700 for a five person
household. The maximum loan amount is $10,000, deferred for 40 years or due on sale,
rental or title transfers. The repayment loan includes the principal amount plus a
proportional share of appreciation based on the percentage of assistance provided.

The City programs, described above, would increase opportunities for affordable housing in the
Project Area. Furthermore, transit access, combined with pedestrian and streetscape amenities in
the Project Area, would also enhance the attractiveness of the Market and Octavia neighborhood for

housing demand at all income levels.

According to the Housing Inventory Report 2000-2004 published by the Planning Department, the
San Francisco Bay Area continues as one of the nation’s most expensive housing markets, with
housing prices rising despite declining rental rates. In 2004, the median price for a three bedroom
home in San Francisco was $730,000, and the median rent for a two-bedroom apartment was
$2,068. Based on households with the most income available to spend on purchasing a home or
rent, a family earning 120% of the HUD median income would fall short by almost $300,000 of
being able to purchase a median-priced home. A four-person household earning 80% of the median
income could pay a maximum of $1,900 or 92% of the median rent. Lower income households
have even more severe difficulties in being able to afford housing. Given this gap in market sales
prices and rents, affordable housing requires public intervention and subsidies such as land write-
downs, tax-credits, mortgage assistance, or low-interest construction financing. Based on data
provided by the 2000 to 2004 Housing Inventory, all except for one of the affordable housing
developments built in the city between 2000 and 2004 were constructed by the San Francisco
Housing Authority, San Francisco Redevelopment Agency or non-profit housing development

corporations.
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Developers cannot capture market-rate rents in affordable housing developments in order to
* recover high land and development costs, and achieve a reasonable profitable margin. As a result,
private developers, either for-profit or non-profit, face financing gaps for affordable housing and
must bundle together federal, state, city, and private capital funds, operating subsidies, and
investment tax incentives to produce such housing. It is not uncommon for a developer to utilize
multiple sources of funding to complete financing of an affordable housing project. Most
developers currently use a combination of federal money disbursed by the Mayor’s Office of
Housing, Housing Block Grant Program (HOME) funds, and Low Income Housing Tax Credits.

At the program level, the City’s Residential Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program requites
developers to provide affordable housing either on-site or off-site or to pay in-lieu fees to provide
affordable housing. In March 2002, the Board of Supervisors approved legislation to cteate the
Residential Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program which requires 10 petcent of units in all
projects with 10 units or more to be made affordable, and 12 percent of the units if Conditional Use
Authorization is required. On-site requirements are 10 percent of the total units developed on-site,
or 12 percent if a conditional use, PUD, or live/wotk project approval is required. Based on the 10
and 12 percent on-site affordability requirement, about 420 affordable units in the Project Atea
could be built. This would represent nine percent of the total 4,440 total projected housing units in
the Project Area. Depending on the number of developers that elect to contribute in-lieu fees or to

construct units off-site, the number of affordable units built in the Project Area could be reduced.

In addition, the Plan contains several mechanisms at the program level to encourage development of
affordable housing. These include separating the cost of parking from the cost of housing,
encouraging lending institutions to expand the existing location efficient program (LEM) to
highlight the Project Area as a “location-efficient” neighborhood, and encouraging innovative
programs to increase housing availability and affordability.

As stated on page 4-69 of the DEIR and in Response to Comment Q-8, at the project level of
analysis, the Plan includes affordability requirements for housing that would be developed on the 22
Central Freeway parcels. The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (Redevelopment Agency)
would develop half of the 800 to 900 total units as affordable housing on Parcels A, C, G, K, O, Q,
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and U (45 affordable ownership units and 405 affordable rental units). As part of the agreement to
transfer the Centtal Freeway patcels to the City, a 50 percent goal for affordable housing was
established. This exceeds the Redevelopment Agency’s 15 percent affordable housing requirement,
as requited by Community Redevelopment law. The remaining 50 percent of the units would be
developed under individual ownership with at least 15 percent affordable, as required by Community

Redevelopment Law.

Combined, the Central Freeway parcels and remaining Project Area have the potential to provide
about 870 affordable housing units in the Project Area, ot up to 20 percent of the total 4,440 units.
Development of these units, howevet, is almost exclusively dependent on market intervention and

public subsidies.

The following text is added to Chapter 4, pages 4-69 of the DEIR after the first paragraph, of the
Housing Affordability discussion to clarify the City’s commitment to affordable housing provision

in the Project Area:

“While the Plan cannot ensute that affordable housing would be built in the Project

~ Area, the affordability requirements imposed on the Central Freeway parcels, and the
City’s Inclusionary Housing Program could provide up to about 870 affordable units,
ot up to 20 percent of the total 4,440 units projected for the Project Area.
Development of these units, however, is almost exclusively dependent on market
intetventions and public subsidies given the difficulties of providing affordable
housing under market-rate conditions.”

Footnote 13 on page 4-69 of the DEIR is replaced with the following text to clarify the City’s

requitements for the provision of affordable housing.

«3

affordability—tequiresnent—In March 2002, the Board of Supervisors approved legislation to
create the Residentia]l Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program which requires 10 percent of
units in all projects with 10 units or more to be made affordable, and 12 percent of the units if
Conditional Use Authotization is required. Three pieces of legislation were introduced by
members of the Board of Supervisors to_inctease the requirements of the Inclusionary

Affordable Housing Progtam, Planning Code Sections 315 et seq. In summer 2006, the Board of
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Supervisors adopted legislation expanding the program to require 15 percent inclusionary units
for residential projects of five units or more when units are provided on-site and for 20 percent
when units are constructed off-site and require that units be made available to households
earning less than currently required, among othet proposed changes.

AA-7

Page 3-17 of the DEIR discusses the retail policies of the Draft Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan.
As stated on page 3-17 of the DEIR, the Plan contains retail policies that would promote small-scale
business growth to support and attract housing in the Project Area. Small business and retail uses
would be located throughout the Project Area, except for the Market/Van Ness Avenue corridot.
The proposed tezoning analyzed in the DEIR supports small-scale retail and businesses by limiting
the floot area of retail commercial uses, particularly on the ground-floor level which is important for
visibility and convenience to patrons in the residential districts of the Project Area. Proposed
rezoning for Retail Commercial and Non-Retail Office uses is presented in Table 3-1 on page 3-15
of the DEIR and includes the following floor atea limits to support small businesses and retail

establishments.

*  Residential Transit Oriented (RTO) District: Permitted up to 1,200 s.f. on the ground
floot of cotner lots only; Conditional Use above 1,200 s.f. and at other locations.

*  Neighbothood Commercial Transit (NCT) District: Permitted up to 5,000 s. f;
Conditional Use required above 5,000 s.f.

" Hayes Gough, Upper Market, Valencia, NCT District: No Change from existing
Neighbothood Commercial Cluster (NC-1) District which permits neighborhood retail and

business services of 1,000 s.f. or more.

The DEIR discusses displacement on pages 4-71 to 4-72 of the DEIR. The first two sentences
under the Displacement discussion on page 3-71 of the DEIR state:

“No demolitions, removal, not wholesale clearing of property are proposed with
implementation of the proposed Plan. However, some displacement of existing businesses
ot residences could occur as specific sites are developed due to market pressures for higher
density residential development with proposed new zoning or to accommodate planned

transportation and public open space improvements.”
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The proposed rezoning would not directly displace small business owners. Most new development
in the Project Area would be expected to occur on vacant in-fill sites that would not require
displacement of commercial uses. Any major displacement of commercial uses would be subject to
further environmental review and specific project approvals. However, as discussed in the fifth
paragraph on page 3-71 of the DEIR, indirect displacement could occur due to market pressures,

including increased rents.

Due to the abundance of transit access, one of the fundamental goals of the Draft Market and Octavia
Nezghborbood Plan is to cteate a new neighborhood which supports a lifestyle that is not dependent on
the automobile. Pages 4-230 to 4-238 of the DEIR discuss increased parking demand with Plan
implementation, and the resulting parking shortfall. As stated in the fourth paragraph on page 4-238
of the DEIR, patking shortfalls relative to demand are not considered significant environmental
impacts in the urban context of San Francisco. At the program level, it was determined that the

patking shortfall resulting from Plan implementation would not result in significant parking impacts.

While it is recognized that parking shortages could affect businesses financially, this economic
impact would not necessarily result in substantial physical adverse change to the environment. The
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15131 and the Public Resources Code section 21082.2 , subdivision (c)
states “that evidence of social ot economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by
physical impacts on the environment is not ‘substantial evidence’ that would show those impacts to

be significant.”

The DEIR analyzes several mechanisms contained in the proposed Plan to maximize walking to
local business uses and minimize the need to access to small businesses and retail stores by auto.
On neighborhood commercial streets, the Plan calls for ground-floor retail uses directly accessible
from the street at grade; ground-floor retail uses should have a minimum of 12-foot clear ceiling
heights; and not less than 60 percent fenestration on retail frontages. These elements create an
attractive retail environment. The pedestrian environment would also be enhanced by traffic
calming measures such as widened sidewalks, and street furniture and street trees which also make
pedestrian access to businesses and shopping more attractive. In addition, the small-scale retail uses

ate envisioned to be tatgeted to residents who live within the Project Area or to visitors. Those
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residents are expected to walk to most of their shopping and business destinations instead of
driving. Visitors to the cultural and arts venues in the area would likely park in or near the Project
Area and walk to their final destinations.

AA-8

A determination will be made at the time of the adoption of the Plan as to which mitigation
measures would be implemented in conjunction with the Plan. Most of the transportation
mitigation measures identified in the Plan would require the Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(MTA) to take an action to either make street improvements or in one instance to reroute the 21-
Hayes bus. If these mitigation measures are adopted by the City, there must be a commitment on
the part of the responsible agency to implement the measures otherwise they would not be deemed

viable mitigation measures.

AA-9

Although the reconstruction of the surrounding neighborhoods following the removal of the
Central Freeway was an impetus for the Plan, the potential benefits of transit-oriented development
were identified in the broader Project Area from the outset of the planning process. The boundary
of the Project Area was established by identifying a comfortable walking distance of %4 mile around
two major Market Street transit hubs at Van Ness Avenue and Church Street and the area that had
been the Central Freeway right-of-way. This boundary definition encompasses a part of the Civic
Centet, SoMa West, Hayes Valley, Duboce Triangle, Inner Mission, and Upper Market. Eureka
Valley lies to the west of the Project Area, which extends only as far west as Noe Street. The
existing development in the Duboce Triangle and along Upper Market represents an established
viable transit-oriented neighborhood that could setrve as an example of what type of development

might occur throughout the Project Area.

The only areas within Upper Market and the Duboce Triangle that would experience changes in
heights in association with the Plan are: those along Market Street, where an increase in height limits
from the existing 50 feet to a proposed 65 feet is proposed between Noe and Church Streets, on a
few patcels adjacent to the Market Street commercial blocks where height increases from 40 to 45
feet are proposed; and along segments of Church and Fillmore Streets where a height increase of 5
feet from 40 to 45 feet is proposed. Residential areas proposed for RTO zoning would have no
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minimum parking requirements and no density limits in terms of the number of residential units
(mintmum unit sizes are prescribed by existing zoning regulations), although practically the height
and bulk restrictions would limit the size of structures on parcels. Under the NCT districts, housing
density and parking controls would be relaxed. These new designations would permit continuation
of the existing land use patterns along Matket Street and in the adjacent Duboce Triangle
neighborhood.

AA-10
See Responses to Comments AA-2 and AA-9 regarding the public outreach effort in development
of the Plan and the establishment of the Project Area boundaries.

AA-11

Comment regarding the lack of references to the Duboce Triangle, Eureka Valley, and Upper
Market neighborhoods in the DEIR is noted. While the existing neighborhoods of Duboce Triangle
and the Castro are not specifically mentioned in Section 3.3, they are described in other sections of
the DEIR, specifically on pages 4-30 to 4-31 and 4-88 to 4-89. The overall intent of the Plan is
summatized graphically on page 15 of the Plan. As noted on this Plan Framework figure, the intent
is to “support residential infill within the fine-grained pattern of existing residential districts,” which
would be applicable in the Duboce Triangle, Inner Mission, and Castro Districts. Also in the
western portion of the Project Area, the intent is to strengthen Market Street as the city’s most
important pedésttian and transit street and to improve the Church and Market Streets intersection as

a major transit hub.”

The following text is added to Chapter 3, page 3-8, of the DEIR following the thitd paragraph to

elaborate on the characteristics of the broader Project Area:

“The Upper Market District, which extends from Van Ness Avenue west, is
characterized by neighborhood commercial restaurants, bats, cafes, fitness studios,
and a variety of retail establishments. The Castro District centered at Market and
Castro Streets, is located on the western edge of the Project Area. Upper Market
Street, near Castro Street, is characterized by three- to four-story commercial
buildings with ground-floor retail uses including restaurants, shops, and fitness

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
3-315



3.0 Written Comments and Responses

centets. Multi-story residential apartments and flats surround the commercial
developments on Market, Church, and Castro Streets. West of Castro Street, the
commercial uses mix with Victorian buildings along Market Street.

Duboce Triangle, in the western Project Area, north of Market Street, is bounded
roughly by Waller Street to the north, Castro Street to the west, and Market Street to
the south and east. This district is predominantly residential with interspersed
neighbothood commercial uses and unique landscaping and traffic-calming

measures.”

Section 3.4 of the DEIR describes the general recommendations of the Plan, which includes not
only the Hayes Valley area, but also SoMa West, Upper Market, and Inner Mission. References to
policies pertaining to the western portions of the Project Area are provided on page 3-16, paragraph
three; page 3-17, paragraphs one and three; and page 3-33, paragraph two of the DEIR. To further

elaborate on the policies pertinent to the western Project Area, text changes are noted below.

The text in Chapter3, page 3-16, of the DEIR third paragraph, fourth sentence, is amended to read

as follows:

“Except for the areas around Market Street and Van Ness Avenue, where heights

would increase to a maximum of 400 feet (an increase of 80 feet on some parcels),
and Upper Market Street, where heights would increase by 15 feet to 65 feet, most of

the heights in the rest of the Project Area would remain the same, decrease, or

increase by about five feet.””

The text in Chapter 3, page 3-17, of the DEIR first paragraph, second sentence is amended to read

as follows:

“This potential would generally be smaller in existing residential districts, such as

Duboce Triangle, the Castro, and Inner Mission, and more concentrated at the Van
Ness Avenue/Market Street/Mission Street intersection, in the SoMa West area and

extending out along major commercial streets such as Market and Mission Streets.”
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AA-12
See Responses to Comments AA-2 and AA-9 regarding the public outreach effort in development
of the Plan and the establishment of the Project Area boundaries.

AA-13

The Plan advocates transit-otiented development in the Project Area to take advantage of an
existing well-established transit network that services the atea. The Plan also recommends
uncoupling the cost of parking from the cost of housing and reducing the required parking as a
means of making housing more affordable. These two policies promote alternatives to the auto to
increase the options for travel available to residents and visitors to the Project Area. The
reconstruction of the Central Freeway, south of Market Street, the provision of a new touchdown
ramp at Market Street, and the construction of a major new surface street along Octavia Boulevard
are all major projects in the Project Area that are intended to accommodate auto travel. The intent

of the Plan is to achieve a better balance between the various travel modes, rather than primarily

relying on auto travel.

AA-14

The Residential Guidelines outlined on page 4-23 of the DEIR are applicable to new residential
development and served as the foundation for the development of residential design guidelines for
the Project Area. The adoption of the Plan would supercede the citywide Residential Design
Guidelines in the Project Area. The intent of the Plan is to maximize opportunities for infill
housing and construction of buildings out to the public right-of-way is encouraged, in conjunction
with the creation of buildings of human scale. On Market Street, the objective is to establish a
height district that reflects the monumental character of the street, while stepping down approaching
the Castro District to transition to the sutrounding areas. There are no bulk controls recommended

for buildings under 85 feet in height; only on taller buildings are setbacks encouraged.

Cutrently, most of the residential neighborhoods to the north of Market Street and west of Laguna
Street in the Project Area have height limits of 40 feet. The residential height limit would remain as
is today, except for a few intersections where a 45-foot height limit is proposed to accommodate
localized retail establishments. Upper Market Street, from Laguna Street to just west of Church
Street, currently has a height limit of 80 feet that would be increased to 85 feet in height and from
just west of Church Street to Noe Street, Market Street currently has a height limit of 50 feet that
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would be increased to 65 feet under the proposed Plan. Should these changes be implemented, the
potential for shading of residential properties would be increased adjacent to Market Street, but this
would not create a significant shadow impact per the shadow significance criteria, which focus on
impacts associated with open space and patk ateas. As noted on page 4-121 of the DEIR, no

significant shading impacts are expected to occur on Duboce Park in the Duboce Triangle area.

AA-15
See Response to Comment H-2 for a discussion of the potential impacts on historic resources in the

Project Area.

As noted on page 4-169, last paragraph, of the DEIR, the Plan calls for the preservation of
landmarks and other buildings of historic value as an invaluable asset to the neighborhood (Policy
1.1.9, on page 28 of the Plan). The potential impact on structures of historical significance 1s
discussed and found to be not significant at a program level given the existing controls protecting
historic resoutces in combination with the policies of the Plan calling for the protection and

preservation of historical structures.

AA-16

The commentor is cotrect that San Francisco has expetienced a decline in population in the past
several years. The U.S. Census update between April 2003 and March 2004 reported a loss of about
7,770 residents, dropping to a total population of 744,230. This is a continuation of a downward
cycle that began in 2000, after there was slow recovety from the dot.com bust. Economic growth is
closely linked to population gtowth, which also slowed during this period throughout the Bay Area.
Other factors affecting population loss ovet the past several years is the City’s lack of affordable and
family oriented housing.40 Long-term fotecasts ate that the population will peak to about 810,000 in
2010 and readjust as the demographics of the City change and the birthrates goes down (ABAG

Projections 2005).

The population projections for the Draft Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan are based on the
Planning Departtment’s citywide Land Use Growth Allocation (LUA) 2002. 'The LUA 2002 is a
refinement of ABAG Projections 2002 which was based on the U.S. Census, 2000. Between 2000

40 (Hans Johnson, Demogtapher, Public Policy Institute of San Francisco)
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and 2004, the LUA 2002 allocated an increase of 240 tesidents, from 26,410 in 2000 to 26,650 in
2004. This increase is less than one percent population growth in the Project Area under existing
conditions. This allocation of growth does not necessarily imply that population growth increased
citywide, but that as developmeht in the City occuts, even with a population decline, residents in
other areas of the City would choose to move into the Market and Octavia neighborhood. The
existing transit netwotk, the expected neighborhood revitalization with removal of the Central
Freeway and the expected completion of the Octavia Boulevard improvements could all be factors

attracting existing San Francisco residents to relocate to the Market and Octavia neighborhood.

The text in Chapter 4, page 4-64 of the DEIR, last sentence in the second full paragraph, 1s revised
as follows to clarify the projected growth rate for the Project Area:

“The total household population and households as reported by the 2000 Census is
slightly lower than that of the Planning Department’s LUA 2002 projections for the
year 2004;-whiek i w7 $ 3
between2000-2nd-2004. The L.UA 2002
percent growth in population in the Project Area between 2000 and 2004.”

> O n Owtl wer: 1] V - v a P1d

indicates there would be about a_one

Employed residents for the 2025 with Plan conditions are discussed beginning with the second
patagraph on page 4-71 of the DEIR. This analysis is not intended to analyze commute patterns of
the Project Atea residents outside of San Francisco. As stated on page 4-71 of the DEIR, it is not
possible to predict if new jobs in the Project Area would be held by atea residents. The roughly 70
petcent of employed residents in the Project Area would either work in the area, at other San

Francisco employment centers, or work outside of San Francisco.

Determining the number of residents in the Project Area who commute outside of San Francisco is
not the basis for determining the adequacy of off-street and on-street parking requirements. The
off-street and on-street parking requirements are intended to reduce dependence and ownership of
ptivate automobiles in the Project Area. Residents who commute may own an automobile, and
choose to either drive or take transit to get to wortk. A more reasonable determination of the
adequacy of off-street and on-street parking requitements is auto ownership. The parking demand
analysis discussed on pages 4-209 to 4-210 of the DEIR is based on auto ownership within the
Project Area, taking into consideration the limited number of parking spaces available with
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implementation of the Plan’s parking reduction requirements, and the Project Area’s accessibility to
transit and other alternative modes. Based on the off-street and on-street parking requirements
proposed by the Plan, Table 4-25 and Table 4-26, respectively, indicate there would be a parking
shottfall of 1,350 spaces during weekday midday conditions, and a shortfall of 2,480 spaces during
weekday evening conditions. As stated in the fifth paragraph on page 4-238 of the DEIR, parking
shortfalls relative to demand are not considered significant environmental impacts in the urban

context of San Francisco.

AA-17

The Plan would create social change in the Project Area with the addition of population. CEQA
tequires that physical impacts related to social change must be disclosed in an environmental
document. As noted by the commentor, on page 4-66 of the DEIR, paragraph one, the secondary
physical effects of the population changes are addressed in other sections of the DEIR as direct
impacts. The DEIR, in the Chapter 1.0 Summaty, and also in Sections 4.5, Shadow and Wind, and
4.7 Transpottation, notes that there are potentially significant shadow and transportation impacts
associated with the growth in population in the Project Area. No significant noise, air quality, or

public setvices impacts were identified as a result of the implementation of the Plan.

AA-18

The intent of the program level analysis in this DEIR is to assess the environmental impacts within
the identified Project Area, should the proposed Plan be implemented in the future. As the Plan is
not a citywide land use plan, the purpose of the DEIR is not to evaluate which area of San Francisco
is most approptiate for infill housing, but rather to focus on the impacts associated with the

implementation of this specific Plan in the Project Area.

AA-19

As the commentot states, implementation of the proposed Plan would result in a 26 percent increase
in residential population within the Project Area by 2025. However, as shown in the first row of
Table 4-2 on page 4-67 of the DEIR, the proposed population increase would account for 11.7
petcent of Citywide population growth in the year 2025, which would not be considered a

substantial increase in the context of the City as a whole.
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The commentor is cotrect that portions of the Upper Market neighborhood in the Project Area are
substantially built out. New development in Upper Market is expected to occur on infill sites or on
already developed sites that could be built out more efficiently in the future to accommodate new
tesidential growth, such as the UC Extension site or the Safeway site at Market and Church Streets,

should a majot redevelopment of that site be proposed by the owner.

Population growth, although slowed in the past several years, would continue to occur in San
Francisco over time, regardless of whether the proposed Market and Octavia Plan were to be
implemented (see also Response to Comment AA-16, which discusses population growth in the
City). The proposed Plan seeks to locate growth, at whatever level, in an area of the City that has an
existing abundance of transit tesources, an urban grid that supports pedestrian movement, and can
accommodate new tesidential growth that would be supported by neighborhood retail and business

services.

AA-20
See Response to Comment M-17 regarding the cost of housing as it relates to the provision of on-

site parking.

AA-21
The comment is incorrect. See Response to Comment AA-7 regarding the retail policies of the Plan

and the potential for displacement of small businesses.

The displacement of tesidences and businesses is discussed in the DEIR on page 4-71, last
paragraph of the page and continuing on to the following page. Specifically the DEIR states,
“...some displacement of existing businesses and residences could occur as specific sites ate
developed due to matket pressutes for higher density residential development with proposed new
zoning ot to accomtmodate planned transportation and public open space improvements.” It also
states that most new development would be expected on vacant in-fill sites that would not require

displacement of existing businesses or residences.

AA-22

The wire-frame format allows the readet to understand exactly which portions of the existing view
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could be lost due to the construction of buildings in conformance with the Plan. However, revised
versions of Figures 4-14, 4-15 and 4-16, as presented on the following pages, that incorporate the
background-fill suggested by the commenter ate presented for consideration. While these revised
figures provide a different perspective on the view impacts, they ate likely to ovetstate the visual
impacts of the Plan implementation as the exact configuration and design of future buildings ate not
known at this time.

Figure 4-14 on page 4-101 of the DEIR, Figure 4-15 on page 4-103 of the DEIR, and Figutre 4-16
on page 4-109 of the DEIR are revised as shown on the following pages to include background fill.

AA-23
The reference to light and glare is intended to include street lights, but is not clear.

The text in Chapter 4, page 4-96, of the DEIR third paragraph, first sentence, is amended to read as

follows:
“Sources of light and glare around Project Area neighborhoods are generally limited
to the interior and exterior lights of buildings and lighting visible through windows,
lights in parking lots, and city street lights.”

AA-24
Comment regarding visuals impact assessment is noted. Text changes as noted below are suggested
to clarify the modifications in height recommended under the Plan. In addition, an error in

reporting of the heights along Franklin Street is corrected in this modified paragraph.

The text in Chapter 4, page 4-97, of the DEIR starting with the last sentence of the last paragraph

and continuing on to page 4-98, is revised to read as follows:

“Building heights within Hayes Valley, Duboce Triangle and the Inner Mission areas

would range from 30 to 56-55 feet (compared to_existing height limits of 40 to 105

feet); heights on the frontages of Franklin and Market Streets would be slightly taller.
Along Market Street, the Plan’s proposed building heights of 85 feet (compared to

the existing 60-, 80-, and 105-height limits) could cteate a uniform 85-feet street wall

that would extend from Franklin Street to Church Street. Beyond Church Street,
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building heights would step down to 65 feet (compared to the existing height limit of
50 feet). On Franklin Street, heights would be 65-85 feet (compared to the existing

height limit of 80 feet) between Market Street and netrth-te-Fell Street. and-generally
56-to—65—feetfFrom Fell Street to McAllister Street, the western edge of Franklin
Street would have 50- to 65-foot height limits (same as the existing height ranges)
and the eastern edge of Franklin Street would have 80- and 160-foot height limits
(compared to existing 130- and 160-foot height limits). North of McAllister Street,

heights would increase to 85-65 to 120 feet on the western frontage of Franklin

Street (compared to the existing 65-foot height limit). ”

The analysis of the visual impacts of the Plan is propetly based on a comparison of the proposed
Plan with existing visual conditions, namely what exists now in the project area rather than how the

area would appear if it were to be built out to the existing height limits.

The DEIR analyzes the Plan’s building height limits against the existing building height limits. In
Section 4.3, Land Use, Figure 4-3, page 4-40 shows the exiting height limits and Figure 4-4, revised
as shown in Response to Comment O-1 shows the proposed height limits. The accompanying text
in Section 4-3 describes the existing limits and the resulting impacts related to the changes in those
limits.

AA-25

The commentor asserts that the massing and shading will have an impact on the visual character of a
Victorian neighborhood. The basis for this assertion may be that in the commentot’s opinion, the
size, bulk, and design of future buildings would not be compatible with the existing Victorian
structures. The analysis in Section 4.4 of the DEIR describes in substantial detail the existing
conditions and the considerations used to reach the conclusion that the visual impacts would not be
significant. The bases for this judgment are laid out in Section 4.4. The DEIR authors have reached
the conclusion that the visual effects of the Plan would not result in a significant environmental
impact. There is nothing inherent in the Plan that would result in an inevitable visual impact. The

DEIR concludes on page 4-99:

“While the proposed Plan would result in visual changes within the Project Area, these
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aesthetic changes are intended to improve the ovetall visual quality. Future uses and building
designs would be developed pursuant to the City’s General Plan and urban design controls
and guidelines imposed by the Civic Center Plan (applicable to the Civic Center area only),
and by the proposed Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan as discussed in this document in
Chapter 3, Project Desctiption, and Chapter 4.2, Land Use and Zoning. These measures

would minimize the adverse visual impacts in the Project Area.”

AA-26

The commentor assetts that the increased zoning height along Market Street and rezoning of
residential neighborhoods will have a substantial, demonstrable negative aesthetic effect on visual
chatactet and quality of the Upper Market neighbothoods. The visual impact assessment performed
for the DEIR (see pages 4-96 to 4-111) concludes that there would be no significant visual impacts

associated with the implementation of the Plan.

See Response to Comment AA-25 regarding the potential visual impacts of the Plan and

assumptions used in assessing those impacts.

AA-27
See Response to Comment AA-22 regarding the wire-frame format for the visual simulations and

the revised figures showing the viewpoints.

The wire-frame format allows the reader to undetstand exactly which portions of the existing view
could be lost due to the construction of buildings in conformance with the Plan. However, a revised
version of Figute 4-15 that incotporates the background fill suggested by the commenter is

presented.

AA-28
See Response to Comment H-1 regarding the adequacy of historic surveys conducted in the Project

Area.

AA-29
See Response to Comment H-1 regarding the adequacy of histotric surveys conducted in the Project
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Area.

AA-30
See Response to Comment H-1 regarding the adequacy of historic surveys conducted in the Project

Area.

AA-31
See Response to Comment H-1 regatding the adequacy of historic surveys conducted in the Project

Area.

AA-32

See Response to Comment H-1 regarding the adequacy of historic surveys conducted in the Project
Atea. Also, historic resources in the Mission Dolores atea ate included in the Inner Mission North,
Cultural Resources Survey prepated by the City and County of San Francisco Planning Depattment
(referenced on page 4-160 of the DEIR). Mission Dolores is identified as a San Francisco Landmark
(Table 4-9), listed in the National Register of Histotic Places (Table 4-11), and listed as a California
Historical Landmark (Table 4-12)

AA-33
See Response to Comment H-1 regarding the adequacy of historic surveys conducted in the Project

Area.

AA-34

The commentor’s references to the Matket Street height limits express concern about the direct
effects of the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan on the Project Area, rather than its cumulative
impacts. The increase in heights along Market would increase the lengths of shadows cast primarily
on propetties on the notth side of Market Street, but also on ptopetties on the south side of Market
Street that would be shaded in the summer afternoons. However, these localized effects do not
tepresent a significant impact. The view cortidor, visual and aesthetic effects, as well as the shadow
and wind effects, of increasing the height zones within the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan atea
are described in substantial detail within Section 4.4 of the DEIR.

Market and Octavia Neighbothood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
3-328



3.0 Written Comments and Responses

The cumulative impacts of the Plan could result only from the combination of the Market and Octavia
Neighborhood Plan occutting in conjunction with other development from plans or individual
projects. As noted on p. 4-111, the ovetlap with the Mid-Market Redevelopment Plan atea would occur
at the eastern edge of the Project Atea, along a portion of Market Street. Because the Plan
recognizes the scale of futute buildings along the eastern edge of the Project Area, and
accommodates it by a gradual stepping up in building heights toward Matket Street, and because no
significant impacts to visual quality or views were identified, no cumulative impacts of the Plan
would occur. Cumulative impacts resulting from other development that would occur independent
of the Plan would have to be outside of the Project Atea, otherwise it would be in accord with the
Plan and result in the effects previously desctibed. For other development outside of the Project
Atea, possibly in the Mid-Matket area or farther south of Market Street, little interaction with the
Market and Octavia Neighborbood Plan Project Area would occur. There would be no demonstrable
negative aesthetic effect on the existing visual character or quality of the area and its surroundings ot
obstruction of publicly accessible scenic views. The generation of light, glate or shadow would not
adversely affect other propetties. Therefore, the cumulative utban design and visual quality impacts

would be less than significant.

As noted on page 4-136 of the DEIR, “The Plan, in conjunction with the Mid-Market Redevelopment
Plan, may lead to cumulative wind effects neat Tenth and Market Streets.” Howevet, the distance at
which adverse wind effects could cumulate is relétively small for the 85-foot building heights noted
by the commentor. As a result, any potential cumulative wind effect related to the Mid-Market
Redevelopment Plan, would occur neat that Plan’s boundary. Localized wind effects near Matket

Street, within the Project Atea, would not be significant.

Finally, because new development would be subject to Mitigation Measures 5.5.B1 and 5.5B2, page
5-3 of the DEIR, cumulative wind impacts would be expected to be less than significant.

AA-35

Traffic impact analyses in San Francisco typically evaluate PM peak petiod conditions only, when
there are a higher number of vehicles on San Francisco roadways and the transpottation network are
most constrained. Within the study area, obsetvations during the AM peak hour found some
segments operating undet constrained conditions (e.g. eastbound on Fell Street at Franklin Street
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and northbound on Octavia Boulevard). Howevet, in general, traffic conditions in the study area as
a whole operated with less vehicle queuing and minimal delays. Therefore, less constrained
conditions (e.g. AM, midday and weekends) with the Plan would not identify any effects that are not
already consideted with the higher volume PM peak-hour analysis in the DEIR.

AA-36
See Response to Comment X-8 regarding the transit analysis in the DEIR.

AA-37

The significance ctitetia used by the Planning Department states that the absence of a ready supply
of parking spaces combined with available alternatives to auto travel and a relatively dense pattetn of
urban development induces many drivets to seek and find alternative parking facilities, shift to other
modes of travel, or change theit overall travel habits. Based on the high availability of altetnative
modes such as transit service, taxis, bicycles ot travel by foot, current residents in the area have a
high percentage of non-auto use (around 45 auto and 55 percent non-auto) and a lowet auto-
ownership rate than the rest of San Francisco (0.60 vehicles per household compared to 1.11 per
household) (see pages 4-208 and 2-10 of the DEIR). See also Responses to Comments M-2, M-4,
M-9, and AA-5 for a more detailed discussion of the methodology use to estimate parking demand
and the parking significance criteria.

AA-38

Existing parking deficits ate difficult to quantify as they are based on unmet parking demand within
the Project Atea or neatby parking facilities. When parking demand is not satisfied, drivers will
either park elsewhere or change their travel behavior. Given the limitation of ready available patking
in the Project Area, dtivers have alteady shifted to other modes of travel or changed their travel
habits (see Response to Comment AA-37). This travel behavior is observed through the existing
constraints of the Project Area. Drivets who ate seeking parking near their residence would attempt
to find parking at or near their home and then seek parking farther away if convenient patking is
available (see Response to Comment D-10). The significance critetia stated in the SF Guidelines,
identify patking deficits as social effects, rather than impacts on the physical environment as defined
by CEQA (see Responses to Comments S-3 and U-4).
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AA-39

See Response to Comment A-27. The Plan’s project description accounts for future residential
development based on changes in zoning and does not specifically call for changes in zoning related
to other uses. Although othet uses may be developed in the future within the Project Area, they
would not be due to the implementation of the Plan. Therefore, the estimation of the Plan’s parking

demand is based on the number of new residential units that would directly result from the Plan.

AA-40

The reduced parking demand presented on page 4-210 of the DEIR is estimated as a compatison to
the parking demand based on the SF Guidelines (see Response to Comments M-4, M-5, and R~ 106).
The analysis prepated for the reduced patking demand is presented to provide a theoretical future

parking demand if the cuttent lower vehicle ownership rates were to continue in the Project Area.

U.S. Census journey-to-wotk information is the standard approved methodology of SF Guidelines to
determine the distribution of all residential ttips based on the geographic destinations indicated in
the relevant census tract data. According to the U.S. Census Buteau, Census household information
includes “all the people who occupy a housing unit as their usual place of residence and a person, or
one of the people, in whose name the home is owned, being bought, ot rented.” As such,
information presented on page 4-210 of the DEIR is inclusive of the current auto ownership
charactetistics of both renters and home ownets. A separate demand scenario was developed based
on the standard methodology used by the Planning Department (see Response to Comment U-6).
Decision-makers are presented with information on different parking demand and supply scenatios

to assist them in making policy decisions.

AA-11

The DEIR determines traffic operations for existing, future 2025 without Plan, and future 2025 with
Plan conditions. The future 2025 conditions do account for the background growth in traffic
volumes through the City and the Project Area, and are based on the SFCTA’s travel demand

forecasting model (as stated on page 2-206).

