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ACTIONS SCHEDULED FOR THIS HEARING

The action before you at your October 22, 2015 hearing is to certify the Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) / Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The Final Comments and Responses document was
forwarded you last week. Attached to this memorandum is a draft Motion certifying the EIR/EIS.

Unlike most cases, you will not be asked to take action on actual project approvals at the same time.
This memorandum is to provide you with a brief orientation to the project, a description of the proposed
entitlement structure, and schedule of entitlement approvals and initial phases of construction.

BACKGROUND

The Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan project is one of two HOPE SF Projects that are on the same approval
trajectory. On July 9, 2015, you certified the EIR for the Sunnydale HOPE SF Master Plan project. At that
hearing, you heard an informational presentation on the overall HOPE SF program, along with a specific
description of the proposed entitlement structure, its approval schedule, and a description of the
Sunnydale project itself. As a HOPE SF project, staff is proposing that Potrero follow the same general
entitlement structure as Sunnydale. Attached to this memorandum, is a copy of the slideshow

presentation given to you at the Sunnydale presentation on the overall HOPE SF Program.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Potrero HOPE SF site consists of 39 acres (including streets) and is located on the southern and
eastern slopes of Potrero Hill. The site, currently known as Potrero Terrace and Potrero Annex features

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:

415.558.6377


mailto:Rachel.Schuett@sfgov.org
mailto:mathew.snyder@sfgov.org

Case Report CASE NO. 2010.0515ETZ
Hearing Date: October 22, 2015 Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan Project

61 low slung buildings that are constructed perpendicular to the site’s steep slopes. The site’s streets
diverge from the typical Potrero Hill street grid and cross the site at a diagonal creating four very large
lots.  The project’s existing buildings, streets, and block pattern are a striking departure from
surrounding neighborhood. This, along with the lack of typical street and pedestrian connectivity make
the existing development feel disconnected from the rest of the neighborhood and City.

As a HOPE SF project, this proposal aims to remedy this. The Project includes demolishing all existing
620 units, and vacating portions of the right of way that currently cross the site diagonally and building
new streets that would better continue the existing street grid. The Project would transform the four
existing super blocks into about 19 new fine-grained blocks, add one major new park along with several
smaller parks, plazas and pedestrian ways throughout. The site would feature a new “Main Street” along
a newly established segment of 24 Street; this new segment of 24%" Street would be aligned with
commercial and community uses, and parks and open space.

At completion the Potrero HOPE SF would include up to 1,700 units, including Housing Authority
replacement units, and a mix of additional affordable units (approximately 335 units at varying levels of
affordability) and market rate units (approximately 661 units). New buildings would provide a
consistent street wall with “eyes-on-the-street” active ground floor treatment. = A variety of building
types including individual townhomes, small apartment buildings and larger corridor apartment
buildings would be constructed throughout. Approximately 1,150 parking spaces would be provided for
the units largely below grade.

The public realm would be enhanced with improved connectivity to the existing street grid, continuing
Arkansas, and Texas Streets where they currently dead end, and adding two new east-west streets. The
Plan calls for pedestrian ways along Connecticut, 23*, and elsewhere where the grade is too steep for
vehicular traffic.

The project would be constructed in at least three main phases over at least 10 years. Phasing timing
would be contingent on market forces and the availability of financing.

ENTITLEMENT STRUCTURE

Staff is proposing to structure the entitlements and further approval requirements exactly the same to
Sunnydale HOPE SF, for which you were provided a presentation in July. These two HOPE SF
entitlement structures, in turn, have been modelled on similar master plan projects such as ParkMerced
and Schlage Lock.

Master entitlements for Potrero would include the following: (1) a Development Agreement between the
Project Sponsor and City that would, among other things, delineate responsibilities for infrastructure
construction, affordability levels beyond the replacement units, and coordination between the
construction of infrastructure and public improvement and the demolition and construction of new units;
(2) new zoning through the creation of a Special Use District (SUD); (3) remapping the Zoning Code’s
Height and Bulk Map to allow heights above 40-feet in certain portions of the site; and (4) establishing a
Design Controls and Guidelines document that would largely act as the Zoning Code for this particular
site.
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Within the new SUD, the Planning Code would establish design review procedures for actual
construction of buildings and infrastructure, similar to processes established for ParkMerced.

Separately, the Project Sponsor would enter into a Master Development Agreement with the property
owner, the San Francisco Housing Authority, which would explicate rights and requirements related to
land transfers.

ENTITLEMENT AND INITIAL PHASE SCHEDULE

The team is advancing the entitlements package with plans to introduce legislation in spring 2016. Two
milestones, if achieved, will reinforce this entitlement timeline. Certification of the EIR/EIS is a critical
step in the process to MOHCD requesting a Release of Funds from HUD, which if approved, would allow
MOHCD to access financing locally and federally for this important project. In addition, passage of the
housing bond for consideration on November’s ballot will contribute significant funding to the project
and will propel the first phases of development.

As noted above, a Phasing Plan would be attached to the Development Agreement. However, staff
anticipates that the Phasing Plan will be structured to allow the Project Sponsor flexibility in responding
to market forces and the availability of funding.

As the first phase, development is anticipated to begin at the southern end of the site at 25th Street. The
first phase of the project, referred to as Block X, would include at least 60 units of affordable housing;
Block X is on a portion of the site that is outside of the boundaries of the Housing Authority’s
jurisdiction. Because this site is vacant and does not require resident relocation, its moving forward first
is a strategic necessity to enable the relocation of existing tenants before the initial phase of demolition.
City staff is working with the Project Sponsor to see how to best move this phase forward as quickly as
possible.

Secondary phases would include the development of Blocks A and B, located at the corner of Wisconsin
and 23rd, which will provide about 94 additional affordable units and about 100 market rate units.

Attachment:

Draft Motion

HOPE SF Slides from July 9, 2015 Presentation

Potrero Hope SF Site Plan

Response to Comments Document (electronic version only)

(Hard copies of Response to Comments Document distributed under separate cover)

I:\ Citywide\ Community Planning\Southeast BVHP\HOPE SF\Potrero\Work Products in Progress\CPC Info Hearing 10 22
15\ Potrero Hope SF - CPC Memo for 10 22 15.doc
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ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR A PROPOSED PROJECT WHICH INCLUDES DEMOLITION OF
THE EXISTING 620 PUBLIC HOUSING UNITS ON SITE AND DEVELOPMENT OF UP TO 1,700 RESIDENTIAL
UNITS FOR A RANGE OF INCOME LEVELS, INCLUDING REPLACEMENT PUBLIC HOUSING, NEW VEHICLE
AND PEDESTRIAN CONNECTIONS, A NEW STREET AND BLOCK LAYOUT, NEW TRANSIT STOPS, AND NEW
WATER, WASTEWATER, AND STORM WATER INFRASTRUCTURE, AS WELL AS RETAIL USES, COMMUNITY
FACILITIES, AND OPEN SPACE.

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) hereby CERTIFIES the
final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (hereinafter “FEIR/EIS”), identified
as Case No. 2010.0515E, the “Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan Project” at 1095 Connecticut Street and
various other parcels, above (hereinafter ‘Project”), based upon the following findings:

1. The City and County of San Francisco, acting through the Planning Department (hereinafter
“Department”) fulfilled all procedural requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000 et seq., hereinafter “CEQA”), the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal.
Admin. Code Title 14, Section 15000 et seg., (hereinafter “CEQA Guidelines”) and Chapter 31 of the

San Francisco Administrative Code (hereinafter “Chapter 31”).
A. The Department determined that an Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter “EIR”) was

required and provided public notice of that determination by publication in a newspaper of
general circulation on November 10, 2010.
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B. The Department held a public scoping meeting on November 22, 2010 in order to solicit public
comment on the scope of the Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan Project’s environmental review.

C. The Department, in consultation with the Mayor’s Office of Housing, determined that an
Environmental Impact Statement (hereinafter “EIS”) was also required under the National
Environmental Policy Act (hereinafter “NEPA”), thus a combined Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement (hereinafter “EIR/EIS”) would be prepared, and provided public
notice of that determination by publication in the Federal Register, the United States government’s
official daily newspaper on May 2, 2012.

D. The Department and the Mayor’s Office of Housing held a public scoping meeting on May 17,
2012 in order to solicit public comment on the scope of the Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan Project’s
environmental review, consistent with the requirements of NEPA.

E. On November 5, 2014, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (hereinafter “DEIR/EIS”) and provided public notice in a
newspaper of general circulation of the availability of the DEIR/EIS for public review and
comment and of the date and time of the Planning Commission public hearing on the DEIR/EIS;
this notice was mailed to the Department’s list of persons requesting such notice.

F. Notices of availability of the DEIR/EIS and of the date and time of the public hearing were posted
near the project site by Department staff on November 5, 2014.

G. On November 5, 2014 copies of the DEIR/EIS were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of
persons requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR/EIS, to adjacent property
owners, and to government agencies, the latter both directly and through the State Clearinghouse.

H. Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State Clearinghouse
on November 5, 2014.

2. The Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on said DEIR/EIS on December 11, 2014 at
which opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the
DEIR/EIS. The period for acceptance of written comments ended on January 7, 2015.

3. The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public
hearing and in writing during the 62-day public review period for the DEIR/EIS, prepared revisions
to the text of the DEIR/EIS in response to comments received or based on additional information that
became available during the public review period, and corrected errors in the DEIR/EIS. This material
was presented in a Comments and Responses document, published on October 22, 2015, distributed
to the Commission and all parties who commented on the DEIR/EIS, and made available to others
upon request at the Department.

4. A Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (hereinafter “FEIR/EIS”) has
been prepared by the Department, consisting of the DEIR/EIS, any consultations and comments
received during the review process, any additional information that became available, and the
Comments and Responses document all as required by law.
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5. Project EIR/EIS files have been made available for review by the Commission and the public. These
files are available for public review at the Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and are part
of the record before the Commission.

6. On October 22, 2015, the Commission reviewed and considered the information contained in the
FEIR/EIS and hereby does find that the contents of said report and the procedures through which the
FEIR/EIS was prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA
Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

7. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the FEIR/EIS concerning File No. 2010.0515E reflects
the independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate
and objective, and that the Comments and Responses document contains no significant revisions to
the DEIR/EIS, and hereby does CERTIFY THE COMPLETION of said FEIR/EIS in compliance with
CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.

8. The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEIR/EIS, hereby does find that the project
described in the EIR/EIS:

A. Will have significant cumulative effects on the environment by contributing to substantial delays
at four study intersections (i.e., Pennsylvania Avenue/SB-280 Off-Ramp; 25% Street/Indiana
Street/NB 1-280 On-Ramp; Cesar Chavez Street/Vermont Street; and Cesar Chavez Street/US 101
Off-Ramp);

B. Will have significant, project-specific impacts to transit capacity on the Muni 10 Townsend line;

C. Will have significant, cumulative impacts to transit capacity on the Muni 10 Townsend and 48%-
Quintara-24%" Street lines;

D. Will have significant, cuamulative impacts to transit capacity on the Muni Southeast screenline;

E. Will have significant, project-specific impacts to exterior noise levels by causing a substantial
permanent increase in ambient noise levels;

E.  Will have significant, project-specific construction-period air quality impacts; and
G. Will have significant cumulative construction-period air quality impacts.

9. The Planning Commission reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR/EIS prior
to approving the Project.
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I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its regular
meeting of October 22, 2015.

Jonas lonin
Commission Secretary

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ADOPTED:
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HOPE SF - Sunnydale

= HOPE SF Background
= HOPE SF Structure
= The Sunnydale Proposal

= Entitlements



What is HOPE SF?

HOPE SF is a multi-sector initiative, unified by shared principles and goals
to eradicate generational poverty. Through our public/private partnership,
the initiative develops four of the most socially isolated public housing
communities in the City of San Francisco into vibrant mixed-income

communities with minimal displacement.

Our Big Result: Families are housed in safe, inclusive communities,
healthy and economically mobile, with children and youth who succeed in

school. Grary
el
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HOPE SF Guiding Principles

HOPE SF

1. Ensure No Loss of Public Housing.

2. Create an Economically Integrated Community.

3. Maximize the Creation of New Affordable Housing.

4. Involve Residents in the Highest Levels of Participation in Entire Project.
5. Provide Economic Opportunities Through the Rebuilding Process.

6. Integrate Process with Neighborhood Improvement Revitalization Plans.
7. Create Environmentally Sustainable and Accessible Communities.

8. Build a Strong Sense of Community.
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i HOPE SF Service Areas

= Economic Mobility
= Health

= Education & Youth Development

= Community Safety
= Housing Stability
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i HOPE SF Process so far:

= HOPE SF Principles

= RFP for Developer Selection

* Intensive Community Engagement
= CEQA Analysis

= Entitlements

= [mplementation
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HOPE SF Sites ﬂj Potrero Terrace and Annex
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Schedule

Revitalization Site Sl Pr;ﬁﬁfeed Status COTUEHEN Sailiiics
Units Units Start Completion

*Phase lla under

, construction 2017
Hunters View 276 750 *Phase llb start August 200 (350 units)
2015
, . *Phase | & Il start March 2021
Alice Giriffith 256 504 2015 2015 (504 units)
*Draft EIR/EIS
Sunnydale/ Published No earlier than
Velasco 773 1700 Entitlements in 2017 2032
progress
Draft EIR/EIS
Potrero Published No earlier than
Terrace/Annex 606 1600 Entitlements in 2016 2024
progress
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OPE SF Development Team

POTRERO
SUNNYDALE/
ALICE GRIFFITH SUNNYDALE TERRACE &

HUNTERS VIEW =
AUINTERS VIEVW VELASCO ANNEX

~ John Stewart Co., Lo e _
Developer| el Mercy/Related
Ridgepoint aron Salazar

Property
John Stewart Co.

Management

Services Urban Strategies
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GOVERNING AGREEMENTS

HOUSING
AUTHORITY— PLANNING
TR DEVELOPER
Conveyance ( Vesting of
’ | Entitlements

Master Development

Agreement Development Agreement

= 99 Year Ground Lease
= Relocation Plan

= Design Controls
=  Community Benefits
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HOPE SF Strategies

e Provide replacement public housing on-site.
e Increase densities.

« Integrate with surrounding neighborhood.

e |Improve connectivity.

« Provide a mix of uses.

e Provide a mix of income levels.

 Provide supportive community services on-site. .
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Future Approvals

* Rezoning
e Development Agreement

« Master Development Agreement
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Future Approvals

* Rezoning
e Special Use District
e Design Standards and Guidelines
* Procedures for Horizontal and Vertical Design Review
* Height Map Amendment

e Development Agreement
* Between City and Master Developer
* |Infrastructure Plan as attachment

o Master Development Agreement
* Between Housing Authority and Master Developer
* Relocation Plan as attachment
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
CASE NO. 2010.0515E

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2010112029

Draft EIR Publication Date: November 5, 2014
Draft EIR Public Hearing Date: December 11, 2014
Draft EIR Public Comment Period: November 7, 2014 through January 7, 2015
. Final EIR Certification Hearing Date: October 22, 2015
SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING
DEPARTMENT ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING DIVISION | SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING
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DATE: October 8, 2015

TO: Members of the Planning Commission and Interested Parties
FROM: Sarah B. Jones, Environmental Review Officer

Re: Attached Responses to Comments on Draft Environmental

Impact Report / Environmental Impact Statement Case No.
2010.0515E: [Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan Project]

Attached for your review please find a copy of the Responses to Comments document for
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for
the above-referenced project. This document, along with the Draft EIR/EIS, will be
before the Planning Commission for Final EIR/EIS certification on October 22, 2015.
The Planning Commission will receive public testimony on the Final EIR/EIS certification
at the October 22, 2015 hearing. Please note that the public review period for the Draft
EIR/EIS ended on January 7, 2015; any comments received after that date, including any
comments provided orally or in writing at the Final EIR/EIS certification hearing, will not
be responded to in writing.

The Planning Commission does not conduct a hearing to receive comments on the
Responses to Comments document, and no such hearing is required by the California
Environmental Quality Act. Interested parties, however, may always write to
Commission members or to the President of the Commission at 1650 Mission Street and
express an opinion on the Responses to Comments document, or the Commission’s
decision to certify the completion of the Final EIR/EIS for this project.

Please note that if you receive the Responses to Comments document in addition to the
Draft EIR/EIS, you technically have the Final EIR/EIS. If you have any questions
concerning the Responses to Comments document or the environmental review process,
please contact Rachel Schuett at 415-575-9030. Questions on the EIS should be directed to
Eugene Flannery at the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-
701-5598.

Thank you for your interest in this project and your consideration of this matter.

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
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Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
CASE NO. 2010.0515E

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2010112029

Draft EIR Publication Date: November 5, 2014

Draft EIR Public Hearing Date: December 11, 2014

Draft EIR Public Comment Period: November 7, 2014 — January 7, 2015
Final EIR Certification Date: October 22, 2015
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CHAPTER 1 Introduction

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
DOCUMENT

This document has been prepared to respond to comments received on the joint Draft Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) prepared for the Potrero HOPE SF Master
Plan Project (Proposed Project). The Draft EIR/EIS identifies the likely environmental consequences
associated with the implementation of the Proposed Project and recommends mitigation measures to
reduce significant impacts. This Responses to Comments document provides a response to each
comment received and revises the Draft EIR/EIS, as necessary, to correct or clarify information.

None of the comments received provides new information that warrants recirculation of the Draft
EIR/EIS under the California Environmental Act (CEQA) nor preparation of a supplement under the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). In the context of the CEQA analysis, the comments do
not identify new impacts that would result in a substantial increase in the severity of impacts and do
not include feasible project alternatives or mitigation measures that are considerably different from
those analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS and/or that the project applicant has refused to implement.

As discussed in Section 5.3, Aesthetics and Visual Quality, of the Draft EIR/EIS and in Chapter 3 of this
document, the Proposed Project is subject to Senate Bill (SB) 743 and Section 21099 of the Public
Resources Code, which eliminated the analysis of aesthetics impacts for certain infill projects under
CEQA. Accordingly, the Draft EIR/EIS does not provide CEQA conclusions regarding aesthetics and
impacts to views and the aesthetics analysis are presented entirely in the context of NEPA. The
aesthetics/visual quality analysis was reevaluated based on comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS.
As discussed in Chapter 3, Comments and Responses, and Chapter 4, Draft EIR/EIS Revisions, of this
document, the revised analysis found that impacts were significant but mitigatable. A new mitigation
measure was added to address significant impacts related to views.

The CEQ NEPA Regulations (40 CFR 1503.4) require that an agency preparing a Final EIS respond to
comments by one or more of the following means:

m  Modify alternatives including the proposed action;

m  Develop and evaluate alternatives not previously given serious consideration;

m  Supplement, improve, or modify the analysis;

m Make factual corrections; or

m  Explain why comments do not warrant further response.

Case No. 2010.0515E Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan
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The revised aesthetics analysis presented in Chapter 4, Draft EIR/EIS Revisions, supplemented,
improved, and modified the aesthetics discussion initially presented in the Draft EIR/EIS by carefully
considering public comments with regard to views and reevaluating the findings initially made. The
revised findings prompted the identification of a feasible mitigation measure to attempt to reduce the
significance of the revised finding. The revised analysis and additional mitigation measure are
mandated by CEQ regulations and do not apply to analyses prepared in accordance with CEQA and
its implementing regulations.

The CEQ NEPA Regulations (40 CFR Section 1502.9) set forth that agencies shall prepare a supplement
to either Draft or Final EIS if the agency makes substantial changes to the proposed action that are
relevant to environmental concerns or there are significant new circumstances or information relevant
to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts. NEPA does not require
the Draft EIR/EIS be supplemented because the mitigation measure requiring a reduction in heights
has been included to address comments received during the public review period and the mitigation
measure would serve to reduce potential aesthetics impacts. The purpose, objective and need for the
Project would still be met even with implementation of the mitigation measure as this does not
represent a substantial change to the Project.

This Responses to Comments document, together with the Draft EIR/EIS, constitutes the Final EIR/EIS
for the proposed Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan Project.

1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

An environmental evaluation application (EE application) was submitted to the San Francisco
Planning Department in June 2010. The filing of the EE application initiated the environmental review
process as outlined below.

1.2.1 Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping

As described in the Draft EIR/EIS, on November 10, 2010, the Planning Department distributed a
Notice of Preparation (NOP) to all occupants of the Potrero Terrace and Annex housing
developments; owners of properties within 300 feet of the Project site; owners and tenants of
properties adjacent to the Project site; and other potentially interested parties, including various
regional and state agencies; and neighborhood organizations. A scoping meeting was held on
November 22, 2010. The scoping meeting provided the public and affected governmental agencies
with an opportunity to present their environmental concerns regarding the Proposed Project.

On May 2, 2012, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development HUD issued a notice of intent
(NOI) to prepare a Draft Environmental Impact Statement to inform agencies and the general public
that a joint EIR/EIS was being prepared, and invited comments on the scope and content of the
document. The NOI provided contact information for City staff responsible for the NOIL, and provided
instructions for submitting comments. The scoping meeting held on May 17, 2012 provided the public

Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan Case No. 2010.0515E
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and affected governmental agencies with an opportunity to present their environmental concerns
regarding the Proposed Project. A copy of the NOP and NOI are included in Appendix 1 of the Draft
EIR/EIS.

1.2.2 Draft EIR Public Review

The Draft EIR/EIS was made available for a 60-day public review period beginning on November 7,
2014 to solicit public comment from agencies and individuals on the adequacy and accuracy of the
Draft EIR/EIS. A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR/EIS was posted on the websites of the
San Francisco Planning Department and Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development
(MOHCD) as well as in the Federal Register. The NOA was distributed to applicable local and State
agencies, interested parties, owners and occupants of properties within 300 feet of the Project site,
individuals likely to be interested in the potential impacts of the Proposed Project, commenters on the
NOP and NOI, and those individuals who requested a copy of the Draft EIR/EIS. Copies of the Draft
EIR/EIS were also available for public review during normal business hours at the San Francisco
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA; the Planning Information
Center at 1660 Mission, First Floor, San Francisco, CA 94105; and the MOHCD offices at 1 South Van
Ness Avenue 5th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103. The Draft EIR/EIS was also posted for public review
at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1828 and http://sf-moh.org/index.aspx?page=1314 .