4 http://www.census.gov/index.html
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Table 4-20 on page 4-221 of the DEIR presents the Plan’s contribution to future 2025 with Plan
conditions for those intersections that would opetate at LOS E or F during the weekday PM peak
hour. Traffic volumes generated by the Plan ate distributed to the study intersection and presented
under the 2025 with Plan conditions — these are the 1700 vehicles as quoted by the commentor. As
such, Table 4-20 presents the Plan’s conttibution to the total and growth for 2025 with Plan
conditions. Appendix C, page 9.C-9 Table C-9 presents the intersection level of service for Existing,
2025 without Plan and 2025 with Plan scenarios.

AA-42
See Response to Comment X-8 regarding the transit screenline analysis.

AA-43

The existing parking utilization in the Project Area is around 94 percent mid-motning, 82 petcent at
the start of the PM peak, and 38 petcent at 6 PM (see Response to Comment A-26). Although there
is some off-street patking availability in the Project Area, Tables 4-27, 4-28, 4-29 and 4-30 on pages
4-235 to 4-237 of the DEIR present the patking demand and supply only associated with Plan.
Under the “no minimum space” development condition, the Plan’s parking supply would not
accommodate any of the residential patking demand resulting in a shortfall of spaces during the
weekday midday and the weekday evening. Although patking conditions in the Project Area with
. the Plan are assumed to operate at over 100 petcent occupied, based on the significance ctitetia
stated in the SF Guidelines, parking deficits ate considered to be social effects, rather than impacts on
the physical environment as defined by CEQA (see Responses to Comments U-3 and U-4).
Therefore, parking shortfalls relative to demand are not considered significant environmental
impacts in the urban context of San Francisco. The secondaty parking impacts of limiting the
patking supply have been fully analyzed and are discussed in Response to Comment S-3.

AA-44

Under CEQA, a project’s social impacts need not be treated as significant impacts on the
environment. Environmental documents should, however, address the secondary physical impacts
that could be triggered by a social impact. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 (a).) The social
inconvenience of parking deficits, such as having to hunt for scatce patking spaces, is not an

environmental impact, such as increased traffic congestion at intersections, ait quality impacts, safety
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impacts, or noise impacts caused by congestion (see Response to Comment U-4). The secondaty
patking impacts of limiting the parking supply have been fully analyzed and are discussed in

Response to Comment S-3.

AA-45
See Response to Comment AA-40 regarding the methodology used to estimate patking demand.

AA-46

Promoting programs such City CatShate are improvement measures identified to reduce the patking
demand associated with the Plan. The DEIR does not make assumptions about the existence of
the City CarShare program as patt of the 2025 future parking analysis. Note that models which
forecast 2025 future conditions are based on long-tetm trends of traffic and parking. Although
patking and traffic conditions may have short-term variations occurring within individual years,

long-term estimates ate based on future growth and estimated parking demands.

AA-47
See Response to Comment S-6 regarding air quality impacts.

AA-48

See Response to Comment S-3 for a discussion of noise impacts.

As noted on page 4-270 of the DEIR, the predominant sources of noise in the Project Area are
those related to traffic and demolition, excavation, and new construction. The potential for
secondaty noise impacts resulting from new development ate identified as including heating,
ventilation, and air-conditioning equipment and local noise generating activities. Though not
specifically identified, the local noise-generating activities might include, additional horn-honking,
car alarms, and extended gatbage pick-up activity in the neighborhood. These secondaty soutces of
noise ate intermittent and in the context of the dense urban environment in the Project Area, would

not have a significant impact on the existing relatively high ambient noise levels.

AA-49

The new parks and open space ateas recommended in the Plan would be located in those ateas that
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cutrently have lower availability of usable open space, would be expected to experience the greatest
impacts associated with the introduction of infill housing, and/or whete the greatest opportunities
wete created through the reconstruction of transportation facilities. This is along Octavia Boulevard
in Hayes Valley, in SoMa West, and along Matket Street where the freeway is being reconstructed.
No significant impacts to open space were identified in the Duboce Triangle area, which would not
expetience a substantial change in land use pattetns as a result of the proposed Plan implementation

therefore no mitigation measutes would be required.

AA-50

The discussion on page 4-337 of the DEIR relates to the cumulative growth impacts of the Plan.
The impacts of the population growth to the Project Area are discussed on pages 4-66 and 4-67 of
the DEIR, whete it is noted that the population in the Project Area would increase by 26 percent
between 2004 and 2025 above what would occur without the Plan implementation. The DEIR
states that the growth in population resulting from the implementation of the Plan would result in
potentially significant transportation and shadow impacts, which are discussed in detail in Section
4.5 Shadow and Wind and Section 4.7 Transportation.

AA-51

Page 4-338 of the DEIR relating to cumulative growth impacts associated with the Plan indicates
that new job growth in the Project Area, which is minimal, could be accommodated by the projected
new housing units. The new housing units in the Project Area would be occupied by a combination
of workers from within San Francisco and those that would opt to move into the City as a result of
the expanded housing opportunities. The DEIR does not state that there would be no new job
growth in San Francisco; rather it states that there would be vety minimal job growth in the Project
Area that is directly attributable to the implementation of the Plan. Job growth would in fact
continue to occut in the Project Area and within San Francisco. To the extent that a better balance
between job and housing can be achieved in San Francisco and in-commuting reduced by

implementing the Plan, improvements to regional air quality and traffic would be expected.

AA-52
A sample Envitonmental Checklist, which includes possible significance criteria, is included in
Appendix G of the state CEQA Guidelines. While the San Francisco Planning Department does
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not follow the format of the state checklist exactly, the significance criteria used by the City are
generally at the same level of detail as those identified in the checklist. For some envitonmental
impacts, for example, transportation and ait quality, numerical thresholds have been used; however
many environmental impacts, such as those related to Land Use and Zoning and Population,
Housing, and Employment do not lend themselves to precise measurements. The significance
ctiteria as identified in the DEIR are an adequate tool for determining whether or not a significant

impact would occut.

The significance ctitetia used in making a determination of environmental impacts for Land Use and
Zoning ate desctibed on page 4-42 of the DEIR. The impacts discussion evaluates whether any
actions tecommended in the Plan would distupt ot divide the neighborhoods or if they would
substantially change the established land use pattern in the Project Area. It was determined that the

Plan implementation would not result in significant land use ot zoning impacts.

AA-53
The use of significance thtesholds for determining impacts for Population and Housing is

approprtiate for the same reasons that are discussed in Response to Comment AA-52.

The significance critetia used in making a determination of environmental impacts for Population,
Housing, and Employment are desctibed on page 4-65 of the DEIR. The impacts discussion
evaluates whether any actions recommended in the Plan would result in substantial growth or
population concentration, result in displacement of large numbers of people or workers, create a
substantial demand for new housing, or reduce the housing supply in the Project Area. It was
determined that the Plan implementation would not result in significant population, housing, or

employment impacts.

AA-54

The analysis for the DEIR for the Plan is generally conducted at a progtam level as thete are only a
limited number of specific plans for individual projects at this time. As noted on page 4-105 of the
DEIR, while the implementation of the Plan and individual projects within the Project Area would
result in changes to views and changes to the aesthetic character of the Project Area, these changes

collectively are not found to have a significant negative impact on the environment. Development
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would be bound by urban design guidelines outlined in the Genera/ Plan, the Civic Centet Plan (for
those four blocks located within the Civic Centet Plan Area), and the proposed Plan that are aimed
at protecting the integrity of existing development patterns, view corridors, and histotic structutes.
Future individual development projects, not evaluated at a project level in this EIR, would be subject
to their own independent environmental review, at the time that the specific building height, bulk,

and design treatment have been proposed and the specific impacts can be determined.

AA-55
See Responses to Comments H-1, H-2, and AA-22 regarding the protection of historic resources

and revisions to the wite frame photos showing visual impacts.

The wire frame photos provided in Figures 4-14 through 4-16 are intended to provide a general idea
of how the most significant changes in height and bulk districts proposed in the Plan would
potentially affect the utban design and visual quality. The Plan includes policies that specifically call
for the preservation and protection of historic resources (see page 28 of the Plan and complement
already established guidelines and resttictions that govern the protection of historic resoutces. As a
result of these protections, it is not expected that there would be significant impacts on histotic
structutes in the future as a result of the Plan implementation. The impacts on individual historic
resources would need to be evaluated as part of an independent environmental review at the time
that specific development proposals are advanced. As the specific location of futute development
and the specific design of buildings is not known at this time, 2 seties of photo montages projecting
the future skyline of the city at five year increments would be very speculative and would not

ptovide additional relevant information to decision-makers at this time.

AA-56
See Response to Comment AA-52 tegarding the validity of the significance critetia used in the
DEIR.

The significance ctiteria used in making a determination of environmental impacts for Shadow and
Wind are desctibed on pages 4-119 and 4-133 of the DEIR. The impacts discussion evaluates
whether any actions recommended in the Plan would result in new shadow on parks or open space

under the jurisdiction of Parks and Recteation Department or would result in exceedances of the
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wind hazard criteria of 26 mph for a single hout of the yeat in the Project Area. It was determined
that the Plan implementation could result in shading of the War Memorial Open Space and UN
Plaza as a result of the increased heights and therefore could result in a potentially significant and
unavoidable impact. Neither of these plazas ate located within the Upper Market neighbothood. It
was determined that the implementation of the Plan could result in potentially significant wind
impacts, patticulatly in the vicinity of the Market Street and Van Ness Avenue intersection. The
implementation of recommended mitigation measures would reduce these impacts to a less than

significant level.

AA-57
See Responses to Comments H-1, H-2, and AA-55 regarding the potential impact on histotic

resources.

The potential impacts on histotic tresources related to the implementation of the Plan are stated
beginning on page 4-169 of the DEIR. The proposed Plan policies pertaining to preservation of
historic landmarks and other buildings of histotic value in combination with existing Genera/ Plan
policies and Planning Code tegulations ate expected to result in the preservation of historic buildings
in the Project Area as an integral part of the neighborhoods’ character. As noted in the DEIR,
individual development proposals within the Project Area would be subject to independent review
to ensure compatibility with adjacent historic resoutces, to protect against demolition of valuable
historic structures, and to ensute re-use proposals ate consistent with the Secretary of the Interiot’s
“Standards for Treatment of Historic Propetties and Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating,
Restoring, and Reconstructing Histotic Buildings” or “Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines
for Rehabilitating Histotic Buildings.” In addition, specific proposals for major alteration ot
demolition of historic structures are subject to teview by the Landmarks Advisory Board. With
adherence to the required procedures, standards, and regulations, already in place and supported by

the policies of the proposed Plan, no significant impacts on historic resources would be expected.

AA-58

Comment regarding the presence of histotic resoutces in Duboce Triangle is noted. See Responses
to Comments H-1 regarding historic resource documentation and AA-57 regarding significance of
impacts. Generally the heights in the Duboce Triangle Neighbothood would remain as they ate
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today, with the exception of five-foot height increases that would be permitted along segments of
Duboce Avenue and Chutch Street and at the Fillmore and Waller Streets intersection. The
proposed zone changes would eliminate density limits for residential development and would
establish maximum rather than minimum patking requirements; however, the scale of the
neighborhood would not be expected to be substantially different in the futute in the Duboce

Triangle neighborhood.

AA-59

See Response to Comment AA-57 for a discussion of the existing and proposed policies regarding
the protection of existing historic resoutces. The third paragraph of page 4-169 of the DEIR
specifically discusses the potential for changes to existing structures owing to the policies in the Plan

calling for infill housing and densification.

AA-60
See Response to Comment H-1 regarding historic resource documentation. No significant impacts

ate identified owing to implementation of the Plan, therefore no mitigation measures would be

required.

AA-61

See Responses to Comments AA-2 and AA-14 for discussion of the public process involved to date
in the development of the Plan and for a discussion of the Residential Design Guidelines. As noted
in Response to Comment AA-2, the Planning Department is meeting with representatives of the

Duboce Ttriangle Neighborhood Association to address their concerns.

AA-62
See Response to Comment AA-52 regarding the validity of the significance criteria used in the
DEIR.

The signiﬁcaﬁce criteria. used in making a determination of envitonmental impacts for
Transpottation are described on pages 4-203 through 4-2-05 of the DEIR. The impacts discussion
evaluates whether any actions recommended in the Plan would have the following transportation

impacts in the Project Area: degradation of intersection level of service to LOS E or F, changes to
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parking supply and demand, inctease in transit demand that could not be accommodated ot increase
in transit delays, overcrowding of sidewalks, creation of hazardous pedestrian ot bicycle conditions,
ot creation of loading demand that could not be accommodated on-site. It was determined that the
Plan implementation could result in potentially significant traffic impacts, some of which could be
mitigated to a less than significant level and some, including convetsion of Hayes Street to two-way
opetation, that would be potentially significant and unavoidable. Significant and unavoidable traffic
impacts would also occur at the Market/Sanchez/Fifteenth  Streets and  the
Market/Chutch/Fourteenth Streets intersections in the Upper Market neighborhood. These
impacts are discussed on pages4-214 to 4-215 of the DEIR. The Plan would also result in

potentially significant and unavoidable transit operational impacts on Hayes Street.

AA-63
See Response to Comment AA-52 regarding the increased density in Upper the Market
neighborhood and the validity of the significance criteria used in the DEIR.

The significance critetia used in making a determination of environmental impacts for Aitr Quality
are described on pages 4-252 through 4-253 of the DEIR. The impacts discussion evaluates
whether any actions recommended in the Plan would result in conflicts with applicable ait quality
plans, violate air quality standards, result in a cumulatively considerable increase in criteria pollutant
for which the project tegion is identified as a non-attainment atea, expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations, ot create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial
number of people. The DEIR concludes that air quality impacts relating to implementation of the
Plan would be less than significant with the implementation of recommended mitigation measures.

See also Response to Comment S-6 regarding air quality.

AA-64
See Response to Comment AA-52 regarding the validity of the significance criteria used in the
DEIR.

The significance criteria used in making a determination of environmental impacts for Noise are
described on pages 4-268 and 4-270 of the DEIR. The impacts discussion evaluates whether any

actions recommended in the Plan would expose residents to noises in excess of established
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standards, expose residents to excessive gtound-borne vibration or noise in association with new
construction, cause a substantial increase in ambient sound levels in the Project Area or at specific
sensitive noise receptots, cause violations of the San Francisco Noise Insulation Standards or Noise
Otrdinance, or result in impacts to new uses from existing noise levels. The DEIR analysis

concludes that noise impacts would be less than significant with the implementation of the Plan.

AA-65

As noted on page 7-1 of the DEIR, the purpose of an alternatives analysis is to describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, including a No Project Alternative, that could meet the
objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen the impacts of the project. CEQA
does not require the evaluation of all possible alternatives to the proposed rezoning in the Project
Area. As one of the key objectives of the Plan is to increase housing opportunities, the alternatives
are focused on retaining the housing opportunities to the extent possible while still reducing the
potentially significant and unavoidable impacts. See Response to Comment R-20 for a more

detailed discussion of how the alternative was crafted.

AA-66
CEQA Guideline 15126.2 requires that an EIR “focus on the significant environmental effects of
the proposed project.” Assessing the impact of a proposed project on the environment is generally

focused on changes to the environment based on conditions that existed at the time the Notice of

Preparation was prepared.

The Environmental Setting discussion included under each technical subsection of Chapter 4,
Environmental Settings and Impacts, of the DEIR summarizes the existing environmental
conditions and setves as the basis for the impact analysis. In most instances, the impacts resulting
from the implementation of the Plan can easily be separated from cumulative impacts and can be
directly presented. In other cases, the physical impacts associated with the Plan would occur over a
petiod of time and therefore need to include an assessment of physical impacts expected to occur

independent of the Plan.

The project that is being evaluated for this EIR is a neighborhood plan and thetefore the

implementation of the Plan would occur over a period of time into the future, rather than at a
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discrete point of time in the shott-term. As such, comparing the implementation of the Plan to a
future yeat, when implementation can be reasonably expected, provides a realistic-assessment of the
impacts of the Plan for the purposes of analyzing Population, Housing, and Employment,
Transportation, Air Quality, and Noise impacts. The 2025 without Plan provides a basis for
establishing the specific impacts associated with the Plan. Assessing these impacts against future
background conditions provides a consetvative assessment of the impacts resulting from the
implementation of the Plan and does not minimize the project contribution to the greater
cumulative impacts that would occur in the future when the Plan is most likely to be fully

implemented.

The No Project Alternative is desctibed in Chapter 7.0, Alternatives to the Proposed Project of the
DEIR, starting on page 7-1.
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August 23, 2005

Paul Maltzer, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department

Major Environmental Analysis Division

30 Van Ness Ave. 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

Re: Case No. 2003.0347E—Market & Octavia Neighborhood Plan

Dear Mr. Maltzer:

Per the attached letter I sent you on July 29, 2005 regarding the Case No. 2004.0773E,
the Laguna Hill Residential Project, we believe the City of San Francisco (City) has a
compelling public interest in preserving the UC Berkeley Extension Campus at 55
Laguna Street (LLaguna Campus) so the vital legacy of cultural, educational, aesthetic, and
economic benefits of this historic site will be maintained and enriched for future
generations of San Franciscans.

The Laguna Campus is a unique educational and open space resource which cannot be
replaced. The Laguna Hill Residential Project proposes the virtual disposition of the
Laguna Campus, in the form of the demolition of Middle Hall, portions of Richardson
Hall and most of the grounds, along with the 85-year commercial lease, is a discretionary
action of the University of California that would negatively impact the City's cultural
heritage. Therefore, New College of California submiited an alternate concept plan for
the redevelopment of the Laguna Campus for analysis as a preservation/public usc
alternative in the Laguna Hill Residential Project EIR.

As the following Environmental Review Chronology shows, the Planning Department
had ample time to evaluate the impacts of the proposed Laguna Hill Residential Project
on the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan.

Environmental Review Chronology: Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan and
Laguna Hill Residential Project
December 2002  Draft Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Issued

October 2003 Request for Qualifications for Long-Term Ground Lease for
Devek])pment of UC Berkeley Extension Laguna Street Campus
Issued
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November 2003 Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan EIR Public Scoping
Meeting Held

January 2004 Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan EIR Notice of Preparation
Issued

February 2004  Summary of Proposed Revisions to the Public ReVIew Draft of the
Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Issued’

May 2004 Historic Resources Study prepared by Page & Turnbull Associates
' Completed®

August 2004 Laguna Hill Residential Project Environmental Application No.
2004.0773E Submitted

December 2004 A Policy Guide to Considering Reuse of the University of
California Extension Laguna Street Campus (Policy Guide)

Published"
June 2005 Laguna Hill Residential Project EIR Public Scoping Meeting Held
June 2005 Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan DEIR Published
July 2005 Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan DEIR Public Hearing Held

The proposed Laguna Hill Residential Project would have significant unavoidable
impacts on historic resources, public, educational and cultural facilities, open space and
recreation. Attachment G of the Summary of the Proposed Revisions to the Public
Review Draft of the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan (Neighborhood Plan) states,
"The reuse of this site is the single largest development opportunity in the plan area.”
The Neighborhood Plan also states, "This proposal should be developed in keeping with
the overall approach of the Market and Octavia Plan." Yet, the Neighborhood Plan DEIR
(DEIR) fails to address the impacts of the proposed Laguna Hill Residential Project on
the neighborhood.

For example, DEIR §4.0, p. 4-89 states, "Koshland Park, on Page Street between Laguna
and Buchanan Streets, includes over 37,000-square feet (0.85 acres) of recreational,
educational and communal garden space in Hayes Valley." The Laguna Campus could
potentially provide over three acres of open space to the neighborhood. However, the
DEIR does not analyze the potential loss of this open space resource. No mitigation
measures have been included because no significant lmpacts have been identified at the
program or project levels.

The December 2002 Draft Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Policy 1.1.6 states,
“Preserve and enhance the role of cultural and educational institutions in the plan area.
Major cultural institutions such as City Hall, the Opera House, Herbst Theatre, the
SFGLBT Center, and the UC Berkeley Laguna Street Campus are vital assets to the
neighborhood and will retain their role as major regional destinations.” Again, the DEIR
does not address the conflict between the aforementioned Neighborhood Plan policy and
the proposed Laguna Hill Residential Project.
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On one hand, the DEIR completely fails to address the historic and architectural
significance of the National Register-eligible Laguna Campus. The document manages
to address the history of the site through 1935 and states, “A major institutional
development in the Hayes Tract during this period was the Protestant Orphan Asylum,
built on the block bound by Waller, Haight, Laguna and Buchanan Streets, on land
granted by the city in 1853 and now the site of the University of California Berkeley
Extension Center.” DEIR §4.6, p. 4-139 However, Laguna Campus is not designated as
an historic district in Figure 4-18, “Archeological and Historic Districts” DEIR §4.6, p.
4-148. On the other hand, the DEIR manages to incorporate the traffic impacts of the
proposed Laguna Hill Residential Project and states, “Vehicle trips from a new 500-unit
residential development proposed for the UC Extension site (at the intersection of
Market/Laguna/Hermann Streets) were estimated and manually assigned to the 2025
without Plan traffic volumes.” DEIR §4.7, p. 4-207

The DEIR clearly anticipates the development of the proposed Laguna Hill Residential
Project and states, “The UC Berkeley Extension Campus is located on the block bounded
by Buchanan, Haight, Laguna, and Hermann Streets. This site is proposed for
redevelopment into approximately 500 residential units, some retail space, and
community-serving uses. The existing dental clinic on the campus would remain.” DEIR
§4.2, p. 4-36, but fails to analyze the impacts of said proposed development and zoning
change in the context of the implementation of the Neighborhood Plan.

The attached letter from Paul Olsen, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association (HVNA)
President and Patricia Walkup, Co-Chair HVNA Transportation & Planning Committee
to Supervisors Dufty and Mirkarimi dated July 25, 2005 states:

The Planning Depariment projects that approximately 4400 new housing units
will be built in the Market/Octavia area by the year 2025, with most of the units
centered along the Markel Street corridor between Van Ness and Church Streels.
This figure does not include any housing that could be buill at the site of the
former Laguna Extension campus because, at the time of the Market/QOctavia
communily planning meetings we assumed that UC Berkeley would continue with
its educational mission at its Laguna Extension site.

Although HVNA has always supported building housing in our neighborhood, we
cannot view building housing on empty fireeway parcels and on smaller infill sites
in the same way that we view the redevelopment of a large, public educational
institution than has closed. The UC site is not just another infill project, but is a
project of such large proportion that its redevelopment will go a long way toward
defining the neighborhood. The former site of the UC Berkeley Laguna Extension
has provided a valuable public resource for our city for the past 150 years. In
considering how we want (o redevelop this property we must consider how the
loss of this valuable public resource will affect our communily and city as a
whole.
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Our community believes that retaining a substantial portion of the former UC
Extension Laguna campus for educational purposes is the best possible land use
Jor this site, as people living along the densely populated Marke! Sireet corridor
will need a public area dedicated to serving the community’s educational,
cultural and recreational needs. If housing is built over this entire site now, all
Juture opportunities to use this site for educational purposes will be forever lost.

The attached letter from Paul Olsen, HVNA President and Patricia Walkup, Co-Chair
HVNA Transportation & Planning Committee to Jeff Bond, UC Berkeley dated July 25,
2005 states:

Our six-meeting series produced consensus on the following general issues:

Retaining some portion of the site for educational use. Communily suppor! for
retaining educational use was so widespread that we can conclude that the
community would like to see a significant portion of the campus used for this
purpose. Some important comments on this issue that were presented at several
of the meetings included:

If we build housing over this entire site now, we will forever lose the opportunity
to use this sile for educational purposes.

Communities need more than housing and retail to thrive. In order to create a
vibrant, community we need to retain public space that serves the community's
educational and cullural needs.

Educational and cultural institutions cannot compete for space in the open real
estale markel.

The neighborhood’s density is expected to increase significantly over the nexi 20

* years. (The Planning Departmeni projects that by the year 2025 the population of
the Market/Octavia Plan area will increase by 9,875 people which represents
11.7% of the projected growth of the entire city. The Department also projects
there will be an increase of 5,960 new households in the Market/QOctavia Plan
area by 2025, which will represent 14.5% of the projected growth of the entire
city. The vast majority of this population will be centered along Market Street
between Van Ness and Church Streets.) A neighborhood with this level of density
needs to retain a significant amount of public space for educational and cultural
Purposes. ‘

Historic preservation of existing buildings was an overwhelming winner in the
urban design category, with “preserving all buildings for re-use” receiving the
most support. Support to preserve the existing buildings seems 10 have grown
after our forum on historic preservation.
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Providing “reduced” parking to “no” parking, along with City CarShare was a
runaway winner. The community is very concerned that a high-density housing

development that provides a great deal of parking will generate a great deal of

traffic in a neighborhood thal is trying to reduce traffic and create a pedestrian-
[friendly environment.

Creating a walkable, pedestrian-oriented environment.

On the issue of “housing,” opinion seemed fairly evenly divided, with significant
suppor!t expressed for “no housing,” along with wide support for ideas that would
include housing as a component of the site. We suspect that a significant portion
of the community that favored “no housing” was concerned about the parking
and traffic problems that a large, densely populated housing development could

present. AB-8

Since most people chose 1o express their priovities by supporting the
predominantly broad, generalized categories, we were not able to gel a good read
on priorities for the range of specific programs discussed at our “brainstorming”
meeting. We also realize that, except for overwhelming suppor! to retain a
portion of the site for educational purposes, we have just begun to examine and
discuss other specific programs for the sile, and that we need to continue (o
investigate additional options.

Both our Board and committee would like to reiterate the one overriding principle
that had tremendous appeal (o the vast majority of community members: the idea
that this site should be used to provide a public benefit to the larger community
and bring together and serve all elements of our diverse neighborhood and city in
a way that celebrates diversity, stimulates learning, and promoles and reinforces
a sense of community. Housing and retail alone cannot create this kind of
dynamic interplay.

We concur with HVNA regarding goals for the reuse of the Laguna Campus. We
therefore request a comprehensive environmental analysis of the impacts of the Laguna AB-9
Hill Residential Project be incorporated into the EIR for the Neighborhood Plan so that
the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors can understand the impacts of
potential loss of the Laguna Campus within the context of the Neighborhood Plan when
they vote on whether to certify the EIR.

Sincerely,

Mdrtin Hamilton
President
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cc: Jack Robertson, A.F. Evans Development, Inc.
Allen Meacham, University of California, Office of the President
Jeff Bond, University of California, Berkeley
Jane Graf, Mercy Housing California
Supervisor Bevan Dufty
Supervisor Ross Mirkarimi
Michael Farrah, Mayor's Office
Charles Edwin Chase, San Francisco Architectural Heritage
Mark Ryser, San Franciscans for Preservation Planning
Susan Brandt-Hawley, Brandt-Hawley Law Group
Arnie Lerner, AIA, Lerner + Associates Architects
Vincent Marsh, Co-Chair, Friends of 1800
Mark Paez, Co-Chair, Friends of 1800
Paul Olsen, HVNA _
Patricia Walkup, HVNA

Attachments: 1) Letter from Martin Hamilton to Paul Maltzer, Environmental Review
Officer, Planning Department dated July 29, 2005

2) Letter from Paul Olsen, HVNA President and Patricia Walkup,
Co-Chair HVNA Transportation & Planning Committee to
Supervisors Dufty and Mirkarimi dated July 25, 2005

3) Letter from Paul Olsen, HVNA President and Patricia Walkup,

Co-Chair HVNA Transportation & Planning Committee to -
Jeff Bond, UC Berkeley dated July 25, 2005

4) Summary of Proposed Revisions to the Public Review Draft of
the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan, Appendix G

! The RFQ states, “The Campus is seeking to realize a mix of uses including: Retention
or replacement of the UCSF Dental Clinics; Market rate, but affordable housing for UC
students, faculty and staff; Market rate, but affordable housing for the general public;
Neighborhood serving retail space; and Associated open space and parking necessary to
support the proposed project.”

2 The revisions include changes to Element 6, New Development on Key Sites which
states, “Add a new section iii that discusses the opportunity presented by the
redevelopment of the UC Berkeley Laguna Street Campus.”

? The Historic Resources Report was requested by the Planning Department in
conjunction with the environmental review of the Laguna Hill Residential Project.

*The Policy Guide states, “This document is intended to provide clarity and guidance to
the public, UC Berkeley, and the prospective developers on the relevant policies,
planning goals, and urban design standards that should be used to design and evaluate a
project and related improvements at this site.” Further, “The potential re-use of the
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UCBE site was not contemplated by the Draft Market & Octavia Neighborhood Plan
(Neighborhood Plan) and rezoning effort currently underway. This document extends the
principles and policies of the Neighborhood Plan to the site. It identifies relevant
policies, planning goals, and urban design standards for consideration by the public, UC
Berkeley and prospective developers. They can be used to design and evaluate a project
and related improvements at this site and to provide other relevant historical,
socioeconomic and procedural information.”
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses

Letter AB — Martin Hamilton, New College of California

AB-1

See Response to Comment N-1 tegarding the UC Extension site. The Plan does not make
tecommendations for land use changes on the UC Extension site. The property owners have
applied to the City for an independent EIR for the proposed rezoning/redevelopment proposal.
The impacts of the proposed development are taken into account as patt of the cumulative
transportation analysis for the Market and Octavia Neighborbood Plan, but a comprehensive
environmental analysis of the specific proposal was not conducted as it is not part of this Plan. The
decision on whether to approve or disapptove the proposal for the UC Extension site will be made
by the Planning Commission and the Board of Supetvisors independent of the Market and Octavia

Neighbotrhood Plan decision.

AB-2
See Response to Comment L-9 regarding the impacts on public patks.

AB-3
See Response to Comment N-1 and AB-1 regarding the UC Extension site and the analysis
approach used in the DEIR.

AB-4

The fo]lowing historical information about the University of California Berkeley Extension Campus
is taken from the Laguna Hill Residential Project, Notice of Preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings. The documentation accompanying the NOP
concluded that the UC Extension is a historical tesource under the California Environmental

Quality Act.®

All of the former UC Extension buildings on the site wete constructed between 1924 and 1935 as
the campus of the San Francisco State Teachers College, which conveyed the property to the

42 City and County of San Francisco, Planning Department, Case No. 2004.07 73E - Laguna Hill Residential Project, Notice of
Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings, June 2005.
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3.0 Written Comments and Responses

University of California when it relocated to its cutrent campus on 19th Avenue in the 1960s. The
buildings generally exhibit the Spanish Colonial Revival style of architecture with red tile roofs and
stucco siding. Woods Hall, constructed in 1926, is a two-story L-shaped building located at the
northwestern corner on the uppet tetrace of the site along Buchanan and Haight Streets. Attached
to Woods Hall is Woods Hall Annex, constructed in 1935, located along Haight Street and
positioned on the lower tertace. Richardson Hall, constructed between 1924 and 1930, is a one and
two-story, L-shaped building located on the lower tetrace of the site at the corner of Hetmann and
Laguna Streets. The Laguna Street elevation of Richardson Hall is a two-story auditotium and an
attached single-story administration building. Middle Hall, originally built as a gymnasium in 1924
with classroom and office space added latet, is a one-and-a-half to two-and-a-half-story building
located behind (east of) the west wing of Woods Hall. The Dental Clinic was consttucted in the
1970s, and is cuttently occupied by the UCSF Dental School.

The project site contains four buildings that were built between 1924 and 1935, including
Richardson Hall, Woods Hall, Woods Hall Annex, and Middle Hall, which generally exhibit the
Spanish Colonial Revival style of architecture. These buildings have been the subject of a Draft
Historic Resources Ewvaluation (HRE) that analyzes the potential historical and architectural
significance of these buildings. The HRE suggests that some or all of the buildings may be eligible
for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, and are thus considered to be histotic
resources under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5).43

AB-5
Comment regarding the inclusion of the residential trip generation from the proposed Laguna Hill
Residential project in the DEIR transportation analysis is noted.

AB-6
See Response to Comment N-1 and AB-1 regarding the UC Extension site and the analysis
approach used in the DEIR.

 Tbid.

Market and Octavia Neighbothood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
3-350
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AB-7

Comment letter from the Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association regarding the UC Extension site
is noted. See Response to Comment AB-1 regarding the UC Extension site and the analysis
approach used in the DEIR.

AB-8

Comment letter from the Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association regarding the UC Extension site
is noted. See Response to Comment AB-1 regarding the UC Extension site and the analysis
approach used in the DEIR.

AB-9

Comment regarding the concurrence of the New College of California concurrence with the Hayes
Valley Neighborhood Association letters is noted. See Response to Comment AB-1 regarding the
UC Extension site and the analysis approach used in the DEIR.
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584 CASTROSTREET  pay Majtzer

SAN FRANC,ggg 106§ Environmental Review Officer

as114:2588 Planning Depariment, 1660 Mission Street
San Francisco.CA 94103

Letter AC

PRESIDENT
Joseph-Curtin AIA
VIGE-PRESIDENT
Aeron ST s asiro Area Planning + Action (CAPA) and its members have been early and ‘enthusiastic
SEGRETARY sypporters.of the Planning Depariment’s “Befter Neighborhioods™ Plan for the Upper Market.
Steven Hall - ang Octavia Boulevard area. The Plan’s goal is fo enstire the continued vibraricy and Iivabllity
BOARD OF DIRECTORS of the-area. This will be achieved by supporting well designed, high' density. infilf hiousing,
LawrenceMaxwen  nelghborhood service businesses-and services, and discouraging aiitomobile use thiough
Michaetulin. improved pedestrian, bieycle -and transit service and-efiminating requiraments for off-street
James Moree  Parking: CAPA supporis the goals and recommendations of the Plan-as a sound and
sustainable policy for San Francisco.

Dear Mr. Malizer,

CAPA accepts the findings: of the Environmental Impact Report,.and the potential impacts are
rhitigated by the many benefils that the: implementation of the plarn will b g0 the Upper
Market Aféa, which extends into'the:Castro District: The EIR reports that in'most areas the
nmpacts will bee less than significant:

The report afticipates “significant impacts™ on -automobile traffic in-many parts:of: the
ricighborhood. Unfortunately, the: CEQA Standards for; env:ronmental impact reports is limited
1o stidying theimpacts only on automobile traffic, and fransit service as separate areas. Thus
the eal: ;mpact cannot be reported. Thus the anticipated-degradation of automobile traffic
levils of service fnust be considered in light of the improvemant.in the “level of service™ for

. pedestiians (intheform-of traffic calring measures, safer sidewalks dnd easier pedestrian
access to businesses and services), bicyclists (addltionat lanes and facilitios) and transit users

- —{preferentiallanes, sighaf pragimptions-and- rmpmvadboardmg piatfoms)“Furﬂm”by limifting =

the amount of off-street parkifig and providing neighborhood serving businesses: within
walking distance, the use of the aitomobiles for transportation will be greatly reduced inthe
neighborhiood.

‘We hope that the Planning Commission:will take this into consideration of the Draft
Envirorimental fmpact Report. This plan has been crafted -over many-years.with hundreds of
neighborhood residents who fully suppott the goals‘ofthe plan and-eagerly await new
developments that will improve their neighborhobd by completinig it.

Thankyou.

Sincerely,

e Curtin, President

Castro.Area Planning + Action is a project of the: San Francisco Foundation Oommunii‘y’ Initiative Funds

Re: Market'and Ociavia Better Neighborioods Draff Envirohmenital Tiipact Report e

AC-1

AC-2




3.0 Written Comments and Responses

Letter AC — Joe Cuttin, Castro Area Planning + Action

AC-1
Comment regarding support for the Plan and the DEIR is noted.

AC-2

Comment regarding the limitation of the CEQA standards for transportation analysis is noted. At
the time of the DEIR’s scoping of the transportation section, intersection level of service was the
City’s adopted methodology to evaluate the project’s contribution for significant impacts to traffic
operations (see Response to Comment L-12). Developing a new methodology to evaluate
significance ctiteria in the City of San Francisco would require a change in City policy. This policy
change would requite 2 consensus atnong policy makers and is therefore not appropriate to include

in this DEIR analysis.