The public comment period for the Draft EIR/EIS ended on January 7, 2015. The San Francisco
Planning Commission held a public hearing on December 11, 2014 to accept comments on the Draft
EIR/EIS. Copies of all written comments received during the comment period are included in
Attachment A, Draft EIR/EIS Comment Letters and Emails. A transcript of oral comments provided
by Planning Commission members and members of the public during the public hearing is included
in Attachment B Draft EIR/EIS Public Hearing Transcript.

1.2.3 Responses to Comments Document and Final EIR/EIS

The comments received during the public review period are the subject of this Responses to
Comments document, which addresses all substantive written and oral comments on the Draft
EIR/EIS. Under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15201, members of
the public may comment on any aspect of the Proposed Project. Further, the CEQA Guidelines Section
15204(a), states that the focus of public review should be “on the sufficiency of the document in
identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant
effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated.” In addition, “when responding to comments,
lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all
information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the
EIR.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 specifies that the lead agency is required to respond to the

comments on the major environmental issues raised in the comments received during the public
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review period. Therefore, this Responses to Comments document is focused on the sufficiency of the
Draft EIR/EIS regarding the significance of the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project.

The San Francisco Planning Department and MOHCD distributed this Responses to Comments
document for review to the San Francisco Planning Commission as well as to the agencies,
neighborhood organizations, and persons who commented on the Draft EIR/EIS. The Planning
Commission will consider the adequacy of the Final EIR/EIS— consisting of the Draft EIR/EIS and the
Responses to Comments document—in complying with the requirements of CEQA. If the Planning
Commission finds that the Final EIR/EIS complies with CEQA requirements, it will certify the Final
EIR/EIS and will then consider the associated Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRP).

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, the MMRP is designed to ensure implementation of
the mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR and adopted by decision-makers to mitigate or
avoid the project’s significant environmental effects. CEQA also requires the adoption of findings
prior to approval of a project for which a certified EIR identifies significant environmental effects
(CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15092). If the EIR identifies significant adverse impacts that
cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant levels, the findings must include a Statement of
Overriding Considerations for those impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093[b]) if the project is
approved. There are no impacts of the Proposed Project that cannot be mitigated to less than
significant levels; therefore this will not be applicable for this project. The project applicant will be
required to implement the mitigation measures as conditions of project approval.

For National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance, along with the publication of the Draft
EIR/EIS the director of the MOHCD as Certifying Official for Part 58 Projects will publish a Notice of
Intent to Request a Release of Funds (NOI RROF). The NOI RROF, which normally has a comment
period of seven days, will be held open for comment for 30 days to coincide with the timing
requirements of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations. Upon the close of the 30
day but not before 90 days since the publication of the Draft EIR/EIS, MOHCD will publish a Record
of Decision and submit the RROF to HUD. Upon submission of the RROF to HUD, the public will
have the opportunity to object to HUD for a period of 15 days as set forth at 24 CFR 58.75.

1.3 DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

This Responses to Comments document consists of the following chapters:

1. Chapter 1. Introduction — This chapter discusses the purpose and organization of this Responses
to Comments document and summarizes the environmental review process for the project.

2. Chapter 2. List of Persons Commenting — This chapter contains a list of agencies, organizations,
and individuals who submitted written comments on the Draft EIR/EIS during the public review
period or oral comments at the public hearing.
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3. Chapter 3. Comments and Responses — This chapter contains responses to all substantive written
and oral comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS. The responses have been organized by topic in
the order of topics presented in the Draft EIR/EIS. Reproductions of the comment letters are
available in Attachment A of this Responses to Comments document; a transcript of oral
comments provided during the public hearing is included in Attachment B.

4. Chapter 4. Draft EIR Revisions — Corrections to the Draft EIR/EIS necessary in light of the
comments received and responses provided, or necessary to amplify or clarify material in the
Draft EIR/EIS, are contained in this chapter. Text with double underline represents language that
has been added to the Draft EIR/EIS; text with strikethreugh-has been deleted from the Draft
EIR/EIS. These changes have not resulted in significant new information with respect to the
Proposed Project, including any new significant environmental impacts or new mitigation
measures. Therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR/EIS is not required.

Attachment A - Draft EIR/EIS Comment Letters

Attachment B — Draft EIR/EIS Public Hearing Transcript

Case No. 2010.0515E Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan
SCH No. 2010112029 1-5 Responses to Comments



October 2015 Chapter 2 List of Persons Commenting

CHAPTER 2 List of Persons Commenting

This chapter presents a list of letters and comments received during the public review period and
describes the organization of the letters, emails, and transcript that are included in Chapter 3, Comments
and Responses, of this document. Commenters are grouped in tables by category: Table 2-1, Commissions;
Table 2-2, Agencies; Table 2-3, Individuals Commenting on the Draft EIR/EIS via Email or Letter; and
Table 2-4, Individuals and Organizations Commenting at the Public Hearing held December 11, 2014.

2.1 ORGANIZATION OF COMMENTS

Comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS include written comments submitted by letter or email, and via
oral comments presented at the December 11, 2014 public hearing conducted by the San Francisco
Planning Commission. This chapter lists all persons who commented during the comment period,
grouped according to whether they represent a commission, agency, or individual and organization and
the format in which their comment was received (see Tables 2-1, 2-2, 2-3, and 2-4). Each comment within
each of these categories has been assigned a unique comment code for ease of identification; the codes
are also listed in the tables referenced previously.

Each unique comment code includes a prefix that indicates whether the commenter represents a
neighborhood organization (O), is an individual (I), or agency (A). The prefix for organizations (O) is
followed by a hyphen and the acronym of the agency or organization and the commenter’s last name.
The prefix for individual commenters (I) is followed by a hyphen and the individual’s last name. When
multiple comments were received from a particular individual, a number in parentheses indicates the
order in which comments (including letter, email, or public hearing comment) were received from that
individual. (See example on next page.) The complete set of written and oral comments received on the
Draft EIR/EIS is provided in Attachment A, Draft EIR/EIS Comment Letters and Emails, and Attachment
B, Draft EIR/EIS Public Hearing Transcript. The name of the commenter or organization and the format
of the comment (letter, email, public hearing transcript), and comment date are indicated within these
attachments.

The example below has been constructed in order to show comment code component definition for code
I-Fay (2). In this example, the commenter submitted multiple comments and has the same last name
(Fay) as another individual who also submitted comments.

Individual Commenter ———— |- Fay (2) Multiple comment letters or emails

Designation of 'I’ submitted; in this example, this
/ / represents the code for the 2ND
submittal received from this particular

Commenter’s Last Name & First Initial commenter.

Case No. 2010.0515E Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan
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2.2 LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS
COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR/EIS

The following comment letters and emails were submitted to the City during the public review period.

Many commenters who submitted comments on the Draft EIR/EIS via email and letter also provided

comments in person at the public hearing; they are thus listed multiple times in the tables below. See

Section 2.1, Organization of Comment Letters, for a detailed description of the coding for each comment

received.

Table 2-1

List of Commissioners Commenting on the DEIR/DEIS at the

Commenter Code

Public Hearing on December 11, 2014

Name of Commissioner and Commission

A-Commissioner Antonini

Michael J. Antonini, San Francisco Planning Commission

A-Commissioner Johnson

Christine D. Johnson, San Francisco Planning Commission

A-Commissioner Moore

Kathrin Moore, San Francisco Planning Commission

A-Commissioner Wu

Cindy Wu, San Francisco Planning Commission

Commenter Code Name of Person Governmental Agency Via Date
A-U.S. DOI Patricia Sanderson Port U.S. Department of the Interior Letter January 7, 2015
A-US. EPA Kathleen Martyn Goforth U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Letter January 5, 2015
A-Caltrans Patricia Maurice California Department of Transportation Letter January 6, 2015
A-CA SCH Scott Morgan California State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit Letter January 8, 2015
A-BAAQMD Jean Roggenkamp Bay Area Air Quality Management District Letter January 7, 2015
A-SFPUC Irina P. Torrey San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Letter January 6, 2015
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Table 2-3

Chapter 2 List of Persons Commenting

List of Individuals Commenting on the DEIR/DEIS via Email or

Letter

Commenter Code Name of Person Via Date
|-Abel (1) Lee Abel Letter January 4, 2015
I-Aquino Vanessa Aquino Email January 5, 2015
I-Brown Niesha Brown Letter January 7, 2015
|-Cameron Reynolds Cameron Email January 7, 2015
I-Costamagna Matt Costamagna Email December 28, 2014
I-Dhillon Jennifer Dhillon Letter January 6, 2015
I-Fay (1) Jane Fay Letter December 3, 2014
I-Fay (2) Jane Fay Letter December 11, 2014
I-Fenili E Eduardo Fenili Email January 5, 2015
I-Fenili F Francesca Fenili Email January 7, 2015
I-Glober David Glober Letter December 30, 2014
I-Gudmundsson (1) Dadi Gudmundsson Letter December 15, 2014
I-Heath Alison Heath Email January 6, 2015
|-Lee H Homer Lee Letter January 4, 2015
I-Lee R (1) Richard Lee Email January 5, 2015
I-Marini Linda D. Marini Letter January 7, 2015
I-Meroz Yoram Meroz Email January 7, 2015
I-Montalto (1) Dennis Montalto Letter January 4, 2015
I-O'Rourke Kevin O’'Rourke Letter January 6, 2015
|-Raffel Daniel Raffel Email January 5, 2015
I-Reid Daniel Reid Letter December 21, 2014
I-Robbins Nathaniel Robbins, MD Letter December 11, 2014
|-Sabre and Loura (1) Christopher Sabre and Jean Loura Email January 5, 2015
I-Sabre and Loura (2) Christopher Sabre and Jean Loura Letter January 5, 2015
I-Schurnghammer Marlene Schurnghammer Letter Undated
I-Serwer and Dreschler (1) Jennifer Serwer and Thomas Drechsler Letter December 3, 2014
I-Serwer and Dreschler (2) Jennifer Serwer and Thomas Drechsler Letter December 3, 2014
|-Shaw (1) Thomas Shaw Letter December 27, 2014
I-Sundell (1) Carol Sundell Email January 5, 2015
|-Wang Suling Wang Email January 6, 2015
|-Zwigoff Terry Zwigoff Email January 5, 2015
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Table 2-4 List of Individuals and Organizations Commenting at the
DEIR/DEIS at the Public Hearing on December 11, 2014
Commenter Code Name of Commissioner and Commission
I-Abel (2) Lee Abel
I-Aragon Maritza Aragon
I-Bergeron Bonnie Bergeron
|-Boss Joe Boss
I-Carpinelli Janet Carpinelli
I-Christiansen Kim Christiansen
I-Gudmundsson (2) Dadi Gudmundsson
I-Hunting Patricia Hunting
|-Kwan Mr. Kwan
I-Lee (2) Richard Lee
I-Montalto (2) Dennis Montalto
I-Shaw (2) Thomas Shaw
I-Zen Ms. Zen
I-Zhang Mr. Zhang
O-Bridge Housing Emily Weinstein
O-Potrero Boosters J.R. Eppler
O-Rebuild Potrero Thu Banh
Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan Case No. 2010.0515E
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CHAPTER 3 Comments and Responses

This chapter summarizes the substantive comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS and presents the

responses to those comments.

3.1 ORGANIZATION OF RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

To facilitate the preparation of responses, comments were assigned unique comment codes, and they
are generally organized by subject and presented in the same order as in the Draft EIR/EIS, ending
with general comments on the EIR/EIS or the Proposed Project. Comments related to the project
description or those on a specific analysis or mitigation measure are included under the relevant topic
section. The order of the comments and responses in this chapter is shown below, along with the
prefix assigned to each topic code.

e Project Description (PD) ¢ Wind and Shadow (WS)

e Alternatives (AL) e Recreation (RE)

e Land Use and Land Use Planning (LU) e Utilities and Service Systems (UT)

e Visual Quality/Aesthetics (AE) e Public Services (PS)

e Socioeconomics and Community/ e Biological Resources (BI)

e Population and Housing (SE) e Hazards and Hazardous Materials (HZ)

e Transportation and Circulation (TR) e Cumulative Analysis (CA)

¢ Noise (NO) e Other CEQA/NEPA Considerations (OC)

e Air Quality (AQ) e General Comments and Scope of the Draft EIR/EIS (GC)

¢ Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GG)

Within each section of this chapter under each topic area, similar comments are grouped together
and numbered sequentially using the topic code prefix and sequential numbering for each
subtopic. For example, comments on the Project Description [PD] are listed as [PD-1], [PD-2], [PD-3],
and so on. Within each topic code and corresponding heading that introduces the comment subject
are the quoted comments followed by the commenter’s name, and the comment code that identifies
the specific comment document and comment being addressed by the section. A detailed
explanation of the nomenclature used for comment coding can be found in Chapter 2 of this
document. The comments are presented verbatim except for minor typographical corrections.
Photos, figures, and other attachments submitted by commenters and referenced in individual
comments are included in the applicable Responses to Comments attachment; they are not
reproduced as part of the comments in Chapter 3, Comments and Responses.

For the full text and context of each comment, the reader is referred to Attachment A, Draft EIR/EIS
Comment Letters and Emails, and Attachment B, Draft EIR/EIS Public Hearing Transcript. In some
cases, a comment includes multiple comment topics. Individual comments on separate topics from
each commenter are bracketed and coded as per the concerned topic within the comment letters;
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the bracketed comments and corresponding comment codes are shown in the margins of the
comments in Attachments A and B.

Following each comment or group of comments, a comprehensive response is provided to address
issues raised in the comments and to clarify or augment information in the Draft EIR/EIS, as
appropriate. Response numbers correspond to the topic code; for example, the response to comments
on topic PD-1 is provided under Response PD-1. The responses provide clarification of the Draft
EIR/EIS text and may also include revisions or additions to the Draft EIR/EIS. Revisions to the Draft
EIR/EIS are shown as indented text. New text is double-underlined; deleted material is shown with

strikethrough text.

3.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Chapter 2, Project
Alternative/Project Description, of the Draft EIR/EIS. These include topics related to:

e PD-1: Density and Height

e PD-2: Housing Unit Locations

e PD-3: Commercial/Retail Space

e PD-4: Community and Open Space

e PD-5: Infrastructure

e PD-6: Project Construction Duration

e PD-7: Market Rate Housing on Public Land

Comment PD-1: Density and Height

This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:

I-Abel (1) [-Hunting [-Sabre & Loura (1)
[-Cameron I-Lee H [-Sabre & Loura (2)
I-Dhillon I-Marini A-Commissioner Antonini
I-Fay (1) I-Montalto (1)

I-Fenili E I-Montalto (2)

“Why can’t the buildings across the street on Wisconsin, between 25/26, step down the hill in such a
manner that they start at curbside as low buildings? Why would the planners not even grant us that
consideration?” (Lee Abel, letter, January 4, 2015, [I-Abel (1)])

Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan Case No. 2010.0515E
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“Speaking of increase, the plans call for up to 1,700 units, and the units look to be built very dense with
interior courtyards and very little outside space. The mature trees currently helping process the
pollution will be ripped out. I share with my neighbors their concerns that the build is way too dense
for Potrero Hill, that there is not enough open space, and that trees should be preserved whenever
possible.” (Lee Abel, letter, January 4, 2015, [I-Abel (1)])

“Insufficient Housing: The purported reason for why the public must sacrifice so much free land,
money and public views over to this private developer is because they are providing below-market
housing. The number of units they have proposed here is a drop in the bucket. The unit density could
double, while simultaneously increasing the amount of green open space and reducing auto trips, if
only smart design were deployed.” (Reynolds Cameron, email, January 7, 2015 [I-Cameron])

“Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission (and the SF Political Establishment):

I write to express strong opposition against the currently proposed BRIDGE Housing concept for
Potrero Hill. There are several bases for my objection, which include:

¢ Blocking the public vista from the Potrero Hill Recreation Center (PHRC)

e Providing inadequate public benefit

e Providing insufficient housing density

e Auto-centric streetscape

e Misappropriation of the public purse

e Wasted opportunity to build a transformative project that would improve San Francisco for
generations” (Reynolds Cameron, email, January 7, 2015 [I-Cameron])

“I urge the Planning Commission to consider that higher density will improve the social atmosphere
because it will increase populations (thus increasing amenities) and as the plan shows, will create open
space and active social areas. As a student of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design
(CPTED) I believe the increase and mix of populations within the design structure will help to reduce
criminal activity.” (Jennifer Dhillon, letter, January 6, 2015 [I-Dhillon])

“F. Addressing these concerns, we recommend that the Rebuild Potrero project be limited in size to
1,700 number of units, allowing for increased open space, recreational areas, landscaping, and off
street parking.” (Jane Fay, letter, December 3, 2014 [I-Fay (1)])

Case No. 2010.0515E Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan
SCH No. 2010112029 3-3 Responses to Comments



Chapter 3 Comments and Responses
SECTION 3.2 Project Description October 2015

“That being said, I believe that the current project scope over-reaches in an attempt to maximize units
in the space vs. making it a truly functional addition to the neighborhood. You aren’t just talking about
1,100 more units but potentially 5,000+ more residents in a part of town without the infrastructure to
support it. Potrero Hill has a neighborhood feel and while I think the change will be good I think
modesty has it’s merits here.” (Eduardo Fenili, email, January 5, 2015 [I-Fenili E])

“The scope of the project is very large and many aspects of it are thoughtful. However, the proposed
buildings on 23rd Street between Arkansas & Wisconsin Street will make the area feel too dense with
buildings that are too high.” (Homer Lee, letter, January 4, 2015 [I-Lee H])

“Height and Density: The plans do not fully address the environmental and social impact of the tall,
dense dwellings which are inconsistent with existing architecture of Potrero Hill, and appear
inconsistent with City policies and mandates regarding hilltop open space, public parks, and vistas.”
(Linda D. Marini, letter, January 7, 2015 [I-Marini])

“If this project is allowed to go forward I believe the quality of life on Potrero Hill will be severely
impacted. The proposed project is way out of scale both in density and height limits for Potrero Hill.
As a close neighbor to the project I have concerns in regards to construction phasing spanning 10 years
or longer.” (Dennis Montalto, letter, January 4, 2015 [I-Montalto (1))

“The proposed development is too dense and too high, obliterating existing views and increasing
traffic congestion beyond tolerable levels.” (Christopher Sabre and Jean Loura, email and letter, January 5,
2015 [I-Sabre & Loura (1) and (2)])

“We ask that you consider the concerns we have raised about safety and the crushing effect of excessive
density in our Potrero Hill neighborhood. We are not opposed to progress. We are only opposed to
blind progress.” (Christopher Sabre and Jean Loura, email and letter, January 5, 2015 [I-Sabre & Loura (1) and
(2)])
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“] have some concerns with the projected number of units being built. I moved to Potrero Hill in 2003
and I moved there with the idea that I liked that it was not one of the most dense neighborhoods in the
city. I think tripling the number of units that we have existing is exaggerated and I would like to see
some kind of a compromise reached so that we won’t have that many additional people living there. I
would like to know, if all the new units were completely full with the maximum number of residents
what that number will be, compared to the number of people that we have existing in the units that
exist right now.” (Patricia Hunting, Public Hearing, December 11, 2014 [I-Hunting])

“We are in support of the Rebuild Potrero idea. We just do have some concerns about, one, the project
density, going from the 600 to 1,700, seems -- the infrastructure, I just am a little concerned about that.”
(Dennis Montalto, Public Hearing, December 11, 2014 [I-Montalto (2)])

“I can’t comment on the accuracy of the census track in particular; we're just looking at the overall
picture. The other thing that I think will need to be answered as I comments and responses is there
were a lot of comments about the density, which, you know, is very appropriate in my mind if it’s
denser, but I think comparisons of the density in the areas surrounding the project area with the
projected project density so that we have an idea of the differences in density -- it’s not like -- Potrero
Hill does have a variety of densities. It's not all just single-family homes. There are many parts of it
who already have much denser parts. So that would be good to answer.” (Commissioner Antonini, Public
Hearing, December 11, 2014 [A-Commissioner Antonini])

Response PD-1
These comments raise concerns regarding the density and associated height of the Proposed Project.

The project applicant designed the Proposed Project based on feasible placement of buildings on the
site. The proposed buildings along Wisconsin Street between 25 and 26t Streets and along 234 Street
between Wisconsin and Arkansas Streets would reach a maximum height of 40 feet, the same height
allowed under existing zoning. The increase in height at these locations of the Project site does not
represent a significant increase over the height of existing buildings, with some currently reaching up
to 34 feet. The buildings at the Project site would be designed to step back from the lot lines in order to
reduce massing from the street level.

As discussed on page 4.2-2, Land Use and Land Use Planning, of the Draft EIR/EIS, most residential
buildings in the Project vicinity are two to four stories tall with typical heights ranging from
approximately 25 to 35 feet. The Project would request a Height and Map Amendment to change the
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height and bulk designations for portions of the site that are proposed above 40 feet. As discussed in
Section 5.2, Land Use and Land Use Planning, of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Project would be consistent with
existing character of the neighborhood. The proposed height amendment and rezoning do not, by
themselves, constitute a significant impact. However, the proposed increase in height and bulk could
result in impacts related to a variety of physical impacts such as those related to aesthetics, wind, or
shadow. With regard to aesthetics, as discussed in Section 5.3, Visual Quality/Aesthetics, aesthetics may
no longer be considered in determining the significance of this Project’s physical environmental effects
under CEQA. After review of the public comments and commissioning a peer review of the original
analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS, it was determined that aesthetic impacts under NEPA were less than
significant with mitigation. As discussed in Section 5.11, Wind and Shadow, impacts related to wind and
shadow were also determined to be less than significant.

The population-driven effects resulting from increased density of the Project are evaluated in Sections
5.4, Socioeconomics and Community/Population and Housing; 5.7, Transportation and Circulation; 5.8, Noise;
5.9, Air Quality; 5.10, Greenhouse Gas Emissions; 5.12, Recreation; 5.13, Utilities and Service Systems; and
5.14, Public Services. Ultimately, the Draft EIR/EIS demonstrates that with the exception of operational
noise, impacts to two Muni lines, and cumulative impacts to four intersections, no other environmental
impacts resulting from an increase in population at the site would result from implementation of the
Proposed Project.

One commenter’s desire to limit the size of the Proposed Project to 1,700 units is noted. This unit count
is the maximum studied in the Draft EIR/EIS, and additional units beyond those studied in the Draft
EIR/EIS could not be developed without further CEQA and possibly NEPA review.

A comment was received suggesting additional density at the Project site. An additional comment
was received indicating that an increase in population will help reduce crime in the Project area. These
comments have been noted and will be forwarded to decision makers as part of this document
process; no further response is required as the comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft
EIS/EIS.