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
3-353



P gier ¥ hc/\
August 22, 2005 ¢ [zt ©F

Paul Malizer

- Environmental Review Office

San Francisco Planning Department
1660 Mission Street, Suite 500

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Maltzer,

1 have {he: following comments on the DEIR for the Market/Octavia Plan.
Residential Infill in Established Neighborhoods

The plan encourages additional housing throughout the Project Area,
including established neighborhoods west of Church Street, such as the
Duboce Triangle. By eliminating density limits and parking requirements,

and by requiring:a 2- for- 1 dwelling unit replacement, the plan creates
economic incentives to maximize the buildable area and unit density on

every lot (in real estate terms: the "highest and bestuse™ ). This could lead to

outright demolition or “de-facto” demolition of existing sound buildings,
through substantial remodeling or additions. While the plan states that
demolition will be limited, no specific restrictions are included.

The plan supposes that development would occur on empty infill lots and
“soft sites” where less than 5% of the building potential is used. However,
given the high values of housing, development'is also likely to oceur-on
existing sites where significantly more than 5 % of the buildable area is
already used. Many 2 and 3 stoty buildings, of 2 or'3 units, could be
transformed by the economic incentive to maximize built area and density.

The plan.also-calls for most buildings to be built to the property line at the
public right of way. In the established neighborhoods mentioned above,
many buildings ate set back some distance from the front property line, with
small front yards or stairs. Current zoning rules respect this pattern through
“front yard” averaging provisions. The plan does not specifically indicate
how this paftern will be respected and maintained in existing
neighborhoods.

Letter AD
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Letter AD

Contrary to the stated conclusion under “4.2.2 Impact Analysis”, the factors

mentioned above could have a substantial impact on the existing character in AD-4
these established neighborhoods, and specific mitigations should be

- required.

Traffic Impacts

Several mtersectlons will experience increased delays. These include
Market/ Sanchez/ 15" and Market/ Church / 14th as well as others in the
plan area. The DEIR describes these impacts as “ significant and
unavoidable” because the feasibility of needed mitigations have not been
fully assessed. The degradation of traffic flows at these intersections affects
all modes of transit, except underground Muni. Pedestrians, bicyclists,
busses and street cars will all experience delay. AD-5

If the impacts are allowed to remain ¢ * significant and unavoidable”, this
transit-oriented plan will have the effect of degrading transit service in the
plan area. The DEIR should complete the necessary dssessments so that
“policy makers can judge the effectiveness of mitigations. Most importantly,
for the plan to be successful, creative solutions and genuine traffic
mitigations should be required to prevent the projected increase in delays. .

Smcerely,

- Ady;
Curt Holzmger V\?ﬂ/\/

215 . Henry Street
S.F.,CA 94114




3.0 Written Comments and Responses

Letter AD — Curt Holzinger

AD-1

Under the Plan, the Duboce Triangle neighbothood would be located in the proposed
Neighbothood Commetcial Transit (NCT) District and Residential Transit Otiented (RTO)
Districts. As the commentor notes, under the proposed Plan, the Duboce Triangle neighborhood 1s
subject to a 2:1 replacement ratio for residential units that would be demolished, while other areas
west of Church Street are subject to a 3:1 replacement. The proposed rezoning requirements
concerning demolition that ate analyzed in the DEIR are more restrictive and expanded than under
the existing Planning Code. Under existing conditions, without implementation of the Draft Market
and Octavia Neighborhood Plan , Section 243 (H) of the San Francisco Planning Code permits demolition of
existing residential uses with a conditional use (CU) permit. Section 245 (H) of the Planning Code

states:

“All demolitions of buildings containing tesidential use and all conversions from residential
uses to nonresidential uses above the ground floot shall be permitted only if authorized as a
conditional use under Section 303 of this Code, unless the Superintendent of the Bureau of
Building Inspection ot the Chief of the Buteau of Fire Prevention and Public Safety
determines that the building is unsafe or dangerous and that demolition is the only feasible
means to secure the public safety. When considering whether to grant a conditional use
permit for the demolition or convetsion, . .. consideration shall be given to advetse impact
on the public health, safety, and general welfare of the loss of housing stock in the district
and to any unteasonable hatdship to the applicant if the permit is denied.”

In December 2003, the Planning Commission enacted a temporary policy requiring mandatoty
discretionaty review of all applications for demolition of residential structutes not subject to

conditional use for demolition, and review and approval of such applications (Planning Commission,

Resolution No. 16700).
Under the existing Planning Code, thete is no specific requirement for demolition of affordable units.

In the Residential Transit Oriented (RTO) and Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) Districts,

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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a 2:1 and 3:1 replacement tatio is required, and a 1:1 replacement for affordable units. Due to the
replacement controls proposed by the Plan, the elimination of density limits and parking
requitements would  encourage maximum housing oppottunities, but would not permit ot
encourage demolition of existing, sound structures. Remodeling of existing structures to increase
residential units would have to occur within the existing building envelope, and would be subject to
the Building Code requitements (lot coverage, light and ait, room sizes, entrances, plumbing, etc.)
and plan check and approval by the City Bureau of Building Inspection. While remodeling of
existing structures could result in increasing the number of units within an existing building, this
overall increase would be expected to be minimal given the age of the existing housing stock in the
Plan area, and that most existing buildings ate likely to have already maximized their unit capacity.

AD-2

Although the Plan provides an assessment of build-out potential in the Project Area that includes an
analysis of soft-sites (those sites on which the existing conditions are five percent or less of the
building potential — see page 201 of the Plan) these are not the assumptions that wete used for
projecting growth in the Project Area in the DEIR. See Chapter 4.3, Population, Housing, and
Employment, pages 4-63 to 4-72, of the DEIR for a discussion of the LUA 2002 projections used
in projecting futute population and employment growth.

Development could occur on existing sites (soft sites) where more than five petcent of the building
potential is being used. The Plan encourages maximum housing oppottunities that are balanced
within Plan objectives and existing Gerera/ Plan policies to preserve existing housing, and prohibit
residential displacement. Assuming that development would occur only on soft sites in the future,
howevet, is the most conservative estimate of physical capacity for new development in the Project
Area and takes into account only those sites where 95 petcent of the building potential is not being
used, and thetefore would create a strong economic incentive for potential development. The
DEIR projected that development would occur throughout the Project Atrea over the next 20 years
and would not be limited to the identified soft sites (housing development on 5 percent soft sites
alone would be less than the overall projected growth for the Project Area).

On sites where a higher petcentage of building potential is being used, the economic incentives to
demolish existing structures would depend on the maximum number of units that could be built,

development costs, including inclusionary housing requitetnents, and market rents or sales prices
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that could be commanded. On sites whete thete are existing residential uses, the proposed Plan
prohibits residential displacement unless demolition would ensure a net addition of new housing,

including affordable housing units.

As stated on page 3-21 of the DEIR, Objective 2.3 of the Draft Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan
is to maintain “Existing, sound housing stock that is preserved and enhanced.” The Plan’s
fundamental goal of maximizing housing stock would be targeted at in-fill development on soft sites
(including sites where there is mote than five percent of building potential being used); limiting
demolition, removal, or cleating of housing; and discouraging dwelling unit mergers. Maximizing
housing opportunities by demolition of existing sound units is not encouraged by the Plan. Refer to

the Response to Comment AD-1 concerning demolition of existing residential units.

AD-3

As discussed in the first sentence of the fifth full patagraph on page 3-22 of the DEIR, the Planning
Code and Zoning Map changes proposed by the Draft Market and Octavia Plan would requite that most -
(not all) new buildings be built to the property lines of pubic rights-of-way. As stated in the second
full paragraph on page 4-99 of the DEIR, the Plan guidelines for massing and articulation call for
future buildings to be built to the propesty lines and to face the public right-of-way. This statement
summatizes Policy 3.1.1 of the Plan concerning Massing and Articulation. The proposed tezoning
for neighbothoods west of Church Street, including Duboce Ttiangle, would be in the
Neighborhood Commertcial Transit (NCT) District and Residential Transit Oriented (RTO) District.

Page 50 of the Draft Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan states that within the proposed NCT district
“setbacks to accommodate wider sidewalks, recessed entties, or to mark entrances are permitted but
limited to the ground floor. In the RTO districts, setback of the entite building mass to
accomimodate stoops and other fotms of transitional spaces are permitted where there is a prevailing

pattern of setbacks along the street.

As noted above, the Plan recognizes the prevailing setback patterns that currently exist in the
neighbothoods west of Church Street, including Duboce Ttiangle. Following approval of the Plan
by the Planning Commission, the Board of Supetvisors must adopt CEQA findings and a mitigation
program if requited, adopt necessary amendments to the General Plan, and make Planning Code
Section 101.1 Priotity Policy findings before adopting the Plan. If the Plan is adopted by the Boatd
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of Supervisors, changes to the Planning Code may be implemented which specify setback limits and
requirements. There would be an oppottunity for public comment on the proposed setback limits at

that time.

AD-4
See Response to Comment AA-52 for a discussion of the significance critetia and impacts analysis

for land use and zoning.

Based on the land use and zoning analysis completed for the DEIR (see pages 4-42 to 4-62), it was
determined that there would be no significant impact on land use associated with the
implementation of the Plan. No new information has been presented that would alter the
conclusions of the DEIR.

AD-5

The intersections of Market Street/Sanchez Street/15" Street and Market Street/Church Street/14™
Street would operate at LOS E with and without the Plan under 2025 future conditions. Although
minor changes in signal timing and the implementation of a right-turn pocket on 15™ Street would
reduce average delays at these intetsections, the changes would need to be coordinated with other
traffic and transit operations in the area. Because implementation of these mitigation measures
could be limited by physical constraints of the existing right-of-ways, signalization cootdination
limitations along Matket Street, and/ot potential impacts on bicycle and pedestrian safety at the

major intersections, the potential for a significant and unavoidable impact may still exist.

As stated under CEQA, the DEIR is an informational document to identify all potentially significant
effects of a project on the physical environments and determine the significance of the impact.
When a significant impact is determined, the approving agency may adopt a written statement of
overriding considerations which finds that specific economic, social or other considerations make
the DEIR’s mitigation measures ot project alternative(s) infeasible. As such, although the goals and
objectives of the Plan are to “Improve the opetation and convenience of all transportation modes
required for a vibtrant transit-otiented place, with a focus on transit, bicycle, and pedestrian
movements,” (page 3-2 of the DEIR) the City would need to adopt a written statement of

overriding consideration to approve the Plan as proposed.
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Adjustments to traffic signal timing and coordination are undertaken by the Department of Patking
and Traffic on a regulat basis throughout San Francisco. Any changes at the intersections of Matket
Street/Sanchez Street/15" Street and Market Street/Church Street/14™ Street that may occur
between now and the implementation of the Plan would be established by DPT as part of their

regular traffic monitoring program.
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4.0 PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

This chaptet contains a transctipt of comments made at the public hearing on the DEIR and the
tesponses to each of those comments. Each substantive comment on the DEIR is labeled with a
numbet in the margin and the response to each comment is presented following the commentot’s
rematks. Whete responses have resulted in changes to the text of the DEIR, these changes would

also appear in the Final EIR.
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Public Hearing Comments — James Haas

Madame President, Commissioners. I am James Haas. I am the Chairman of Civic Pride, the Civic
Centet Advocacy Group, and I recently coordinated a stakeholders meeting of Civic Center groups,
ot People for the Mayor, and some of you attended.

The Market Octavia Plan and the EIR cover four blocks of the Civic Center Historic District; and if
you look at the General Plan, the Civic Center General Plan, some 12 blocks.

I need not tell you about the significance of Civic Center as a concept, or the historic nature of the
building, and I probably don’t need to tell you about the significance of the Petforming Arts and
educational institutions that reside thete.

Those atts and educational otganizations are not static. Since 2001, we have had the Asian Art
Museum come. I have just learned that the Gitls Chorus has established a facility for their 300-
petson student body on Page Street. The Conservatory of Music will open next year, and the School
District has its School for the Axrts project at 135 Van Ness.

These atts organizations have a tremendous influence on the eastern half part of the planning area,
including the million visitots who come a yeat, and their effect on the commercial area.

But the Draft EIR makes virtually no reference to Civic Center or these arts organizations in the
presentation.

The most egtegious aspect of this is in the historic section where it deals with Indians and Spanish,
and the building of housing in Hayes Valley. The Plan does not even mention Civic Centet, ot
anything that ever happened there from the time of the old City Hall in 1870 to today.

The Plan does not reference the Arts Element of the General Plan, ot the Civic Centet element of
the General Plan and the goals there and how that affects the area and how the area can help
flourish the arts.

The patking section is a mess, because it does not deal with the needs of parking, short-term patking
for the visitors of the atts, educational and governmental agencies that reside there.

And I think it’s a little naive to think that the neighborhood commercial is strictly there to serve the
neighbothood. The restaurants, and most of the shops there are destination shops, and they need to
be charactetized in the right way to make this report accurate and complete.

I have submitted an eight-page ctitique of the report, with some 23 items that need cotrection ot
adjustments, and I think it will take your staff several months to deal with all of these items.
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Response to Comments by James Haas

PH-1
See Responses to Comments A-1, A-6, A-10, A-11, A-13 and A-18 through A-24 regarding the
incotporation of the Civic Center area into the DEIR.

PH-2
See Responses to Comments A-10 and A-11 regarding the addition of text trelevant to the Civic
Center Plan and the Arts Element to the DEIR.

PH-3
See Responses to Comments A-2, A-3, A-14, and A-25 through A-29 regarding the parking analysis
for the DEIR and the presentation of updated parking data.

PH-4
See Responses to Comments A-14 and A-17 regarding the acknowledgement that retail uses in the

Project Area are visitor and neighborhood serving.
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Public Hearing Comments — Christopher Pederson

Yes. My name is Christopher Pederson. I live practically in the middle of the Market and Octavia
Plan area.

I’d like to start off by saying that I strongly support the Market and Octavia Plan.

I'd like to step back for a moment to kind of give a big picture, which I think is so crucially
impottant when you ate doing environmental analysis.

I think the most significant causes of environmental degradation over the past century has been the
sott of low-density, automobile-dependent patterns of development. This kind of development
consumed an inotdinate amount of land, natural resources and energy, and contributes to a very
wide range of advetse environmental effects, including global warming.

It is exciting to see the City considet innovative approaches to urban planning with the goal of
encouraging mote environmentally sustainable patterns of land use and transportation.

I especially suppott policies in the Plan that encourage the creation of more housing, limit patking,
and calls for improvements to public transit in the area.

I do have a number of concerns about the Draft EIR, howevetr. Fitst of all, it has taken an
absolutely inordinate amount of time to actually produce this Draft EIR. And having read it, I am
sott of left scratching my hear wondering why it took so long.

The second concern is, although the report does analyze various potential adverse effects of
. N . g . p . . y . p .
proposals in the Plan, it doesn’t provide much description analysis of the environmental benefits of

proposals in the Plan.

And 1 think that is vety impottant, because once you are looking at proposed alternatives, the
mitigation measures that would delete or undermine provisions of the Plan, it’s important for
decision-makers to be able to undetstand both the environmental benefits, as well as potential
adverse effects. Without that full range of information, the City is not in a position to make
responsible decisions about mitigation and alternatives.

I’d also like to comment on the EIR traffic analysis. The basic assumption that this EIR makes is
that the level of service is somehow an attribute of the physical envitonment. And I think that is a
mistaken assumption that the EIR fails to analyze and to justify it.

Level of setvice is simply a measute of the delay, the cars in the area intersections. Certainly, those
delays can have a range of environmental effects. Delays can potentially increase air pollution, ot
they can have beneficial effects. They can encourage people to use other modes of transportation.
It can result in, you know, calmer traffic that is better for the neighborhood.
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Response to Comments by Christopher Pederson

PH-5
Comments regarding suppott of the Plan are noted. See Response to Comment L-1 regarding the
schedule for preparation of the DEIR.

PH-6
See Responses to Comments M-1 and R-1 the analysis of plan benefits in the DEIR.

PH-7
See Responses to Comments R-7 through R-10 regarding the methodology used to perform the
transportation analysis for the DEIR.
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Public Hearing Comments — Bonnie Jones

Thank you. Good afternoon, Commissioners. Bonnie Jones, native San Franciscan. Never heard
that so much in one day. It’s very exciting,

On behalf of the Opera, Ballet and Symphony, along with the support of the Asian Art Museum, the
San Francisco Conservatoty of Music, San Francisco Petformances, City Axts and Lectures, and the
San Francisco Petrforming Atts Library Museum, I am here to make a public comment on the Draft
EIR for the Matket and Octavia Neighborhood Plan.

While these petforming arts organizations and their partners are supportive of the Market and
Octavia Plan and the housing that is programmed to be built over the next years, we believe the City
should not ignotre the impact of the loss of thousands of parking spaces that are relied upon by
patrons and union employees of the City’s cultural and performing arts organizations.

In treviewing the draft, our concerns are with the following issues:

The draft does not seek adequately, and does not discuss the removal of hundreds of off-street
patking spaces neat Civic Centetr in order to build housing, and how such actions will severely
distupt both patron parking and contractually tequire union employee parking for the Performing
Axts.

The draft does not include a tecommendation that the 1,350 lost off-street parking spaces in the
immediate Civic Center area be at least replaced.

The draft EIR does not adequately discuss the available parking for peak period performances.
When they are fully occupied, it’s been maximized. While all of our organizations continually
promote and encourage public transportation and car pools, the use of public transpottation will not
replace lost parking.

Public transit is not an available option for many members of the Petforming Atts audience, nor for
the musicians, dancers, and other attists petforming for the Symphony, Opera and Ballet, nor for
the mote than 600 unionized workers that support them.

The draft EIR does not adequately discuss how the opening of the Asian Art Museum has
significantly increased parking demands at Civic Center area, and now the new Conservatory of
Music School for the Arts at 135 Van Ness Avenue, rehabilitation of Notse Auditorium at the
corner of Hayes and Franklin Streets, the expanded International School at 150 Oak Street, and the
proposed new City Law Library at 525 Golden Gate Avenue will further increase demand.

In conclusion, the Symphony, Ballet and Opera setve not only San Francisco, but a wotld-class
cultural organization that setves the entite Bay Area region, drawing thousands of visitots to San
Francisco each week. '
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We believe the Draft EIR should mote adequately examine the impact on the Performing Arts
organizations.

We further request that the Plan incorporate an additional mitigation measure to address these
impacts; namely, a request that the City replace 1,350 parking spaces.

I have also an extensive submittal in writing on behalf of the organizations.

And thank you for your time. Thank you for serving.

Response to Comments by Bonnie Jones

PH-8
See Responses to Comments A-26, A-28, and C-l tegarding the parking loss associated with

development in the Project Area.

PH-9
See Response to Comment A-32 for status of City study on Civic Center Parking needs.

The Plan discourages the construction of new parking facilities in the Project Area. New housing

would replace existing sutface lots, particularly along the Central Freeway Cotridor.

PH-10
See Responses to Comments A-26, A-32, and C-1 regarding parking availability for peak petiod

petformances in the Civic Center.

PH-11
See Responses to Comments A-2, A-11, and A-26 regarding the provision of parking for visitors

and performers to the Civic Center and transit policies recommended in the Plan.

PH-12
See Response to Comment A-30 regarding new parking demand generated by expansion of non-

residential uses in and near the Project Area.

PH-13
See Responses to Comments A-10 regarding incorporation of language pertaining to the Atts
Element in the DEIR and A-26 regarding new parking data for the Project Area.
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PH-14
Comment requesting replacement parking is noted. See Responses to Comments A-32 for status of
City study on Civic Center Parking needs and PH-9 regarding the Plan recommendation for

establishing new residential uses in the Project Area.
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Public Hearing Comments — Paul Olsen
President Lee and Commissionets, thank you for being hete this afternoon and hearing this very

impottant item.

As a third-generation San Franciscan and President of the Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association,
I have joined with my neighbors over the last five years of meetings, walking tours and bus tours
which produced a vety solid, very important Market-Octavia Plan, because of the education, the
information, the consensus that was built over those five years.

The Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association passed two tesolutions supporting the Market-Octavia
Plan, patticulatly tegarding issues of high-density housing and the transportation plan.

We very much appteciate the hard wotk that is done by the Planning Department in concert with
the community in developing the Matket-Octavia Plan, strongly support the Plan, and utge you to
suppott the transportation improvements within the Plan.

We do have some concern in the Draft EIR, and we are submitting a letter and comments on
analysis of transportation improvements, and request your consideration of these comments.

I will make my rematks brief, but I do have those handouts for you.
Thank you very much.

Response to Comments by Paul Olsen

PH-15
Comments regarding suppott of the Plan noted. See Responses to Comment Letter M regarding
concetns exptessed by the Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association.
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Public Hearing Comments — Pamela Duffy

Goad afternoon, Commissionets. My remarks ate very brief and very technical.

I call your attention to Figure 4-4 in the Draft EIR, entitled “Proposed Generalized Height
Districts.” 1 believe that it is in error, and it is an undetstandable one, no criticism of the EIR
preparets.

The Market and Octavia Plan has different height limits than those that are shown in the Draft EIR,
and I believe that is just totally inadvertent, because the Market Octavia Plan, at page 30, has a colot
chart, bar chatt, that shows the height limits, and is very difficult to differentiate the height limits,
where they are intended. After some study, you can deduce what it is.

So I suggest that that be examined mote thoroughly as a technical cleanup, because I believe the
Plan is correct.

Basically, the etror hete is the atea that is shown as a height limit of 96 to 120 feet. It is actually
supposed to be 112 feet, with a 200-foot tower. In other words, another, as far my math, 80 feet.

So I would appreciate teview of that. And if in fact we have mistead the Plan and not misread the
Draft EIR that would be of great interest.

Thank you.
Response to Comments by Pamela Duffy

PH-16
See Response to Comment E-1 confirming the accuracy of the height limits depicted on Figure 4-4.
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Public Hearing Comments — Kate White

Kate White with the San Francisco Housing Action Coalition.

This is a very happy day for the Housing Action Coalition, and we are — for all of those of us who
first advocated a secured funding for the Better Neighborhood Program back in 1999.

Finally, the first neighborhood-wide EIR is before you. And I have discussed eatlier in the day in a
hearing about the Better Neighborhoods Plus legislation, we hope that moving forwatd, the EIR
and Plan can actually wotk concutrently and not one after the other, stretching the time out so long
so that it is actually yeats after the Plan has actually been looked at.

We would love someday for the Department to speak in one voice, with the long-range planning
and the environmental teview hand in hand.

We are dealing with quickly to verify the EIR. And, again, that will help move swiftly — more swiftly
to get the Plan moving forward so that so many of the neighborhood people stakeholdets who have
participated in this Plan can celebrate it, and it can be a good —a wonderful guide for the Market and
Octavia neighbothood.

While it is a very good analysis based on curtent standards for environmental analysis, and it is
complete, we are disappointed that the analysis does not highlight some of the environmental
benefits, such as less driving, more walking and more bicycling that will clearly occur with the
wonderful street and sidewalk improvements that are included in the Plan, and the increase in car-
free, or car-sharing residents that will be attracted to this wonderful neighborhood, with the parking
as proposed, and with the transportation improvements.

So we urge you to adopt the EIR, move forward swiftly on the Plan, congratulate the Staff on all
their hard work, and we look forward to — we know the Transportation Authority is looking at some
new framework for analyzing, follow-up level of service and looking at pedestrians and bicycles as
traffic, not just cars, and hope that that, maybe later on, could help inform some revisions to the
EIR analysis. But we utge you to move forward quickly on this.

Thanks.

Response to Comments by Kate White
PH-17
Comments regarding futute improved coordination in Plan development and envitonmental

evaluation processes are noted.

PH-18
Comments urging adoption of the Plan are noted. See Responses to Comments M-1 and R-1 for

discussion of Plan benefits and Responses to Comments R-7 through R-10 regarding alternative
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methodological approaches.
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Public Hearing Comments — Commissioner Michael J. Antonini

Thank you.
I appreciate the effort on this. I think it is a very good report.

I do agree with those who commented regarding the parking needs connected with the arts in the
Civic Center. I think it’s, in reality, that a lot of people who are patrons will be driving in, and that is
only going to increase with the additional arts that will be coming into the area, not to mention what
hopefully might be the development of more arts in the Theater District in mid-Market, if it comes
to pass.

19

I also think the fact that the new Octavia Boulevard will let people off right at Market and Octavia.
I think almost all people who will be coming by auto will, you know, continue and take that | 20
approach and be looking for a place to park somewhere in the area.

So I think it behooves us, for those of us who want to minimize the effects of the traffic to, you
know, make sure that analysis is made properly and that we do replace those surface parking places
that are being lost. I think it’s good that they are being replaced. I think we are going to have very
aesthetic replacements, but I think that the demand will still be there in the atea, and we need to
look at that carefully and reflect it, you know, in our planning and in the EIR.

21

I also think, and this is a little bit mote of an aesthetic concern, but I think in terms of visual
environment, I know that the dot which is going to be the housing that will be built along the new
boulevard, there is a design contest, and I would just hope that it is reflective of the neighborhood 20
when it’s built. In terms of the visual environment, I think that’s an important thing. While not
dictating design, I think that that is a scarce commodity, and we have a chance to make something
that is visually pleasing, and I hope that that is reflected in the final decision that is made in terms of
the housing that is built there.

Response to Comments by Commissioner Michael J. Antonini

PH-19
See Response to Comment A-32 for status of City study on Civic Center Parking needs.

PH-20
Comment noted. See Response to Comment A-32 for status of City study on Civic Center Parking

needs.

PH-21
The Plan does not advocate the replacement of parking that is displaced as a result of proposed
development in the Project Area. The policies in the Plan “discourage new public parking facilities.”
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The tecommendation not to replace parking lost through the redevelopment of vacant parcels was a
conscious decision made during the plan development process. The benefits of Transit-Oriented
Development, increased housing production, the potential for reduced housing costs, and improved
street environment were weighed against the provision of replacement parking.  The

tecommendation to priotitize transit was chosen over the option of providing more parking,

The analysis of patrking impacts is provided in the DEIR on pages 4-230 through 4-238. Upon
certification of the FEIR, the Planning Commission will decide whether to support the adoption of
the Plan including the recommended parking policies based on the impact assessment provided in
the EIR.

PH-22

The design of individual projects proposed within the Project Area would undergo further review as
each specific proposal is put forward. The design guidelines recommended in the Plan call for new
buildings that conttibute to the beauty of the built environment and the quality of streets as public
space and provide specific design guidelines, pertaining to massing and articulation and how the
buildings relate to the streets and open space, to ensure that new development adheres to principles

of good utban design and protect the character of the established residential neighborhood.
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Public Hearing Comments — Commissioner Bradford Bell

I wanted to echo what Kate White said about the transportation. It is a walkable community. Bike
lanes are there. I am one of those people that just sold their car, and I am really looking forward to
being able to walk some of these nice neighborhoods we have.

I am waiting for the Third Street light rail to come, so I can get up to Bayview, but I am also looking
forward to being able to be in a transit-first area, like around Market-Octavia. Lots of wonderful
businesses there. I mean, a great place to come. I love, love, love going to the Symphony and being
able to walk the area now and not worry about issues of traffic around there. I think it is going to
make it such an attractive and beautiful area.

L, too, wish that it highlighted the walkable areas a little bit more and the fact it’s going to be such an
incredible transit-first district.

Response to Comments by Commissioner Bradford Bell

PH-23

Comments noted. See Responses to Comments M-1 and R-1 for discussion of the benefits of the

Plan.
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Public Hearing Comments — Commissioner Kevin Hughes

Thank you, Madame President.

Vety briefly, I just — similar to the item on calendar ahead of us, or before this, I just wanted to
thank evetyone for taking the time to come out. We will take a look at it with regards to the traffic
analysis, the impact on parking.

Certainly look at it with respect to the assertion of a removal of 1,350 off-street parking spaces that
the document is alleged to be silent on. So we will look at that closely.

That thete is no description of the benefits of the Plan. We will take a look at that. I don’t know
that CEQA requires that, but we will certainly, in the event that that it does, Staff would need to
respond on that.

And then the changes on height districts and Section 4.4, would changes on height be consistent
that are contained in Section 4.4. And we will lay all those accordingly.

And again, thank you for taking the time to come out.

Response to Comments by Commissioner Kevin Hughes

PH-24
See Responses to Comments A-26, A-28, C-1, and R-7 through R-10 regarding the loss of parking,
the presentation of updated parking data, and the transportation methodology.

PH-25

See Responses to Comments M-1 and R-1 for a discussion of the benefits of the project.

PH-26
See Response to Comment E-1 confirming the accuracy of the height limits depicted on Figure 4-4.
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5.0 STAFF-INITIATED TEXT CHANGES

This section contains changes to the text of the DEIR that were determined appropriate by the EIR
ptepatets subsequent to publication of the DEIR. Where a text change is provided in direct
response to a particular public comment, the corresponding comment number is provided in
brackets at the end of the text change. The text changes with no bracketed notation were initiated
by staff.

" The text in Chapter 1, page 1-1 of the DEIR, last sentence is revised to read as follows:

“The EIR covets adoption of the Plan, amendments to the San Francisco Planning Code
and Zoning Maps, amendments to the San Francisco General Plan, amendments to the
Western Addition A-2 Redevelopment Plan, and adoption of Urban Design Guidelines.”

® The text in Chapter 1, page 1-2 of the DEIR, second paragraph, second sentence is revised to

read as follows:

“The Project Area lies to the west of the City’s downtown financial district and is
botdered on the northeast by the City’s Civic Center area, a portion of which is
included in the Project Area.” [A-1]

® The text in Chapter 1, page 1-2 of the DEIR, thitd paragraph, first sentence is revised to read as

follows:

“The Plan would govern future developments and public improvements in
pottions of the Hayes Valley, Duboce Triangle, South of Market West (SoMa
West), Mid-Matket, Civic Center, and Upper Mission neighborhoods in San

Francisco.” [A-1]

* The text in Chapter 1, page 1-8 of the DEIR, third bullet at the bottom of the page is revised to

read as follows:

“The elimination of minimum residential parking, requirements and the
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establishment of parking caps in the Project Area_remsins-a-controversial-ssuecould

increase the competition for limited parking in the neighborhood.” [M-14

= Text in Chapter 1, page 1-8, of the DEIR is revised to add the following language as a fourth
bullet under Areas of Known Controversy:

*  “Providing adequate short-term parking for visitots in the Civic Center area.” [A-3]

» The text in Chapter 1, page 1-32 of the DEIR, second paragraph of Proposed Mitigation

Measure 5.7.G.1 is revised to read as follows:

- “As such, this mitigation measure would lessen delay and congestion at the
intersection of Hayes Street/Van Ness Avenue in—etder—to—maintain—aceeptable

Hayes-Street.” (L-14)

» The text in Chapter 3, page 3-3 of the DEIR, first full paragraph, second sentence is revised to

read as follows:

“The Plan would govern future developments and public improvements in
pottions of the Hayes Valley, Duboce Triangle, South of Market West (SoMa
West), Mid-Market, Civic Center, and Upper Mission neighborhoods in San
Francisco.” [A-4]

" The text in Chapter 1, page 1-14 of the DEIR, first paragraph, first sentence of Mitigation
Measure 5.6.A2 is tevised to read as follows:
“This measure shall apply to any project involving any soils-distutbing activities
including excavation, installation of foundations or utilities or soils remediation beyond
a depth of four feet and located within those properties within the Project Area for
which no archaeological assessment report has been prepared, including by a qualified
MEA staff.”

* The text in Chapter 3, page 3-4 of the DEIR, second paragraph, second sentence is revised to

read as follows:
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“The Project Area lies to the west of the eCity’s downtown financial district and

is bordered on the northeast by the Civic Center area, a pottion of which is

included in the Project Area.” [A-5]

» Figure 3-1, page 3-5 of the DEIR is tevised to cotrect the boundaries for the Western Addition A-
2 Redevelopment Plan area. See Figure 3-1 on the following page.

The following text is added in Chaptet 3, page 3-7 of the DEIR, as the last two sentences of the
first paragraph:

“The use districts within the portion of the Western Addition A-2 Redevelopment Plan

(A-2 Plan) area that ovetlaps with the Project Area include Residential, Medium

Density (RM), Residential and Neighborhood Commercial (RN), Commercial,

General Intermediate Density (CI), Institutional (I}, and Public (P). A-2 Plan height
controls within the Project Area include 50-X (X limits plan dimensions for heights
of less than 65 feet on lateral slopes), 96-X, and 130-E limits plan dimensions
above 65 feet).” [Q-1]The following text is added to Chapter 3, page 3-8, of the
DEIR following the thitd paragraph to elaborate on the characteristics of the

broader Plan:

“The Uppet Market District, which extends from Van Ness Avenue west, is
characterized by neighborhood commercial restaurants, bars, cafes, fitness studios,
and a vatiety of retail establishments. The Castro District centered at Market and
Castro Streets, is located on the western edge of the Project Area. Upper Market
Street, near Castro Street, is characterized by three- to four-story commercial
buildings with ground-floor retail uses including restaurants, shops, and fitness
centets. Multi-stoty residential apartments and flats surround the commercial
developments on Market, Church, and Castro Streets. West of Castro Street, the
commercial uses mix with Victorian buildings along Market Street.

Duboce Triangle, in the western Project Area, north of Market Street, is bounded
roughly by Waller Street to the north, Castro Street to the west, and Market Street to
the south and east. This district is predominantly residential with interspersed
neighborhood commercial uses and unique landscaping and traffic-calming

measures.” [AA-11]

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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* The text in Chaptet 3, page 3-9 of the DEIR, first bullet is revised to read as follows:

“Elements Analyzed at a Progtam Level in this EIR — Plan elements analyzed at a
program level in this EIR include land use and parking controls that involve
recommended changes to the Planning Code, and-Zoning Map, and Western Addition A-2
Redevelopment Plan, utban design guidelines, and modest public improvements;” [Q-1]

The following text is added in Chapter 3, page 3-13 of the DEIR, following the fifth paragraph:

“On Parcels B, D, E, F, and G, an A-2 Plan amendment enacted by the
Redevelopment Agency would incotporate the goals of the NCT district design

guidelines: increased housing density, modified height limits, and relaxed patking
standards. The heights and the parking standards proposed by the Redevelopment

Agency for these parcels would be consistent with the controls proposed by the

Planning Department for the Plan. On all other parcels in the Western Addition A-2
Redevelopment Plan area that ovetlap with the Project Area, the existing A-2 Plan

designations would remain in effect until 2009 when the A-2 Plan expires.” [Q-1]

" The text in Chapter 3, page 3-16 of the DEIR, third paragraph, first sentence is amended to read

as follows:

“The proposed Plan would adjust heights along various commercial streets,

increasing or decteasing heights by 5 to 10 feet to achieve a 45- to 5855~ foot limit,
.7 [P-5]

® The text in Chapter 3, page 3-16, of the DEIR thitd paragraph, fourth sentence is amended to

read as follows:

“Except for the ateas around Market Street and Van Ness Avenue, where heights

would increase to a maximum of 400 feet (an increase of 80 feet on some parcels),
and Upper Market Street, where heights would increase by 15 feet to 65 feet, most of

the heights in the rest of the Project Area would remain the same, decrease, or

increase by about five feet.” [AA-11]

The text on Chapter 3, page 3-17, of the DEIR first paragraph, second sentence is amended to

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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read as follows:

“This potential would generally be smaller in existing residential districts

such as

Duboce Ttiangle, the Castro, and Inner Mission, and more concentrated at the Van
Ness Avenue/Market Street/Mission Street intersection, in the SoMa West area and

extending out along major commercial streets such as Market and Mission Streets.”