The Draft EIR/EIS evaluates a Reduced Development Alternative (Alternative 1) which would not
exceed 40 feet and would result in a maximum unit count of 1,280. This Alternative could be identified
as the preferred alternative by the Planning Commission if they desire.

Comment PD-2: Housing Unit Locations

This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:

I-Fay (1) [-Gudmundsson (1) I-Marini
I-Fay (2) [-Gudmundsson (2) [-O’Rourke
Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan Case No. 2010.0515E
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“DIVERSITY OF INCOME LEVELS AND OWNERSHIP THROUGHOUT THE DEVELOPMENT. We
understand the pride and opportunities inherent with home ownership and the benefits ownership
has on families and entire communities.

A. We strongly believe that for the development to become a thriving environment for families of all
kinds, each area of the development should offer a mix of affordable housing and ownership
opportunities so that people of all income levels can become invested in their community. We think
that any segregation between tenants and owners, if allowed within the development, will result in
fractured zones in which lower income residents would become isolated and less invested in the
success of the community.” (Jane Fay, letter, December 3, 2014 [I-Fay (1)])

“MIXED INCOME HOUSING. I strongly feel unless we have this, this new neighborhood will never
coalesce into the one envisioned in the Rebuild project.” (Jane Fay, letter, December 11, 2014 [I-Fay (2)])

“(For brevity the following omits appreciation for many well done parts of the Draft EIR).

It appears that the authors of the Draft EIR (DEIR) have, in regards to one fundamentally important
aspect, “lost sight of the forest from the trees”. Recall that a fundamentally defining aspect! of the
Proposed Project is to integrate residents of low-income housing with the larger community.
Furthermore, “socioeconomics and community” is a specified category of review, yet the DEIR does
not define and hence not review where exactly the 606 low-income housing units will be located?.

This may be an unfortunate omission since the developer isn’t sharing that information anymore, but
there exist previously disclosed plans by the developer that will create high-density “mini projects”
within the redevelopment area. What I am referring to are master plans shared in public meetings
around 2010 that showed, for example, the whole block in the south-west corner of the redevelopment
area as being only composed of low income housing units. The rest of the low income housing units
are then similarly clustered together in two other clusters. This goes against the fundamental premise

of increasing the overall population density in order to allow the low-income housing units to be

integrated with the larger community.

11 See bullets two and three in “Project Objectives” (section 1.3.2, page 100 counting from first page in pdf file).

2 Figure 3 in Appendix 1 shows where “affordable opportunities” will be located. But this “affordable opportunity”
category is now presented as a mixture of the 606 low income housing units and other additional affordable housing
and there is no way to identify, and hence review, where exactly the 606 low income housing units will actually be.
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Appendix 1 in the DEIR shows numerous letters received from people expressing that a DEIR should
address this. Also, Bullet three on page 34 in the DEIR itself even mentions this as a “known
controversy”, yet the DEIR does not address it. But this cannot be avoided, a final EIR can only be

complete with the exact locations of the 606 low income housing units defined in a diagram along with

a complete socio-economic impact analysis of the proposed locations.

If this reveals that the plan is indeed to have, e.g., a full block in the south-west corner of the
development area to become essentially a new high-density “mini project”, then the impact analysis

should also address honestly the full socio-economic impact of creating new high density low-income

clusters. It should also address the impact on the Parkview Heights community to get a whole block’s
worth of high-density low-income housing on its doorsteps.

A list of frequently asked questions (FAQ) encountered by the author of this letter:
1. What plans “shown in public meetings around 2010” is this letter referring to?

o The plan showing the south-west block of the redevelopment area as being only composed of
low-income housing was shown to the author and many other residents of Potrero Hill in
public “Rebuild Potrero” meetings in -2010. The specific diagram showing this was available
online at some point, but not for the past -2 to years. The developer needs to be confronted to
make this diagram public again, and available to the EIR authors so that they can review it.

2. Why would the developer want to cluster the low-income housing units into separate high-density
“mini projects” within the redevelopment area?

o Most likely to make it easier to sell or rent market rate units to prospective customers that
would be repelled by being close to low income housing units. Any such schemes will however
be exposed in due time and it is best for all parties to prevent such manipulation, and associated
repercussions, now during the planning stage.

3. What is the ideal solution to this problem?

o The ideal solution is to have the low-income housing distributed throughout the whole
development. This dissipates multiple concerns and provides the economic and social
integration that is the underlying reason for the overall population density increase being
pursued. If that is not possible, then all Potrero Hill residents are probably best served with
Reduced Development alternative 2, i.e., to just rebuild the existing buildings.

4. Is the ideal solution possible?

o The DEIR states (page 910) that “[low income housing will be] under management by and the
ownership of the project applicant or related entities.” This makes it clear that the low-income
units will be owned and managed by the owners/managers of all the units, and that the low-
income units do not have to be segregated from the other units from an
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ownership/management perspective.” (Dadi Gudmundsson, letter, December 15, 2015 [I-
Gudmundsson (1)])

“Segregation Based on Income Levels: Though the project purports to provide economic diversity, the
clustering of the low income units in the south side is inconsistent with best practices in contemporary,
mixed-use housing development and perpetuates segregated communities similar to mid-century
public housing models (or, at worst, South Africa apartheid). It is incomprehensible how such a plan
would be developed and approved in San Francisco, particularly when similar public housing
developments have fostered crime, filth, and adversity among City residents. Other models, which
integrate and disperse low income units throughout the entire development must be considered to
ensure harmony, equity, safety, and fairness for all of our residents. We do not need “separate, but
equal” facilities in our progressive compassionate City.” (Linda D. Marini, letter, January 7, 2015 [I-
Marini])

“7. Inote that the plan calls for a maximum of 603 subsidized housing units. This is the bare minimum
to replace the existing units. Not even ONE new subsidized unit! Surely, now would be a good
time to add some additional subsidized units. I think that a project of this scope that hopes to add
over 1,000 additional units could find the money to add some more subsidized units. I proposed
an increase of 10%, 60 more subsidized units. I also support my neighbors who call for these units
to be distributed evenly throughout the new development, not concentrated in one block.” (Kevin
O’Rourke, letter, January 6, 2015 [I-O’Rourke])

“It appears to me that the authors of this report have, in PD-2 regards to one fundamentally important
aspect, lost sight of the forest from the trees. What I'm referring to here, that this fundamental defining
aspect is that we’re increasing the density of this area, massively, to integrate low-income housing with
a greater community. That is -- if I'm not mistaken, is one of the core reasons for this controversial
density increase. So -- and there is no -- the report doesn’t really define -- and hence, not review --
where, exactly -- and I say the word “exactly” -- the 606 low-income housing units will be located
within this area. So this may be an unfortunate omission because the developers aren’t sharing that
information anymore. But there exist previous disclosed plans that I've seen in public meetings that
show the entire -- well, the southwest block yards from where I live, incidentally -- will only be
composed of low-income housing units.

This is, essentially, a new high-density project, microproject, within the larger area. Of course then
there are other -- two other clusters as well. And I think this goes against the fundamental premise of
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increasing the overall population density in order to allow the low-income housing units to be

integrated with the larger community.

The appendix shows -- to the reports, shows numerous letters received commenting on this, the report
mentions thatis a known controversy, but, still, it is not addressed adequately. But it cannot be avoided.

A final EIR can only be complete with exact locations of the low-income housing units defined in a

diagram, along with a complex socioeconomic impact analysis of the proposed locations.

If this reveals that there is, indeed, the idea to create little micro high-density clusters, then the impact
analysis of going to that -- and might even go into the community that I live in, Parkview Heights,
which is a HOA with 200 units, and we would suddenly get a cluster -- high-density cluster of low-
income housing right on our doorsteps.

This needs to be considered.

This has been sent in a letter that will be received. In the back of the letter there are also questions that
I've frequently been encountered, such as what are these plans, why is the developer doing this, what
is the ideal solution to the problem, is the ideal solution possible?” (Dadi Gudmundsson, Public Hearing,
December 11, 2014 [I-Gudmundsson (2)])

Response PD-2

These comments raise concerns regarding the location of low income and market rate housing units on
the Project site. One of the objectives of the Proposed Project is to create an economically integrated
neighborhood with new public housing units, affordable rental apartments, and market rate and/or
rental homes. The mix of units is discussed in detail in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives/Project
Descriptions, on pages 2-6 through 2-8, of the Draft EIR/EIS. As shown, the Proposed Project would
provide up to 100 affordable senior units, up to 970 affordable family units, and up to 630 market rate
units. The placement of affordable housing and market rate housing has not yet been finalized. The

intention is to provide a mix of housing throughout the site.

Final geographic distribution of the various types of housing units would depend upon the alternative
selected and the final Development Agreements. Furthermore, HUD regulations protect the identity
of Section 8 recipients from public disclosure; hence disclosure of the specific locations for public
housing might run afoul of that mandate. The Draft EIR/EIS considers the total increase in number of
units proposed on the site and evaluates that total increase against thresholds of significance for
various environmental topics. None of the environmental topics evaluated under either CEQA or
NEPA requires identification of where the Project site public, affordable, or market rate housing would

be located in order to draw conclusions.
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A comment was received regarding increasing the number of public housing units on the Project site.
This comment, as well as those expressing concern over the specific location of public housing on the
Project site, have been noted and will be forwarded to decision makers as part of this document process;
no further response is required as these comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIS/EIS.

Comment PD-3: Commercial/Retail Space

This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:

I-Fay (2) I-Marini [-Zen
I-Lee R (1) [-Serwer and Dreschler (1) O-Rebuild Potrero
I-Lee R (2) [-Serwer and Dreschler (2) A-Commissioner Antonini

“6. MORE RETAIL SPACE AND FARMER’S MARKET: Many studies have shown that retail business
bring neighborhoods together. Small restaurants, coffee houses, grocery stores and most of all a
Weekly farmer’s Market would really knit the various incomes together. Especially one’s that have
food booths, music and small eating areas.” (Jane Fay, letter, December 11, 2014 [I-Fay (2)])

“5) Retail Space. Problem: Given the increase in density, there does not seem to be a corresponding
increase in services, as there is a very small retail zone planned for the center of the project area.
Currently, this portion of Potrero Hill is very under serviced, requiring trips out of the area for
groceries, shops, restaurants, etc. There is currently planned only a tiny bit of retail on one side of
a block or two near the central park area.

Proposed Solution: The plan should include ground level retail shops on *most* streets to
accommodate grocery stores, coffee shops, and restaurants within walking distance of most residents.”
(Richard Lee, email, January 5, 2015 [I-Lee R (1)])

“Lack of Commercial Services on the South Side: Though the plan touts additional commercial space,
in reality, the south side lacks any possibility of stores, restaurants, cafes, libraries, or any type of public
gathering spaces which could contribute to a vibrant community. The absence of such services,
combined with the steep terrain, will result in isolated individuals, families and groups, which is
unhealthy and regressive.” (Linda D. Marini, letter, January 7, 2015 [I-Marini])
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“In order to enhance the security and economic diversity of the new neighborhood, I strongly
encourage increasing of the commercial square footage to 50,000 Square Feet from 15,000 Square Feet.
I believe that the increase of commercial use space, will add needed vibrancy and pedestrians to the
streets to inhibit criminal behavior, which can only elevate the overall quality of life. Not to mention,
that the neighborhood could become less car reliant, provide jobs, and thereby be much more
sustainable. It might even become a destination for residents from other parts of the city as well.”
(Jennifer Serwer and Thomas Dreschler, letters, December 3, 2014 [I-Serwer and Dreschler (1) and (2)])

“In addition, the additional community center retail space is another great amenity that people are

looking forward to.