[AA-11]

* The text in Chapter 3, page 3-19 of the DEIR, Table 3-4, is revised to read as follows:

Table 3-4, Revised :
Proposed Zoning for Central Freeway Parcels
Land Use
Parcel! District Height District Parking?4 Recommended Use
A, A-13 NCT 85 feet Not required; Maximum of 0.5 | Maximize housing
spaces/unit permitted, up to 0.75
spaces/unit conditional
B NCT 50 feet with a 5-foot | Not required; Maximum of 0.5 Maximize housing
retail bonus on the | spaces/unit permitted, up to 0.75
southern half of parcel | spaces/unit conditional
a NCT 120 feet along Franklin | Not required; Maximum of 0.5 Maximize housing
and Golden Gate; 50 | spaces/unit permitted, up to 0.75
feet (with a 5-foot spaces/unit conditional
retail bonus) on the
western portion of the
parcel frontage
D NCT 50 feet (with a 5-foot | Not required; Maximum of 0.5 Maximize housing
retail bonus) to 85 feet | spaces/unit permitted, up to 0.75
spaces/unit conditional
E, E-st NCT 50 feet with a 5-foot | Not required; Maximum of 0.5 E: Maxitnize housing;
retail bonus on the | spaces/unit permitted, up to 0.75 | E-st: Reestablish
northern half of parcel | spaces/unit conditional public ROW
connecting Ash Alley
F,G NCT F: 65 feet; G: 65 feet, | Not required; Maximum of 0.5 Maximize housing
' 50 feet (with a 5-foot | spaces/unit permitted, up to 0.75
retail bonus) on spaces/unit conditional
triangular portion at
south edge of parcel
H NCT 405-to 50 feet (witha | Not required; Maximum of 0.5 Maximize housing

Market and Octavia Neighbothood Plan Comments & Responses
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Table 3-4, Revised :

Proposed Zoning for Central Freeway Parcels

Land Use
Parcell District Height District Parking?4 Recommended Use
5-foot retail bonus) | spaces/unit permitted, up to 0.75
spaces/unit conditional
I Hayes- 50 feet along Gough; | Not required; Maximum of 0.5 Maximize housing
Gough 405 feet (with a 5-foot | spaces/unit permitted, up to 0.75
NCT tetail bonus) along | spaces/unit conditional
Grove; and 40 feet
along Ivy
J Hayes- 45 feet/4 stories along | Not required; Maximum of 0.5 Maximize housing
Gough Hayes; 30/40 feet spaces/unit permitted, up to 0.75 | above active ground-
NCT along Ivy spaces/unit conditional floor uses on Hayes
K Hayes- 55 feet/5 stoties on | Not required; Maximum of 0.5 Maximize housing
Gough Octavia; 45 feet/4 spaces/unit permitted, up to 0.75 | above active ground-
NCT stoties on Hayes; 40 | spaces/unit conditional floor uses on Hayes
feet on Linden and Octavia
L Hayes- 55 feet/5 stoties along | Not required; Maximum of 0.5 Maximize housing
Gough Octavia;30/40-feet | spaces/unit permitted, up to 0.75 | above active ground-
NCT _ alongFEinden spaces/unit conditional floor uses
M,N,R, Hayes- 50 feet (with a 5-foot | Parking up to a maximum of 0.5 | Housing if it can be
S Gough retail bonus) spaces/unit conditional accommodated or
NCT additions to existing
buildings
O,P Hayes- 50 feet along Fell and | Not required; In NCT maximum | Maximize housing
Gough Oak-andFagunas; of 0.5 spaces/unit permitted, up | with active uses along
NCT along | 55 feet along Octavia,; | to 0.75 spaces/unit conditional; in | Octavia Boulevard
Octavia and 40 feet intetior of RTO maximum of 0.75
RTO Parcel O and 30/40 | spaces/unit permitted, up to 1.0
elsewhere | feetintetior of Parcel P | spaces/unit conditional
both extending out to
Laguna Street
Q Hayes- 50 feet (with a 5-foot | Not required; Maximum of 0.5 Maximize housing
Gough retail bonus) spaces/unit permitted, up to 0.75 | above active ground-
NCT spaces/unit conditional floor uses
T,U,V NCT 50 feet (with a 5-foot | Patking up to a maximum of 0.5 | Maximize housing

tetail bonus on Parcels
T and U); 85 feet on
southern half of Parcel
A%

spaces/unit conditional

above active ground-
floor uses

Source:

San Francisco Planning Department, The Market and Octavia Neighborbood Phﬂ’ Draft for Public Reviews, December 2002

1 On Parcels A—G, the Dronosed new land use district of NCT would not take effect until expiration of the
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Table 3-4, Revised :

Proposed Zoning for Central Freeway Parcels
Land Use ' '
Parcell District Height District Parking? 4 Recommended Use

2

4

Western Addition A-2 Redevelopment Plap in 2009.

The proposed 8th Amendment to the A-2 Plan amendment would establish the same parking requirements on
Parcels B, D, E, F, and G as proposed in the Plan, but a variance rather than a conditional use permit would be
tequired to alter from the proposed parking regulations.

The 7th Amendment to the Western Addition A-2 Redevelopment Plan implemented in Aptil 2005 for Parcels A
and C was generally consistent with the goals of the Market and Qctavia Neighborhood Plan. "The height controls
enacted on these parcels are 96-E/130-E, on the western and eastern portions of the parcels respectively,
which exceeds the proposed Plan height limits of 85 feet on Parcel A and a mix of 50 to 120 feet on Pagcel C.
The specific development proposals for Parcels A and C, however, were consistent with the recommended Plan
height designations. The patking requirement for Parcels A and C established in the 7th Amendment were 1
space for 5 units.

Dwelling units in the NCT and RTO Districts with at least two bedrooms and at least 1,000 square feet of
occupied floor area would allow up to one parking space for each unit through a conditional use permit.

[Q-1]

The following text is added in Chapter 3, page 3-22 of the DEIR, following the first paragraph:

“On Parcels B, D, E, F, and G, which fall under the Western Addition A-2
Redevelgpment Plan requirements, the Redevelopment Agency proposes to enact an 8"
Amendment to the A-2 Plan that would incorporate the goals of the NCT district

design guidelines: increased housing density, modified height limits, and relaxed
parking standards. The heights and the parking standards proposed by the

Redevelopment Agency for these parcels would be consistent with the controls

proposed by the Planning Depattment for the Market and Octavia Neighbhorhood Plan.
On all other parcels in the Western Addition A-2 Redevelopment Plan area that overlap

with the Project Area, the existing A-2 Plan designations would remain in effect until
2009 when the A-2 Plan expites. On these other parcels, heights currently range

from 50 feet, primarily west of Gough Street, to 96 and 130 feet on some of the
patcels east of Gough Street. ” [Q-1]

The text in Chapter 3, page 3-34 of the DEIR, third paragraph, fourth sentence is revised to read

as follows:

“It will also provide project level environmental review for the Central Freeway

parcels; the 8% Amendment to the Western Addition A-2 Redevelopment Plan regarding

Matket and Octavia Neighbothood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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building height, density, and parking controls for Central Freeway parcels B, D, E, F,

and G; and specific public street and open space improvements as previously noted.”

[Q-1]

®  The following text is added in Chapter 3, page 3-34 of the DEIR, as the fifth bullet at the
bottom of the page:

s “Western Addition A-2 Redevelopment Plan amendments.” [Q-1]
= The following text is added in Chapter 3, page 3-36 of the DEIR, at the end of the first

paragraph:

“As a separate action, the Redevelopment Agency would pursue an 8" Amendment
to _the Western Addition A-2 Redevelopment Plan to implement the housing density,
modified heights, and parking goals of the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan on
Parcels B, D, E. F, and G. Final adoption of this A-2 Plan amendment would
tequire approval by the San Francisco Redevelopment Commission, the Planning
Commission, and the Board of Supervisors. After the expiration of the A-2 Plan in

2009, the provisions of the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan would govern

development on parcels that currently overlap with the Plan Project Area.” [Q-1]

* The following text is added in Chapter 3, page 3-36 of the DEIR, as the final bullet under the

Planning Commission listing:
“Apptroves changes to the Western Addition A-2 Redevelopment _P/an as recommended
by the Redevelopment Commission.” [Q-1]

* The following text is added in Chapter 3, page 3-36 of the DEIR, as the final bullet under the

Boatd of Supervisors listing:

“Approyes changes to the Western Addition A-2 Redevelopment Plan as recommended
by the Redevelopment Commission.” [Q-1]

» The following text is added in Chapter 3, page 3-37 of the DEIR, before the Department of
Public Works listing:

Market and Octavia Neighbothood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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“San Francisco Redevelopment Commission
' » " Apptoves changes to the Westetn Addition A-2 Redevelopment Plan.” [Q-1]

* The text in Chapter 3, page 3-37 of the DEIR, last paragraph, is revised to read as follows:

“The Western Addition A-2 Redevelopment Plan will expﬁe in 2009. Ne-amendments-to

Dloe g4ea
a4

Board of Supetvisors approved a 7" Amendment to the A-2 Plan, which brought the

land use controls for Central Freeway Parcels A and C into general conformance
with the Market and Qctavia Neighborhood Plan. _As patt of the 7™ Amendment, the
height limits for these two parcels were modified to 96 feet on the western potrtion
of the parcels and 130 feet on the eastern portion of the parcels, which is higher than
the Plan recommended heights of 85 feet for Parcel A and range of heights from 50
to 120 feet for Parcel C. The approved development height for Parcel A and the
pending development height limit for Parcel C, however, are 85 feet, which is
consistent with the recommendations of the Plan for these parcels.

The Redevelopment Agency plans to implement an 8% Amendment to the A-2 Plan

to bring the land use controls for Central Freeway parcels B, D, E, F, and G into

general conformance with the Market and Qctavia Neighborhood Plan as well. 'The gt

Amendment to the A-2 Plan is the only amendment the Redevelopment Agency

‘ anticipates with respect to the Project Area prior to the expiration of the A-2 Plan in

2009, so any patcels that are not Central Freeway parcels, but that lie within both the
Western Addition A-2 Redevelopment Plan and the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan

boundaries_would be subject to the existing A-2 Plan controls rather than the
proposed Plan controls until January 2009. At that time, the provisions of the

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan will govern development in the former Western
Addition A-2 Redevelopment Plan expires area. This EIR analyzes the impacts of the
proposed 8" Amendment to the A-2 Plan, as well as, the application of the Marker

Matket and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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and Octavia Neighborbood Plan to the Western Addition A-2 Redevelopment Plan area once

that transition occurs.” [Q-2]

* The text in Chapter 4, page 4-5 of the DEIR second paragraph is revised as follows:

“The Environmental Protection Element of the General Plan addresses the impact
of urbanization including the use of oil and gas resources, hazardous waste
management, and-transportation noise, and energy use on the natural environment.
The following noise and energy consumption-related objectives and policies of the

Environmental Protection Element are televant to the Project Area and the

redevelopment of the Central Freeway parcels and the proposed public street

imptovements. The Plan’s fundamental goal of developing the Project Area into a
mixed-use, dense urban neighborhood that encourages complementary, pedestrian-
scale uses would increase transportation efficiency and encourage land use patterns

that use less energy.” [R-2

* The following text is added in Chapter 4, page 4-6 of the DEIR immediately before the first
paragraph:

“Objective 15: Increase the energy efficiency of transportation and encourage land
use patterns and methods of transportation which use less energy.

Policy 15.1: __ Increase the use of transportation alternatives to the car.

Policy 15.3:  Encourage an urban design pattern that will minimize travel
requirements among working, shopping, recreation, school and childcare areas.

Policy 15.5: _ Encourage consideration of energy use issues when making
transportation investment decisions.

Policy 15.6:  Promote alternative wotk arrangements which will contribute to
more efficient transportation rules.” [R-2]

* The text in Chapter 4, page 4-6 of the DEIR fitst paragraph is revised as follows:

“The Market Octavia Neighborhood Plan ptomotes infill development in an established

Market and Octavia Neighbothood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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neighborhood that has benefited from the removal of an elevated regional freeway
and has a high level of transit accessibility. By returning regional traffic to a surface
level and promoting pedestrian, bicycle, and public transit as a means of traveling
within the neighborhood, the Plan is generally consistent with the-netise policies of

the Environmental Protection FElement relating to noise and energy efficient

transportation alternatives. The Plan does not have specific policies relating to the
location of sensitive land uses away from traffic generated noise, however, the noise
levels in the Project Atrea are comparable to those experienced in other highly

urbanized areas. New construction would be required to meet existing standards for

noise attenuation._The primary objectives of the Plan are focused on development
of a_transit-oriented neighborhood that is consistent with the policies of the
Environmental Protection Flement that advocate land use and transportation
investments that promote energy efficiency and the use of transportation

alternatives.” [R-2]

* The text in Chapter 4, page 4-16 of the DEIR, third paragraph is deleted and the text in Chapter
4, page 4-16, second paragraph is revised to read as follows:

“In addition, there are many leng-term transportation prejeets—improvements
identified in the Draft Market and Octavia Neighborbood Plan that would address policies
outlined in the Transportation Element of the General Plan~which-inelade-improving

arii anCG—tta oW w oug ZIanZatior; Wit 1P CCWanss;—10 o

effectively manage patking, code revisions to reduce parking requirements, and
projeéts that include: widening sidewalks to provide mote pedestrian space and
minimize street crossing distances for pedestrians; creating “living streets” on alleys
in the Project Area; eliminating bicyclist hazards on streets by providing exclusive
lanes for bicyclists; and providing for bicycle parking as part of major developments
are dnalyzed in_this DEIR at a program or project level. Long-term transportation
imptrovements, such as improving traffic and transit flows through signalization,
testriping, and contra-flow transit lanes; dedicated transit lanes on streets such as
Van Ness and South Van Ness Avenues and Market Street; redirecting traffic flows

Matket and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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off transit streets; establishing parking impact fees; use of traffic control measures to

improve the flow of bicycles on streets; preferential treatment for bicycles on Market
and Page Streets; providing for bicycle parking at transit stations; and specific

pedesttian improvements are not analyzed in this DEIR. These proposed long-term
improvements, identified in Appendix 9-B, Table B-2, page 9.B-15, would further

the consistency of the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan with the General Plan, but

would be subject to independent environmental review.”

* The following text is added in Chapter 4, page 4-16 of the DEIR following the fourth paragraph:

“SEC. 16.102. TRANSIT-FIRST POLICY.
The following principles shall constitute the City and County's transit-first policy and

shall be incorporated into the General Plan of the City and County. All officers,
boards, commissions, and departments shall implement these principles in
conducting the City and County's affairs:

1. To ensure quality of life and economic health in San Francisco, the primary
objective of the transportation system must be the safe and efficient movement of

people and goods.

2. Public transit, including taxis and vanpools, is an economically and
envitonmentally sound alternative to transportation by individual automobiles.
Within San Francisco, travel by public transit, by bicycle and on foot must be an
attractive alternaﬁve to _travel by private automobile.

3. Decisions regarding the use of limited public street and sidewalk space' shall
encourage the use of public rights of way by pedestrians, bicyclists, and public
transit, and shall strive to reduce traffic and improve public health and safeg' .

Matket and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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4. Transit priority improvements, such as designated transit lanes and streets and

improved signalization, shall be made to expedite the movement of public transit
vehicles (including taxis and vanpools) and to improve pedestrian safety.

5. Pedestrian areas shall be enhanced wherever possible to improve the safety and
comfott of pedestrians and to encourage travel by foot.

6. Bicycling shall be promoted by encouraging safe streets for riding, convenient
access to transit, bicycle lanes, and secure bicycle parking.

7. Patking policies for ateas well served by public transit shall be designed to
encoutage travel by public transit and alternative transportation.

8. New_transportation investment should be allocated to meet the demand for
public transit generated by new public and private commercial and tesidential
developments.

9. The ability of the City and County to reduce traffic congestion depends on the
adequacy of regional public transportation. The City and County shall promote the
use of regional mass transit and the continued development of an integrated, teliable,
tegional public transportation system.

10. The City and County shall encourage innovative solutions to meet public
transportation needs wherever possible and where the provision of such service will

not adversely affect the setvice provided by the Municipal Railway. (Added
November 1999).”

The provisions of the Plan are consistent with the Transit-First Policy in that they
advocate for the creation of a transit-oriented Market and Octavia neighbothood
through land use controls, patking regulation, traffic management, and giving
pteference to pedesttians, transit, and bicycle travel in the Project Atea.” [R-2]

» Text in Chapter 4, page 4-18 of the DEIR, is revised to add the following language as a new

subsection immediately preceding the Downtown Area Plan subsection:

Market and Octavia Neighbothood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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“Arts Element

The Arts Element of the General Plan is_intended to strengthen the arts in San

Francisco, as an expression of culture, creativity and beauty, and to provide
guiding ptinciples for the City in its dealings with the arts community. The arts
are recognized as a_major economic force in the region and the adoption of
formal policies to enhance the arts, legitimizes their economic role and is
intended to insure the future health and vitality of the arts in San Francisco. The
Arts Element contains the following objectives and policies relevant to the Plan.

Objective I-2: Increase the contribution of the arts to the economy of San

Francisco.

Policy 1-2.1: Encourage and promote opportunities for the arts and artists to

contribute to the economic development of San Francisco.

Policy 1-2.2: Continue to suppott and increase the promotion of the arts and arts

activities throughout the City for the benefit of visitors, toutists, and residents.

Objective I1I-1: Enhance the contribution of artists to the creative life and
vitality of San Francisco.

Policy II1-1.5: Include the patticipation of artists in City capital improvements

and public works projects which do not fall under current Percent for Art

programs.

Objective ITI-2: Strengthen the contribution of arts organizations to the creative
life and vitality of San Francisco.

Policy II1-2.2;: Assist in the improvement of arts organizations’ facilities and
access in order to enhance the quality and quantity of arts offerings.

Policy I11-2.3: Recognize that arts organizations are representative of the City’s
diversity, creativity and vitality.

Objective VI-1: Support the continued development and preservation of attists’

Matket and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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and arts organizations’ spaces.
Policy VI-1.3; Increase the use of City owned neighbothood facilities for the arts.

Policy VI-1.4: Presetve existing performing spaces in San Francisco.

Policy VI-1.8: Include arts spaces in new public construction when appropriate.

Policy VI-1.9: Create oppottunities for private developers to include arts spaces

in private developments city-wide.

One of the basic frameworks of the Plan is to “enhance the cluster of cultural

»

uses in the Civic Center (see page 15 of the Plan).” The Plan proposes to

encourage the neighborhood-oriented businesses that currently thrive in the area

around Hayes and Gough Streets and to support these uses through the

introduction of new residential uses. Cultural, arts, and institutional issues would

be allowed in all of the proposed zoning districts under the Plan. The DTR
disttict would permit such uses up to the fourth floor of a building; the NCT
zone would permit such uses on the first two floots and as a conditional use on

upper floors: there would be no change of uses in the named NCT districts; and
cultural, arts, and institutional uses would be a conditional use in-the RTO

district.

As part of the Street and Open Space Element, the Plan calls for the inclusion of

public art projects and programs in the design of streets and public spaces,

consistent with the Arts Element.” [A-10]

s Text in Chapter 4, page 4-18 of the DEIR, is revised to add the following language as a new
subsection immediately ptreceding the Downtown Area Plan subsection and following the

proposed text addition related to the Arts Element noted in Response A-10 above:

“Civic Center Plan

The putrpose of the Civic Center Plan is to guide development in the Civic Center

area, rather than to identify specific locations for specific uses. There are four broad

activity categories of public uses that are to be considered in the Civic Center atea;
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three of which are located within the Project Area: administrative,
entertainment/cultural, and parking.

Objective 1: Maintain and reinforce the Civic Center as the symbolic and cetemonial
focus of community government and culture.

Policy 1.1: Emphasize key public buildings, particularly City Hall, through visually
prominent siting.

Policy 1.4: Provide a sense of identity and cohesiveness through unifying street and

Plaza design treatments.

Objective 2: Develop the Civic Center as a cohesive area for the administrative
functions of city, state and fedetal government, and as a focal point for cultural,
cetemonial, and community activities.

Policy 2.2: Locate civic cultural facilities in the Civic Center.

Policy 2.3: Encourage governmental activities of each level of government to locate
within a "sphete of influence" within the Civic Center to avoid inefficient dispersal
of these activities throughout the area.

Policy 2.4: Encourage administrative-oriented governmental functions (executive,
legislative, and judicial) to locate in new consolidated facilities rather than being
dispersed throughout the adjacent area in leased or rented quattets.

Obijective 3: Provide convenient access to and circulation within the Civic Center,
and support facilities and services.

Policy 3.1: Locate buildings employi

large numbers of visitors in convenient pedestrian proximity to public transit and
off-street parking facilities.

large numbets of employees and/or attractin

Policy 3.2: Locate parking facilities beyond the western petiphery of the Civic Center
core, with direct vehicular access to major thoroughfares.

Market and Octavia Neighbothood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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Policy 3.3: Provide and price parking for short-term visitor use, and discoutage long-
term parking. Encourage transit use as the primary means of access to the Civic

Centet.

Policy 3.4: Encourage privately-operated support and personal service establishments

to locate within the Civic Center atea.

Objective 4: Protect and enhance the housing resources in the Civic Center Area.
Policy 4.1; Consetve and upgrade existing low and moderate income housing stock.
Policy 4.2: Encourage new infill housing at a compatible density.

As noted above, the Plan calls for “enhancing the cluster of cultural uses in the Civic
Centet,” a policy that is consistent with Objectives 1 and 2 and the guiding policies of
the Civic Center Plan. These uses could be expanded in the Civic Center Area on
propetties within the Project Area that are zoned for public use and up to the fourth
floor on parcels with DTR zoning, Both the Civic Center Plan and the Market and
Qctavia Neighborhood Plan also recommend the preservation and enhancement of public
street space, open space areas, and housing resources. A combination of public uses and
hbusing could be developed on the parcels that are located within the four blocks where

the two plan areas overlap.

The Civic Center Plan, like the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan calls for an emphasis

on access to public transit for employees and provision of short-term parking for visitors
to the Civic Center Plan area. The Civic Center Plan further calls for locating parking

facilities that serve the Civic Center core beyond its western periphery in the area that

has direct vehicular access to major thoroughfares. This western periphery of the Civic
Center area is in the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Project Area. The Plan calls for
more_effective management of parking in the Project Area and those adjacent parking
facilities that serve the cultural institutions in the Civic Center, through parking rates
adjustments and use of other tools, to better utilize existing parking capacity and to
increase the sense of secutity at public garages. The Draft Market and Octavia Neighborhood
Plan strongly discourages the construction of new parking structutes in the Project Area
and recommends that access via transit be emphasized instead. However, the expansion
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of existing or the construction of new parking facilities may be allowed through a
Conditional Use Permit if parking demand is not satisfied after trip reduction and
transportation demand management strategies have been attempted, alternative modes
encouraged, and use of existing parking facilities is being maximized. Parking revenue

from the new facility would need to cover its cost in accordance with Proposition E.”

[A-11]

® The text in Chapter 4, page 4-25 of the DEIR, first paragraph, starting at the fourth sentence, is

revised to read as follows:

1€ CHtra "‘v-SvZ‘G;GvG" OOt RATECS G-""‘:'v‘i;““ '2‘ The

emphasis of the original Western Addjtion A-2 Redevelopment Plan was the development
of new housing for low- and moderate-income households, and the A-2 Plan set
forth as its goal the construction of approximately 5500 new units and 4,000
rehabilitated units, The goal of the Agency’s final Western Addition A-2 Implementation
Plan (2004-2009), calls for a total housing production target of 10,267 units. Since
the otiginal adoption of the A-2 Plan in 1964, the Redevelopment Agency has
amended the Western Addition A-2 Plan seven times, with the 7" Amendment’s
adoption finalized in April 2005. One of the 7" Amendment’s purposes was to
modify the density and parking controls for Central Freeway parcels A and C,
putsuant to the goals of the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan. The Tth

Amendment also regularized the height districts for Parcels A and C, which had
formetly been bisected by the Central Freeway.” [Q-3]

® The text in Chapter 4, page 4-25 of the DEIR, second paragraph, starting with third sentence, is

Market and Octavia Neighbothood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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revised to read as follows:

“,..The Redevelopment Agency has determined that they will net-amend-the-Wesiemn
1£1 TP 1 1 o . .

A oga— 4] [2 2 nain/nbgsaa04, A he aratetan Ad qonbont () ot gana Na
y2772227 - GePero 7 p 427 Y

of-the Redevelopment-Plan—pursue an 8" Amendment to the A-2 P
the housing density. modified heights, and patking goals of the Plan for the Central

Freeway parcels, B, D, E, F, and G, which lie within both the Western Addition A-2
Redevelopment Plan area and the Project Area. These are the Central Freeway parcels

that were not included in the 7% Amendment fot Parcels A and C. [Q-3]

lan to implement

= The text in Chapter 4, page 4-25 of the DEIR, third paragraph, is deleted and replaced with the

following:

For Parcels B, D, E, F, and G, the new patking controls proposed in the g™t
Amendment would be as follows: parking is not required, but up to 0.5 spaces pet
unit would be allowed. The parking spaces provided could increase to 0.75 spaces
per unit through a variance request. No commercial parking would be requited.

The Western Addition A-2 Neighborhood Plan uses the term “Agency Rooms” as a unit

Market and Octavia Neighbothood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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of measurement.' Parcels B, D, E, F, and G are within a CI district, which limits
density to one Agency Room per 100 square feet of lot area. For all five patcels, the

Agency is proposing to achieve the goals of the Marker and Octavia Neighborhood Plan

by eliminating the CI density restrictions through an 8™ Amendment to A-2 Plan.

The 7" Amendment to the A-2 Plan modified the heights for Parcels A and C by
applying an existing 96-foot height limit designation to the western portions of those
parcels that were previously capped at 50 feet, providing a new height limit split of
96/130 feet. For Parcel B, the Redevelopment Agency proposes to modify the
height control to 50-X. For Parcel D, the proposed height would be 50-X to 85-E.
For Parcel E, the existing 50-X height limit would be extended to the entire site.
Parcels F and G would require a new héight designation, in keeping with the Market
and Qctavia Neighborhood Plan and acknowledging both their special locations, which

frame City Hall, and their ability to support ground floor retail. The proposed
heights for these sites would be 65 feet.” [Q-3]

* The text in Chapter 4, page 4-35 of the DEIR, last paragraph, third sentence is revised and
additional text is added to tead as follows:

“Land uses along Franklin Street include nen-profit-and-public-agenciessuch-as-the
S&&—Fﬁrﬁeisee—BHsseeiaﬁeﬁ;—the San Francisco Ballet Association, the State

Department of Employment Development, and offices of the San Francisco Unified

School District.__The New Conservatory Theater has two performance spaces
located at 25 Van Ness Avenue. The National Center for International Schools
including the French and Chinese Ametican International Schools, is located at 150
Oak Street between Franklin and Gough Streets and the San Francisco Girls Chorus
and School is located at 44 Page Street between Franklin and Gough Streets. The

Progress Foundation, which provides treatment for mentally disabled individuals is
located at 368 Fell Street at Octavia Street.” [A-13]

* Figure 4-2, page 4-38 of the DEIR is revised to show the Western Addition A-2 Redevelopment Plan

! All residential densities in the A-2 Plan ate exptessed in terms of Agency Rooms, rather than units. The A-2 Plan
defines an Agency Room as including a living room, dining room, kitchen, family room, study, den, library, bedroom
ot similar .major room, but not including bathrooms, closets, hallways, or similax rooms. By practice, a_studio is
considered two Agency Rooms, while a one-bedroom apartment is considered three Agency Rooms.

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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Use Districts. See Figure 4-2 on the following page.
* The following text is added in Chapter 4, page 4-39 of the DEIR, after the third paragraph:

“In addition to the 17 zoning districts described above, the Plan area between Turk
and Fulton, Franklin and Taguna ovetlaps with the Western Addition A-2 Redevelopment

Plan area. Land use controls within the A-2 Plan area include Residential, Medium

Residential and Neighborhood Commercial Institutional (I

and Commetcial, Genetal Intermediate Density (CI). RM districts allow one Agency

Room pet 200 squate feel of lot area. CI districts allow one Agency Room per 100

square feet of lot area. RN districts east of Laguna Street allow one Agency Room

per 100 square feet of lot area. Parcels A and C, subsequent to the A-2 Plan 7"

Amendment, may be developed with a density of one Agency Room per 50 square
feet of lot area.” [Q-1]

= Figure 4-3, page 4-40 of the DEIR is tevised to update to show the Western Addition A-2
Redevelopment Plan existing height districts. See revised Figure 4-3 on the following page.

»  The following text is added in Chapter 4, page 4-41 of the DEIR, after the second paragraph:
“In the Western Addition A-2 Redevelopment Plan area the height and bulk districts range

from 50-X to 130-E. The X bulk district limits plan dimensions at heights of less

than 65 feet on lateral slopes and the E bulk district limits plan dimensions above 65
feet” [Q-1]

* ‘The text in Chapter 4, page 4-41 of the DEIR, fourth paragraph, fifth sentence, is revised to
read as follows:
“Parcels A te-through G ate subject to the Western Addition A-2 Redevelopment Plan,
which allows for a range of density between one Agency Room per 50 square feet of

Matket and Octavia Neighbothood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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lot area (Parcels A and C) to one Agency Room per 100 square feet of lot area

(Parcels B, D, E. F, and G). Parcel H is_are-located within the Neighborhood -

Commertcial District (NC-3), which allows ground-floor retail uses and residential
units above the first floor at a density of one bedroom per 210 square feet of lot
area.” [Q-4]

* The text in Chapter 4, page 4-41 of the DEIR, fourth paragraph, last sentence, is revised to read

as follows:

% ] Ahev : it 5 A:Parcels
A and C are designated with a 96-E/130-E height and bulk district (E restricts the
bulk over 65 feet); Parcels B and D with a split 50-X and 130-E height and bulk limit
(X restricts the bulk under 65 feet on parcels with lateral slopes); Parcels E and F
with a split 50-X/96-X height and bulk limit; and Parcel G with a 96-X height limit
within the A-2 Plan atea. Qutside of the A-2 Plan atea, Parcels H to N and R to U
are designated with a 50-X height and bulk limit; Parcels O, P, and Q with an 80-B
height and bulk limit (bulk restrictions above 50 feet); and Parcel V with an 80-A

height and bulk limit.” [Q-4]

* The text in Chapter 4, page 4-47 of the DEIR, first paragraph, starting at the first complete
sentence is revised to read as follows:
“He;ight limits would drop from about 50 and 80 feet to between 40 te~-56-and 55

W N [

feet in Hayes Valley. Fhep % e et Matket NCD-contatned—within—the

The height limits in the portion of the Upper Market NCD contained within the
Project Area would increase from the existing 50- to 80-foot heights to 65- to 85-
foot heights. Heights in the NC-3 district along Valencia Street would be increased

from 50 to 55 feet (50 feet with a 5-foot retail bonus), but would be reduced to 30 to

40 feet on mid-block alleys.” [P-2]
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Figutre 4-4, page 4-52 of the DEIR is revised to show the height changes proposed on the block
bounded by Market Street, South Van Ness Avenue, and Twelfth Street. See revised Figure 4-4
on the following page. [O-1]

The following text in Chapter 4, page 4-54 of the DEIR, second paragraph, third sentence, is

revised to read as follows:

“The Redevelopment Agency and the Mayor’s Office estimates that 800 to 900 new
housing units could be developed on the Central Freeway parcels, of which 50
petrcent would be affordable.” [Q-1]

The following text is added in Chapter 4, page 4-54 of the DEIR, at the end of the fifth
paragraph:

“Neither would the Redevelopment agency’s proposed amendment, which would

align the Western Addition A-2 Redevelopment Plan’s parking, density, and height limits

with the Plan, in pursuit of the goals of the Plan, have an adverse impact on the

environment.” [Q-1]

The text in Chapter 4, page 4-55 of the DEIR, starting at the second sentence of the second
patagraph and continuing through the first paragraph of page 4-56 is deleted and is replaced

with the following text:
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e icinice.

Parcel A was the subject of the 7" Amendment to the A-2 Plan, which designated its
height limit at 96-E/130-E, reduced its allowable parking to one space pet five
housing units, and increased its density to one Agency Room per 50 square feet of
lot area. A development program for Parcel A, designed pursuant to the A-2 Plan 7™
Amendment, was approved by the Planning Commission as confirming to the
tequirements of Proposition K (Section 295 of the Planning Code). Total building
height for the development will be restricted to 85 feet. This development will
inttoduce new housing and ground-floor retail, providing a transition from
commercial development on the east to the mostly residential uses west of Gough

Street. The same land use controls applicable to Parcel A, through the 7%

Amendment to the A-2 Plan, also apply to Parcel C. For Parcel C, however, there

ate no potentially adverse shadow impacts as the site is not located in close proximity
to any recreational areas. Following the expiration of the A-2 Plan in 2009, Parcels A
and C would be designated as NCT'; with an 85-foot height limit on Parcel A and a
150-foot height limit on Parcel C. Development on these parcels would not disrupt
ot divide an established community or have a substantial adverse impact on the
ex’isting character of the project vicinity.

The Redevelopment Agency plans to adopt an 8" Amendment to the A-2 Plan that

would modify height, density, and parking controls for the remaining Central

Freeway parcels (Patcels B, D, E, F, and G) within the Western Addition A-2

Redevelopment Plan atea in order to implement the goals of the Market and Octavia
Neighorbood Plan. Patrcel B’s height designation would become 50-X. Parcel D’s
ight limit w ( ‘ ignated with a 50-X
height limit. Parcels F and G would have height limits of 65-X. Parking on all of the
parcels would be modified so that up to one space per 0.5 units would be allowed;
with one space per 0.75 spaces allowed through a variance. No density restrictions
would apply. Instead, unit count would be determined by allowable building form.

Parcel B, located on Golden Gate Avenue, would incorporate housing with active
ground-floor retail and pedestrian-oriented uses. Development of this parcel would
be compatible with the John Swett Elementary School and playground, which are

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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directly across Golden Gate Avenue from Parcel B. Parking and loading access
would be from Elm Street; no cutb cuts would be permitted along Golden Gate
Avenue. Due to the narrow width of the alley, loading activities could conflict with
residential uses. Following the expitation of the A-2 Plan in 2009, Parcel B would be
designated as NCT with a 50-foot height limit. Anticipated development on this
parcel would not distupt or divide an established community or have a substantial

adverse impact on the existing character of the vicinity.

Parcel D is on the notth side of McAllister Street west of Franklin Street. It has

been assembled with the adjacent patcel to the south, and the whole site is leased for

patking. Development of this parcel would be compatible with the John Swett
Elementary School and playground, which abut Parcel D to the west. Based on
development guidelines, anticipated development on this parcel would be compatible
with the adjacent school and commercial uses, and would not disrupt or divide an
established community or have a substantia] adverse impact on the existing charactet
of the vicinity. Following the expiration of the A-2 Plan in 2009, Parcel D would be
designated as NCT and could be developed as housing with the potential for ground-
floor retail with a 50- to 85-foot height limit. [Q-5]

» The text in Chapter 4, page 4-56 of the DEIR, second paragraph, is revised to read as follows:
“Parcels E and E-st are located midblock on McAllister Street between Gough and
Franklin Streets; Parcel E-st is a portion of the Ash Street right-of-way which has
been abandoned. PateelE-would-be-designated-as NCI: Surrounding land uses are
a mixture of apartment buildings, including Ash Park on McAllister Street, small-
scale commercial buildings, and several larger structures fronting Franklin Street
including the Ametican Bar Association. Currently the height limit on the site is 50
feet on the west and 96 feet on the east. The 8" Amendment to the A-2 Plan would
extend the 50-foot height limit to govern the whole site. Following the expiration of

the A-2 Plan in 2009, Parcel E would be designated as NCT. Building height limits
would deetease-from-65-te-remain at 50 feet.... ” [Q-0]

» The text in Chapter 4, page 4-56 and 4-57 of the DEIR, third paragraph, is revised to read as

follows:

Market and Octavia Neighbothood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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“Patcels F and G are located at the northeast and southeast cornets of the
intersection of Fulton and Gough Streets. Surrounding land uses are a mix of small-
scaled residential uses and commercial uses, and larger scale buildings such as the
Performing Arts garage on Grove Street. Because of their relationship to and
dramatic views of City Hall to the west, the Plan recommends that these sites be
developed with a coordinated architectural approach. Beth-of-these-sites-arezoned

ases-to-the-west—Like the other Central Freeway parcels within the A-2 Plan area,

both of these sites ate zoned CI, with a 50/96-foot height limit for Parcel F and a
96-foot height limit for Parcel G. In recognition of the site’s proximity to City Hall,

the Redevelopment Agency’s pending A-2 Plan 8" Amendment would change the
height limits to 65 feet as called for in the Market and Octavia Neighborbood Plan.