On that side of the hill obviously there’s not a lot of places for people to go to. And on top of that, some
residents have also expressed to me with the new retail and other opportunities they also feel that they
may have a chance to start their own business or somehow participate in that and really see it as an
upward movement for themselves and for everybody in the community. So we encourage you to
support the project so that everyone’s quality of life can be improved in the area. Thank you.” (Thu
Banh-Rebuild Potrero, Public Hearing, December 11, 2014 [O-Rebuild Potrero])

“I'would like to see an increase in the amount of retail space that’s being planned for the project because
I think that if there are more services in that area it will make it less likely that people feel the need to
leave and come into the area and that will help reduce the amount of traffic in and out of the rebuilded
area.” (Richard Lee, Public Hearing, December 11, 2014 [I-Lee R (2)])

“Oh, okay. And then there are more retail space and shops, so we can -- we can be out on the street
and, you know, spend more time on the street and shop.” (Ms. Zen, Public Hearing, December 11, 2014
[I-Zen]

“And of course the inclusion of retail is very important, and the open space.” (Commissioner Antonini,
Public Hearing, December 11, 2014 [A-Commissioner Antonini])
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Response PD-3

These comments raise concerns regarding the amount and location of commercial and retail space
proposed. A comment was received outlining the neighborhood benefits of providing local retail
services. This comment has been noted and will be forwarded to decision makers as part of this
document process; no further response is required as the comment does not address the adequacy of
the EIS/EIS.

The Project includes 15,000 square feet of retail uses to be developed along 24t Street between Arkansas
and Missouri Streets and at the corner of 25" and Connecticut Streets. The primary objective for the
Project is to create an economically integrated neighborhood with new public housing units, affordable
rental apartments, and market rate and/or rental homes. The intent of the Project is not to provide a
substantial amount of new retail uses. The amount of proposed retail space is based on the project
applicant’s assessment of how much space is marketable and financially viable. Further response is not
necessary as the desire for additional retail is not a comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR/EIS.

Comment PD-4: Community and Open Space

This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:

I-Abel (1) I-Fay (2) I-Zen

I-Abel (2) [-Heath O-Rebuild Potrero
I-Cameron I-O’Rourke A-Commissioner Antonini
I-Fay (1) I-Robbins

“I am also concerned about the lack of open space in the plan, yet see how they mention the Starr King
Open Space as bordering on the project. In reading between the lines, it seems they expect the current
open space to support a massive influx of people. This is all good and fine as a marketing device to get
market rate folks to buy or rent, but the Starr King Open Space does not get government funding and
is in desperate need of money to repay for the sidewalks being fixed. Might the City or the builders
consider donating to the SKOS so that it can remain a community space? As I understand it, if the
Board does not come up with the money to repay the city for fixing the sidewalks that border it, the
city could take back the open space, could even build on it. We NEED our open space and we need
funding help so that it is accessible to all who currently live on the Hill, as well as to all those who will
be moving in soon. I can provide you with more information on this.” (Lee Abel, letter, January 4, 2015,
[I-Abel (1)])
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“Inadequate Public Benefit: While the proposed project does include nominal public space and a few
retail units, it fails by modern design standards to address the needs of this project. In light of the
recently-publicized “DropBox soccer bros in the Mission” You Tube incident, it is evidently clear that
the east side of The City is in dire need of more soccer fields. A rather simple solution would be to
build a grade-level rooftop soccer field along 23rd Street, with residential and commercial units below.
Several examples of both soccer fields on rooftops, as well as smart use of public space have been
demonstrated around the world. Given the degree to which this project is subsidized by the public
taxpayer, we should expect a public benefit out of it. For more info on this subject, please look to
architects like Bjarke Ingels (BIG), and many others.” (Reynolds Cameron, email, January 7, 2015 [I-

Cameron])

“QUALITY OF ENVIRONMENT: We believe that the proposed amount of open space and leisure
areas within the development is inadequate for a vibrant, thriving, community of its size. We also feel
that it is important to keep the open, neighborhood environment that makes Potrero Hill a unique area
of the city.” (Jane Fay, letter, December 3, 2014 [I-Fay (1)])

“GREEN SPACE. Increase by one acre. Grass in the new environment we have today is very water
intensive. Please consider some other more native variety that will use less water.” (Jane Fay, letter,
December 11, 2014 [I-Fay (2)])

“5. LESS COMMUNITY SPACE. The report states there will be 15,000 sq. ft. for this purpose and 50,000
sq. feet for a community center. Currently we have 2 community centers that are actively used.
Since most new neighbors will be working we don’t need that much sq. ft. for a community center.

Please reconsider and have less community space and more retail.” (Jane Fay, letter, December 11,
2014 [I-Fay (2)])

“I urge the Department to consider reduced heights and density on the western side of the project by
perhaps increasing density lower on the slope. I believe that including publicly accessible open space,
as a park at the top of the hill, would better serve the public realm, as well as providing enhanced
recreational opportunities for all residents.” (Alison Heath, email, January 6, 2015 [I-Heath])
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“10. With all the open space allocated within the development, I hope it will be possible to allocate
some for a small fenced in dog parklet or two. I do not see any outlined in the report.” (Kevin
O’Rourke, letter, January 6, 2015 [I-O’Rourke])

“c. There is no mentioned of creative open space designs to develop open space and capitalize on
public views, not block the only ones we have now!” (Nathaniel Robbins, M.D., letter, December 11,
2014 [I-Robbins])

“They are also very excited about the opportunity of additional open space and parks and places where
they can take their children and families. Right now there really is a scarcity of those types of locations
and safe locations in order to do that.” (Thu Banh-Rebuild Potrero, Public Hearing, December 11, 2014 [O-
Rebuild Potrero])

“Mostly concerned about the open space. And specifically on the maps I've seen Starr King open space,
which is on the other side of Starr King school. They’re showing how, “Well, I that’s just right across
the street from the new rebuild. Won’t that be great?” Yeah, that will be great. It's a wonderful open
space. But it can’t be the major open space of the project. There’s only 2.5 acres of open space in the
project and the Starr King is larger than that.

They need funding to fix the sidewalks. They need some help. That’s going to be the space that people
are gonna go into. And perhaps they could take that into consideration and help out with Starr King
open space. Thank you very much.” (Lee Abel, Public Hearing, December 11, 2014 [I-Abel (2)])

“And there are more extracurricular activities and space for recreation for the children.” (Ms. Zen, Public
Hearing, December 11, 2014 [I-Zen]

“And of course the inclusion of retail is very important, and the open space.” (Commissioner Antonini,
Public Hearing, December 11, 2014 [A-Commissioner Antonini])
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Response PD-4

These comments raise concerns regarding the amount of location of open space and community space
on the Project site. The Proposed Project would incorporate approximately 7.12 acres of public and
private open space. Of the 7.12 acres of open space, approximately 3.62 acres of public open space
would be provided. The open space components are detailed in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives/Project
Description, on pages 2-10 through 2-13, of the Draft EIR/EIS. The Proposed Project would also include
15,000 square feet of retail/flex space and 35,000 square feet for a Community Center.

As discussed in Section 5.12, Recreation, of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Proposed Project seeks to include both
private and common open space areas for use by Project residents. It is likely that residents of the
Project would also use the Potrero Hill Recreation Center, adjacent to the Project site. Additional nearby
public recreational facilities include Jackson Playground and McKinley Square Park. It is anticipated
that, in addition to the use of the proposed open spaces provided at the Project site, increased use of
existing recreational facilities would be spread out among several parks in the area. The analysis
presented in Section 5.12 does not assume that Project residents would use Starr King facilities. The
Project would not cause the parks-per-population ratio to change substantially from its current level of
5.08 acres per 1,000 residents, and the Project would not result in a substantial City-wide increase in
the demand for or use of recreational facilities.

A comment was received suggesting that soccer fields be placed on the rooftops of buildings proposed
along 23t Street. The project applicant has determined that this feature is cost prohibitive and would
not be technically feasible using the proposed site configuration. In terms of providing other
community benefits, the proposed Community Center would include a computer lab, community
meeting room, family support center, and senior center.

Open space developed at the Project site would adhere to the Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance
which applies to all residential, commercial, municipal, and mixed-use projects installing or modifying
1,000 square feet or more landscape area. Projects must design, install, and maintain efficient irrigation
systems, utilize low water-use plantings, and set a Maximum Applied Water Allowance, also known
as the annual water budget.

One commenter suggested including open space at the top of the hill. As indicated in Figure 2-2 of the
Draft EIR/EIS, several open space areas are located in the northern portion of the Project site. Many of
the planned locations take advantage of existing view corridors. In terms of providing a fenced dog
play area, the final programming of the open spaces is not complete and would be determined prior to
development of whichever alternative is selected.

Additional comments were received suggesting that one additional acre of open space be provided
and that less community space be provided. Further response is not necessary as the desire for
additional open space and/or less community space is not a comment on the adequacy of the Draft
EIR/EIS.
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New sidewalks would be provided throughout the Project site. There are no plans to repair adjacent
offsite sidewalks since there is no nexus between the impacts of the Proposed Project and the existing
conditions of sidewalks in the neighborhood.

Comment PD-5: Infrastructure

This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:

A-SFPUC

“General Comments: The SFPUC holds several water and sewer easements within the project area, and
existing water main alignments are under proposed buildings. If the project area is reconfigured as
proposed in the draft EIR, the SFPUC strongly prefers to have its utilities located within the public
right of way rather than within easements. Any vacation of existing easements must be executed in
accordance with City of San Francisco (City) and SFPUC standards.

Any work within existing SFPUC easements requires SFPUC review and approval by the SFPUC Real
Estate Services Division and Wastewater Enterprise.” (San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, letter,
January 6, 2015 [A-SFPUC])

“Chapter 2 Comments. Page 2-14, Paragraph 2: This section discusses landscaping, including planting
of trees as part of the project. Please be advised that the SFPUC General Manager Order for Surface
Improvement Projects states that trees are not allowed above or within five feet of the outside diameter
of wastewater assets or lateral vents.

Page 2-15, Paragraph 3: This section describes potential for widening of sidewalks. Please be advised
that the SFPUC General Manager Order for Surface Improvement Projects includes the following

requirements concerning sidewalks:

1) Proposed curbs and gutters are not allowed within three horizontal feet of the outside diameter of
existing parallel linear wastewater assets such as pipes.

2) Proposed curbs and gutters are allowed to cross subsurface wastewater assets.

3) Proposed curbs and gutters are not allowed within three horizontal feet of any existing manhole
structures.

Also, should proposed sidewalk widening and/or bulbout be located above sewer laterals, the
following would apply:
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1) The project sponsor shall relocate the sewer lateral air vent and trap to conform with San Francisco
Department of Public Works standard plan 87, 196 and replace the upper lateral from the vent to
the property.