Proposed building heights would be about 15 feet taller (one to two stories) than the
existing height limits, which would not affect the existing pattern of building heights
and scale in the area. Following the expiration of the A-2 Plan in 2009, Parcel B

would be designated as NCT and the 65-foot height limit would remain. Anticipated

development would not disrupt or divide an established community or have a

substantial advetse impact on the existing character of the vicinity.” [Q-7]

* The text in Chapter 4, page 4-64 of the DEIR, last sentence in the second full paragraph is
revised as follows:
“The total household population and households as reported by the 2000 Census is
slightly lower than that of the Plannmg Departrnent s LUA 2002 projections for the
year 2004-which-would-be-consistent-with-growth-that-is-likely have-taken-plaee
between—2000-and—2004. The L.UA 2002 indicates there would be about a one
percent growth in population in the Plan area between 2000 and 2004.” [AA-16]

* The following text has been added to Chapter 4, page 4-69 of the DEIR, after the first
paragraph of the Housing Affordability discussion.

Matket and Qctavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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“While the Plan cannot ensure that affordable housing would be built in the Project
Area, the affordability requirements imposed on the Central Freeway parcels, and the
City’s Inclusionary Housing Program could provide up to about 870 affordable units,
ot up to 20 percent of the total 4,440 units projected for the Project Area.
Development of these units, however, is almost exclusively dependent on matket
intetventions and public subsidies given the difficulties of providing affordable

housing under market-rate conditions.” [AA-6]

* The text in Chapter 4, page 4-69 of the DEIR, second paragraph, fifth sentence is revised to
read as follows:
“,..The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (SERA—Redevelopment Agency)
would develop approximately half (50 percent) or 400 to 450 of the total units; as

affordable housingsin

southeast-corner-of Hayes-and-Geough-Streets_on the seven Central Freeway parcels,
A C. G K, O, Q, and U, that it owns. These sites are interspersed in the alignment
of the formet freeway, so that the affordable housing developments would be
integrated with the matket-rate developments....” [Q-8]

= The text in Chapter 4, page 4-69 of the DEIR, third paragraph is revised to read as follows:

“Th A Plosa alan otatae
2 A a1

aimed at increasing the affordable housing supply, also address the need to maintain
existing affordable housing. The Plan also contains policies that would indirectly
make housing more affordable by reducing housing and household costs associated
with driving. These measutes include eliminating off-street minimum residential
parking requirements; established residential parking caps; and separating the cost of
patking from the cost of housing. Elimination of minimum off-street parking
requirement would reduce the unit cost of housing by allowing a developer to build

Matket and-Octavia Neighbothood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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more housing on site. According to the San Francisco Legislative Analyst,

approximately 20 percent mote San Francisco households would qualify for

mortgages for units without parking than for units with parking (Office of Legislative
Analyst, San Francisco Housing Development, June 11, 2003). Establishin

residential parking caps would have the same effect, by not creating an incentive to
“over-park” new residential development and, thus, increase housing costs pet unit.
Separating the cost of parking from the cost of housing also makes housing more
affordable because it enables potential buyers to choose if they want to include
parking in their housing costs instead of parking being a built- in price factor. With
matetials, construction and land costs somewhat fixed during development, parking

is one of the few direct costs to a developer that could be reduced by these policy

changes. The Plan policies aimed at increasing the affordable housing supply, also

address the need to maintain existing affordable housing.” [U-24]

* Footnote 13 in Chapter 4, page 4-69 of the DEIR, is replaced with the following text.

«q3

waaw, LT o WIANNINAY -

12 pereent-affordability-requitement—In March 2002, the Board of Supetvisots
approved legislation to create the Residential Inclusionary Affordable Housing
Program which requires 10 percent of units in all projects with 10 units or more
to_be made affordable, and 12 petcent of the units if Conditional Use
Authorization is requited. Three pieces of legislation were introduced by
members of the Board of Supetvisots to_increase the requirements of the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, Planning Code Sections 315 et seq.
In summer 2006, the Board of Supetvisors adopted legislation expanding the
ptogtam to requite 15 percent inclusionary units for residential projects of five
units or more when units are provided on-site and to 20 percent when units are
constructed off-site_and require that units be made available to households
earning less than cutrently required.” [AA-6]

» The text in Chapter 4, page 4-72 of the DEIR, last paragraph, second sentence is revised to read
as follows:

“,..Half of the affordable housing, including 200 units of senior housing would be

provided by the Redevelopment Agency on Parcels A-to-Gloeated-in-the-Western

D]lae A =D b QA

Hayes—and—-Geough—Streets, C, G, K, O, Q, and U. The interspersing of these
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affordable housing sites along the former Central Freeway corridor would result in
an integration of affordable with market-rate housing....” [Q-9]

" The text in Chapter 4, page 4-83 of the DEIR, first full paragraph, first sentence is revised to
read as follows:
“West of Van Ness Avenue, large-scale public and cultural buildings extend

beyond their formal groupmg around Civic Center Plaza, and include: the ornate,

Spanish Revival

Dis&ﬁet—(—‘l%%lvlaﬂ—Ness—Aveﬂﬂe)— ulldmg at 135 Van Ness Avenue (former central
administrative offices of the San Francisco Unified School District); Davies

Symphony Hall/Zellertbach Hall (201 Van Ness Avenue); the classical War
Memotial Opera Building and Veterans’ Hall (301 Van Ness Avenue), separated by
a2 manicured gatden on visual axis with City Hall; and, the California State Office
Building (505 Van Ness Avenue).” [A-16]

" The text in Chapter 4, page 4-83 of the DEIR, third paragraph, second sentence is revised to
read as follows:
“Ys-Visual characteristics ate defined by tows of small ground-level retail frontages
with colorful window displays; testaurants, some with outdoor seating; markets; and
small, neighbothood-setving and specialty retail businesses, some with housing
above (see Figure 4-9: Viewpoint 8).” [A-17]

* The text in Chapter 4, page 4-96, of the DEIR third paragraph, first sentence is amended to read
as follows:
“Soutces of light and glare around Project Area neighborhoods are generally limited
to the intetior and extetior lights of buildings and lighting visible through windows,
lights in parking lots, and city street lights.” [AA-23]

* The text in Chapter 4, page 4-97 of the DEIR, third paragraph, first sentence is revised to read
as follows:
“The proposed Plan could result in the removal of visual elements with neutral ot
low aesthetic value, including sutface patking lots and, in some cases, underutilized

and detetiorated buildings, as well as, landscape and other streetscape improvements
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to public streets and open spaces, thereby potentially enhancing the visual quality of
the Project Area.” [L-6]

" The text in Chapter 4, page 4-97, of the DEIR starting with the last sentence of the last
patagraph and continuing on to page 4-98 is revised to read as follows:
“Building heights within Hayes Valley, Duboce Triangle and the Inner Mission areas
would range from 30 to 5055 feet (compared to existing height limits of 40 to 105
feet); heights on the frontages of Franklin and Market Streets would be slightly taller.
Along Matket Street, the Plan’s proposed building heights of 85 feet (compated to
the existing 60, 80, and 105 height limits) could create a uniform 85-feet street wall

that would extend from Franklin Street to Chutrch Street. Beyond Church Street,
building heights would step down to 65 feet (compared to the existing height limit of
50 feet). On Franklin Street, heights would be 65-85 feet (compared to the existing
height limit of 80 feet) between Matket Street and netth-te-Fell Street, and-genetally
50-to-65—feet-fFrom Fell Street to McAllister Street, the western edge of Franklin
Street would have 50 to 65-foot height limits (same as the existing height ranges) and

the eastern edge of Franklin Street would have 80 and 160-foot height limits
(compared to existing 130 and 160-foot height limits). North of McAllister Street,

heights would increase to 85-65 to 120 feet on the western frontage of Franklin
Street (compated to the existing 65-foot height limit).” [AA-24]

* The following text is added in Chaptet 4, page 4-98 of the DEIR, following the third paragtaph,
third sentence, to reflect the changes in height limits:

“The height limit for the patcel directly south of Market Street over the BART
tunnel would remain at 120 feet.” [O-1]

» Figure 4-14 on page 4-101 of the DEIR, Figure 4-15 on page 4-103 of the DEIR, and Figure 4-
16 on page 4-109 of the DEIR are revised as shown on the following pages to include
background fill. [AA-24]

= The text in Chapter 4, page 110 of the DEIR, first paragraph, second sentence is revised to read

as follows:

“Other upgraded spaces could include the intersections of Market Street with major
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5.0 EIR Text Changes

streets, forexample-atDelotes-Street-whete the opportunity for creation of small

landscaped plazas would exist.

& The foﬂowing text in Chapter 4, page 4-128 of the DEIR, second paragraph, first sentence, is
revised as follows to reflect this change in height limits:
“In the summer, future 250- and 320400-foot-tall towers east of the block bounded
by Matket, Twelfth, Otis and Gough Streets would cast shadow on the square
beginning at the first Proposition K minute (6:48 AM), although from about 10:00
AM to about 3:00 PM the square would not be shaded.” [O-1]

* The text in Chapter 4, page 4-128 of the DEIR, last two paragraphs continuing on page 4-129 is
revised to read as follows:

“Development of the Central Freeway parcels A and C would petenttaliy-not result
in -inrereased—si gg;ﬁcan shadow_impacts on Hayward Playground and Jefferson

Square.

shadews—eﬁ—ﬂee—pfepesed——Hayes—G-teeﬂ- The general shadow impacts of

development on Patcels A and C on Hayward Playground are summarized under

ptogtam level impacts, Hayward Playground, page 4-119, while the results of
development specific shadow studies are summarized below.? Development of

Central Freeway parcels L, K, M, and O would result in shadows on the proposed

Hayes Green.

2 The shadow study for the 7th Amendment to the Western Addition A-2 Redevelopment Plan is on file and available for
public review at the Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street, Case File No. 2002.0211E, and at the San Francisco
Redevelopment Agency, 770 Golden Gate Avenue, 3rd Floor.
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ofthe-yeat-round-Proposition—k—hours: -Shadow studies for Parcels A and C were
completed for the 7% Amendment to the Western Addition A-2 Redevelopment Plan.

The 7™ Amendment brought the development standards for Parcels A and C into
consistency with the Marker and Octavia Neighborhood Plan, modifying the heights on
these parcels from 50/130 feet to 96/130 feet. The shadow studies concluded that

the proposed developments on Parcels A and C would have no significant or adverse
shadow impact on Hayward Playground and Washington Square.” [Q-10]

" The text in Chapter 4, page 4-135 of the DEIR, third paragraph, fourth and fifth sentences, is
deleted and replaced with the following text:

be-made—The wind-related effects of Parcels A and C were considered in wind
studies conducted for the 7" Amendment to the A-2 Plan. The environmental

review for the amendment found that the combination of the maximum heights for
Parcels A _and C; the variation in height and street wall planes; and the variation in
height of the facades would result in no adverse changes in ground-level winds,*

Parcel V. near the northeast corner of the Market Street and Octavia Boulevard

intersection, has a proposed height of 85 feet (a reduction of 20 feet) and may be
subject to further wind analysis under CEQA.....” [Q-1]

3 1y
Ibid. '
4 The wind study for the 7th Amendment to the Western Addition A-2 Redevelopment Pla is on file and available for public

review by appointment at the Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street, Case File No. 2002.0211E, and at the San
Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 770 Golden Gate Avenue, 3rd Floor.
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The following text in Chapter 4, page 4-155 of the DEIR, is added to the last paragraph,
following the first sentence:

“,..Archaeological resource data for Parcels A and C is available as part of the

environmental record for the 7" Amendment to the A-2 Plan.” Mitigation measutes

were identified for all of the potentially significant impacts associated with the
proposed development program for these sites....” [Q-11]

The text in Chaptet 4, page 4-156 of the DEIR, second paragraph is revised to read as follows:
“The potential impacts on the remaining 4513 parcels: A5-6; H, K, L, M, N, O, P, Q,
R, S, T, U, and V are discussed below.” [Q-11]

The text in Chapter 4, page 4-156 of the DEIR, fourth paragraph, last sentence is revised to read
as follows:
“ .. Thus, for Parcels &G H, K, L, M, N, O, P, Q, R, S, T, U, and V, land use
regulations proposed in the Plan could potentially result in potentially significant

impacts to archaeological resources.” [Q-11]

The following text is added to Chapter 4, page 4-161, before the first paragraph, to incorporate
previously omitted survey data:

“Mid-Market Redevelopment Plan EIR Historic Survey, 2002

A historic_resources evaluation was conducted for the Mid-Market Redevelopment

Plan EIR.® The evaluation of historic resources included a review of four other

previously conducted sutveys, existing historic_districts, such as the San Francisco

Civic _Center, as well as new field work and research. The Mid-Market

Redevelopment Plan EIR identified one histotic resource that is located within the
boundaties of the Market and Octavia Neighborbood Plan: the Western Merchandise

Mart at Tenth and Market Streets. The Western Merchandise Matt is a Categotry 1
propetty in Atticle 11 of the Planning Code.” [H-1]

3 The historical resources study for the 7th Amendment to_the Western Addition A-2 Redevelopment Plan is on file and

available for public review at the Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street, Case File No. 2002.0211E, and at the
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 770 Golden Gate Avenue, 31d Floor.

6 Planning Department File No. 2002.0805E
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= The text in Chapter 4, page 4-163, footnote 62 of the DEIR is revised to read as follows:

“G2 ol

' n-of-the-Civie-Auditorium—the—year-built-date-of 19
seems-more-likely The building at 135 Van Ness Avenue was designed by John
Reid, Jr. and constructed on the site in 1926. It originally served as Commerce
High School which was relocated from its former site at 170 Fell Street.” [A-24]

® The text in Chapter 4.0, page 4-169 of the DEIR, last paragraph, last sentence and continuing on
page 170, is revised to read as follows:
“Individual projects proposed within the Project Area would be subject to existing city
land -use controls including design review during the permitting stage to promote
ensure-compatibility with adjacent historical resources, to avetd-discourage demolition
of historical resources and to encourage ensure—that—re-use proposals that are

consistent with the Szandards.”

= The text in Chapter 4, page 4-170 of the DEIR, last sentence of the first paragraph, is revised to

read as follows:

=+ £

are-approved—When individual projects are proposed for development each will be
evaluated for its impact on historic resources per the requirements of CEQA and the

procedures for evaluation of historic architectural resources, including: 1) whether

the project itself would have a direct impact on historic resources and 2) whether the

project would impact the historic context of a particular resoutrce and/or would have

an incidental impact on nearby resources.” [H-1]

* The following text is added in Chapter 4, page 4-188 of the DEIR, at the end of the fourth

paragraph:
“In addition, Muni provides late night (owl) service within the Plan Area, includin
the 5-Fulton, 14-Mission, 22-Filmore, 90-Owl, I.-Taraval, and N-Judah.” [R-13]

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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® The text in Chapter 4, page 4-190 of the DEIR, second paragraph under the heading Caltrain,

the last sentence is revised to read as follows:

each-direetion:_As of December 2005, the service offers 11 express weekday routes
er day in each direction (a total of 22 trains per day).” [R-14
=  The text in Chapter 4, page 4-197 of the DEIR, second paragraph, first sentence is revised to

read as follows:

“The existing on-street and off-street parking conditions wete examined within the

Project Area (see Figure 4-242, page 4-18799;forPreject-Areaboundaties). [A-25]

® Based on the information presented in Table C-5, the last paragraph in Chapter 4, page 4-197 of
the DEIR is revised to read as follows:
“As of December 2005, within Within-the Project Area, there are 3431 off-street
publie parking facilities providing a total of approximately 3,800 3;360-spaces (See
Appendix 9-C, Table C-5, page 9.C-6 for a list of the existing off-street parking
facilities within the Project Area_at the end of 2005). Approximately 1,040 spaces are

reserved for designated employees or monthly parkers, while 2,760 spaces are
available to the general public for houtly or daily parking. Although the Civic Center

garage is outside of the Project Area, (see “31” on Figure 4-22) it is included in the

analysis due to its size_and proximity to the Project Area—Weekday,—snidday,—and

2

efr-street—About ten public parking lots (340 spaces) have been eliminated within the
Market Octavia Neighborhood Plan Project Area since 2002, most of them along the east

side of Octavia Boulevard. However, two sutface patking lots opened under the
Octavia Boulevard ramp north of Mission Street in February 2006 with a combined
capacity of approximately 120 parking spaces. With the addition of these two
parking lots, the total number of parking spaces 3,920. Occupancy counts

Matket and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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conducted in March 2006 indicated that the lots are approximately one-third full
during a typical weekday midday.

Several weekday, midday and evening parking occupancy counts have been

conducted in the vicinity of the Project Area.’ The results of the counts are

summatized in Table 4-16a.

Table 4-16a
Existing (September 2005) Off-Street Parking Supply and Occupancy

By Time of Day on a Typical Weekday
Type Spaces® 10 AM 4 PM 6 PM
- Reserved . 1,043 858 82% 831 80% 499 48%
Total spaces 3,805 3,578 94% 3,128 82% 1,442 38%

(0 Marked spaces
Note; The boundaries for these counts were slightly different than the boundaries of the DEIR

Project Area.
Source: Wilbur Smith Associates — January 2006

Off-street facilities in the Project Area are almost at capacity (94 percent) by 10 AM,
decreasing to approximately 82 percent of capacity by 4 PM. After 6 PM on a typical

weekday (no evening petformance), the parking facilities in the Project Area are

~ below 40 percent of their maximum capacity. Similatly additional information has
been gathered for evening parking occupancy with and without evening
petformances, which is summarized in the Table 4-16b.

Table 4-16b

Existing (2005) Off-Street Parking Supply and Occupancy
Weekdays at 8 PM

. Type Spaces® No Event One Event Three Events
- Reserved 9087 | 299 0% | 693 0% | 741 6%
=Public 2,351 574 2% | 1487 3% | 1763 1%
Total spaces 3,338 873 26% | 2,180 65% | 2,510  75%

7 Better Neighborhoods, 2002; S.F. Patking Authority, 2005; Wilbur Smith Associates, 2005

Matket and Octavia Neighbothood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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Table 4-16b
Existing (2005) Off-Street Parking Supply and Occupancy

» Weekdays at § PM
(1) Marked spaces; does not include those facilities that are closed by 8 PM
Note: The boundaries for these counts were slightly different than the boundaries of the DEIR

‘Project Area.
Soutce: Wilbur Smith Associates — January 2006

Evening parking occupancy on a performance night in the Project Area is about two
and a half times higher than on a non-performance night (65 percent vs. 26 percent).
The parking demand increases to 75 percent on those nights when three events
(Symphony, Opera, and Herbst Theater) occur at the same time.® [A-26]

= The following text is added in Chapter 4, page 4-198 of the DEIR, at the end of the Patking

section:

“Although state law requires employers providing parking subsidies within air quality
non-attainment areas to offer parking cash-out programs, the current collective
bargaining agreement with unionized workers at the Performing Arts Organization
mandates the provision of 300 parking spaces for use by employees of the Opera,
224 spaces for Ballet employees, and 102 spaces for Symphony employees. The
Performing Arts employees have reserved parking in two lots on Fulton Street
between Franklin and Gough Streets (Numbers 32 and 33 on Figure 4-22 Revised,
page 3-32), one lot at the corner of Franklin and McAllister Streets (Number 34), and
one lot on Hayes Street (Number 36). Lot 36 is a Central Freeway Parcel (Parcel J)
and the Plan outlines specific development guidelines for these parcels. Lots 32, 33,
and 34, which would be subject to the general development guidelines of the Plan,
could transition from parking to residential or commercial uses with or without the

implementation of the Plan (see Table C-5, Appendix 9-C for the development
status as of September 2005).” [A-2]

Figuré 4-22, Existing Year Off-Street Parking on page 4-199 of the DEIR is amended as shown
on the following page to identify the additional parking facilities identified in the 2005 parking

8 In 2005 there were 24 occasions out of a total of 286 event days (8.4 percent) when three performances took place
simultaneously on a weekday evening (Expansion Feasibility Study Progress, Presentation to the San Francisco Patking
Authority, Walker Parking, November 30, 2005).
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= survey. [A-20]

The text in Chapter 4, page 4-209 of the DEIR, second sentence of the fitst paragraph, is revised

to read as follows:

As such, this study determined the increase in parking demand for future residential
uses in the Project Area by estimating the number and size of residential units based
on the parking demand methodology in the SF Guidelines.””” [A-27]

" The text in Chapter 4, page 4-209 of the DEIR, third paragraph, second and third sentences is
revised to read as follows per this comment and subsequent direction from the Redevelopment

Agency:

“... The City Redevelopment-Ageney has proposed that all of the Central Freeway

patcels sold to market rate developers include at least 15 percent affordable units.

The Central Freeway patcels developed by the Redevelopment Agency, Parcels A, C
G K, 0O, Q, and U, = i : ] ig e Ag
proposed as 100 percent affordable units. Other development within the Project

Bae—an—eaia—ot—hignetr—o enrtage—ot ate

Area may not provide any affordable units (due to their size) or would provide
between—10-and—42 approximately 15 percent affordable units (as required in other
parts of the city). Due to the uncertainty of how the development would proceed
with the Plan, it was conservatively estimated that about 10 percent of the units
would be affordable units.-” [Q-12]

* The following text has been added to Chapter 4, page 4-230 of the DEIR, Parking Impacts,

ahead of the Program Level section:

“ Future Parking Demand Conditions

About 340 off-street parking spaces have been eliminated within the Project Area
since 2002 (almost all of them due to the removal of the Central Freeway and the

9 SF Guidelines, Appendix G - Residential Parking Demand: 1.1 spaces for studio/1-bedroom units and 1.5 spaces for
2+ bedroom units

Market and. Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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construction of Octavia Boulevard)."’ In addition, based on information provided b

the San Francisco Planning Department and the San Francisco Parking Authority

See Table C-5 in Appendix 9-C) it is estimated that approximately 980 spaces would

be eliminated as part of the Plan or other private development projects within the

Project Area (260 spaces reserved for Performing Arts employees, 160 spaces

reserved for City employees, 90 private spaces and 480 public spaces). Thus, the

overall parking space reduction between 2002 and the Plan’s completion date is
approximately 1,320 spaces. Table 4-23a summarizes existing and future parking
conditions within the Project Area at different times on a typical weekday.

Table 4-23a
Existing and Future Off-Street Parking Supply and Occupancy

By Time of Day on a Typical weekday
Scenatio Spaces® 10 AM 4 PM 6 PM
Existing (2005) 3,805 94% 82% 38%
Future 2.825 127% 111% 51%
Patking shortfall (approx. spaces) 750 300 na.

M Marked spaces
Note: The boundaties for these counts were slightly different than the boundaties of the DEIR

Project Area.
Source: Wilbur Smith Associates — January 2006

As shown in the table, there would be an off-street parking shortfall of about 750
spaces within the study area by 10 AM once some of the existing spaces are
eliminated as part of the Plan or other private development projects. The shortfall
would be reduced to about 300 spaces by 4 PM. By 6 PM the future supply would
be able to accommodate the expected demand. The number of spaces shown in
Table 232 refers to marked spaces and additional spaces could be made available by
implementing valet parking during the day. It is estimated that the implementation
of valet parking would increase the available parking supply by 280 spaces d{lnng the
day.

Table 4-23b provides information about existing and future parking occupancy for

10 Expansion Feasibility Study Progress, Presentation to the San Francisco Parking Authotity, Walker Parking,

November 30, 2005.
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evening weekday nights with and without evening performances.

Table 4-23b

Existing and Future Off-Street Parking Supply and Occupancy

Weekdays at 8 PM
Scenatio Spaces® No Event One Event Thtee Events
Existing (2005) 3,338 26% 65% 5%
Future 2 358 37% 92% 106%
Parking shortfall (approx. spaces) na. na. 150

O Marked spaces; does not include those facilities that are closed by 8 PM.
Note: The boundaries for these counts were slightly different than the boundaries of the DEIR

DProject Area.
Source: Wilbur Smith Associates — January 2006

There would not be an evening parking shortfall within the study area on those
nights with only one performance. On those nights when three performances take
place simultaneously (Symphony, Opera, and Herbst Theater), the parking demand

would be six petrcent above the capacity of the facilities (150 spaces). On the other

hand, approximately 200 additional spaces could be made available in the evening
with the implementation of valet parking within the study area, which would
eliminate the expected shortfall.” [C-1]

= In Chapter 4, page 4-231 of the DEIR, the following sentence is added at the end of the first full
paragraph:

“The estimated parking shortfalls shown in Table 4-25 for each development
condition do not include the shortfall of approximately 750 spaces (refer to Table 4-
232) that would occur independent of the Plan.” [C-1]

* The following text is added to Chapter 4, page 4-232 of the DEIR, after the first sentence of the
second full paragraph:

“On those nights when three petformances take place simultaneously (Symphony,
Opera, and Herbst Theater) there would be an additional parking shortfall of 150
spaces, due to reduction of parking spaces caused by the Plan or other private

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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development projects. '™ [C-1]

® The text in Chapter 4, page 4-233 of the DEIR, the first sentence of the last paragraph is revised
to read as follows:

“None of the programs recommended by the Civic Center Parking Analysis would

include construction of new parking supply inerease-the-supply-of-patking-spaces
within the study area and the overall shortfall would be the same.” [M-20]

= The text of Chapter 4, page 4-234 of the DEIR, first sentence of the first full paragraph, is
revised to read as follows:

“The potential new residential-developments within the Project Area would-eliminate

Plan or other private projects would eliminate approximately 980 spaces from
existing parking lots.” [A-33]

® The text in Chapter 5, page 5-6 of the DEIR, first paragraph, first sentence is revised to read as
follows:
“This measure shall apply to any project involving any soils-disturbing activities
including excavation, installation of foundations or utilities or soils remediation beyond

a_depth of four feet and located within those properties within the Project Area for
which no archaeological assessment report has been prepared, including by a qualified
MEA staff.”

" The text in Chapter 5, page 5-17 of the DEIR, third paragraph, last sentence, is revised to read
as follows:

“As such, this mitigation measure would lessen delay and congestion at the

intersection of Hayes Street[Van Ness Avenue m—efdet—te—maiﬂ-tatﬁ—aeeepfa-b}e

! In 2005 there were 24 occasions out of a total of 286 event days (8.4 percent) when three performances took place
simultaneously on a weekday evening (Expansion Feasibility Study Progress, Presentation to the San Francisco Parking
Authority, Walker Parking, November 30, 2005).
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Hayes-Street.” [L-14]

® Table C-5 in Chapter 5, page 9.C.6, Appendix 9-C, listing the location and characteristics of the
parking facilities is deleted and replaced with the following text:

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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Table C-5, Revised
Year 2005 Off-Street Parking Supply in the Market Octavia Project Area
No. | Name/Location Type Notes Status Spaces®™
1 750 Golden Gate Public Fwy parcel to be dev. 50
2 659 Franklin Public Fwy parcel to be dev. 85
3 400 Grove Public Fwy parcel to be dev. 33
4 360 Grove Public Performing Arts garage Up to 630 w/ valet 600
5 401 Grove Reserved City emplovees only Fwy parcel to be dev. 67
6 101 Polk Public 60
7 475 Hayes Reserved City emplovees only Fwy parcel to be dev. 84
8 309 Hayes Public Site to be developed 35
9 101 Hayes Public 53
10 399 Fell Public Residential develop. Eliminated by 12/05 29
11 101 Fell Public Project in review 48
12 25 Polk Public Site to be developed 66
13 1355 Market Reserved S.F. Mart Bldg. 200
14 298 Oak DPublic Eliminated by 12/05 28
15 110 Franklin Pyblic 43
16 50 Ninth Street Public Site to be developed 160
17 301 Oak Resetrved City employees only Fwy parcel to be dev. 11
18 299 Oak Dublic Eliminated by 12/05 28
19 98 Franklin Public 78
20 15 Oak Reserved Monthly and resid. only 29
21 1 Franklin Resetved Monthly and resid. only 40
22 170 Octavia Public Eliminated by 12/05 36
23 70 Gough Public Fenced/closed Eliminated by 12/05 32
24 1525 Market Reserved Union lot Site to be developed 68

Market and Octavia Neighbothood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E

5-53



5.0 EIR Text Changes

Table C-5, Revised
Year 2005 Off-Street Parking Supply in the Market Octavia Project Area

25 98 Haight Public Fenced/closed Eliminated by 12/05 27
Brady (Fast side of

26 Reserved City employees only 105
Matket to Mission

27 1500 Mission Resetved Goodwill store 40

28 1537 Mission Reserved Monthly and resid. only Site to be developed 20

29 1660 Mission Public 59

30 281 Noe Street Public Market/Noe Center 38

31 355 McAllister Public Civic Center garage 970 t0 1,010 w/ valet 843

Opera/Ballet/
32 490 Fulton Reserved Site to be developed 90

Symphony Employees

Opeta/Ballet/
33 495 Fulton Resetved Site to be developed 63

Symphony Employees
SFUSD/Opera/Ballet/

34 700 McAllister Resetved 70
Symphony Employees
35 398 Franklin Resetved Davies Hall Project in review 52
Opera/Ballet/
36 - 450 Hayes Reserved Fwy parcel to be dev. 36
Symphony Employees
37 601 Van Ness Public Opera Plaza 100
38 325 Grove Reserved Grove Symphony Lot Project in review 12
39 51 Hayes DPublic Fox Plz., closed at 8 PM Up_to 500 w/valet 411
40 302 Oak Reserved EAIS, closed at 8 PM 56
Total as of September 2005 3,984
Total as of December 2005 3,804

Source: Wilbur Smith Associates — January 2006, Supplemental Data Collected in September 2005.

Notes:

(*) Marked spaces
Two parking lots totaling approximately 120 spaces opened in February 2006 under the Octavia Boulevard off-

ramp north of Mission Street, but were not included in the updated survey.

[A-26]
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The following two tables are added to Chapter 5, page 9.C.6 of the DEIR, Appendix C, following Table C-5:.

Table C-5a
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Table C-5a
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6.0 IMPACT ANALYSIS FOR PROPOSED PLAN REVISIONS

6.0 IMPACT ANALYSIS FOR PROPOSED PLAN REVISIONS

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan — Draft
Jfor Public Review, December 2002 (the Plan), was published in June of 2005. Since then the Planning
Department has introduced a seties of revisions to the Plan to respond to neighbothood concerns.
These tevisions wete introduced in the Proposed Revisions to the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan,
May 23, 2006 (May Revisions), which included proposed policy changes and three map revisions:
Project Area Boundaties; Proposed Height Districts; and Proposed Land Use Districts. In August
2006 the Planning Department made further changes to the May Revisions and the three maps. The
policy language for the proposed revisions were published in the Draft Market and Octavia, an Area
Plan of the General Plan of the City and County of San Francisco (M&O Atea Plan) in August of 2006. This
section analyzes the envitonmental impacts of the proposed changes to the Plan including the May
Revisions to the Plan, the maps of August 2006, and the M&O Area Plan (Revisions to the Plan).
Except for Section 6.0., the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments and Responses
document has analyzed the Plan as proposed in 2002. Minor Plan changes proposed to respond to
specific comments received during the public review period, are noted in the body of the responses.
This section of the Comments and Responses document identifies all of the Planning Department
changes that are now included in the Revisions to the Plan and provides an analysis of the impacts
of these additional changes as they relate to the impact assessment for the 2002 Plan conducted for
the DEIR. References to Sections 4 and 5 of this document are included where more detailed

analysis was done in response to specific comments.

6.1 Description of the Proposed Changes to the Plan

The proposéd changes included in the Revisions to the Plan, ranging from Project Area boundary
adjustments to simple policy clarifications, are described below.

Boundary Adjustments

The proposed tevisions reduce the Plan boundaries by approximately 12 blocks — 7 full blocks and 5
pattial blocks in five different areas noted below. Some of the partial blocks listed in separate areas
below ate located on the same block and therefote the blocks overlap. The revised Project Area

boundaties exclude the blocks that overlap with other existing area plans in the General Plan and

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
6-1 ’



6.0 Impact Analysis for Proposed Plan Revisions

other ongoing community planning efforts. The revised boundaties to be considered by the
Planning Commission for Plan Adoption would exclude the following areas (see Figute 6-1 on page
6-3):

® Four blocks which are currently covered in the Civic Center Area Plan of the General Plan
between Larkin Street, Grove Street, Gough Street, Fell Street, Van Ness Avenue, and Hayes
Street;

® One entire block and two partial blocks in the Mid-Matket Planning atea between Matket Street,
Eleventh Street, Howard Street, and Ninth Street;

" Three partial blocks in the SoMa West Special Use District bound by Ninth Street, Mission
Street, Twelfth Street, and Howard Street (one of these blocks overlaps with one of the blocks
noted in the first bullet);

* One partial block located between Mission Street, Duboce Avenue, Valencia Street, and 14"
Street cutrently located in the SoMa West Planning Area Special Use District;

*  One and half block between Sanchez Street, 16" Street, Dolotes Street, and 17® Street included
in the ongoing Fastern Neighbothoods Planning Atea administered by the Planning
Department; and

Proposed Plan Revisions

Although the proposed changes to the 2002 Plan.include a large number of new policies, the major

proposals can be summarized in five main areas as noted below:

New Historic Presetvation Section

The entire Matket and Octavia Project Area is curtently undetgoing a histotic building survey. A
new section has been added to the Sense of Place chapter of the Revisions to the Plan that is
intended to promote the preservation of notable historic landmarks, individual histotic buildings
and, features that help to provide continuity with the past. This section prioritizes the timely
completion of the historic survey of the Project Area, protects the histotic resources and tequires

full integration of the sutvey results to the Revisions to the Plan after completion.

Market and Octavia Neighbothood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0346E
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6.0 Impact Analysis for Proposed Plan Revisions

Land Use District Adjustments

The Revisions to the Plan include a number of land use adjustments noted in Figure 6-2 on page 6-

4. The land use adjustments can be categorized in three main areas:

1.

Some revisions proposed since the Plan replace the proposed zoning with the existing
zoning. For example the Revisions to the Plan replaces the RTO (Residential Transit
Oriented) Zoning District at the northwestern cotner of the block bounded by 14" Street,
Sanchez Street, Duboce Avenue, and Belcher Street with the existing RH-2 (Residential
House District, Two Family) Zoning District.

Some of the Zoning districts under the Revisions to the Plan have been given new zoning
designations, while the land use controls as proposed under the Plan remain the same.

Hayes and Upper Market NCTs (Neighborhood Commercial Transit), which have been

“zoned from NCT to Hayes NCT and Upper Market NCT fall into this category. The lots

that have been rezoned from NCT to NCT-3 (Moderate Scale Neighborhood Commercial
Transit) also fall into this category.