2) The project sponsor shall notify all adjacent property owner(s) of their increased responsibility for
the sewer lateral(s). The project sponsor shall send a copy of the notification to SFPUC Wastewater
Enterprise, Collection Systems Division (WWE/CSD).” (San Francisco Public Utilities Commission,
letter, January 6, 2015 [A-SFPUC])

“Any new public sewer infrastructure (lower laterals, catch basins, culverts, mains, manholes, etc.) to
be developed shall be submitted for review and approval by SFPUC-WWE/CSD. All sewer
infrastructure shall comply with applicable City standards. Please contact SFPUC-WWE/CSD at
sewerinspections@sfwater.org for review.” (San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, letter, January 6,
2015 [A-SFPUC])

Response PD-5

These comments raise concerns regarding proposed infrastructure at the Project site. As discussed in
Chapter 2, Project Alternatives/Project Description, page 2-16 and 2-17 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Proposed
Project would upgrade and resize water, wastewater, gas and electric, and other utility infrastructure
within the Project site, as necessary. All onsite utilities would be undergrounded as part of the
Proposed Project. As discussed on page 2-14 of the Draft EIR/EIS, all existing trees would be removed
from the Project site and replaced/replanted as part of the Proposed Project development. Page 2-15 of
the Draft EIR/EIS states that sidewalks within the Project site would be built with a width of 5 to 14 feet
and would be provided along all blocks of the Project site for pedestrian safety, walking comfort, and
convenience. In addition, pedestrian bulb-outs and sidewalks with a width of at least six feet would be
provided at intersections to improve the walking experience.

The Project applicant would work with the SFPUC to relocate utilities in a mutually agreed upon
location. Further, Project elements would be designed and located to conform to SFPUC standards,
including the SFPUC General Manager Order for Surface Improvement Projects and review and
approval procedures. This comment has been noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers as part
of this document process; no further response is required as the comments do not address the adequacy
of the Draft EIR/EIS.
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Comment PD-6: Project Construction Duration

This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:

[-Hunting [-Montalto (2) A-Commissioner Johnson
[-Montalto (1) A-Commissioner Antonini A-Commissioner Moore

“If this project is allowed to go forward I believe the quality of life on Potrero Hill will be severely
impacted. The proposed project is way out of scale both in density and height limits for Potrero Hill.
As a close neighbor to the project I have concerns in regards to construction phasing spanning 10 years
or longer.” (Dennis Montalto, letter, January 4, 2015 [I-Montalto (1)])

“I think 10 years is a very long time to ask neighbors to be patient with a reconstruction project. I would
appreciate very much if there could be some kind of a compromise struck with that proposal as well. I
would like to see less time in construction.

On 25th Street, where I live, the wind blows from west to east, generally. It brings all the trash and
garbage over the hill and onto our street. I would also appreciate that that be taken into consideration
and perhaps you could put some kind of a plan in place to help keep our part of the neighborhood
clean during the construction process.” (Patricia Hunting, Public Hearing, December 11, 2014 [I-Hunting])

“Secondly, the mitigation, a 10-year project, we're in the wind path of anything that goes on up there.
The wind, almost every day, blows from west to east. So I would like to see that addressed so that the
people that live there -- there’s quite a few people that live south and east of this project, and I'm just a
little concerned about that. Ten years seems like a long time for a project to take place. Thank you very
much.” (Dennis Montalto, Public Hearing, December 11, 2014 [I-Montalto (2)])

“However, I have a couple of questions, which I believe need to be elevated. It's in the area of
construction impacts.

With funding for a project which has large public components, I think only focusing on construction
impacts over a finite time frame of 10 years is potentially dangerous because, as you extend some of
the construction impacts over more than 10 years, it becomes almost a generational issue that people
basically live in a continued construction site.
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This is exacerbated by extremely difficult grading conditions, which, on their own, require a large
amount of cut and fill, and I'm not even talking about air quality and noise, two areas where I think
the City has a lot of experience with, but the constant need for a large area, the perimeter of this site is

huge, people feeling that it’s never finished.

Can we get certainty about the public funding aspects as they effect construction impact, is there
certainty about how the project can reasonably phase and what commitments can we bring to the front
table in an EIR to say this will happenin X, Y, Z.

Most construction projects of this size take significantly longer than 10 years. We all know that. There
is Bayview-Hunters Point, there is Treasure Island and on and on and on. All of them have public
components, all of them have difficulties comparable to what we have in front of us here.

It is for this very reason, myself having worked on these things for the last 9 years, that I ask you to be

very conservative in how you set finite time frames for construction impact and comment on them.

It might be a larger issue to examine, and even if there is deferral to other things, I think the EIR/EIS
needs to be very clear and precise for this type of an important project.” (Commissioner Moore, Public
Hearing, December 11, 2014 [A-Commissioner Moore])

“I think it’'s—you know, the report is good. I think we have to talk a little bit about the phasing of the
plan and a little bit more detail about how it’s going to reach its goal, as Commissioner Moore was
talking about, in the ten-year period of time.

But I think, from my understanding, the fact that it’s being done together over a finite period of time
makes it more efficient because for this project to work we need to have all the parts of it. It's not going
to work if there’s just a part of it. We need to get the financing and it’s going to provide economic and
physical integration in a neighborhood which was segregated from the very beginning from the rest of
San Francisco and the articulation of that neighborhood into the San Francisco grid, which will be a big
improvement.” (Commissioner Antonini, Public Hearing, December 11, 2014 [A-Commissioner Antonini])

“Ijust have a couple of questions. I echo some of Commissioner Moore’s comments about construction
impacts and the length of time in which they are going to be considered.

Ten years is a wide enough berth that you have to think that there might be impacts that are going to
linger after that, even after the last unit is built.” (Commissioner Johnson, Public Hearing, December 11,
2014 [A-Commissioner Johnson])
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Response PD-6

These comments raise concerns regarding to the Proposed Project’s construction duration and
construction-related impacts on the surrounding, existing community. As discussed in Chapter 2,
Project Alternatives/Project Description, on pages 2-17 through 2-19 of the Draft EIR/EIS, Project
construction would occur in three non-overlapping phases spanning approximately 10 years (from
about 2015 to 2025) or longer. The three phases of Project construction correspond to different areas of
the Project site to minimize disruption to existing residents. These phases are shown in Figure 2-5 of
the Draft EIR/EIS and are described below:

m  Phase 1 consists of the vicinity south of 25 Street in the existing Potrero Terrance portion of
the Project site. Phase 1 is anticipated to last approximately 26 months with streets closed for
approximately eight months.

m Phase 2 consists of the area between 23t Street and 25t Street, or the remaining portions of the
existing Potrero Terrace site. Phase 2 is anticipated to last 48 months with streets closed for
approximately 12 months.

m  Phase 3 includes the development of the entire existing Annex site. Phase 3 is anticipated to
last 48 months with street closed for approximately 12 months.

As disclosed in the Draft EIR/EIS, the Proposed Project would result in significant impacts during
construction to the following environmental topic areas: visual quality/aesthetics, cultural and
paleontological resources, transportation and circulation, noise, air quality, biological resources, and
hazards and hazardous materials. All construction-related impacts would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level with incorporation of the proposed mitigation measures except for construction-
related impacts to air quality (violate air quality standard during construction) which would remain
significant and unavoidable. Please see Response NO-1 for a discussion of construction period noise
impacts, Response AQ-1 for a discussion of construction period air quality impacts, Response AQ-2 for
a discussion of sensitive receptors and health risks associated with project construction, and Responses
HZ-1 through HZ-3 for a discussion of construction period hazardous materials emissions, asbestos
and lead, and the Dust Control Plan.

Some comments express concern regarding trash generated during project construction and wind
impacts on construction-generated trash. Improvement Measure IM-AE-2a, as described on page 5.3-
10 of the Draft EIR/EIS requires all construction contractors to strictly control the staging and
cleanliness of construction equipment and staging areas. The project contractors would be required to
sweep surrounding streets used for construction access to keep them free of dirt and debris.

A few commenters expressed uncertainty that Project construction would be completed within the
anticipated 10-year timeframe. These comments express concern regarding limiting the analysis of
construction impacts over a finite 10-year construction horizon. The analysis presented in the Draft
EIR/EIS is based on the construction estimate provided by the project applicant based on experience

with other similar large-scale construction projects. There is no evidence suggesting the project
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construction period would extend beyond the 10-year construction horizon and thus the Draft EIR/EIS

need not conduct an analysis of construction-related impacts beyond 10 years.

Additionally, one comment expressed concern regarding the certainty of public funding and potential
construction phasing impacts (delays) that could extend the construction period. This comment has
been noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers as part of this document process; no further
response is required as the comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR/EIS.

For a development such as this, detailed construction plans are reviewed by the City agencies at the
time the construction contractor applies for the building or site permit and not during the
environmental review process, which does not require the same level of construction detail. The
Planning Department, however, will review the plans submitted with the building permit to assure
that the final construction plans are consistent with the project design approved by the Planning
Commission.

Comment PD-7: Market Rate Housing on Public Land

This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:

I-Meroz

“] am however concerned about the impact of the market-rate housing construction described in the
EIR, on public vistas, and question the use of public land and resources for the construction of for-
profit housing.” (Yoram Meroz, email, January 7, 2015 [I-Meroz])

“The 65’ buildings are slated to contain market-rate housing. In effect, the unique views of this site will
be permanently taken away from the public and sold to a select few who can afford to pay for them.
This is an inappropriate use for land put in the public trust and intended to benefit the public. In
addition, as the DEIR states, no comparable land exists in the city for the construction of subsidized
housing. Any land used for market-priced housing on the site will permanently replace future potential
sites for the construction of affordable housing. While alternative 1, as described in the DEIR, alleviates
some of the visual impacts of the proposed project, it retains a large proportion of the site for market-
rate apartments, which I consider a misuse of rare public land.” (Yoram Meroz, email, January 7, 2015 [I-
Meroz])
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Response PD-7

These comments raise concerns in regard to providing market rate housing on public land. The
decision to develop the Project or its alternatives would be made within the statutory and regulatory
framework required for such decisions. The comments have been noted and will be forwarded to
decision-makers as part of this document; no further response is required as the comments do not
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR/EIS.

3.3 ALTERNATIVES

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Chapter 2, Project
Alternatives/Project Description, of the Draft EIR/EIS. These include topics related to:

e AL-1: Alternative 1
e AL-2: Alternative 2

Comment AL-1: Alternative 1

This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic
is quoted in full below this list:

I-Fenili E I-Montalto (1) I-Robbins
[-Fenili F [-Raffel [-Sundell (1)
I-Lee R (1) [-Heath I-Zwigoff

“With that, I am writing to recommend Alternative 1 of the plan which calls for less units but uses the
same foot print. I believe the only real change is removing the 65" ceiling and keeping it 40’. Thank you
for your consideration.” (Eduardo Fenili, email, January 5, 2015 [I-Fenili E])

“I frequently drive through the area in question and would love to see improvement while continuing
to offer affordable housing for those in need. For this reason I'd like to express my genuine hope that
Alternative #1 plan is passed.” (Francesca Fenili, email, January 7, 2015 [I-Fenili F])

“I urge the Department to consider reduced heights and density on the western side of the project by
perhaps increasing density lower on the slope. I believe that including publicly accessible open space,
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as a park at the top of the hill, would better serve the public realm, as well as providing enhanced
recreational opportunities for all residents.” (Alison Heath, email, January 6, 2015 [I-Heath])

“6) Project Scope. Problem: Given the above traffic concerns, it seems that the project scope may be too
large for this area, as it is poorly connected to the rest of the city due to existing geographical
constraints, and there seems to be insufficient planning to make this a neighborhood in its own
rights with local business services that would reduce the need for people to travel to other parts of
the city.

Proposed solution: Reduce the scope of the project to a fewer number of units, such as Alternative 1.”
(Richard Lee, email, January 5, 2015 [I-Lee R (1)])

“I'urge the commissioners to consider Reduced Development Alternative 1. I believe this plan is viable
for Bridge to see a profit and lessen the impact of the proposed project.” (Dennis Montalto, letter, January
4, 2015 [I-Montalto (1)])

“Greetings, I am writing as a home owner at 1431 20th street to voice support for the Reduced
Development Alternative #1 for Potrero Hope. Our neighborhood does not need even more
development. We do not need more vehicles, etc. coming and going. Please do not increase the size of
the development. And, in fact, reduce it.” (Daniel Raffel, email, January 5, 2015 [I-Raffel])

“Alternative 1 (Reduced Development Alternative). Unfortunately, the heights of the buildings in
Alternative 1 are not provided, so I cannot accurately judge the impact of this proposal. However, in
general the same points stated above would apply to Alternative 1 if the buildings rise more than 10 -
15 feet above street level.” (Nathaniel Robbins, M.D., letter, December 11, 2014 [I-Robbins])

“Without an ability to mitigate traffic, Hope SF must be required to pursue a Reduced Development
Plan, which would have less of an impact on traffic. Notably, the effect of lower density on traffic was
not detailed extensively in the report (they grade the impact between the main plan and Alternative 1
as similar). Any development should add to the general well-being of the community by including
some provisions for alleviating traffic and public transport congestion, rather than just adding to the
financial burden and to public expenditures. If the Project does not including any provision for helping
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improve public transit usage and capacity and reducing congestion, it should not be as large.”
(Nathaniel Robbins, M.D., letter, December 11, 2014 [I-Robbins])

“I believe any of the following proposals would meet the city’s housing needs, meet the needs of the
current community residents, and also provide an aesthetically pleasing public park and street

environment for enjoyment by existing residents and residents to come:

1. Build shorter buildings at J-M. This will decrease the total capacity of the Project, but these are
compromises that need to be made in the course of development.

2. Build shorter building at J]-M but build taller buildings further down the hill (e.g., Building A-H
and X). This will allow the same degree of housing units. The buildings are farther down the hill
and will not impact the best views at the peak. In addition, there buildings directly south of the
proposed site are zoned at 65 feet already, so taller buildings will not have as big an impact as
buildings at the top that are completely inconsistent with the size of buildings in the rest of the
neighborhood. This option would allow the developers to maintain the same or nearly the same
level of profit, the city to get the housing stock, and the current residents and future residents in
the neighborhood to maintain the cherished iconic views that are at the heart of San Francisco.

3. Build the same height buildings but start at a lower height (do not terraform the land and add fill
to bring up the height of the south side of 23rd Street). This will also not impact views from 23rd
St. or the Potrero Hill Rec Center open spaces.” (Nathaniel Robbins, M.D., letter, December 11, 2014 [I-
Robbins])

“Please, please consider alternate 1. This is way too dense for our neighborhood. I support the new
development...not the 60 foot heights or the density. Have lived on the hill over 40 years. Please
consider the character of the neighborhood.” (Carol Sundell, email, January 5, 2015 [I-Sundell (1)])

“I would urge you to keep the height of this project within the 40" norm.” (Terry Zwigoff, email, January
5, 2015 [I-Zwigoffl)

Response AL-1

These comments are regarding Alternative 1, the Reduced Development Alternative. NEPA requires a
thorough evaluation of the impacts and merits of all project alternatives, so that the “Proposed Action”
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is identified at the conclusion of the environmental review, rather than at the outset. Unlike CEQA,
which permits the evaluation of alternatives to occur in less detail than is provided for the proposed
project, NEPA requires that alternatives be analyzed at a substantially similar level of detail as that
devoted to the proposed project. All alternatives considered, including the preferred alternative (if
any), must be evaluated compared to the “no-action alternative” future (without project). Thus,
consistent with NEPA regulations, this joint document (Draft EIR/EIS) evaluates the Proposed Project
and alternatives at an equal level of detail.

The Draft EIR/EIS considers three alternatives —the Reduced Development Alternative (Alternative 1),
the Housing Replacement Alternative (Alternative 2), and the No Project Alternative (Alternative 3).
The alternatives considered in the Draft EIR/EIS were selected based on the potential of each alternative
to avoid or reduce significant impacts identified for the Proposed Project. The Draft EIR/EIS devotes
substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail so that reviewers may evaluate their
comparative impacts and merits with the impacts and merits of the Proposed Project.

Alternative 1 would retain the same development footprint as the Proposed Project. This alternative
would reduce the size of the proposed land uses, associated parking, and loading spaces as compared
to the Proposed Project in order to lessen the impacts of the Proposed Project. Specifically, Alternative
1 would construct up to 1,280 residential units, 15,000 square feet of retail/flex space, 25,000 square feet
of community space, and approximately 3.62 acres of public open space. Compared to the Proposed
Project, fewer housing units and less community space would be developed under Alternative 1. In
addition, the maximum building heights for Alternative 1 would not exceed 40 feet.

The Draft EIR/EIS identified significant and unavoidable impacts of Alternative 1 similar to the those
for Proposed Project, for the following environmental topics: transportation (exceed transit capacity
threshold, construction-related traffic impacts, cumulative intersection impacts, cumulative transit
capacity impacts, and cumulative Muni screenline impacts), noise (substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise), and air quality (violation of air quality standard and cumulative air quality impacts).
Alternative 1 does not eliminate any environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Project.

Some commenters have suggested alterative density and height schemes beyond those analyzed under
Alternative 1. As discussed below under Response AE-2, AE-3, and AE-3, a mitigation measure has
been agreed to by the project applicant to reduce the height of buildings along 24t Street. With regard
to comments suggesting an evaluation of density and height schemes beyond those analyzed, the
project applicant has proposed a project and alternatives that it believes to be responsive to community
sensitivity combined with what is financially feasible. The alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS
range from the buildout of 1,700 units to a rebuild of the existing buildings which would maintain the
current unit count. This range of alternatives is considered reasonable, and therefore adequate, under
both CEQA and NEPA. These comments will be forwarded to decision makers to assist with their
deliberation on the Project. However, these comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR/EIS
and no further response is required.
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These comments also generally state a desire for decision-makers to approve the Reduced
Development Alternative (Alternative 1) for the purposes of reducing traffic impacts (through fewer
project-generated trips). These comments are noted and will be considered by the decision makers
prior to certification of the EIR/EIS and the granting of any project approvals. However, these
comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR/EIS and no further response is required.

Comment AL-2: Alternative 2

This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic

is quoted in full below this list:
A-SFPUC I-Meroz I-Robbins

“Page 5.13-20, Paragraph 2: Regarding the sentence, “Alternative 2 would result the same water
demand as existing conditions”, it appears that Alternative 2 would likely result in less water demand
due to increased plumbing efficiencies with new construction.” (San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission, letter, January 6, 2015 [A-SFPUC])

“With these points in mind, I urge that alternative 2 described in the DEIR be adopted, with a
replacement of the existing housing. “(Yoram Meroz, email, January 7, 2015 [I-Meroz])

“Without an ability to mitigate traffic, Hope SF must be required to pursue a Reduced Development
Plan, which would have less of an impact on traffic. Notably, the effect of lower density on traffic was
not detailed extensively in the report (they grade the impact between the main plan and Alternative 1
as similar). Any development should add to the general well-being of the community by including
some provisions for alleviating traffic and public transport congestion, rather than just adding to the
financial burden and to public expenditures. If the Project does not including any provision for helping
improve public transit usage and capacity and reducing congestion, it should not be as large.”
(Nathaniel Robbins, M.D., letter, December 11, 2014 [I-Robbins])

“Finally, the EIS/EIR reads that NEPA requires that an EIS must: “[r]igorously explore and objectively
evaluate all reasonable alternatives.” Given this requirement, I request that Hope SF complete another
EIS/EIR to evaluate an alternative in which the views from our public spaces at 23rd St. and the Potrero
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Recreation Center are not obstructed, and any assessed housing deficit is replaced with taller buildings
further down the hill towards 25th.” (Nathaniel Robbins, M.D., letter, December 11, 2014 [I-Robbins])

Response AL-2

These comments are regarding Alternative 2, the Housing Replacement Alternative. Please see
Response AL-1 for a discussion regarding the evaluation of alternatives at an equal level of detail as
the Proposed Project so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits with the proposed
project. As part of the Housing Replacement Alternative (Alternative 2), all existing housing units at
the Project site would be demolished and rebuilt using the same building pattern that currently exists.
The existing site plan and street pattern at the Project site would be retained. As such, Alternative 2
would reconstruct 620 affordable housing units, a 35-space preschool center, a 15-space child daycare
center, and associated residential parking facilities. This alternative would minimize the short-term
construction impacts by limiting redevelopment to replacing the existing 620 public housing units on
the same building footprint as currently exists.

The Draft EIR/EIS identified significant and unavoidable impacts of Alternative 2 for the following
environmental topics: transportation (construction-related traffic impacts). Compared to the Proposed
Project, Alternative 2 reduces the following environmental impacts associated with the Proposed
Project to less-than-significant levels: land use and planning (physical division, plan consistency);
socioeconomic and community (displacement effects); transportation (effects on levels of service,
freeway segments, freeway ramps, transit capacity, screenline ridership, transit operations, street
network, bus stops, pedestrian facilities, bicycle facilities, loading space demand, circulation, parking,
site access and onsite circulation, and cumulative traffic/transportation effects); noise (permanent
increase in ambient noise); air quality (air quality standard during construction), greenhouse gas
emissions (cumulative greenhouse gas emissions); wind and shadow (wind effects, shadow effects on
recreational facilities); recreation (effects due to increased use, effects due to construction); utilities and
service systems (effects related to construction of new facilities, water supply); public services (capacity
of public services); geology and soils (seismic effects, unstable geological units, expansive soils); and
hydrology and water quality (water quality standards, groundwater, drainage, stormwater capacity).

In response to the comment noting Alternative 2’s reduced water demand due to increased plumbing
efficiencies with new construction, page 5.13-20, paragraph 2 of the Draft EIR/EIS has been revised as
follows:

As described in the Water Demand and Wastewater Discharge Technical Memorandum
(included as Appendix 4.13), Alternative 2 would result in_an incremental decrease in water

demand compared to existing conditions due to increased plumbing efficiencies required by
applicable sections of the Building Code the—same—water—demand—as—existing—conditions.
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Alternative 2 would not result in the need to construct new water treatment facilities or expand
existing facilities beyond the ongoing improvements identified in WSIP.

This revision does not alter the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. No further response is
required.

Some comments stated a desire for decision-makers to approve the Housing Replacement Alternative
(Alternative 2) due to the commenter’s concerns of using public land for market-rate housing. Please
also see Response PD-7 for a discussion of providing market-rate housing on public land and Response
AE-3 for a discussion of public view concerns. This comment has been noted and will be forwarded to
decision-makers as part of this document process; no further response is required as the comments do
not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR/EIS.

In acco