Under the Revisions to the Plan, some of the lots have new zoning designations. For
example the center of the block bound by 12" Street, Market Street, Gough Street and Otis
Street is rezoned from NCT to P (Public). The lots around the South Van Ness Avenue and
Mission Street intetsection that have been rezoned from DTR (Downtown Residential)
Zoning District to C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial District) Zoning District fall
into this category of land use changes. Under the existing controls the northern part of this
area is zoned C-3-G and the southern part is zoned C-M (Heavy Commercial District).

Proposed Height and Bulk Adjustments

The new height districts proposed in the Revisions to the Plan (see Figure 6-3, page 6-6) revise some
of the heights to be consistent with the existing height limits, reduce the height limits in some areas

and increase the heights in a few areas noted below.

The height over the BART tube at South Van Ness Avenue and Market Street has been decreased
from 400 feet to 120 feet to reflect engineering constraints identified by BART. Further south on
the same block, the heights at the intersection of South Van Ness Avenue and Mission Street have

been increased from 250 feet to 400 feet to allow more intense development to the south of the

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0346E
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6.0 Impact Analysis for Proposed Plan Revisions

BART tube location. Other parcels surrounding the South Van Ness Avenue and Mission Street
intersection have been reduced in height from 250 feet to 120 feet since some of the properties were
too natrow to accommodate the proposed towers. In addition, further urban design analysis of the
skyline led to the conclusion that the towers should be located at the northwest side of the
intersection, as noted above. (Refer to Response to Comment O-1, page 3-142 for a more detailed

discussion of this proposed change.)

Under the Revisions to the Plan an additional 5-foot height increment would be permitted in the 40-
foot and 50-foot Height Districts in the NCT Districts if retail uses are proposed. The 5-foot height
increment is intended to allow higher ceiling heights for ground-floor retail uses, but would not
result in the addition of an extra floor to the buildings. (Refer to Responses to Comment P-1, page
3-153 for a more detailed discussion of this proposed change.)

The height limit for the block bounded by Grove Stteet, Gough Street, Fulton Stteet, and Franklin
Street, the site of the Performing Arts garage, was proposed to be partially reduced under the Plan to
a height of 50 or 55 feet. The Revisions to the Plan retain the current height limit of 65 feet for this

entire site.

The Revisions to the Plan propose to lower the heights on the southern side of east/west residential
alleys in the Project Area to presetve a 50-degree sun angle from the north sidewalk to the building
cotner in order to provide adequate sunlight to the public right-of-way, with a height limit of
approximately 35 at the front of the property line for a 35’ wide alley. Under the Plan this height
limit was set to 30°. (Refer to Response to Comments P-2, pages 3-153/154 and P-5, pages 3-
154/155 for a more detailed discussion of this proposed change.) Under the Revisions to the Plan,
the building height in these areas can be built to the maximum height permitted under the height
limits as long as a set- back within the 50-degree angle described above is provided.

Enhanced Implementation Framework

A new chapter has been added that further discusses the final implementation framework for the
Revisions to the Plan and outlines a funding strategy and a seties of implementing actions. This
chapter also outlines a monitoring program that would allow public review of implementation of the

Revisions to the Plan.

Matket and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0346E
6-7



6.0 Impact Analysis for Proposed Plan Revisions

Revised Parking Controls

The Plan’s parking controls have been modified in the Revisions to the Plan to be consistent with
the new parking controls for the Downtown Districts (C-3). In general, maximum parking caps

have been raised, while relief from the minimum parking requirement remains.

6.2 Impact Analysis

The proposed revisions under the Revisions to the Plan have been deemed to fall into one of the
three categories: 1) revisions that are physical in nature and do not create additional environmental
impacts; 2) revisions that are non-physical and are exempt from environmental review; and 3)

revisions that are proposed as studies and would require further environmental analysis.

The revisions noted under categories 1 and 2 above do not create additional physical impacts
beyond those already analyzed in the DEIR for the Plan. The changes included in the Revisions to
the Plan reduce the study atea by 12 full and partial blocks. In tettms of overall impacts the
Revisions to the Plan would have either comparable or less impacts relative to the Plan analyzed in
the DEIR. The DEIR prepared for the Plan represents a more conservative analysis in terms of

overall impacts compared to the Revisions to the Plan.

The following discussion addresses impacts of the proposed revisions in more detail.

Revisions with Potential Physical Changes

New Historic Preservation Section

The new historic resources preservation policies included in the Revisions to the Plan are consistent
with the current Planning Department practice for analyzing environmental impacts. Through the
City’s existing CEQA procedures for assessing potential impacts on historic resources, projects
which propose alteration, demolition or new construction are evaluated, on a case-by-case basis, to
determine whether there may be a potential adverse impact on an historic resource. This involves
review by the Planning Department’s historic preservation technical specialists, sometimes with the
assistance of outside consultants, to determine whether there is a potential historic resource at risk

and whether a proposed project could have an adverse impact on the identified historic resources.

Matket and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0346E
6-8



6.0 Impact Analysis for Proposed Plan Revisions

Whete appropriate, mitigation measures and alternatives that could possibly reduce or avoid

significant impacts are identified.

The DEIR program-level analysis determined that the Plan,, in and of itself, would not have
significant impacts on historic architectural resources. Therefore the implementation of stricter
policies, as proposed in the Revisions to the Plan, would be consistent with this conclusion and
would strengthen the DEIRs findings of no significant impact on any historic architectural resource.
Based on the above, the addition of an historic preservation section and related policies would not

create a significant impact or trigger the need for new mitigation measutes.

Land Use District Adjustments

The category 1 land use changes listed on page 6-4 under Description of the Proposed Changes,
Land Use Adjustments, do not create additional environmental impacts since they replace the
proposed zoning and retain the existing land use controls. Since there are no changes proposed, the

Revisions to the Plan would not create any environmental impacts.

The category 2 land use changes listed on page 6-4 under Description of the Proposed Changes,
Land Use Adjustments, basically keep the same zoning controls as proposed under the Plan. Since
the environmental impacts of the proposed controls are analyzed in the DEIR there would be no
additional environmental impact beyond those identified in the DEIR.

The category 3 land use changes listed on page 6-4 under Description of the Proposed Changes,
Land Use Adjustments, propose new zoning designations for some ateas. The impacts of some of
these zoning changes have already been analyzed in the DEIR. For example the lot at the center of
the block bounded by 12 Street, Market Street, Gough Street and Otis Street is rezoned from NCT
Zoning District to P Zoning District, but the height designation remains open space or 0 height.
The DEIR has already analyzed the environmental impacts of this lot as an open space. Therefore
the impacts of land use chaﬁges as a result of the rezoning of this lot have already been covered
under the DEIR and there would be no additional environmental impacts as a result of the zoning

change.

The change to C-3-G Zoning District in the area around the intersection of the Mission Street and
South Van Ness Avenue under Category 3 reinstates the existing zoning district for a large portion
of the DTR Zoning District. The southern portion of this area under the existing controls is zoned
C-M and the DEIR has not analyzed the impacts of this change. In terms of intensity of

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0346E
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6.0 Impact Analysis for Proposed Plan Revisions

development the C-3-G Zoning District is mote restrictive than the C-M Zoning District. The
maximum development undet the C-3-G Zoning District allows a floor area ration (FAR) of 6.0 to 1
while the C-M Zoning Disttict allows 2 9.0 to 1.FAR. In terms of development, the C-3-G Zoning
District would create less of an impact compared to the C-M Zoning District.

In conclusion the zoning changes proposed under the Market & Octavia Area Plan would not create

additional environmental impacts beyond those identified in the DEIR.

Proposed Height and Bulk Adjustments

The proposed height and bulk adjustments near the South Van Ness Avenue and Mission Street
intetsection would reduce height limits (from 400 feet to 120 feet) and decrease bulk limits resulting
in shorter and mote slender buildings with smaller square footages. Since the DEIR analyzed the
taller height and larger bulk limits for the Project Area, the reduced height and bulk limits proposed
for this area undet the Revisions to the Plan would have an equal or lesser amount of physical
impact and thetefote would not create additional impacts. The DEIR analysis of the Plan height
and bulk limits in this atea present a mote conservative analysis compared to the Revisions to the

Plan.

The Revisions to the Plan propose a height of 35 feet on the southern side of the 35-foot wide
east/west residential alleys to preserve a 50-degtee sun angle from the north sidewalk to the building
cotner in order to provide adequate sunlight to the public right-of-way. Under the Plan this height
limit was set at 30 feet.

With the height increase of 5 feet to a maximum of 35 feet, the height limits under the Revisions to
the Plan would still be shorter than the existing height limits. The revised height limits at the south
end of the east/west alleys would result in equal or smaller square footages of buildings when
compared to the existing conditions and therefore implementation of the Revisions to the Plan

would not create new significant environmental impacts because of the height change.

In the 40-foot and 50-foot Height Districts in the NCT Districts, the Revisions to the Plan would
allow a 5-foot additional height for higher ceilings in retail uses. This increase in height would not
increase the overall square footage of the buildings. The total square footage of the buildings under
the Revisions to the Plan would remain the same as the ones analyzed in the DEIR. Therefore there

would not be additional impact as a result of height increase in terms of intensity of development.

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0346E
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6.0 Impact Analysis for Proposed Plan Revisions

However, there is a potential for additional shadow, visual, view, and wind impacts as a result of the

5-foot height increase as discussed below.

The existing height limit of 65 feet on the block bounded by Grove Street, Gough Street, Fulton
Street, and Franklin Street was reduced to 55 feet on the southern half of the block undet the Plan.
The Revisions to the Plan propose to maintain the existing 65-foot height limit on this block. Since
thete would be no changes in terms of heights for this block compared to the existing conditions,

there would be no environmental impacts.

Higher height limits generally have the potential to create other impacts including those related to
shadow, wind, and aesthetics. Raising the height limit by five feet is a minor increase that may add a
very small amount of impact as noted above. This amount would be so small that it would be
negligible and would not result in new impacts above and beyond what has already been analyzed.

The discussion below analyzes the impact in those areas in more detail.

Shadows

Shadow impacts were analyzed for three categories of open spaces identified in the DEIR. For
open space protected under Section 295 of the Planning Code, individual development proposals
would be subject to the requirements of this section. Compliance with this section would ensure
that proposed projects would not have an adverse impact on the existing or proposed open spaces
protected by this ordinance. The sunlight criteria dictated by Sections 146(a) and 146(c) of the
Planning Code is not applicable to the proposed NCT Districts and therefore there would be no

additional impacts as a result of the increased 5-foot height as it related to these sections.

For open spaces not protected by Section 295 of the Planning Code, the DEIR proposes mitigation
measure 5.5.A2. This mitigation measure ensures that new buildings or additions to existing
buildings with heights above 50 feet be shaped to reduce substantial shadow impacts on public
plazas and other publicly accessible spaces. Implementation of this mitigation measure in areas
where the height limit is equal to or above 50 feet would reduce, but may not eliminate potentially
significant shadow impact. As development proposals within the Project Area are put forward and
analyzed, CEQA review would be conducted to determine potential significant impacts from
specific projects, on a case by case basis. The DEIR states that the even with the implementation of
this rnitigation measure, potential for a significant and unavoidable shadow impact would still exist.
The increase of building heights by 5 feet in the areas where the height limit is equal to or greater

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0346E
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6.0 Impact Analysis for Proposed Plan Revisions

than 50 feet may create a potential significant shadow impact. The DEIR has already acknowledged

the potential for future environmental impact and the process for addressing these impacts.

There are only a few lots in the Upper Market NCT Districts that fall in a 40-foot Height Limit
under the existing height controls and the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan. The proposed 5-foot
addition under the M&O Plan Area Plan could potentially create shadow impacts. Howevet, none
of these lots are adjacent to any open spaces that are likely to be shaded by the potential 5-foot
height increment. Because the area of potential additional height is small, the potential increment of
new shadow is minimal, with no identified open space at risk. As noted above, there would be no
significant shadow impacts in the NCT Zoning Districts as a result of the 5-foot height increment

proposed in the Revisions to the Plan.

For new parks and proposed open spaces, the shadow impacts identified in the DEIR were not
significant. Once those properties become public parks, they would be subject to eithet section 295
of the Planning Code or they would be subject to mitigation measure 5.5.A2 of the DEIR or other
applicable controls under the Planning Code. There are no lots in the proposed NCT Districts neat
the proposed parks and open spaces where the recommended height limit is taller than the existing
height limits and therefore the impact on these parks of the proposed 5-foot height increase would
not be significant.

Visual Character

Page 4-99 of the DEIR states: “While the proposed Plan would result in visual changes within the
Project Area, these aesthetic changes are intended to improve overall visual quality. Future uses and
building designs would be developed pursuant to the city’s General Plan and urban design controls
and guidelines proposed by the proposed Market and Octavia Neighborbood Plan. These measures

would minimize adverse visual impacts in the Project Area.”

The addition of 5 feet of height for proposed retail projects in the NCT Districts is a small
increment in the building height that would be subject to the guidelines proposed by the Revisions
to the Plan. In addition, the height limits in most of these areas, except for a few lots in the Uppet
Market area, have been reduced compared to the existing height controls. Similar to the conclusion
of the DEIR on page 4-100, the proposed buildings themselves would not result in a substantial
demonstrable negative aesthetic effect on the existing visual character ot quality of the area and its

surroundings. The visual impact would be less than significant.

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0346E
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6.0 Impact Analysis for Proposed Plan Revisions

Views

The proposed 5-foot height increment in the NCT Districts is in areas where the proposed height
limits would still be lower than the existing height controls, except for a few lots in the Upper
Matrket area where the height limit remains at 40 feet. The 5-foot height increment proposed in the
Revisions to the Plan could alter the views analyzed under the Plan by a small amount. The analysis
of the proposed heights in the DEIR concluded that “despite the possible new uses that could-be
constructed, the proposed Plan would not have a demonstrable negative effect on scenic views or
vistas, not would the Plan damage scenic resources within a state scenic highway. The greatest
changes to views would occur in the oblique (diagonal) views to the south and southeast across
Market Street, toward the SoMa West neighbothood where the Plan encourages future high-rise
buildings where none currently exists.” (page 4-104 of the DEIR). The DEIR concludes that the
impacts related to views would be considered less than significant (page 4-104).

The height limits in most of the NCT Districts are reduced compared to the existing conditions.
Similar to the proposed heights analyzed in the DEIR, the 5-foot height increment proposed in the
Revisions to the Plan would not affect the oblique views. The impact of this height increase is

therefore considered less than significant.

Wind

The DEIR analyzed the program level wind impacts of buildings ranging from 40 to 400 feet in
height. The DEIR identified potential significant wind impacts that could occur with some taller
buildings and proposed mitigation measures 5.5.B1 and 5.5B2 to reduce the wind impact to a less
than significant level (page 4-133 to 4-135 of the DEIR). The DEIR concluded that with the new
standards proposed in the Plan, no project would be approved unless the wind impact was reduced

to less than significant.

Buildings at a height of 45 ot 55 feet have limited potential for creation of significant wind impacts
in San Francisco. However, all buildings in the Project Area would be subject to the mitigation
measutes noted above when potential wind impacts exist. The buildings proposed for a 5-foot
increment in height under the Revisions to the Plan could not be approved unless the wind impacts
wete teduced to less than significant. Also, the height limits in most of the proposed NCT Districts
have been teduced compared to the existing conditions. Therefore the increase of building heights
by 5 feet in areas with a 40 or 50-foot height limit as proposed would not have a significant impact.

Matket and Octavia Neighbotrhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0346E
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6.0 Impact Analysis for Proposed Plan Revisions

New Policy Ensuring a Mix of Unit Sizes in New Development

One of the policies of the M&O Area Plan imposes a unit mix requirement for any project larger
than four units in the NCT and RTO zoning districts. At least 40 percent of the units in such
projects are required to be two-bedrooms or larger, with a “goal” (not required) of 10 percent of the

units having three-bedrooms ot more.

As per the assumptions stated on page 37 of the background Transpottation Study for the DEIR, 50
petcent of all of the new residential units were assumed to be studio/one-bedroom and 50 petcent
two-bedrooms or more.! This is 10 percent greater than the Revisions to the Plan proposed
requirement for 40 percent of units to be two-bedrooms or larger. The analysis of the DEIR
presented a more conservative estimate of the traffic impacts compared to the new 40 percent
requirement because larger units generate a greater number of trips per unit than smaller units. The
traffic impacts associated with this new requirement would be less than the traffic impacts identified
in the DEIR as assumed for the Plan and therefore would not create any new traffic impacts. There
would be no other impacts beyond and above what is analyzed in the DEIR associated with this new

requirement.

Revised Parking Controls

The Plan’s residential parking controls have been modified to be consistent with the new parking
controls for the Downtown District (C-3). In general, maximum residential parking caps have been
raised, while relief from the minimum parking requirement remains. The transportation analysis in
the DEIR analyzed residential parking impacts ranging from no parking requitement as proposed
under the Plan to the standard parking requirement of one space per residential unit required under
the current Planning Code. The new maximum parking caps proposed under the Revisions to the
Plan would still be lower than the standard one space per residential unit required under the Planning
Code. Since the DEIR has analyzed the range of parking requirements between none to one per
space and the new caps are 0.75 spaces per unit, the impacts of the new proposal under the
Revisions to the Plan have already been evaluated in the DEIR parking analysis completed for the
Plan. No additional impacts would be created as the result of this new requitement above and

beyond what was already analyzed in the DEIR.

! Final Report Market & Octavia Plan EIR Transportation Study, Case No. 2003.0346E, May 31, 2005, prepared for
the San Francisco Planning Department by Wilbur Smith Associates.
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6.0 Impact Analysis for Proposed Plan Revisions

New Policies with No Physical Changes ot Activities Exempt under CEQA

A number of new policies and text changes proposed as part of the Revisions to the Plan would not
have any physical impacts on the envitonment and therefore would not create any significant
environmental impacts. For example the proposed new policy and text change from the Revisions
to the Plan to be added to the “Balancing Transportation Choices” section (page 124 of the Plan)
ptoposes to monitor patking supply in reports published every five-years. This policy ptoposes a
new approach to patking management in a way that is dependent on coupling parking maximum
controls with City initiated on-street parking management strategies and private parking

management strategies.

This new policy does not per se result in any physical changes and therefore would not have a
significant environmental impact. The Revisions to the Plan contain several other new policies
similar to the patking policy noted in the paragraph above that are not physical in nature, do not

result in physical changes, and thetrefore do not require additional impact analysis.

Policies such as planting of trees along sidewalks to enhance pedestrian environment and provide a
buffer between the street traffic and pedesttian traffic are exempt from CEQA. The policy revisions
proposed-in the Revisions to the Plan contain some similar policies that are exempt and therefore

would not requite environmental analysis.

New Studies Proposed with Potential Physical Changes

A number of new or further studies have been proposed as part of the General Plan Amendments for
the Revisions to the Plan. A policy calling for the study or investigation of an issue is non-physical,
in and of itself. The results of any such studies could lead to future project proposals, ot
alternatively, to the abandonment of an idea ot proposal. It is unknown at this time which studies
may lead to specific project proposals, and which studies may not. To the extent that a study might
lead to a new project proposal, the specific details are unknown at this time and therefote no
environmental analysis is presently possible. If the studies advanced through the Revisions to the
Plan do ultimately lead to a specific project proposal, any such project would be subject to CEQA

analysis in the futute, prior to any decision on the project.

For examplé, the DEIR ptepared for the Plan analyzed returning Hayes Street to two-way
operations and determined that this would cause significant transit and traffic impacts. As a result

of these impacts, the Revisions to the Plan has been amended to eliminate the implementation of

Matket and Octavia Neighbothood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0346E
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6.0 Impact Analysis for Proposed Plan Revisions

two-way Hayes Street. Policy 5.6.1 under “Balancing Transportation Choices” has been revised to
include the possibility of futute transportation studies to explore the feasibility of eliminating one-
way streets in the Project Area some time in the future. While the elimination of one-way streets
could have physical environmental impacts, no such projects are being proposed in the Revisions to
the Plan. If a future study ultimately leads to a specific project proposal that would change the
operation of one-way streets, that futute project would require its own environmental teview at that
time. This revised policy in the Revisions to the Plan defers the elimination of one-way streets to
further studies, and any specific proposals which may emerge from these studies would require
further environmental analysis ptior to implementation of any such changes to the transportation
network. The Revisions to the Plan contain a number of similar policies that are not covered in this

DEIR and would be subject to future independent environmental analysis.

Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0346E
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7.0 TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL APPENDIX

7.0 TRANSPYORTATION TECHNICAL APPENDIX

This sections contains the transportation technical appendix for the Comments and Responses

document. It includes level of service data for the analysis of the two-way Hayes Street operation.

Market and Octavia Neighbothood Plan Comments & Responses Case No. 2003.0347E
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Existing Lane Configuration- Existing Condition
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing Conditions
1. Hayes & Gough 9/24/2004

2N et ANt N Y

Lane Configurations 44 1111S
Ideal Flow (vphpl) -+ ~1900". 1900 1900 -~ 1900. 1900  1900- 1900 1900 - 1900 1900 © 1900 - 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12
Total Lost time (s) -7 L $4.0..40 S S 400
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 0.91 0.86

Frpb; ped/bikes " R S r4.00401.00 L E S 1.00

Flpb ped/blkes 0.78 0.88 1.00

Frt-. SRR SR e 01.00001.00 SR ) v 1,000

Fit Protected 0.95 0.97 1.00

Satd: Flow (prot) - . il o 12487,2888 oo 0 B9B3 .
FIt Permitted 0.95 0.97 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) ~ = ol 124872858 ' CoL o TBOB3
Volume (vph) 0 0 0 825 349 0 0 0 0 0 2074 41
Peak-hour factor, PHF - 0.92  0.92 © 0.92:° 0.91° 091 0.91..092 '092. 092 092" 092 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 907 384 0 o 0 0 0 2254 45
Lane Group Flow (vph) - o+ .0 454 837 .0 .. 0 0. 0 - 072209 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 200

Bus Blockages (#hr)- .- 0 00 L 0700 - 0 0 0 "0 "0
Turn Type Free Perm

Protected Phases = 7 00 i S 8 e B ST G o B
Permitted Phases Free 8

Actuated Green, G (s) .+ G 28000 02800 om0 2030000
Effective Green, ¢ (s) 225 225 295
Actuated g/C Ratio /-7 -0t 0.380.0.38 Ll s 0490
Clearance Time (s) 35 35 3.5

lane GpCap (ph) .~ . . 468 1072~ . ... oo ...2982
v/s Ratio Prot cO 39
vigRatio Perm =50 0 o T e 00,3600 .029- 0 SR T
v/c Ratio 0.97 0.95d 0 78
Uniform Delay, d1. 0 "7 7000 g4 86 12680
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 =" U 0348 67 I B I s SR

Delay (s) 532 222 14.8

Uevelof Sefvice  ~ v i DTG s e T e B
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 . 0.0 148

A LOS o A : ST R s AT e o

g VAR 21 4- " " HCM Level of Service .
HCM Volume to Capacny ratlo 10.86
Cycle Length (s) - : S 780,00 7 Sumof losttime(s) 1 8.0
Intersectlon Capacaty Utlhzatlon 65.2% ICU Level of Service B
" Defacto Left Lane.: Récode with 1 though lane as aleftlane.. .-~ " . S
¢ Critical Lane Group

Synchro 5 Report
Existing Conditions
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing Conditions
2: Hayes & Franklin 9/24/2004

PN = N a NS

ane Configurations o H‘TO_ r J44

ideal Flow. (vphpl) 1900 = 1900 1900°°1900 - 1900 1900 1900 1900 :1900 1900 1900 " 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12 12 12 12
TotalLosttime () . o400 40 A0
Lane Util. Factor - 086 0.86 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes - - o eii 0800 089 CTNEA00L S e

Flpb, ped/blkes ‘ » - 100 1.00 1.00

Frt = S n 070950 0.85 0 100

Fit Protected _ 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) S 40790936 o 4735

Flt Permitted ‘ _ ‘ 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd: Flow(perm) .~ & . o Gl 40790 9350 478E o s e
Volume (vph) \ 0 0 0 0 1094 989 80 1607 0 0 0 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF - "0.92°  0.92 . 092 097" 097 097 097 0.97:0.97 0927 092 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 1128 1020 82 1657 0 0 0 0
Lanie Group Flow (vph) © 0 : 0 .0 =0 1638 5107 . 031739:. 0 = 0 0.0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 200 200 200 200 _ ‘ _
Bus:Blockages (#/hr) - o0 e o400 00 0 00 00
Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases T i B e T T2 e

Permitted Phases 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s). - - SR EPA O S 410 410 “41.0°

Effective Green, g(s) 41.0 410 41.0

Actiiated g/C Ratio 0Tt 0460046 046 0
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

LaneGm Cap(wph) . .- . . . .- 18687426 - 2157 .. .

v/s Ratio Prot 0.40

vis'Ratio Perm. .= e e PSS i e0086
v/c Ratio 1.12dr  1.20
Uniform Delay, d1 =+ & Th e T 2230 2450
Progression Factor _ 015 0.19
Incremental Delay, d2. - i n 06 910
Delay (s) } 40 957
Level of Service = i B el T e
Approach Delay (s)
Ap;iroach LOS

HCM verage Control Delay - .. = 236
HCM Volume to Capacny ratlo 1.00 } _
Cycle Length (s) - Soii 0 9000 v Sumof losttime(s) o oo 8070 o
Intersectlon Capac;ty Ut|l|zat|on 90.7% ICU Level of Service E

dr.. Defacto Right Lane. .Recode with 1 though lane as a right lane. - NI e i
¢ Critical Lane Group

_HCM Level of Service

Synchro 5 Report
Existing Conditions
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing Conditions
3: Hayes & Van Ness 9/24/2004

A ey ¢ ANt A2 S

Lane Configurations 41> f %N M4 44
Ideal-Flow (vphpl) . 1900, 1900 - 1900 - 1900 - 1900 1900 - 1900 - 1900 = 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 10 12 12 10 12
TotalLosttime (8) " .ot s 40 40 - 40 40 7 4.0 D
Lane Util. Factor 08 08 097 091 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes .~ = - S T T 4000706971400 01000 1.00 °
Flpb, ped/blkes 099 1.00 1.00 100 1.00

Frt : Gl e e 10000085 01000 1000 1.00

Fit Protected 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) =~ o 0 4732 00935, 3204 1 4746 - ’ 4732

Fit Permitted 100 1.00 095 1.00 1.00

Satd, Flow (perm) o G i i w4737 93653004 4746 - - 4732
Volume (vph) 0 0 0 70 1550 270 500 1906 0 0 1529 3
Peak-hour factor, PHF = 0.92 - 0.92 . 0.92 096 096 096094 094 094 094 .094 094
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 o 0 73 1615 281 532 2028 0 0 1627 33
Lane Group Flow(vph) 0.~ 0 0 0 1688 281 ' 532 2028 0. 0 1660 - O
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 200 200 200 200

TumnType . .o . .o o cCoooo Permoioo o Perm Prot ..o ‘ el
Protected Phases 8 5 2 6
Permitted Phases~ ~ =2 e B B o
Actuated Green, G (s) 30.0 30.0 75 520 41.0
Effective Green, g (s): .~ - i 0003050 3050 7.0 515 o o L4050
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.34 0.34 0.08 0 57 0.45
Clearance Time(s) ~ .~ = - i o 0ni 46 - 45 3535 Ll B
Lane Grp Cap (vph) A 1604 317 249 2716 2129
visRatio Prot - oo R R S 0e0470043 0 70 0 €0.35.
vis Ratio Perm » cO 36 0.30 »
vicRatio " e s SO N e10600 0890 214 075 L 078 .. .
Uniform Delay, d1 298 281 415 144 21.0
Progression Factor & = v T e e 14,001,002 0.78 0320 T .00
lncremental DeIay, d2 377 285 519.1 11 29
Delay (s) i DT 674066605516 0057 239 -
Level of Serwce v E E F A C
Approach Delay (s) v 000 i 859y e 192 2390
Approach LOS A E F C

HCM Average Control Delay 7%.7 HCM Level of Servnce E
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio = - 1.01° " - B S T
Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of Iost time (s) 120
Intersection Capacity Utilization- ~ ~96.7% . = ICU Level of Service S
¢ Critical Lane Group

Synchro 5 Report
Existing Conditions
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Existing Conditions
9/24/2004
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
9: Fell & Gough

Ay ¢ v AN

Lane Configurations 7 4 _ )

Ideal Flow (vphp!) - = 1900 - 1900 - 1900 - 1900 - 1900 . 19001900 1900 1900 - 1900-..1900 : 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12
Total Lost time (s) 400 o N LAl 400040040
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.86 0.86
Frt - - 0.97 - 1.00~ 1.00-°°0.98-.0.85
Fit Protected 1.00 0.98 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1812 1822 - 1770 4416 1318
Fit Permitted 1.00 0.80 » 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) - 1812 F T T 4847 e T TT07 44161318
Volume (vph) 0 103 26 95 118 0 0 0 0 287 1752 929
Peak-hour factor, PHF < 092" :0.92" 0.92: 092" '0.92°:0.92 092 . 0927092 092 092 092
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 112 28 103 128 0 0 0 0 312 1904 1010
Lane Group Flow(vph) .0 1407~ 0 07231 "-0 70 7 0 " .0.:312" 2123 791
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8
Turn Type . - NSNS T . Perm - oo e K Lo Split e :Prot
Protected Phases 4 4 6 6 6
Permitted Phases ™™~~~ " oo A e R e S
Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0 15.0 370 370 370
Effective Green, g (8) -~ .° 150" .15.0 '37.0.°37.0-,37.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25 0.25 062 062 062
Clearance Time{s) =~ 40" 2.0 4057407740
Lane Grp Cap (Vph) 453 371 1092 2723 813
vis.Ratio Prot - 0.08 G 0.18 " 0.48 '¢0.60
v/s Ratio Perm cO 16

vic:Ratio: 0.31: 062 :0.29::0.78 1 0.97
Uniform Delay, d1° _ 18.3 20.0 54 85 110
Progression Factor 1.00 1,00 0.71..:0.94. °1.09
Incremental Delay, d2 1.8 1.7 0.4 1.3 185
Delay (s) LT 20 e 278 42.793.304
Level of Serwce Cc C ‘ A A C
Approach Delay (s) =~ 7. 2040 2780 CUAE00 14000

Approach LOS Cc C A B

'HCM Average Control Delay 15.1

HCM Leve owaerwce -

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio. . .0.87.. e
Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of Iost tlme (s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization "~ 79.3% ICU Levelof Service :+ - "7 . C

¢ Critical Lane Group

Synchro 5 Report
Existing Conditions
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

10: Fell & Franklin

Existing Conditions

9/24/2004

A >Ny ¥

—

L.

b s

Mo : BR
Lane Configurations 44 T4 'l

jdeal Flow (vphpl) - 1900 1900 11900° 1900 1900 - 1900 1900 1900 1900 . 1900" 1900° 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12 12 12 12
Total Lost time (s) CA QT TR e a0 R0 e
Lane Utll Factor 0.95 0.86 0.86

Frt.- e -1.00° 70987085 .

Fit Protected 0.99 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3508 43691362

Fit Permitted - 0.99 099 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm). 0 3508 ©TT 4369 1362 Lo
Volume (vph) 74 338 0 0 0 0 218 1613 956 0 0 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF . 0947094 094 092 092 092 140.98 7098 098 092092 0,92
Adj. Flow (vph) 79 360 0 0 0 0 222 1646 976 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) = 0" 439 " 0 00 00 2971873 000
Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases RS IE 5 PRy o

Permitted Phases 4 2 2

Actuated Green, G (s) - 170 “166.0766.0:

Effective Green, g (s) 16.5 65.5 65.5

Actuated g/C Ratio. 0 013 e - ;»"0 73};_::.0 73;.»

Clearance Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 643 31800991 T

v/s Ratio Prot

vis Ratio Perm '¢0.13 c0.500 049 . -

vic Ratio 0.68 O 68 0.68

Uniform Delay, d1 = = 343 6686
Progression Factor 1.00 048 045

Incremental Delay, d2". =~~~ 5.8 . 09 29

Delay (s) _ 40.1 41 5.9

Level of Service.: _ D Sl e e A A
Approach Delay (s) 40.1 0.0 4.5 0.0
Approach LOS & AR CA A

HCM Average ontrol

elay

HCM Volume to Capacnty ratio '

Cycle Length(s)-:-

Intersection Capacuty Utlllza‘uon:’

¢ Critical Lane Group

068

-90.0.

o Lovalo Serv_'ce. o

WILBURLVL7-FF51

Synchro 5 Report
Existing Conditions



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Existing Conditions
11: Fell & Van Ness 9/24/2004

A oy v AN M)A

. B
Lane Configurations Fa 1S +41 N M4
Ideal Flow (vphpl) -~ :1900.. 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900- 1900 1900 - 1900 ::1900° 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12 12 10 12
TotalLosttime (s). " 40 e T 40 e 40 40
Lane Ut|| Factor 0.86 A 0.91 1.00 0.91
Frt.. . U099 S Tt 089 0 1.00001:00
Fit Protected 1.00 1.00 - 095 1.00
Satd: Flow (prot) == I6336. oo 4722 1770 47467 .
Fit Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.11 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) =~~~ . © 8336 .o B AT22 0 e 13 47460
Volume (vph) 0 1184 96 0 0 0 0 1756 61 71 1528 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF .-0.95:70.95.  0.95 " 092092 092 092" 092 '0.92 -:0.880.88 0.88
Adij. Flow (vph) 0 1246 101 0 0 0 0 1909 66 81 1736 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 /1347 0 0.~ 0 0 0 1975 00 81:..1736 .0
Turn Type Perm D.P+P
Protected Phases A e B 5 2
Permitted Phases 4 6
Actuated Green, G(s) . 18600 v oo e 13600 - 440470 -
Effective Green, g (s) 36.0 35.0 42.0 46.0
Actuated g/C Ratio ™~ 77040 oo 0089 e 0 047 70,51
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) -+ a7 2834 e iy et 1836 - 221 2426 0 -
v/s Ratio Prot c0.21 » c0.42 0.03 ¢0.37
visRatioPerm . o1 oo R R T L T A 04
v/c Ratio 0.53 1.08 0.37 0.72
Uniform Delay, d1_. G208 7 CoiE e R WS Y B T B3T2 7.0
Progression Factor 1.09 1.02 - 029 0.22
Incremental Defay, d2 06 o T A0 800 120
Delay (s) ‘ 23.0 69.1 13.7 49
Level of Seivice 7 Coo o B BT AL
Approach Delay (s) 23.0 0.0 69.1 5.3
Approa:'ch'LO,Sﬂ L e e e

HCM Average Con ro De ay - 345 . HCM Level of Service - .
HCM Volume to Capacnty rat|o 0.78 - ‘ v
Cycle Length (s): S 1900 Sumoflosttime ()i o o o800
Intersection Capacnty Utlhzatlon 85.0% ICU Level of Service D

¢~ Critical Lane Group- " ot

Synchro 5 Report
Existing Conditions

WILBURLVL7-FF51



Existing Lane Configuration- 2025 without Project



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

1: Hayes & Gough

2025 without Project
9/24/2004

T T 2

Lane Conflguratlons
Ideal Flow (vphp!) = ::1900
Lane Width 12
Total Losttime (s) - -
Lane Util. Factor

Frpb, ped/bikes .

Flpb, ped/b|kes

Frt R

Flt Protected

Satd. Flow (prot). -

Fit Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm) = = oo

1900
12

1,00

o
1900,

12

21900

12

091

7100 -

0.78

0.95

1248

0.95

© 1248

4t
11900
12
0.91

0.90

1.00.

0.98

1900 .
4.0

1.00 .

2935
098
2935

1~ > 4

T 1.
1900 - 1900 1900 | 1900 -
12 12 12 12 12 10

1900

<

1900
12

40

086
1.00
1.00

1.00

5983

71,0007
© 1100 -0

5983

Volume (vph) 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF . -
Adj. Flow (vph) 0

Lane Group Flow (vph): =0

Confl. Peds. (#/r)

Bus Blockages (#hr)> 0 -

0
092 092 092

0

~ 0

o

0

0

EZQgF

0

828

0.917%

910

200

00

455

499
0.91
548

1003 :

0 0 0 0 0 1770

0920927 092 092

o o0 o 0o 0
00 0 00 0

1924

T AT ¢ JRREN o DESEEREN s RESISLN § ISR el o Ry

0.92°

1962

35
0.92
38

Turn Type

Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s} .
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio."-
Clearance Time (s)

Free

Free '

L2300
225
000,380

Perm

35

8 sl

225

.038'  

SoEEs Ko

35

230070
29.5
- f_i-s.~0,495"ﬂ :

Lane Grp Cap (vph) . -
v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio.Perm . -

v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1° <

Progression Factor

Incremental Delay, d2 . ~*"

Delay (s)

Level of Service: " o ¢
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS il

nE 468

036"
0.97
184
1.00
382
53.7

1101

29320
‘ cO 33

B 0 67::

i e

100

" HCM Level of Service.

HCM Average.Contro_ elay -
HCM Volume to Capacny rat|o

Cycle Length (s) B 2760.0. " Sum of lost time (s) © o e
Intersection Capacnty Ut|I|zat|on 62.9% ICU Level of Service » B

dl . Defacto Left Lane.. Recode with 1 though lane as a left lane. R N SRt
¢ Critical Lane Group

Synchro 5 Report
2025 Base

WILBURLVL7-FF51



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2025 without Project
2: Hayes & Franklin 9/24/2004

A ey v AN b 2 MY

Lane Configurations ‘ 41 f dM
Ideal Flow (vphpl) i~ - 19001900 1900. 1900 1900~ 1900 - 1900 1900 19001900 11900 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12 12 12 12
Total Losttime (s) -~ TEEUe 400 740 400 B R i
Lane Util. Factor ) ‘ 0.86 0.86 091 _
Frpb, ped/bikes = . it L7090 069 100 L
Fipb, ped/blkes _ 1.00 1.00 ~1.00
Fri R R e ©7 0957085 2100 ¢
Fit Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) - 0 4050 0935 4734 S
Flt Permitted 7 1.00 1.00 ~1.00 _
Satd. Flow (perm) Uil e 405077935 i 4784 o
Volume (vph) o 0 0 0 1188 1148 89 1586 0 0 0 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF .- 0,92 '0.92..0.92. .0.97 0.97 . 0.97 097 097  0.97 .0.92°..0.92. 092
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 1225 1184 92 1635 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) . 0 ~"0 0 .0 18177592 .0 1727 0 0. . 0 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 200 200 200 200
Bus Blockages (#hr) 0. 0 “Lor 0 10000 0 0 0
Turn Type Perm Perm
- Protected Phases ° (o il e g e e
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) " =l 4100410 0
Effective Green, g (s) 410
Actuated g/CRatio- oo 00104600460
Clearance Time (s) 40
Lane GrpCap (vph) . o7 o oo 7 184500 4
v/s Ratio Prot ) 045 _
VIS Ratio Perm. = ol S 063 . 4c0.36 0
v/c Ratio v 1.30dr 1.39 0.80
Uniform Delay,dt 0/ b o SN N2420 245000 S0
Progression Factor - 017 0.9 0.86
Incremental Delay, d2 - "~ oo CLLBTIATET 240 T S
Delay (s) 79 1813 204
Levelof Service = i T A R L s G
Approach Delay (s)
ApproachLOS "1 ¢

H MAverage ontrol Delay P 37,9 -HCM Level of Service
HCM Volume to Capacaty ratuo 1.10
Cycle Length (s) - ‘ Co 90,00 - Sum of lost time (s) 8.0
Intersection Capamty Utlllzatlon 97.5% ICU Level of Servuce E

dr * Defacto Right Lane. ‘Recode with 1 though lane as aright lane. ©- "~ = 0 70
¢ Critical Lane Group

Synchro 5 Report
2025 Base

'

WILBURLVL7-FF51



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

3: Hayes & Van Ness

2025 without Project

9/24/2004

Mo 3T W NB

Lane Configurations _ » 4 f "™ 4%

Ideal Flow (vphpl). 11900 1900° 1900 1900 . 1900 1900 - 1900 . 1900 - 1900 1900 - 1900 ** 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 10 12 12 10 12
Total Lost time (s). .. o U400 40 00400 400 40
Lane Util. Factor 086 08 097 0.91 0.91

Frpb, pedibikes . 21.00 ' 0.69 + 1.00 - 1.00 . 1.00:
Fipb, ped/blkes 098 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt e ©:71.00°-0.85 1.00 " 1.00" 1.00°

Fit Protected o 100 100 085 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) - 4717 9351 3204 14746 4733

Fit Permitted ‘ 100 100 095 1.00 1.00

Satd; Flow (perm).~ SR D 477 935 3204 4746 L 47330
Volume (vph) 0 0 0 94 1723 301 545 1596 0 0 1466 28
Peak-hour factor, PHF =~ 0.92 092>, 0.92 0.96..096° 09 094 . 094 094 094 0,94 . 0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 98 1795 314 580 1698 0 0 1560 30
Lane Group Flow (vph) > #0. - 0. 0 - 0.:1893 314" 580 11698 - 0. 0:.1590 - 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 200 200 200 200

Turn Type o ~Perm Pem  Prot - e
Protected Phases 8 5 2 6
Permitted Phases - * B8
Actuated Green, G (s) 30.0 30.0 75 520 41.0
Effective Green, g (s) .- '730.5. :30.5...7.0 515 -40.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.34 0.34 0.08 0.57 0.45
Clearance Time (8) Co 4B 450 3.5 36 3.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1599 317 249 2716 2130
v/s-Ratio Prot - ' 7 c0.187 0,36 c0:34.

v/s Ratio Perm cO 40 0.34

vicRatio ot m T R e 21.18°:0.99 233 063 075
Uniform Delay, d1 208 296 415 128 20.5
Progression Factor ... 4,00 1.00 :0.76. 0.13 “1.00.;
Incremental Delay, d2 894 482 5993 0.1 24

Delay (s)i+ g 119.2 77.8.630.9 . 1.7 229
Level of Servnce F E F A C
Approach Delay (s) . = 0.0 1133 0 0161.9. 5229
Approach LOS A F F C

Inte

HCM Average Control Delay 107.9 HCM Level of Serwce 7

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio . -7 1.068.7 SR
Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost tlme (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization -~ 102.3% . - . ICULevelof Service '~ - Fo

¢ Critical Lane Group

Synchro 5 Report
2025 Base

WILBURLVL7-FF51



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

9: Fell & Gough

2025 without Project
9/24/2004

Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl)-
Lane Width

Total Lost time (s) -
Lane Util. Factor
Frt -

Fit Protected

Satd. Flow (prot).
Fit Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm) = =

1900 °

Ay ¢ v AN

b
1900
12 12

400
1.00

1900

g7

1.00

811

1.00

811

.1900.
12 12

1900 1

12

0.98

0.76

]51417?i.:'

aQ
100

L8220

Volume (vph)

Peak-hour factor, PHF

Adj. Flow (vph)

Lane Group Flow (vph) -

Bus Blockages (#/hr)

117

o
. R
‘loocooNo

127

0927 0927

©180

30 127
33 138

0 0

0.92

158

172

092"

3100

Turn Type - - v
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases -
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s) -
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)

150"

150
0.25

:310
:737.0

0.62

4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph)
vis'Ratio Prot: = .
v/s Ratio Perm

v/c Ratio- - - :
Uniform Delay, d1
Progression Factor’

Incremental Delay, d2 B

Delay (s)

Level of Service
Approach Delay (s) -
Approach LOS

Cycle Length (s)

Intersection Capacity Utilization -

¢ Critical Lane Group

HCM AverageUControI Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio-

13.5

079
60.0
77.5%

0022!‘ RO

HCM Level of Serwce _

A Sum of Iost tlme (s)
“7ICU Level of Service .-

813

047

076

8.3
fA7
4.3
14.0

WILBURLVL7-FF51

Synchro 5 Report
2025 Base



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

10: Fell & Franklin

2025 without Project

9/24/2004

hLahe 'Cvéhflguratlons

{deal Flow (vphpl) 1900,

Lane Width - 12

Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util Factor
Frt. .
Fit Protected
Satd.-Flow (prot)
Fit Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm) -

44

1900

12

40
0.95
1.00
0.99
3508

0.99

3508

1900 1900 1900 -

12 12 12 12 12 10

o
1900 -

12

19001900 -
12 12 12

CR.00

086

1.00

1.00

N 1362 G

1362

Volume (vph) 84
Peak-hour factor, PHF ..

Adj. Flow (vph) 89

0.94

384

0.94

409

‘Lane Group Flow (vph)- -~ 0 " 498

241
7770.98:: 0.
246

1059

0,08

1081

685

Turn Type Perm
Protected Phases .- .. =

Permitted Phases 4 N
70

Actuated Green, G (s)-
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio . -
Clearance Time (s)

16.5

048 e

3.5

Perm

Perm

65.5

8607

073

Lane Grp Cap (vph)..

v/s Ratio Prot

vis RatioPerm-. - -
v/c Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1"+
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2- .-
Delay (s)

Level of Service

Approach Delay (s) | - 43,

Approach LOS -

HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacnty ratlo
Cycle Length (s): :

Intersection Capacny Utlllzatlon B '

¢ = Critical Lane Group .

643

L0440

0.77

S3B0

072
900
75.8%

- Sumof Jost time (s) "
ICU Level of Serwce

o901

WILBURLVL7-FF51

Synchro 5 Report
2025 Base



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2025 without Project
11: Fell & Van Ness 9/24/2004

Lane Configurations aies ‘ 41> N M

Ideal Flow (vphpl)- = -~ 1900 1900 - 1900 © 1900 190071900 - 1900° " 1900 1900 - 1900 - 1900. 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12 12 10 12
Total Losttime (8) "o ¢ 400 e ons T R s e N EIE Sy 407400 -
Lane Util. Factor 086 _ 0.91 1.00 0.91

Frioo oot 0089 T S 009 1.007.1.00
Fit Protected 1.00 - _ 1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot)- =~~~ - 8325 .- SRR I L A2 7 AT70 4746
Fit Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.11  1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) = @325 i r 4722 0 213 4746
Volume (vph) 69 1345 109 0 0 0 0 1927 68 65 1396 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF ~ 0.95: 0.95. 095 092 0927092 092 092 092 088: -'0.88 . 0.88
Adj. Flow (vph) 73 1416 115 0 0 0 0 2095 74 74 1586 0
Lane Group Flow {(vph) .. '0.-1604 - 0.~ 0 - "0 O 02169 0 74 1586 O
Turn Type Perm D.P+P

Protected Phases . ..o 0n T4 o i B S 200
Permitted Phases 4 6

Actuated Green, G (s) . ©086.00 e e 360 44,0470
Effective Green, g (s) 36.0 35.0 420 46.0
Actuated g/C Ratio” . 7 »x . 040 St i 039 0 0470051
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) .~ = 2530 . oo oo 01886 0221 2426 -
v/s Ratio Prot _ _ c0.46 - 0.03 cO 33

v/s Ratio Perm-=-- * 00 ¢0:25 CH A 018 ‘

v/c Ratio 063 1.18 0.33 065
Uniform Delay, d1. 5 007 0247 o SR e 276 399 162
Progression Factor 1.16 - 1.18 027 0.19
IncrementalDelay, d2 -« -0 0.9 R e O T S i - 7 A 0250709
Delay (s) , 26 0 114.5 - 134 .
Levelof Service .. . i o C R P e TR R R R T L R B s A
Approach Delay (s) -

Approach LOS i

HCM Average ontrol Delay - .. 547 . . HCMLevelof Service .: ..
HCM Volume to Capacny ratio 0.86 _
Cycle Length (s) S 709000 Sumof losttime(s) e i 80 e '
Intersection Capacnty Utmzatlon 88.8% ICU Level of Service D

¢ -CriticallLane Group: =~ i e e

Synchro 5 Report
2025 Base

WILBURLVL7-FF51






Existing Lane Configuration- 2025 with Project



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2025 wtih Project Mitigated (see footnote)

1: Hayes & Gough 1/19/2005
P ey v ANt 2 d

W SUTEWET . -

Lane Configurations LI L 11§

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900. 1900 - 1900 1900 - 1900 1900 1900 1900. 1900: 1900 1900

Lane Width ' 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12

Total Lost time (s) - R P A A0 e a0

Lane Util. Factor 091 0.91 0.86

Frpb, ped/bikes . ©.1.00-1.00 - 71.000

Fipb, ped/blkes 0.78 0.90 1.00

Frt = - ~1.001.00 - 1,00

Fit Protected 095 0.98 1.00

Satd: Flow (prot) =~ o i 12482932 5963 .

Fit Permitted 0.95 0.98 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) - LR L4248772932 7 T i BOB3

Volume (vph) 0 0 0 854 506 0 0 0 0 1 1839 36

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92. 0.92. .0.92. 091,091 091 092 092 092 0.92::0.92 " 0.92

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 938 556 0 0 0 0 1 1999 39

Lane Group Flow (vph) -~ . 0" 0.~ -0 46971025 -0 . 0.0 0 0203900

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) _ 200

Bus Blockages (#/hr): 0 0.0 07 0 0 0 0 0 -0 0. 0

Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases - B R T L R B

Permitted Phases 8 6

Actuated Green, G (s) "~ 12300230 ¢ .30.0°

Effective Green, g (s) 225 225 29.5

Actuated g/C Ratio .~ 0.38 038 . oo .0.49 ¢

Clearance Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 468 1100, ¢ o 2932

v/s Ratio Prot

v/s Ratio Perm "+ C-c0.38+ 035 c0.34"

v/c Ratio 1.00 0.99dl 0.70

Uniform.Delay, d1. - 188 180" 511.8 7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 " © 04211500 147

Delay (s) 60.9 33.0 13.2

Level of Service -+ % SR i RGN CnE B

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 41.8 0.0 13.2

Approach LOS : = O oA . B

HCM Average Control: elay 25 3, -~ "HCM Level of Service -

HCM Volume to Capacuty ratlo 10.83 _

Cycle Length (s)’ 800 .+ Sumoflosttime(s) = 80

Intersection Capacnty Ut»hzatlon 64.7% 'ICU Level of Service B

di. - Defacto Left Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as a left lane.
¢ Critical Lane Group

Synchro 5 Report

No configuration changes to Hayes Street
2025 wtih Project Mitigated (see footnote)

WILBURLVL7-FF51



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2025 wtih Project Mitigated (see footnote)
2: Hayes & Franklin 1/19/2005

2Ny ¢ ANt 24

Lane Configurations 41 'l J44
Ideal Flow (vphpl) . = 4900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 - 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900~ 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12 12 12 12
Total Losttime (s) ~ - i a0 400 A0 A
Lane Util. Factor 0.86 0.86 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes ... oo S R.0.90 069 . 100

Flpb, ped/blkes 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt . U e i 00,95 085 0 1.007

Fit Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00

Fit Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) T RS 'ﬁv‘:4061'i:1uv Q35 L TATAG e e :
Volume (vph) 0 0 0 0 1219 1149 91 1624 0 0 0 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF - 0.92 0.92.-0.92..0.97 7 0.97 |, 0.97 . -0.97  0.97° 097 092 .092. 092
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0o 0 0 1257 1185 94 1674 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) "0 = -0. 0 0 1849 <693 01768 .. -0 0 - 0 . 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 200 200 200 200 ‘ }
Bus Blockages (#/hr): -0~ ‘000" 10 -0 -0 o0 g0 0
Turn Type Perm Perm

Protscted Phases. i . €00 I D T BT S 20
Permitted Phases 8 2

Actuated Green, G (s) =~ i o 410 410 nAT0
Effective Green, g (s) 410 41.0 41.0

Actuated g/C Ratio = " .« o 0 h o T LE046. 0460 046
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Grp Cap(vph) -~ o0 1850 426 .0 2187 oo

v/s Ratio Prot O 46

v/s'Ratio Perm. i w7 D a2 088
vi/c Ratio 130dr 1.39
Uniform Delay, d1 = -0 24602456 0
Progression Factor 0.19 0.20
Incremental Defay, d2 "7 Tt CREe20ATTT L
Delay (s) 10.9 182.8

Level of Service “+ i oo R B e B
'Approach Delay (s) 0.0 52.7
Approach LOS. .« 0 o v A DT

HCWN AverageC ntrolDelay -~ . - 39.2. . HCM Level of Service
HCM Volume to Capacnty ratlo 1.11

Cycle Length (s) - o 790,00 Sumoflosttime(s). o 80
Intersection Capacny Utlllzat|on 97.6% " ICU Level of Serwce E

dr: Defacto Right Lane. “Recode with 1 though lane as aright lane. | SEEHEL R :

¢ Critical Lane Group

No configuration changes to Hayes Street Synchro 5 Report
2025 wtih Project Mitigated (see footnote)

WILBURLVL7-FF51



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2025 wtih Project Mitigated (see footnote)

3: Hayes & Van Ness 1/19/2005
Ay v ANt M A
Lane Configurations 44 f "M 4 44h
Ideal Flow (vphpl)- 1900 - 1900° 1900°:-1900 1900 1900 - 1900 - 1900 1900 719007 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 10 12 12 10 12
Total Lost time (s) S T e A0 400 4070 40 e 40
Lane Util. Factor 0.8 0.8 0.97 091 0.91
Frpb, ped/bikes 4.000 0.69- 1.00...1.00 1000
Flpb, ped/blkes 098 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frioooooi 1,00 ©.0.85 - 1.00 1.00" 2400000
Fit Protected 1,00 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
:Sat_d, Flow (prot) . . & '47_17 - 935 3204 4746 47330
Fit Permitted 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) - SR Y a77-7 936 3204 4746 CA733 0 o
Volume (vph) 0 0 0 94 1723 301 475 1609 0 0 1488 28
Peak-hour factor, PHF. ~ 0,92: - 0.92° '0.92 " 0.96°.0.96- 0.96:.0.94° 094 094 094" 0.94".0.94
Adj Flow (vph) 0 0 0 98 1795 314 505 1712 0 0 1583 30
Lane Group Flow (vph) = "0 . ° 0 .70 . 01893 314- 5051712 - 0. .0 1613 - 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 200 200 200 200
Turn Type.:- = c Perm . o Perm Prot oo Perm o
Protected Phases 8 5 2 6
Perimitted Phases CrBh B e T e 0 8 LA
Actuated Green, G (s) 300 300 7.5 520 41.0
Effective Green, g (s) . 305 805 7.0 515 - o 405
Actuated g/C Ratio 0 34 034 0.08 057 0 45
Clearance Time (s) 45465 5 360 0 36 T 35
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1599 317 249 2716 2130
v/s Ratio Prot " I S I N SO 6046 0360 - c0.34
v/s Ratio Perm cO.4O 0.34
vic Ratio i 118 70.99°2.03° 063 - S0.76 ¢
Uniform Delay, d1 29.8 296 415 129 20.6
Progression Factor = -~ 0.71.770.73 1,00 -°1.00. ©41.00
Incremental Delay, d2 86.8 36.6 476.5 1.1 286
Delay (s) 108.0.58:1..518.0  14.0 . .232
Level of Service F E F B Cc
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 1009 12887 2320
Approach LOS A F F C

Cycle Length (s)

Intersection Capacity Utilization -

¢ Critical Lane Group

HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio- -~ -~

90.4
1047
90.0

1291%

HCM Level of Serwce -

Sum of Iost tlme (s)

7 ICU Level of Service - -

No configuration changes to Hayes Street

WILBURLVL7-FF51

Synchro 5 Report

2025 wtih Project Mitigated (see footnote)



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2025 with Project Mitigated
9: Fell & Gough 1/16/2006

Lane Configurations 1> ) % 4

Ideal Flow (vphpl)~ -~ 1900. " 1900 - 1900 1900 " 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 - 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12
TotalLosttime (s) oo 40 40 Ui s 400 400 4.0
Lane util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.86 0.86
Frt - 09T T 1000 g 71,0000,0.995 085
Fit Protected 1.00 0.98 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) =~ 1811 . .1828 o Lo 17707 4459 11318
Fit Permitted 1.00 0.79 095 1.00 1.00
Satd: Flow (perm) = oo 01811 1466 CUTLs L 04770 4459 ¢ 1318
Volume (vph) 117 30 127 210 0 262 1688 587
Peak-hour factor, PHF* ./0.92 ~ 0.92 .-0.92~ 092 :092 09 092 092 092092
Adj. Flow (vph) 127 33 138 228 0 285 1835 638
RTOR Reduction (vph) -~ S N : S0 0000
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 2_85 1911 562
Bus Blockages (#/hr) : : QU Q. 0 8
Turn Type Perm Split Prot
Protected Phases - -~ " 4b 00 LA e o6 BB
Permitted Phases 4

Actuated Green, G (s) -~ SEEAB0 B0 w0370 037,00 737.0
Effective Green, g (s) 15.0 15.0 37.0 37.0 37.0
Actuated g/CRatio = == 026 oo 0250 e S e 06200062 062
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) ' . oo 48370 o Ll L 3670 o oo 109202750 813
v/s Ratio Prot 0. 09 0.16 ¢0.43 0 43
vis RatioPerm ~ oo a5 R U026 L T e s e e

v/c Ratio 0. 35 1.00 0.26 0.69 0 69
Uniform Delay, d1 "~ =7~ 185 7 - oo G228 G B3 T T 1T
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 -1 00 1.00 1. 00
Incremental Delay, d2 "« 2.2 [ R Ok R S 060.015 0 48
Delay (s) 20.7 68.8 5 8 9.2 12 5
Level of Service’ -t G T B T e TR CALE A B
Approach Delay (s) 20.7 68.8 0.0 9.5
Approach LOS i o 07 TG ey LTS e N T T S R A

o
«©

coocoNo
cooonNO
coooNO
coocoNo©O

160 :1v:0- - ov- 366”"

HCM Average Control Delay . . 16,7 HCM Level-of Service
HCM Volume to Capacity ratlo - 0.78 _
Actuated Cycle Length(s). © <0 7:80.0 . Sumoflosttime(s) - 77 80 L
intersection Capacity Ut|l|zat|on 77.5% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) " e T o6 T R R T
¢ Critical Lane Group

No Configuration Changes Synchro 6 Report
Wilbur Smith Associates Page 1



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2025 with Project Mitigated
10: Fell & Franklin 1/16/2006

Ay r AN b2

Mavem ok
Lane Configurations 44 44 d

Ideal Flow (vphpl).~*.- = 1900 1900 1900 1900 - 1900 = 1900 1900 1900 1900 . 1900 * 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12 12 12 12
Total Losttime (s) = i 40" el s T 40 400 o T Dl
Lane Utl| Factor 0.95 0.86 0.86
Frt.- TN e 0007 SR S 0097 085
Fit Protected 0.99 0.99 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) .~~~ +.3508 oo ST 4339 1362
Fit Permitted 0.99 099 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) = -~ - 3508 - - Clen e 433907 1362
Volume (vph) 84 384 0 243 1583 1091
Peak-hour factor, PHF ~.0.94 . 0.94 .1 0.9 2098 098098 09
Adj. Flow (vph) 89 409 0 248 1615 1113
0

RTOR Reduction (vph) . = 20 . 0 S0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 498 0 2279 697
TunType = .. Perm ooooi e oo gos o Perme s Perm
Protected Phases 4 2

Permitted Phases - == T4 s e e N e
Actuated Green, G (s) 17.0 66.0 66.0
Effective Green, g(s) - = 165 " FET Tl SR R T 655 655
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 073 0.73
Ciearance Time (s): 35 ° S s BT 3
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 643 3158 991

vis Ratio Prot oo i s R R DI SR et P

v/s Ratio Perm 0.14 ' 0.53 0.51

VIcRatio s i 07T e S e 2 10.72070.70

Uniform Delay, d1’ 35.0 70 638

Progression Factor = -~ .00 - L e e 07600 077

incremental Delay, d2 8.8 09 26

Delay (s) 5 i ARSI T e 82 T
Level of Serwce D A A

Approach Delay (s) 0 43B 00 o8B i 000
Approach LOS D A A A

cooho
coonNol.
oo oN ol
loocoNo

HCM Average Control Delay ‘
HCM Volume to Capacity.ratio = ..+ 073 . . R TR RN
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of Iost tlme (s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization - ' +.75.8% .. ICU Level of Service .- D
Analysis Period (min) ‘ 15

¢ Critical Lane Group "o f S

No Configuration Changes Synchro 6 Report
Wilbur Smith Associates Page 2



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2025 with Project Mitigated
11: Fell & Van Ness 1/16/2006

P P N

Lane Configurations Jit 4 % A4
Ideal Flow (vphpl) =~ 1900~ 1900- 1900 1900 1900 1900 1800 11900 --1900° 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12 12 10 12
Total Losttime (s) & - = 40 T S g 40040
Lane Util. Factor 0.86 0.91 1.00 0.91

Frt -~ 088 0897 1000100
Fit Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) =~ . 6282 G EE IR s 47220 770 4746
Fit Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.11 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm)  © - 6282 . oo oo 4722 o 201 4748
Volume (vph) 75 1345 185 0 1955 68 115 1448
Peak-hour factor, PHF - 0.95  0.95 095" 0.92 - ©0.92 7092 088088 0.8
Adj. Flow (vph) 79 1416 195 0 2125 74 131 1645
0

RTOR Reduction (vph) -~ .0~ 0. 0 L0000 o200
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1690 0 2199 0 131 1645
TumType - - Perm .o oo oo DR G
Protected Phases 4 6 5 2
Permitted Phases - =" . - 4" e TR TG el
Actuated Green, G (s) 36.0 38.0 46.0 490
Effective Green, g (s) SUTIBB0T e T L S 31.0 L4407 480 L
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.39 0 40 0.48 0.52
Clearance Time(s) "' T4.0 s a8 0T 30 300
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2458 : 1899 216 2476
v/s Ratio Prot. - it L 04T 0.06..¢0.350
v/s Ratio Perm 0.27 0.24
vicRatio; " i 069 S8 SR 061
Uniform Delay, d1 23.3 275 424
Progression Factor =~ - 1.00° o R T 00T L0000
Incremental Delay, d2 1.6 77.5 12.0
Delay (s) :. e Vet QA G T e T U080 0 544
Level of Servnce C F D
Approach Delay (s) =~ .1 249 v a0 000 e 060 T
Approach LOS C A F

coooN O
oooNO
coooNO
oo oo

HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio -~ - . - 0.88- - T
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 92.0 Sum of Iost tnme (s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization .~ 92.9% " -ICU Level of Service = .= == Foo- -
Analysis Period {min) 15

c: . Critical Lane Group /= v

HCM Level o erwce

No Configuration Changes Synchro 6 Report
Wilbur Smith Associates Page 3






Project Lane Configuration- 2025 with Project
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis , 2025 with Project
1: Hayes & Gough 9/24/2004

P ey v ANt A

Lane Conflguratuons b ‘ Yy 4 ‘ - e

Ideal Flow: (vphpl). " 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900- 1900 -1900. 1900 1900 ~1900- 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12
Total Losttime (s) =~ 40 CA0EA0 . e T e 40
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 095 095 ' 0.86

Frpb, pedibikes - 100 10075100 e 100
Flpb ped/bukes 1.00 0.81 0.92 1.00

Frt ' ST400 0 000 100 s e R 100

Fit Protected 1.00 095 0.98 1.00

Satd: Flow (prot) 1863 © . - 1386:.1550 e 59630

Flt Permitted o 100 089 082 A 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) - 11863 . 09801290 U BgR3
Volume (vph) 0 100 0 854 506 0 0 0 0 1 1839 36
Peak-hour factor, PHF = 0.92 ° 0.92" . 0,925 091091 091 ©70.92:092 092" 0.92.0.92°:0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 109 0 938 556 0o 0 0 1 1999 39
L'ane Group Flow (vph) = .0 - 109~ 0. 543 951 Qe 0l 00 0020390 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 200 v

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0.0 0o 70 0000 0 -0
Turn Type Perm Perm

Protected Phases =~ = 4 SR T R Teaiiege
Permitted Phases 8 6

Actuated Green, G (s) :{i 225 e 2302307 ST 23000
Effective Green, g (s) 225 225 225 29.5
Actuated g/C Ratio. = - = ;*-;g;f‘O' 38 703877038 e s 049
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 3.5 3.5 3.5
LaneGrp Cap (voh) 699 . 368 . 484 . . ooeooooc20820
v/s Ratio Prot 0.06

visRatioPerm ol 0650 ¢074: s ST 034
vic Ratio _ 0.16 148 1.96 0.70
Uniform Delay, dt . 0 24 18888 e line s
Progressuon Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 - . 0.5 028244160 4 00
Delay (s) 129 247.0 460.4 13.2
Levelof Service %L CBNILIEERR A F a LT A R e
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS: .

"+ HCM Levelof Service
HCM Volume to Capacny ratlo 1.25

Cycle Length (s) e ee0.00 . 0 Sumoflosttime(s) T 080 0 T
Intersectlon Capacny Utlhzatlon 83.6% ICU Level of Service D

¢ Critical Lane Group it T T T R

Synchro 5 Report
2025 Base plus Project

WILBURLVL7-FF51



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2025 with Project
2: Hayes & Franklin 9/24/2004

PN B I B 4

maven
Lane Configurations d d J44
Ideal Flow (vphpl) * .- 1900 1900 - 19001900 1900 1900 1900 :1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12 12 12 12
?rb;al-'LOSfitime"(s);:,*» CCigQ. U400 400 40 iR e
Lane Util. Factor ‘ 1.00 091 0.91 0.91
Frpb; ped/bikes = . L4000 .- 0900089 < 01.000
Fipb, ped/bukes ‘ 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
S0 095 085 0 . 1.00

Protected 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) - CTi818 . vl 2846 989 - 4734
Fit Permitted 0.26 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow-(perm) = CAneggg T 0846 989 AT34T e e
Volume (vph) 50 51 0 0 1219 1149 91 1624 0 0 0 0
our factor, PHF . 0.92' = 0.92, 0927097097 097 0.97 0.97 7097 092:092° 092

Adj. Flow (vph) 54 55 0 0 1257 1185 94 1674 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) - 0 109 0 01849 593 0 1768 L0000 00
Confl. Peds. (#hr) 200 200 200 200 _
Bus Blockages (#/hr) -0~ 00 0010 0 00 0 0 0 -0 -0
Turn Type Perm Perm Perm
rotected Phases |00 4 B ChlE R
ed Phases 4 8 2
ed Green; G(s).. . -+ 410 Seo 4100410 0 4100 i
Effective Green, g (s) 41.0 410 41.0 41.0
Actuated g/C Ratio=. = = /- 046 - 0004670046 0 0 0467 - SRR O v B
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap.(vph) - 218 e o 12970 451 2157
v/s Ratio Prot c0.65
visRatioPerm: . 023 o e D60 037
vic Ratio 0.50 143 1.31 0.82
Uniform Delay; d1- - 17.3 I 285245 213
ogression Factor 1.00 022 0.20 0.86
Indremental Delay, d2 - - 80 U 191971432 24

197.4 148.0 207

g 71139 - HCM Levelof Service .
HCM Volume to Capacnty ratlo 112
Cycle Length (s). ‘ S0 90,007 Sumof lost time () 180
Intersectlon Capacny Utlhzatlon 114.3% ICU Level of Service G
¢ Critical Lane Group . BT e

Synchro 5 Report
2025 Base plus Project

WILBURLVL7-FF51



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2025 with Project
3: Hayes & Van Ness 9/24/2004

/‘—-w(*—k*\Tf’\-l»’

Lane Configurations & Y 44 f " +H~ v I4h
ideal Flow (vphpl) = ~ 1900 1900°: 1900 . 1900 :1900 1900 1900 - 1900 1900 19001900 .1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 10 12 12 10 12
Total Lost time (s) 400 40 40 4040 40 400
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 100 095 1.00 097 091 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes -~ -~ . - 069 .~ .1.00.°1.00°.069 100 100 . 100" :
Flpb ped/b|kes 1.00 071 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt oo S 0867100 100 085100 ©1.00- .. . 01.00 0
Fit Protected 1.00 095 100 1.00 095 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot). - .~~~ 1108 . . 1265 3539 1087 .3204 47467 . no 4733 0
Flit Permitted » 1.00 072 100 1.00 095 1.00 1.00

Satd; Flow (perm) -~ =0 1106+ 961 35391087 13204 4746 - - L4733
Volume (vph) 0 0 50 94 1723 301 475 1609 0 0 1488 28
Peak-hour factor, PHF = - 0.92" - 0.92 :.. 092 096 096 096 094 094094 0.94.70.94 0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 54 98 1795 314 505 1712 0 0 1583 30
Lane Group. Flow (vph) =0 54 . 0. 98 .1795 314 505 1712 . O .°0..1613:::.0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 200 200 200 200

TunType . Perm .o~ - Pem . Pem Prot . ... . Perm .. -
Protected Phases 4 8 5 2 ) 6
Actuated Green G (s) 30.5 30.0 30.0 300 75 520 41.0
Effective Green, g(s). - = 306 30,5305 305 7.0 5150 o 40 5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.34 034 034 034 008 057 0 45
Clearance Time(s) . '~ 40 - =~ . 45 745 45+ 35 35 35
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 375 326 1199 368 249 2716 21 30
visRatioProt - . 0005 ic05t 016 -0.36 i c0.340

v/s Ratio Perm 0.10 0.29

VicRatio ¢ .o Uv 014750 030150 085 203 :063- 0076
Uniform Delay, a1 20.7 219 298 277 415 129 206
Progressior Factor 721,00, © 1 .1.007 1.00° 71.00° ", 1.00" - 1 00 1000
Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 24 2281 215 4765 1.1 26

Delay (s) LRl 214000 T 2432579 0491 5180 14.0 G282 0
Level of Serwce C Cc F D F B C
Approach Delay (s) = .-+ 214 T 2178 1288 T 282 0
Approach LOS Cc F F C

s

—

HCM Average Control Delay 132.1
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio .~ :1.16 - .- TR R
Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of Iost trme (s) 120
Intersection Capacity Utilization. - . 137.1% - ICU Levelof Service .- H
¢ Critical Lane Group

\HCM Level of Serwce

Synchro 5 Report
2025 Base plus Project

WILBURLVL7-FF51



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2025 with Project
9: Fell & Gough 9/24/2004

N N N Rt

Lane Configurations ™ 44 " 44 o
\deal Flow (vphpl) -~ 1900~ 1900 - 1900 1900 - 1900 ~"1900- 1900 119001900 - 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12
Total Lost time (s) =0 40 2 s 40 e S 4040 40
Lane Utll Factor 1.00 0.95 100 0.86 0.86
Fri- TR 00 T e 1.00:-.1:00 - 0.85
Fit Protected 1.00 0.98 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) - = .. 1811 T 3474 S 21770 44821318
Fit Permitted 1.00 0.78 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) = T LR R D Y 4T R R 77044821318
Volume (vph) 117 30 127 210 0 262 1688 587
Peak-hour factor, PHF .- ©70.92.0.92.7092:.092° 0.9 092092 0.92: 0.92
Adj. Fiow (vph) 127 33 138 228 0 285 1835 638
Lane Group Flow (vph)" - 460 7.0 01366 . .0 285 1845 628
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 8
T Type . oo PEmMI e Split. ... -« Prot
Protected Phases 4 4 6 6 6
Permitted Phases - = . . G AR S L SRR T SRR, A R R L e
Actuated Green, G (s) 15.0
Effective Green, g.(s). . --15.0" &
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.25
Clearance Time(s) . = - 4.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 453 1092 2764 813
v/s Ratio Prot -~ C009n T e e TR A R 00,18 10.41::c0.48
v/s Ratio Perm
vic Ratio™ PR 08B s .53
Uniform Delay, d1 18.5
Progression Factor . 1 .00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.2

Delay (s) SO AR
Level of Servnce - Cc

Approach Delay (s) .~ v 2070
Approach LOS C

ot

©
,ooow'o
ovc_jomo

cooNoO
cooNoO

370 370 370
1.37.0.737.0 037.0

062 062 062
4,00 04,060 4.0

£ 026 :.067 077

0837 1.001.09

HCM Average Control Delay 104
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio. .= - Iy (VI I S B S e
Cycle Length (s) 60.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity | Utlhzatlon 0 0752% 57 1ICU Level of Service' . B L

¢ Critical Lane Group

Synchro 5 Report
2025 Base plus Project

WILBURLVL7-FF51



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2025 with Project
10: Fell & Franklin 9/24/2004

P ey v AN 2 A

Lane Conﬂguratlons 4 S I4

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 11900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 71900 1900 1900 - 1900- 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12 12 12 12
Total Losttime {s) - ¢ 40T T U400 40 e e
Lane Utll Factor 1.00 0.86 0.86

Frt. LT G A00 T S En 097 085

Fit Protected 0.99 0.99 1.00

Satd, Flow (proty= "~~~ 1846« T 434001362

Fit Permitted 0.94 099 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1746 oo Th 4340 1362 SR
Volume (vph) 84 384 0 0 0 0 243 1583 1091 0 0 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF = 0,94 0.94  0.94 - 092 0.92: 1092 098 098098 092 092 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 89 409 0 0 0 0 248 1615 1113 0

Lane Group Flow (vph)  ~~ 0 498" 0.~ 0 - 0 Q0227407702 0 00 0
Turn Type Perm Perm Perm

ProtectedPhases . = o 4o B 2

Permitted Phases 4 2 2

Actuated Green, G (s) . 17.0n. o cod o . 66.0 66.0°

Effective Green, g (s) 16.5 655 655

Actuated g/C Ratio™ .1 = "2 018 - R Dy 073 073

Clearance Time (s) 3.5 3.5 35

Lane Grp Cap (vph) - 320 . e 315900991

v/s Ratio Prot »

VisRatioPerm.© 06029 o o i ST 0527 062

v/c Ratio 1.56 072 0.71

Uniform Defay, d1° 7~ 008687 o ot 7000690 e

Progression Factor 1.00 0.78 0.78

Incremental Delay, d2 12652 SR e e L0009 7260

Delay (s) 301.9 6.3 8.0

Level of Service™ . 7 TR 0 R L e W AT L
Approach Delay (s) 301.9 A _ 0.0 6.7 0.0
Approach LOS - A R T R B

HCM Average Contro elay - - 49. - HCM Level of Service.
HCM Volume to Capacny rat|o 0.89 N

Cycle Length (s) : ¢ 090,00 - Sumoflosttime(s) . i 80 7o
Intersection Capacnty Utlhzatlon 88.1% ICU Level of Service D

¢ -Critical Lane Group. - B LT I R s e e e

Synchro 5 Report
2025 Base plus Project

"WILBURLVL7-FF51



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2025 with Project
11: Fell & Van Ness 1/19/2005

/‘—»\v("“\*\fx’\vl*’

Lane Configurations J4% 41 % *Mt;

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 41900 ' 1900- 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 /°1900°: 1900 1900 ~1900. 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12 12 10 12
Total Losttime ()~ A0 . T i 40 400 40
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 0.91 1.00 0.91

Ert. . o U0@9 o moen o nii089 0 1.0001.000
Fit Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 8007 oo DA D AT70 (4748 ¢
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.11 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm). = -7 BO07 oo oo 4722 71990 4746
Volume (vph) 75 1345 135 0 0 0 0 1955 68 115 1448 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF ~0.95./0.95° 0.95 0.92 '0.92 0.92 092 092 ~0.92 088 088 08
Adj. Flow (vph) 79 1416 142 0 0 0 6 2125 74 131 1645 O
Lane Group Flow (vph) =0 1637 .- 0~ 0 0 ~ -0 02199 0 131 1645 0
Turn Type Perm D.P+P

Protected Phases = .~ = .40 R R P B By 20
Permitted Phases 4 6

Actuated Green, G(s) . = 7+ 355 o0 aondo e 38560 46574950
Effective Green, g (s) 35.5 37.5 445 485
Actuated g/C Ratio: - S 1039 I e ;"f ST 041 o 0.48°:0.53
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 3.0 30 30

Lane Grp Cap (vph) Ci193200 e e 4928 e 2162502
v/s Ratio Prot _ c0. 47 0.05 c0. 35
v/sRatioPerm -~ - 0¢0.33 SRS e 028 L e
v/c Ratio 0.85 ‘ 1. 14 061 O. 66
Uniform Delay, d1 -~ ©7 7258 it iime 2730 42450457
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 -~ n 48 e n 7080 1200 14
Delay (s) 30.6 98.1 54.4 17 1
Levelof Service s -« i - LG Sa T s R D BT

Approach Delay (s) )
Approach LOS 7o i

HCM Average Control Delay. - -53.6 . . HCM Level of Service - -
HCM Volume to Capacﬂy ratlo 0.94 »
Cycle Length (s) - : S5 92,0 77 Sumof lost time (s) i 8.0
Intersectlon Capacuty Utlllzatlon 92.1% ICU Level of Serwce E

¢ . Critical Lane Group -

Corrected Van Ness and Fell Synchro 5 Report
2025 with Project

WILBURLVL7-FF51







Project Lane Configuration- 2025 with Project Diversion



90/E£Z/€0 - ISVA/LSEZLE

dNOH MVId Wd AVANTIM STWNTOA DHAVAL-NOISAIAIA 1D3rOdd HLIM SZ0T
¥ 21nbiy

$9JBID0SSY Ywg g
LA

IONOOE
I1vDS OLION SENVYE  GuSEEE

HIMON

S

SUTANIONA "\

"15 abnyg

1S RIARPO

1§ ulpuRly

IS ybnoo

J AY SSON UDA
/

P

o

IS 1o (]

1S 1ed

e ® 5o




HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

2025 with Project Diversion

1. Hayes & Gough 1/16/2006
Aoy ¢ N8 2 MY
P . N BR

Lane Configurations > 5 d LS
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900- 1900 1900 - 1900 1900 1900 - 1900 - 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12
Total Losttime (s) v 40 v 0o A0 e BRI ERI T CLUN S S 40
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.86 _
Frpb, ped/bikes -1.00 74.00: - 1.00
Flpb, ped/blkes 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt- = 1096 L1000 1.00
Fit Protected 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1779 AT200 5983
Fit Permitted 1.00 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) CULAPTel T 70 e e 0 BYE3
Volume (vph) 0 100 50 0 773 0 0 0 0 0 1839 36
Peak-hour factor, PHF. ~0.92°° 0.92° 0.92 091 091 0.91 0.92 092 092 092 092 .092
Adj. Flow {vph) 0 109 54 0 848 0 0 0 0 0 1999 39
RTOR Reduction (vph): =00 0 0+ .0 .0 0 0 0.0 3. 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 163 0 0 849 0 0 0 0 0 2035 0
Confl. Peds. {(#/hr) DO T v 20'0.: e s D S I S R RRT G
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Turn Type I e Perm L SRR
Protected Phases 4 8 6
Permitted Phases - 8 SR
Actuated Green, G (s) 48.5 46.5 36.5
Effective Green, g (s). " 46.0 L7460 . 1738.00
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.51 0 51 0.40
Clearance Time (s) = 35" 3.5 CigBE
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 909 879 2385
v/s Ratio Prot - 0.09 . c0.49 ©¢0.34
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio. - 018 0.97 - 0.85"
Uniform Delay, d1 11.8 21.2 246
Progression Factor 000 e 1,62 71.00 -
Incremental Delay, d2 0.4 16.4 4.1
Delay (s)* 123 507 128.7
Level of Service B D c
Approach Delay (s) - 12.3° £50.7 00 ‘287

B D A Cc

Approach LOS

34.0

HCM Average Control Delay

HCM Leve ,° : ervuce

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 092 - ¢ e
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of Iost t|me (s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization - . 74.6% "~ ICU Level of Service - == .. . D~
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ ‘Critical Lane Group

Synchro 6 Report

Two-way Configuration
Page 1

Wilbur Smith Associates



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2025 with Project Diversion
2: Hayes & Franklin 1/16/2006

Y L R T N B T

Lane Configurations g 4+ ' 444
Ideal Flow (vphpl). 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 - 1900 - 19001900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12 12 12 12
Total Losttime (s) =~~~ . 40 A0 40 A0
Lane Util. Factor : 1.00 0 91 09 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes ST 1.000 ... 085.069 - 1.00- " '
Flpb ped/blkes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt- = S 4000 000370850 T 1000

Fit Protected 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd; Flow (prot) = - = 71818 - 26257089, .. 4734

Fit Permitted 0.45 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd, Flow (pefm) . 831 . 72625 989 4734 .
Volume (vph) 50 51 0 0 632 1149 91 1624 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF = 0.92. £0.92.092 097 ©097 097 097 0.97.097 "
Adj. Flow (vph) 54 55 0 0 652 1185 94 1674 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) - 0 0. 0L 0 irta T ES0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 109 0 0 1243 592 0 1768 0

0

ocooonNoli

Confl. Peds. (#hr). .~ 200 - 20020 G200 T e
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0
Turn Type ' 0. 00 Perm ot o Permo Permi socin i e
Protected Phases 4 8 2

Permitted Phases ~~ + 4 it 82
Actuated Green, G (s) 48.0 48.0 48.0 34.0

Effective Green, g (s) . 4800 e L 48.0 0 48.0 0 B4 T T
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.53 0.53 0.53 - 0.38

Clearance Time (s) =~ 740 = 4070400 ¢ 40

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 443 1400 527 1788

visRatioProt . R0 TR QAT LR e a
v/s Ratio Perm 0.13 ¢0.60 0.37

VicRatio i i026 L A2de 420 0 0890
Uniform Delay, d1 11.3 186 21.0 27.8

Progression Factor * ... <1757 L0260 028 o 0427
Incremental Delay, d2 1.3 0.9 582 8.1

Delay(s) . .o on2100 ooorio 0 B8 642 1960

Level of Service C A E B

Approach Delay () - 10210 24T A 0000
Approach LOS Cc Cc B A

HCM Average Control Delay 222
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio - =~ 107 = SRR ey
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of Iost time (s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization © ~~ '112.7% .. ICU Level of Service - .-"- ... H. .~
Analysns Period (min) 15

dr: :Defacto Right Lane.. Recode with 1 though lane as a right lane. -

¢ Critical Lane Group

HCM Level'o Serwce o ‘C‘

Two-way Configuration Synchro 6 Report
Wilbur Smith Associates Page 2



- HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2025 with Project Diversion
3: Hayes & Van Ness 1/16/2006

SN = Sa N

Lane Configurations & b1 M* f % M4+ M

Ideal Flow (vphpl) = 19001900 -:1900 = 1900 -1900 190071900 1900 1900 19001900 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 10 12 12 10 12
Total Losttime (s) - .0 40 40 40 400 40 40 . e T 400
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 100 095 100 097 091 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes™ -+ 089 - -1.00..1.00. 0.69.-1.00 100 L1000

" Flpb, ped/blkes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frioo LTI 086 100 <1.00- . 0.857 71.00 100 01,00

Flt Protected 1.00 095 1.00 100 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) -~ * 7 ©:1.1106 - . 1770 3539 1087 3204 ATAB 47330
Fit Permitted 1.00 095 1.00 1.00. 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) - 07 1106 o 17703539 1087 3204 4746 . - 4733
Volume (vph) 0 0 50 687 1136 301 475 1609 0 0 1488 28
Peak-hour factor, PHF. = 0.92.. 0.92 092096 0:96 096 094 0. 94 - 0,94 4:. 0,94 :0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 54 716 1183 314 5605 1712 0 0 1583 30
RTOR Reduction (vph) - 0" 50 /0~ -0 " 0101 "> 0 0. 0~ 0 2 -0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 4 0 716 1183 213 505 1712 0 0 1611 0
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) - 200" "~ ..200 200 - 2000 o - L L o
Turn Type Split Split Perm  Prot

Protected Phases: 4 4 . 808 B i20 6
Permitted Phases ' 8

Actuated Green, G (8) - = . ° 8.0 . =275 2750, 275 11.5° 445 v 02295
Effective Green, g (s) 6.0 28.0 280 28.0 11.0 440 29.0
Actuated g/C Ratio -~ - 007 .~ 031 .031:031.:012 049 . oo 0.32 -
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.5 4.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) ~ oo dde o 5511410122338 392 2320 v oo o0 1625
v/s Ratio Prot cO 00 c0.40 0 33 c0.16 0.36 cO 34

vis Ratio Perm ™ * - v o e G L 0RO T T
vic Ratio 0.05 1.30 1 07 063 129 074 1 06
Uniform Delay, d1° -+ 700393 7 +31.0 . 31.0 0667739572184 7 T 8050
Progression Factor 1.00 073 073 067 049 0.05 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 - : 4200427 4415271315002 0 C039.6
Delay (s) 40.5 165.2 66.7 23 1 150.8 1.0 70.1

Level of Service 0 oo A De DL VEEECH R A SR T S
Approach Delay (s) . . . 70.1
Approach LOS v Fe s R D L e o D e

g ol Del: meo 832,
HCM Volume to Capacuty raho 1.10 _
Actuated Cycle Length ()=~ = 90.0: “Sumoflosttime(s) .. 1600
Intersection Capacity Utlllzatlon 102.4% ICU Level of Servsce _ G
Analysis Period (min) P et e B T T e T e
¢ Critical Lane Group

HCM Level of Service. ..~

Two-way Configuration Synchro 6 Report
Wilbur Smith Associates Page 3



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2025 with Project Diversion
9: Fell & Gough 1/16/2006

A ey v AN ML A

Lane Conflgur i ns S 44 % 4%

Ideal Flow (vphpl) - - 1900 ~ 1900 - 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 -1900:.1900° 1900 - 1900
Lane Width 12 122 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12
Total Lost time (s) a0 e 0 e A0 40040
Lane Utll Factor 1.00 0.95 100 0.86 0.86
Frt: L 097 00 S .1.00::1.00440.85
Fit Protected 1.00 0.99 0985 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) =~ -7 1811 L3815 e e CS1770..4485 1318
Fit Permitted 1.00 0.87 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) == . 1811 3067 o0 SN {770 74485 1318
Volume (vph) 117 30 127 797 262 1688 50
Peak-hour factor, PHF -~ 0.92 0.92 0.92 1092 092 09 ~0.92 70.92 - 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 127 33 138 866 ‘ 285 1835 54
RTOR Reduction (vph) S35 00 0 T S0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 157 0 0 1004

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 00 ~ 5 : : - . : :
Turn Type Perm Split Prot
Permitted Phases 4

Actuated Green, G (s) . 39.0 .0 7L 03900 i 0 048.0043.0 430
Effective Green, g (s) 39.0 39.0 430 43.0 430
Actuated g/C Ratio - -7+ -0 0430 i i 0430 0 e e T 10,48 0.48.:.0.48
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) . = - 785 - . L8290 el e 8462143 < 630
v/s Ratio Prot 0 09 0.16 c0.41 0.02
v/s Ratio Perm = o0 i L TR 0.3 L AR T R

v/c Ratio 0 20 0.76 0.34 0.86 0.04
Uniform Delay, d1 >~ . 158 . ¢ “io 215 ST e B 014672080125
Progression Factor 1.00 1.23 011 0.36 0.04
Incremental Delay, d2 = 067 SR L e 06728000
Delay (s) 16 4 29 0 2.2 10 3 06
Level of Service - i s B G L AT B
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

285 1835 26

coooNO

Q‘ laHoNa) I\) o
ooo om o
o
o
»

HCM ‘Average Control Delay .
HCM Volume to Capacity ratlo 0.81
Actuated Cycle Length (s) - 7+ 80,0 ¢ 7 -Sum of lost time (s) 80T
Intersection Capacity Ut|I|zat|on 81.2% ICU Level of Servnce D
Analysis Period (min): S R L T e B
¢ Critical Lane Group

HCM Level of Service

Two-way Configuration Synchro 6 Report
Wilbur Smith Associates Page 4



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2025 with Project Diversion
10: Fell & Franklin 1/16/2006

Lane Configurations d B 4
Ideal Flow (vphph): =" "1900 1900 ::1900 1900 1900 '“1900° 1900 1900+ 1900° 1900 1900 - 1900 -
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12 12 12 12
Total Losttime (s) -~ & o 400 400 A0 40
Lane Utll Factor 1.00 1.00 0.86 0.86

Frt-: L0 T 00 e 20,98 085
Fit Protected 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) © "~ "7 18460 1863 0 ST 436713627

Fit Permitted 0.41 1.00 099 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) =~ T 789 vl 11863 - 436701362
Volume (vph) 84 384 0 587 0 243 1583 1091
Peak-hour factor, PHF ~~ 0.94 ©0.94:°0.94..-0.92: 0.92.°0,92°.0.98:.0.98 098 09
Adj. Flow (vph) 89 409 0 638 0 248 1615 1113
0
0

RTOR Reduction(vph) . "0 " 10 7 0 0. 0. .0 022 159
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 498 0 638 0 2142 653
Turn Type - Lo cPerm o me D e < Perm oo Perm ..
Protected Phases 4 8

Permitted Phases. | - 14 o S i
Actuated Green, G (s) -38.5 38.0
Eﬁective Gree'n,rg (S) .38, 0 i ' 380 e e T
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.42 0.42
Clearance Time(s) = 0 ¥ 036 i 400 R ST
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 325 787
vis Ratio Prot o e 034 0
v/s Ratio Perm c0.65 . 0.48

vic Ratio: « 7 e B3 S 0.81 000,98 .«
Uniform Delay, d1 26.0 22.8 22.6

Progression Factor™ "« 1,60 ¢ S N e AT
incremental Delay, d2 254.3 4.1 22.9

Delay (s) e L2933 e 40,9 Pl R A0 9 4937

Level of Servsce F D
Approach Delay (s). =~ © 72 29337 40,9 e 43,
Approach LOS F D
on Stfima
HCM Average Control Delay 73.
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio - - = o 125 0 oo e i i e
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization. . .~ .120.7% - = ICU Level of Service . oo H
AnalyS|s Period (min) 15

c: Critical Lane.Group =~ 00

oo oNOo
loocon ol

Joocomo
loocoNol

445
404407 -
49 049
666

Two-way Configuration Synchro 6 Report
Wilbur Smith Associates Page 5



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2025 with Project Diversion
11: Fell & Van Ness 1/16/2006

A ey ANt ALY

Lane Conftguratlons 44t R S LK 3

Ideal Flow (vphpl) - - 1900: 1900 1900. 1900 1900 1900 . 1900 - 1900. 1900 1900 1900 - 1900

Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12 12 10 12

TotalLosttime (s) .. =~ 40 - oo oo a0 40040

Lane Utll Factor 0.91 0.91 1.00 0.91

Frt- T 009 089 1.00.70.96, -

Fit Protected 1.00 1.00 0.5 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) - U007 e S 4722 0 ATT0 4541 5

Fit Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.09 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 5007 oo SR A2 169 4541 T

Volume (vph) 75 1345 135 0 1955 68 115 1448 587

Peak-hour factor, PHF 1095 = 0.95...0.95':0.92" 0.92..70.92°70.88° '0.88 0.88

Adj. Flow (vph) 79 1416 142 0 2125 74 131 1645 667
0

RTOR Reduction (vph) = 0. =120 4008t
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1625 0 2195 0 1 2231 0
TurnType - © o Perm oo o s e Lo pmeptis e
Protected Phases 4 6 5 2
Permitted Phases .~~~ 4 . o I T FE R RS SEE e N
Actuated Green, G (s) 32.0 41.0 51.0 51.0
Effective Green, g(s) = 3200 oo ST e 40007 P 60.007050.07
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.36 0.44 0.56 0.56
Clearance Time (s) =~ 4.0 - ¢ S e g 3,0 0, 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1780 2099 201 2523
visRatioProt =+ o L e i c046 0 0,045 ¢0.49-
v/s Ratio Perm 0.32 0.32

vic Ratio - L (S 0o} U I & G108 0085 088 .
Uniform Delay, d1 277 25.0 361 17.5
Progression Factor ... 0402 Lo 100 S 064 00430
Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 22.2 1.5 0.5

Delay (s) Bt ee029.00 LT LT T AT e (246 7.9
Level of Serwce Cc D Cc A
Approach Delay () »129.0 - .7 . 00 . LU 4730 e 88
Approach LOS Cc A D A

cooNO
cooNO
ocooN O

ﬂ

HCM Average Control Delay .

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio - 0096 s e LR e
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) - 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization ~~~86.5% . ICU Level of Service - .~ ST -
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢. Critical Lane Group - = ©> = 0 0

Two-way Configuration Synchro 6 Report
Wilbur Smith Associates Page 6



Project Lane Configuration with Geometric Changes -
' 2025 with Project Diversion
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

1: Hayes & Gough

2025 with Project Diversion
1/16/2006

Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Lane Width

Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frpb, ped/bikes- -
Fipb, ped/blkes

Flt = tected

Satd: Flow (prot) -

Flt Permitted

Satd. Flow (perm)- -

Ay ¢ A

1

1900

2

V'Jagelﬁﬂf

.k
71900

1900

12 12

Y40
100

12

1.00

1.00

779

1.00

1900

Liiiiiaag0 T

1900
12

44
1900 -
12
407
' 0.95

71,00

1.00

.00

100
1.00

4900

1900

t s S

B
1900 1900

10 12
40
0.86
1,000

1.00
-1.00°

1.00
(A BOB3T

1.00
5963
1839 36

1900
12

- 1900

12 12

Volume (vph)
Peak-hour factor, PHF |
Adj Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) - -
Bus Blockages (#/hr)

.09

.‘:O'oomo .

U092
109 0
AR 0
160 0 0
0

50 0
0927 0.91
54

100

773
081
849

coo=ol:

0,92 - 0.92
1999 39
3 0
2035 0

‘ococoNO}
cocoN ol

Turh Type-
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases .
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Cléarance Time (s):

0 .

~

o

o
o(ﬁ:‘

o

o

Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot~ - -
v/s Ratio Perm
vicRatio =0
Uniform Delay, di
Progression Factor -
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s): : :
Level of Servnce
Approach Delay (s) -
Approach LOS

AnaIyS|s Period (min)

¢ Critical Lane Group

HCM Average Control De ay ‘
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio -+~ - -
Actuated Cycle Length (s)

Intersection Capacity: Utilization -

90.0
553% g
15

H MLeveIo Serwce o

Sum of Iost tlme (s)

: - ICU Level qf _SeI’VI,C‘e‘ A T

Additional Geometric Changes

Wilbur Smith Associates

Synchro 6 Report
Page 1



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2025 with Project Diversion
2: Hayes & Franklin 1/16/2006

Lane Configurations 4 if 4

Ideal Flow (vphpl) .~~~ 19001900 1900:. 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 - 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12 12 12 12
Total Losttime (s) = .~ = 240 L A0 4040 LT a0 e T
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 091 0.91

Frpb, ped/bikes CM00 o 085069 L1000
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frto = o000 7409370857 -~ 71.00

Fit Protected 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) . = 21818 .. 2625989 " .. 4734

Fit Permitted 0.45 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) ~ - - -831 . . 2625 989 -~ S 4734 e
Volume (vph) 50 51 0 0 632 1149 91 1624 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF -~ 0.92° 1 0.92"" 0.92 0.97 0.97: 0. 97 . 0.97: 097 097
Adj. Flow (vph) 54 55 0 0 652 1185 94 1674 0
RTOR Reduction(vph) .- 07 - 0~ 0 =0 "~ 111 0 - 00
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 109 0 0 1243 592 0 1768 0
0 3
0

oooNOo
cocoN ol

Confl. Peds. (#hr) -~ 200 = -~ 2200 200 = 200 B
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 10 0
TurnType - or - Perm oo o e Perm
Protected Phases 4 8
Permitted Phases .~ "4 o DT e D0 B
Actuated Green, G (s) 48.0 48.0 48.0
Effective Green, g(s) =~ 480 ° .~ .. 480 480 <.
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.53 0.53 0.53
Clearance Time (s) =" = -~ - 4.0 B W o D N0 B et
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 443 1400 527

v/s RatioProt e e e O AT L e Dy

v/s Ratio Perm 0.13 cO 60 0.37

vicRatio o025 s i A2de T 20 1089 e
Uniform Delay, d1 11.3 186 21.0 7 27.8

Progression Factor . "1.237% 00026, 90.30. 004200

Incremental Delay, d2 1.3 26 63.0 9.6

Delay (s) e B2 e T 6920 ot o e e
Level of Servnce B A E C

Approach Delay (s) © . 1527 o274 214 L 000
Approach LOS B Cc Cc A

o
o
o

HCM Average Control Delay .
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio . -+ 10775 oo 0 i s T s e
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization . . 112.7% .- .ICU Level of Service - ..~ = .. H:
Analysis Period (min) 15

dr - Defacto Right Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as a right lane.

¢ Critical Lane Group

Additional Geometric Changes Synchro 6 Report
Wilbur Smith Associates Page 2



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2025 with Project Diversion
- 3: Hayes & Van Ness 1/16/2006

2o N r ANt Y

B
Lane Configurations Y b L b
Ideal Flow (vphpl) - 1900 1900 1900° 1900 1900 1900 :1900 - 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 10 12 12 10 12
Total Losttime (s) © = .. 40 .40 740 :40 40 40 40
Lane Util. Factor 100 091 086 091 097 091 0.91
Frpb, ped/bikes - Lo 0.93.1.00.01.00-069 1.000 100 - 1.00
Fipb, ped/bikes 100 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt- o 7086 1.00°.1.00 085 :1.00 1.00 70100
Fit Protected 100 095 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) © 01497 01610 0 3194 989..3204 4746 . i 4733
Fit Permitted 100 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 1.00
Satd: Flow (perm) =~~~ 00 1497 ©1610.:.3194 989 3204 4746 - 4733
Volume (vph) 0 0 50 687 1136 301 475 1609 0 0 1488 28
Peak-hour factor, PHF . 0.92 . 0.92° 092 :0.96 096 096 094 094 094 0.94 094 0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) _ 0 0 54 716 1183 314 505 1712 0 0 1583 30
RTOR Reductioni (vph)"- 0 0. 0" . 00 10 .70 20 0. 07 2 . 0
Lane Group Fiow (vph) 0 0 54 635 1264 304 505 1712 0 0 1611 0
Confl: Peds. (#hr) 2007 L2007 200 2000 s R
Turn Type Free Spilit Perm  Prot
Protected Phases -~ | = o caiimamengio gl s 2 T e 6
Permitted Phases Free 8
Actuated Green, G (s) .~~~ 7 - .900°315 315 315 :165 505 . . . 305 -
Effective Green, g (s) 90.0 320 320 320 16.0 500 30.0
Actuated g/CRatio .~~~ - : . 100036 036 036 018 05 . 033
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 3.5 3.5 : 3.5
Lane Grp Cap (vph) oo 1497 0 572 1136 352 ...570 2637 . . : o 1578 o
v/s Ratio Prot 0.39 ¢0.40 cO 16 O 36 cO 34
v/s Ratio Perm - - . SET0.04 o 03T M g
v/c Ratio 004 111 111 086 0.89 065 1 02
Uniform Delay, d1 0 00 0 0 00 00.002.29.00 ©29.07027.0 361 1397 408000
Progression Factor 1 00 071 071 074 055 0.06 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 -+~ .- . .0.0 . 641 587 153 CUTAT 04 28
Delay (s) 0.0 848 793 351 270 1.2 58.1
Levelof Service 1 U AT FE B ID B A B
Approach Delay( ) 0.0 74.6 71 58.1
Approach LOS ¢ I IEE SRy . O e B S A S

HCM Av age ControID ay ... 7. 450 HCM Level of Service - :
HCM Volume to Capacity rat|o 1.03

‘Actuated Cycle Length (s) %0790.0 7 Sumoflosttime(s): .o 120
Intersection Capacity Utlhzatlon 98 9% ICU Level of Serwce F
Analysis Period (min) = .. T o8 . TR PO T R
¢ Critical Lane Group

Additional Geometric Changes Synchro 6 Report
Wilbur Smith Associates Page 3



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2025 with Project Diversion
9: Fell & Gough 1/16/2006

PN U Y,

Lane Configurations s 44 N Mb

Ideal Flow (vphpl) .~ 19001900 1900 1900 1900 - 1900 - 1900 1900 -1900. 1900 - 1800 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12
Total Losttime (s). ..« 740 40 e e 40757 4.0 4.0
Lane Utll Factor 1.00 0.95 100 086 0.86
Frt oo 00T 00, T 71000 1.00 .0.85
Fit Protected 1.00 0.99 095 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) =~ - 1811 . niw o 36150 SOl 770 448501318
Fit Permitted 1.00 0.87 095 1.00 1.00
Satd: Flow (perm) =~~~ 1811 T LBOBT T et {7707 4485 - 1318
Volume (vph) 117 30 127 797 262 1584 104
Peak-hour factor, PHF 20.92 7092092092092 - ©0.92-70.92: 092
Adj. Flow (vph) 127 33 138 866 285 1722 113
RTOR Reduction (vph) B 0 0 0 0040
Lane Group Flow (vph) 165 0 0 1004 285 1722 73
Bus Blockages (#/hr) , 0 000 . 0 ST
Turn Type Perm Split Prot
P,ro__tected Phases: : o : Y L ::-::"" ., PR ' 8.5 5 N » s N :6;:‘ L 8
Permitted Phases 8

Actuated Green, G (s) . 39.0 . < 3900 atno o 4300 430 0430
Effective Green, g (s) 39.0 39.0 43.0 430 43.0
Actuated g/C Ratio . - - TN 043 T 043 Gt s g 0480 048;'”0'48
Clearance Time (s) ' 4.0 4.0 40 40 40
Lane Grp Cap (vph) . o oo 785 s onie 01329 s esns . 846 21487 630
v/s Ratio Prot 0.09 0.16 cO 38 0.06
VisRatio Perm = ot 083 i
v/c Ratio 0.20 0.76 0.34 080 0.12
Uniform Delay, d1° = © - 158 .0 L wa2180 G0 1406 4719.90 13,0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.21 013 031 0.04
Incremental Delay, d2 “0 708 i 260 T L1080 .26 03
Delay (s) 164 28.6 27 87 08
Level of Service RN R SRE S o IR el A 0 ORI S Sy G
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

o
/(o‘

o oo oNoO
o. oo oNoO
qﬁ oo o'r.v o
ccoo8o
(=3
=]

HCM Average Control Delay - 14.4
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.78 v _
Actuated Cycle Length (s) - 90.0 7 'Sumoflosttime (s) 080
Intersection Capacity Ut|I|zat|on 79 6% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) L R 15 PR e S T T

¢ Critical Lane Group

HCM Level of Service
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

10: Fell & Franklin

2025 with Project Diversion
1/16/2006

O T 2

T
BR

Lane Configurations | P
Ideal Flow (vphp!) 1900 1900 1900 ~1900. 1900 - 1900 - 1900 1 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Total Lost time (s) L A0 40 ' 40 e SRR ET A
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1 00
Frt: . -4.007.-1,00 5 1.00. .-
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) <1770 1863 - - 1863 7
Fit Permitted 0.15 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) -.279 1863 1863 o R
Volume (vph) 84 384 0 0 587 0 243 0 0 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF. - -0.94 7~ 0.94 - 0.94 0.92 0927 092°:0.98" ©0.92 °0.92:-0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 89 409 0 0 638 0 248 0 0 0
RTOR Reduction (vph)..- 0L 0 00 0 00 L0220 0
L.ane Group Flow (vph) 89 409 0 0 638 0 0 0 0 0
Turn - Type - oo Perm oo e o Perm '
Protected Phases 4 8 '
Permitted Phases = |~ . 4" 20
Actuated Green, G(s) 385 385 38.0
Effective Green, g (s) .- 38.0. ~.38.0 1380
Actuated g/C Ratio 042 0.42 0.42
Clearance Time (s) ** 735 = 3.6° 4,00
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 118 787 787
v/s Ratio Prot: e 0022 c0.34 - £ T
v/s Ratio Perm 0 32 049 048
vic Ratio - 10,76 .0.562. S0.81° +1.00:.0.98 .
Uniform Delay, d1 220 19.2 22.8 230 226
Progression Factor- =~ 1.45°7-1.47 - 427 1.08 117
Incremental Delay, d2 34.9 2.4 8.2 15.9 229
Delay (s) - : S 787.00430.7 373 £40.9 493~
Level of Serwce E C D D D
Approach Delay (s) =7 37.2°0 873w 432 0 - 0.0

D D D A

Approach LOS

HCM ‘Average tht\rol Delay

eI of Serwce

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio .- "0 0.9%:: 0 =0 et

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of Iost tlme (s) - 80
Intersection Capacity Utilization . ~110.1% - ICU Level.of Service O e
Analysis Period (min) 15

c.. Critical Lane Group .
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2025 with Project Diversion
11: Fell & Van Ness 1/16/2006

P P T T V. 4

Lane Configurations 44 41> N A4

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 /1900 1900 .1900. 1900 - 1900" -1900. 1900 - 1900 1900 - 1900 - 1900
Lane Width 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 12 12 10 12
TotalLosttime(s) -~~~ 7 40 oo L4000 w40 400 40
Lane Util Factor _ 0.91 0.91 1.00 091 1.00
Frt' : S LT099 e 0,890 11,000 1.00 085
Fit Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd, Flow (prot) = BOO7. T oo i i wA722 e 77074746, 1583
Fit Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.08 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) === . 5007 .o SRS TEL 4729 e 165 4746 1583
Volume (vph) 75 1345 135 0 0 1955 68 115 1448 587
Peak-hour factor, PHF  -0.95 0.95 = 0.95° 0.92 092092092 0.88 088 0.88
Adj. Flow (vph) 79 1416 142 0 0 2125 74 131 1645 667
0 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) .- 0 7013 7 0.
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1624 0 2195 0 131 1645 667
TumType . . Perm o oeeoo 0 0 e pmapto s Free
Protected Phases 4 ' 6 5 2
Permitted Phases =~ 40 ol 20 Free
Actuated Green, G (s) 30.0 53.0 53.0 90.0
Effective Green, g(s) - i, =300 " 0 52.0::52.090.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.33 0.58 058 1. 00
Clearance Time ()~ = % w40 0 oA T e TR B0 30 e
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1669 : 2309 161 2742 1583
vis Ratio Prot " f e e e i Lic046 0,04 c0.35

v/s Ratio Perm 0.32 0.43 0.42
VicRatio o+ c 007 e e 086 0.8 .0.60 . 0.42
Uniform Delay d1 29.6 22.0 345 123 0.0
Progression Factor = .00 0.847 o o i e 001085 000729 0.40.1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 114 1.3 10.7 0.2 0.2
Delay () U885 e 2000 e 3670620 02
Level of Serwce D
Approach Delay (s) * 77 865 000 L 2000 0 T BB
Approach LOS D A Cc A

oo oN o

HCM Average Control Delay . ‘ _ ‘

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio” .~ = 0.917 . it oo TR R
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 90.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization: "~ -~ 86.5% " ":ICU Level of Service . = . = E
AnaIyS|s Period (min) 15

¢ - Critical Lane Group - ¥ Sl
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